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WATERFRONT DRIVE EXTENSION PROJECT 
Scoping Report 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document describes the scoping process that will assist the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the City of Eureka (City) in their role as Lead Agencies under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), respectively.  
The primary purpose of this document is to determine the proper scope of the joint environmental 
document, which is currently an Environmental Assessment (EA)/Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR), to be prepared for the proposed Waterfront Drive Extension Project.  There is a possibility, 
based on the significance of findings made during preparation of the various technical studies, that the 
NEPA document may be elevated to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

In order to effectively frame the depth and breadth of the analyses in the environmental document, the 
scope of the document must be determined, including the topics and level of detail.  This is an 
essential component of both the NEPA and CEQA processes.  The scoping process is open to federal, 
state, and local governments and regulatory agencies (including tribal governments), public and 
private organizations, special interest groups, and interested individuals.  The objectives of scoping 
are to: 

 identify the affected public and agency concerns; 

 facilitate an efficient NEPA/CEQA document preparation process;  

 define the issues and alternatives that will be examined in detail in the document while 
simultaneously devoting less attention and time to issues that cause no concern; 

 save time in the overall process by helping to ensure that the draft document adequately addresses 
relevant issues; and 

 produce a comprehensive document that thoroughly analyzes all pertinent issue areas. 

The public participation process, which is a key part of scoping, offers a forum to bring together and 
identify the concerns of affected federal, state and local agencies, the project proponents and 
interested stakeholders in an open and objective environment.   

2.0 INITIAL SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS 

In its Notice of Preparation (NOP) published September 10, 2004, the City identified the study area as 
generally occurring between Humboldt Bay to the west, State Route 101 (Broadway) to the east, 
Wabash at Railroad Avenue to the north, and Hilfiker Lane to the south, within the city limits of 
Eureka.  The NOP stated that the EIR would consider the construction of a two-lane extension of 
Waterfront Drive (approximately 9,000 lineal feet) southerly from Del Norte Street to Hilfiker Lane, 
with potential connections to State Route 101 at Truesdale Avenue, McCullens Avenue, and 
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Bayshore Way, as well as Class II bike lanes in both directions, a sidewalk along the eastern side, and 
a Class I multiuse recreational trail.  Attached to the NOP was an Initial Study Checklist that provided 
a preliminary discussion of potential key issue areas and accompanying strategies for addressing these 
key issues in the EIR.  Effects that the City found to be absent or insignificant were identified in the 
Initial Study along with a statement that the issue will not be addressed in further detail in the EIR. 

3.0 SUMMARY OF MEETINGS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The following is a summary of the public involvement and scoping process that has been completed 
to date: 

February 2, 2001 The City conducted a preliminary project workshop at City Hall, with 
representatives from Caltrans, Coastal Commission, Fish and Game, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Humboldt County Health Department, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service present.   

June 18, 2003  The City conducted a Project Field Review with Caltrans and FHWA.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to review the Preliminary Environmental Studies 
(PES) and Field Review Forms that the City completed for the project.  A site 
visit was conducted to identify potential project issues that will need to be 
addressed during the environmental review process. 

October 17, 2003 Initial meeting with key participating agencies to discuss potential wetland 
issues associated with the proposed Waterfront Drive Extension Project.  
Representatives from the City, California Coastal Commission, California 
Department of Fish and Game, Caltrans, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers were in attendance. 

September 10, 2004 The City, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, circulated a Notice of 
Preparation with the State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, State Clearinghouse for the proposed Waterfront Drive Extension 
Project (SCH# 2004092041).  In conjunction with the issuance of the NOP, a 
Public Notice was posted on September 15, 2004 at the City Clerk’s Office.    
NOP’s were sent by the City using certified with return receipt mail directly 
to all state, federal and local agencies having a potential interest in the project.  
The City also provided notice of the release of the NOP to members of the 
public known to have an interest in the project.  All federal, state, local 
agencies, and other persons or organizations were urged to participate in the 
scoping process.  Lisa D. Shikany, Environmental Planner for the City of 
Eureka Community Development Department, 531 K Street, Eureka, CA  
95501-1146, (707) 268-5265 was listed as the point of contact for further 
information.  The NOP distribution list is presented in Appendix A.  
Comments received from the various agencies are included in Appendix B. 

September 22, 2004 An agency scoping meeting was held at the City Hall in Eureka, CA.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the following elements:  project 
history; need for and purpose of the project; review of project description/site 
plan; identification of project issues; scope and breadth of proposed technical 
studies; and an overview of the environmental review process.  The primary 
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objective of the meeting was to answer any questions regarding the project 
and to solicit comments on the NOP.  Representatives from NOAA-Fisheries, 
Caltrans, and Humboldt County were present at the meeting. 

4.0 SCOPING COMMENTS 

The scoping process resulted in the presentation and/or submission of comments from 15 
organizations.  The comments were submitted to the City Community Development Department via 
written correspondence and oral comments presented at the agency scoping meeting.  The following 
section discussed the process of reviewing, organizing, and incorporating the comments into the 
NEPA/CEQA review process. 

Review and Organization of Scoping Comments 

Scoping comments were reviewed and organized according to agencies and stakeholders.  Copies of 
the comment letters are included in Appendix B.  Each comment was carefully reviewed, and the 
issues, questions and concerns were highlighted.  These comments addressed a variety of topics that 
pertain to the proposed project outlined in the NOP.  Table 1 provides a summary of comments 
provided by the responsible agencies.  These comments are organized by subject area, using the 
outline of major environmental elements to be addressed in the joint NEPA/CEQA document that will 
be prepared by the City and FHWA.  A NOP comment may be addressed in more than one section of 
the draft environmental document, if such consideration is required to appropriately consider the 
nature of the comment.  Comments that did not clearly fall within one of these areas were grouped 
together under General Comments.  Comments that were determined to be substantive in nature are 
summarized in the following section. 

5.0 COMMENT SUMMARY 

The following section provides a summary of substantive comments received on the NOP that may 
assist the Lead Agencies in identifying a range of alternatives, potential project impacts, and 
associated mitigation measures that will be analyzed in depth in the joint NEPA/CEQA document.   

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA-Fisheries) 

 The following listed species and critical habitat occur in the Humboldt Bay watershed and 
may be affected by the proposed Project:  (1) Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast 
(SONCC) coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU); (2) 
California Coastal (CC) Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha) ESU; (3) Northern California 
(NC) steelhead (O. mykiss) ESU; and (4) critical habitat for SONCC coho salmon.  

 Consult with NOAA Fisheries regarding potential adverse affects to Essential Fish Habitat 
(EFH). 

 NOAA Fisheries anticipates future EFH and ESA section 7 consultations to determine the 
effects of the proposed project on listed salmonids and their critical habitat. 



TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF NOP COMMENTS
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

U.S. National Oceanic & Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA Fisheries) X

STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Coastal Conservancy X X X X X X X X X X X X

California Coastal Commission X X X X X X X X

Department of Toxic Substances Control X X X X

California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board - North Coast Region X X

California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) X

Native American Heritage Commission X

LOCAL AGENCIES

North Coast Railroad Authority X X X X X

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) X

Table Bluff Reservation Wiyot Tribe X

PUBLIC

North Western Pacific Support Coalition X X

Redwood Region Audubon Society, 
Environmental Protection Information 
Center, North Group, Redwood Chapter, 
Sierra Club, Northcoast Environmental 
Center

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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 Anticipate there may be direct and indirect effects to listed salmonids, their critical habitat, 
and EFH from proposed project construction activities and indirect effects following project 
implementation. 

 Conduct pre-project surveys to determine salmonid presence throughout the project area. 

 Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be employed during all phases of project 
implementation. 

California Coastal Commission 

 Coastal development permits would need to be obtained from both the California Coastal 
Commission (Commission) and the City of Eureka for portions of the project. 

 Include information regarding potential wetland fill, project impacts to adjacent 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and water quality. 

 Conduct a wetland delineation based on the Commission and City of Eureka wetland 
definitions.  The wetland definition utilized by the Commission is significantly different from 
that of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

 Quantify the amount and kind of wetland fill proposed in the different wetland areas.  

 Coastal Act Section 30233 allows filling and dredging in wetlands only where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, where feasible mitigation measures have 
been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and where the project is limited to 
one of eight specified uses.  

 The Commission does not consider new roads or roadway extensions to be an allowable use 
for fill under any category of Section 30233(a). 

 Include a thorough analysis of project alternatives. 

 Compare alternatives with regard to their effects on the wetland environment.  

 Alternatives analysis should include:  rerouting traffic away from wetlands, the no project 
alternative, and project design configurations that would reduce or eliminate impacts on the 
wetland environment. 

 Conduct a complete review of the specific impacts on the wetland environment. 

 Address potential impacts, such as loss of wetland, loss of wetland habitat types, impacts on 
wetland species, and water quality. 

 Include mitigation measures to avoid impacts. 
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 Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states that Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) 
shall be protected against disruption of habitat values and development near ESHAs shall be 
designed to prevent adverse impacts to these areas.  

 Coastal development projects are usually required to maintain certain buffers; minimum 
width is usually 100 feet between the proposed development and the ESHA, but the ultimate 
width is project-specific.    

 The EIR should assess the appropriate buffer width. 

 Section 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act require the protection of the biological 
productivity and quality of coastal waters. 

 Evaluate potential water quality impacts to coastal waters, such as increased turbidity, 
accidental spills or release of contaminants, and discharge of runoff from vehicle 
hydrocarbons. 

 
California State Coastal Conservancy 

 The proposed project should be consistent with the purposes of the marsh acquisition, marsh 
enhancement activities, intent of marsh easement, and protection and enhancement of the 
marsh’s biological productivity and wildlife habitat. 

 Significance thresholds should be protective of and enhance Palco Marsh’e biological 
productivity and wildlife habitat  

 Address potential impacts to Humboldt Bay, Elk River Wildlife Area and Palco Marsh scenic 
resources. 

 Evaluate potential odors from project activities with respect to the Marsh and Elk River 
Wildlife Area viewers. 

 “Significant Thresholds” should include all listed species, not just “rare, threatened or 
endangered” ones. 

 Address potential biological resource impacts to the Elk River Wildlife Area.   

 Consider effects to future wetland and City habitat restoration and enhancement activities. 

 The EIR should evaluate all potential impacts that could result from hazardous materials 
spillage from the new road section.  

 Impacts to hydrology and water quality should include all potential substances, not just 
sediment and petroleum products. 
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 Analyze the potential of petroleum products entering wetlands and surface water via spills.  

 Discuss all potential impacts to marsh hydrology, including effects on areas that the City has 
planned future wetland and habitat restoration and enhancement activities.  

 Discuss how the project may affect, and how it will coordinate with, the City’s proposed Elk 
River trail.  

 Consider potential wildlife impacts due to noise.  

 Discuss potential impacts on recreation.   

 Consider limiting the project scope to a multi-use trail.  

 “Significance Thresholds” should include potential degradation to the quality of the 
environment, and a decrease in habitat quality (not just quantity).  

 Include present species habitat, as well as present species.  

 Conservancy-City grant agreements specify that the City shall refrain from developing or 
otherwise using any property it owns or controls in the vicinity of the Palco Marsh in such a 
way as to interfere with or inconvenience the use, management, operation or maintenance of 
the Marsh, or to detract from the Marsh purposes (habitat restoration and non-motorized 
public assess).  

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

 Environmental documentation should adequately address any remediation of hazardous 
substance releases. 

 Discuss past uses of any properties identified as hazardous substance release sites and the 
results of the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and Phase 2 Site Investigation.  

 If sampling indicates remediation is required for releases of hazardous substances, the EIR 
should discuss the various aspects of the remedial activities.  

 If the there is need for soil excavation, assess the following potential impacts:  air and health 
impacts associated with the excavation activities; identify applicable local standards which 
may be exceeded by the excavation activities, including dust levels and noise; transportation 
impacts from project activities; and risk of upset should there be an accident at the site during 
implementation of cleanup activities.  

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

 New signals or signal modifications should not result in added delay on Broadway. 
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 Traffic impact study must identify all locations where new signals will be proposed, and must 
contain a progression analysis for all proposed signals and signal modifications on traffic 
progression on Broadway. 

 Evaluate connections between Waterfront Drive and Broadway that utilize existing traffic 
signals and that improve cross-traffic circulation, rather than installing new signals at “T” 
intersections.  

 Caltrans encourages the City to consult Caltrans personnel early and often for regionally 
significant projects with the potential to impact state routes.  

 Any work within the Caltrans right of way, including the conduction of traffic counts and 
surveying, will require an Encroachment Permit.  

California Regional Water Quality Control Board – North Coast Region 

 Potential for contaminated soils and/or groundwater to be encountered during construction, 
which must be disposed of at properly permitted sites. 

 Provided a list of identified contaminated sites within Eureka 

Native American Heritage Commission 

 A Sacred Lands File search of the proposed project area identified no recorded Native 
American sites within the project area.  

 Lack of recorded sites does not preclude the possibility that cultural resources may be 
present.   

 Recommends the following actions:  contact the appropriate California Historic Resources 
Information Center for a record search; if an archaeological inventory survey is required 
prepare a professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records 
search and field survey. 

 The lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface 
existence.  Mitigation should include provisions for the identification and evaluation of 
accidentally discovered archeological resources, provisions for disposition of recovered 
artificats, and provisions for discovery of Native American remains.  

 Early consultation with local tribes is encouraged. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 

 Relocation of any electric/gas utilities outside of existing City Streets to accommodate the 
project shall be at the Requestors Expense.  
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 Relocation of any Electric/Gas Utilities within the existing City Streets to accommodate the 
project shall be at PG&E’s Expense.  

 PG&E requests a minimum lead-time of six months to relocate the electric/gas facilities to 
accommodate the project.  

Table Bluff Reservation Wiyot Tribe 

 The City, the Federal Highway Administration, and all applicable consultants involved with 
the project are encouraged to work directly with the Wiyot Tribe in order to protect as many 
cultural resources as possible and to minimize impacts to these sites.  

 Believe item d on page 11, Section V of the Notice of Preparation for the project may need to 
be changed from “Less Than Significant Impact” to “Potentially Significant Impact” due to 
confidential information regarding cultural resources in the area. 

North Coast Railroad Authority 

 The California Public Utilities Commission has specific regulations regarding the placement 
of any objects which may obstruct the passage of trains or interfere with railroad employees 
walking along the railroad right of way. 

 Carrier employees need to have continual access to the track with railroad vehicles to conduct 
maintenance of the track and right of way. 

 Address environmental and hydrological issues of placing the project in close proximity to 
the existing railroad right of way. 

 Address liability for maintenance and for the potential for accidents involving trespassers on 
the railroad right of way.  

 Carrier personnel and first responders must continue to have the ability to control any 
possible discharge of hazardous materials that may result from potential accidents. 

 Address coordinating future reconstruction of the railroad. 

Redwood Region Audubon Society, Environmental Protection Information Center, North Group, 
Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club and Northcoast Environmental Center 

 Provided maps were not large enough in scale to determine important details. 

 Produce legible maps and restart the 30-day NOP comment process. 

 The following features were not included on two of the Figures:  on Figure 5, a 24-inch 
culvert crossing Parcel A to Humboldt Bay, on Figure 6, a stormwater drainage ditch east of 
the railroad tracks from Parcel A to Truesdale Avenue. 
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 Through traffic diverted from Highway 101/Broadway will need to return to 101 between 
McCullens Avenue and V Street.  To what extent will this negate congestion relief benefits? 

 Assess impacts to traffic congestion and diverted traffic. 

 Provide detailed information on traffic light signals, speed limits, stops signs, and designated 
vehicle use of the proposed project and the potential impacts of the above items on traffic. 

 Discuss potential impacts related to redirecting traffic toward downtown and Old Town.  

 Discuss on-street parking within the project area.  

 Assess the impacts that may occur due to multi-use of the sidewalk.  

 Describe why and how the designated bikeways are deemed multi-modal and how they will 
accommodate truck parking. 

 Does the City have the right to relocate tracks and encroach on railroad right of way without 
North Coast Railroad Authority acquiescence?  

 The proposed fence between the railroad track and the road would restrict public access to 
Humboldt Bay, which is contrary to Local Coastal Plan Policy 4.2. 

 Discuss impacts to the environment and species habitat within the Coastal Zone and the 
potential to spread invasive species.  

 Discuss potential impacts to cultural resources. 

 Discuss all potential impacts to the Bay ecosystem. 

 Discuss appropriate buffer width between the project and Palco Marsh.  

 The proposed project would hydrologically and ecologically isolate Parcel A from the rest of 
Palco Marsh. 

 Discuss impacts to scenic resources, terrestrial wildlife and users of the Palco Marsh.  

 Discuss impacts from increased vehicle use of the proposed project to plant, aquatic and 
terrestrial wildlife.  

 Discuss how the proposed project will impact the economic value of the Palco Marsh, 
specifically local ecotourism. 

 Potential impacts to the Public Park, wildlife habitat and cultural resources should be 
addressed.  
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 Assess the proposed project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program. 

 Assess the proposed project’s consistency with open space easements and contracts with the 
Conservancy.  

 Discuss the expected cost of the proposed project and where the money will come from.  

 Evaluate alternatives to the proposed project that offer other traffic congestion relief 
opportunities.  

North Western Pacific Support Coalition 

 Evaluate the impacts of the proposed project on the existing railroad right-of-way, as well as 
the wetlands and marsh area it would pass through.  

 The railroad route must be maintained and ready when the railroad returns to this area.  

6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The comments and concerns described herein identify the project issues, potential alternatives, and 
public concerns that were identified through the scoping process.  Substantive issues identified 
through the NOP review and scoping process will be adequately addressed in the draft environmental 
document.  A completion date for the draft environmental document has not yet been determined; 
however, when completed, the document will be distributed for public comments and agency review 
during a 45-day review period.  The responses to comments on the draft environmental document will 
be included in the final environmental document. 

Structure of the Environmental Analysis 

Substantive comments received will be considered in the draft environmental document and 
addressed in the analysis provided for the appropriate resource area(s).  Resource areas to be 
evaluated in the environmental document are described below.  Some comments, such as those that 
discuss compliance and enforcement, easements, regulations, and protection of resources, will be 
addressed under multiple resource areas. 

Land Use 

The land use section will include a review of relevant planning policies pertaining to the project area, 
including the City of Eureka General Plan and Local Coastal Program, as well as the City’s existing 
easement from the California Coastal Conservancy for a portion of the project corridor.  This section 
will provide a summary of the project’s consistency with these various local plans and policies. 
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Growth Inducement 

Improved or increased access or availability of public services are representative of actions that could 
result in growth-inducing impacts.  This potential growth-inducement effect of the proposed 
Waterfront Drive Extension project will be discussed in the environmental document. 

Community Impacts/Environmental Justice 

The City will be conducting a socioeconomic study, focusing on residents and businesses/commercial 
institutions, that complies with the Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 and Federal Executive Order 
12898 (Environmental Justice).  This study will include an examination of the characteristics of 
households that could be displaced and an analysis of opportunities for these households to relocate.  
The results of this study will be summarized in the Community Impacts/Environmental Justice 
section of the environmental document. 

Public Services and Utilities 

The analysis of public services and utilities will focus on the potential for erosion and sedimentation, 
resulting from construction of storm water conveyance facilities, to affect the water quality of 
adjacent waters and recommend appropriate mitigation measures (i.e., erosion/sedimentation control).  
The environmental document will also provide an overview of other utilities and public services 
associated with the project area, including a discussion of potential relocation of utilities lines as a 
result of the proposed project.  

Traffic/Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities 

The City is conducting a comprehensive traffic study to determine how the proposed project would 
affect various roadways and intersections within the project study area.  Critical traffic issues being 
evaluated include:  intersection Level of Service (LOS), roadway capacity, turn lane and traffic signal 
warrants, adequacy of sight distance, potential vehicle or pedestrian conflicts, and ancillary traffic 
issues such as pedestrian safety and effects on bicycle traffic and local transit services.  As part of the 
environmental review process, the project will be evaluated to determine if construction activities 
along Bayshore Way, McCullens Avenue, Truesdale Avenue and Hilfiker Lane would warrant the 
preparation of a Traffic Control Plan.  In addition, the project study area will be evaluated to 
determine if existing public parking would be affected and prescribe mitigation to address the 
potential effects.  The results of the traffic study will be summarized in the Traffic and Circulation 
section of the environmental document. 

Cultural Resources 

To address potential cultural resources concerns, including archaeology and historic resources, the 
City will be conducting a focused historical architectural inventory for all structures located within 
the historic architecture area of potential effects (APE) and a comprehensive archaeological survey 
within the archeological APE.  The results of the historic resources survey will be compiled in a 
Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and the results of the archaeology investigation will be 
presented in an archaeological survey report (ASR), both for submittal to Caltrans, FHWA, and 
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SHPO for their review and approval.  The findings of both reports will be summarized in the Cultural 
Resources section of the environmental document. 

Visual Resources/Aesthetics 

The City will conduct a qualitative visual impacts assessment that includes a site reconnaissance, 
photo-documentation of key public viewing areas (including photos of key views from the proposed 
road, key views from the bluff overlooking Humboldt Bay, and key views from the bay to the 
proposed road), and a consistency review of local planning and coastal zone management regulations 
for aesthetics.  Concerns raised by local public stakeholders may also be considered in the analysis.  
The results of this study will be provided in the Visual Resources/Aesthetics section of the 
environmental document. 

Recreation 

The City will conduct a qualitative recreation study that evaluates current recreational usage of Palco 
Marsh and adjacent marshes, assesses whether the proposed project could result in increased 
pedestrian traffic within sensitive habitats, and proposes mitigation that will avoid and/or minimize 
this potential effect if warranted.  This study will also analyze the potential effects of the proposed 
Waterfront Drive Extension Project, such as increased traffic noise, on identified recreational uses, 
and identify mitigation measures to compensate for any significant impacts.  The findings of this 
study will be integrated with the Section 4(f) evaluation, as appropriate.  The results of the study and 
Section 4(f) evaluation will be included in the Recreation section of the environmental document. 

Hydrology and Floodplains 

The Hydrology and Floodplains section of the environmental document will examine how the 
increase in impervious surface areas in the study area could affect the hydrology of adjacent natural 
water bodies due to increased stormwater runoff.  This section will also examine the project location 
in proximity to known tsunami run-up zones within the City and discuss potential design 
recommendations to address any hazard concerns that are identified. 

Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff 

Due to the proposed project’s proximity to several sensitive wetland areas, water quality will be an 
important issue to be evaluated in the environmental document.  As part of the water quality analysis, 
a review of the existing North Coast RWQCB water quality standards will be conducted in order to 
assess the project’s potential to violate these standards and to prescribe appropriate mitigation.  The 
water quality analysis will also assess the potential for erosion in areas of projected increased runoff 
and the potential for increase in the amount of polluted runoff into adjacent water features and 
recommend appropriate mitigation measures. 

Geology/Soils/Seismicity/Paleontology 

This section of the environmental document will consider the aspects of topography, soils and 
sediments, engineering properties of the materials, seismic hazards, and other geologic conditions 
associated with the project study area.  Particular emphasis will include the quantification of the 
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amount of disturbed soils along the project corridor, an assessment for the potential for erosion, and 
recommendation of suitable mitigation (i.e., Best Management Practices). 

Hazardous Waste/Materials 

The City is conducting a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), in accordance with ASTM 
E1527, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments:  Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment Process, as the first step in investigating previous property ownership and uses under 
Federal hazardous waste regulations, as well as to detect unknown or undocumented environmental 
problems.  The Phase I ESA also will address environmental-related activities documented at 
adjoining and other vicinity properties.  The results of the Phase 1 study will be included in the 
Hazardous Waste/Materials section of the environmental document. 

Air Quality 

An air quality study will be conducted by the City which analyzes the long-term effects associated 
with motor vehicle traffic along a newly-constructed segment of Waterfront Drive by applying level 
one of the Caltrans CO emission protocol to existing conditions and project build alternatives using 
information collected as part of the traffic study.  The Air Quality section will also include a 
qualitative analysis of potential project contribution of PM10 to the North Coast Air Basin. 

Noise 

The City will conduct a technical noise study that will include the following elements:  review of 
local noise standards; conducting noise monitoring; model using traffic data; and a qualitative 
assessment of construction-related noise and analysis of vehicle-induced vibrations at sensitive 
structures.  The results of this noise study will be presented in the Noise section of the environmental 
document, while potential noise effects to wildlife will be discussed in the Biological Resources 
section of the environmental document. 

Energy 

The environmental document will include a qualitative analysis of construction and operational 
energy requirements and conservation potential for the proposed project and alternatives. 

Biological Resources (Natural Communities/Wetlands/Special-Status Plants and Wildlife/ Invasive 
Species) 

Biological investigations consisting of:  California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) search; 
informally consulting the CDFG, USFWS, and NOAA-Fisheries; rare plant survey and plant 
community mapping; survey for noxious weeds; and reconnaissance-level survey for special-status 
fish and wildlife habitat.  In addition, a qualitative assessment of potential project operational effects 
on wildlife (i.e., traffic noise, vehicle exhaust emissions, traffic/wildlife collisions) will be conducted 
by reviewing existing literature and scientific data.  The results of these biological investigations will 
be presented in the form of a Natural Environment Study (NES) report that will be submitted to 
Caltrans, FHWA and other pertinent agencies for review and approval and incorporation into the EIR.   
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A delineation of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” within the project study area will also be 
conducted.  Both one and two-parameter wetlands (Coastal Commission and CDFG jurisdiction) and 
three-parameter wetlands (ACOE jurisdiction) will be delineated and mapped.   

The results of both the NES and the wetland delineation report will be summarized in the Biological 
Resources section of the environmental document.  This section will also include a review of the 
General Plan LCP polices specific to biological resources, and Conservancy easement to determine 
project consistency with these policies and conditions. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects on the environment result from the incremental impact of the proposed action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  These impacts can 
result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions being undertaken within the project 
region.  Cumulative impacts will be discussed by issue area (i.e., Land Use, Noise, etc.) within each 
section of the environmental document devoted that particular issue area.  Significant cumulative 
impacts will be further discussed in a separate section of the environmental document. 

Alternatives 

One objective of the NOP comment/scoping process is to identify potential alternatives to the 
proposed action, as well as describe criteria that may be used in a preliminary screening evaluation 
process.  The potential alternatives and alternative components will be developed through the scoping 
process.  The lead agency will carefully review this information and adopt a reasonable range of 
alternatives for inclusion in the environmental document.  The range of alternatives will include the 
No-Action Alternative as required by CEQA and NEPA.  This alternative will serve as the baseline 
for assessing other alternatives to the proposed action.  Based on the information provided in the 
previous sections, the following criteria may be applicable in the preliminary screening of alternatives 
to the proposed action. 

 Ability to meet the project purpose 
 Construction Cost 
 Ownership/Jurisdiction 
 Location (public/private) 
 Design Components 
 Environmental Effects 
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Waterfront Drive Extension Project 
NOP Distribution List 

 
 
 
Federal Agencies 

 
 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
California Division 
Gary N. Hamby, Division Administrator 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA  95814-2724 
 
 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Kelley Reid 
Eureka Field Office 
601 Startare Drive 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Mike Long, Field Supervisor 
1655 Heindon Road 
Arcata, CA 95521 
 
    
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Irma Lagomarsino 
1655 Heindon Road 
Arcata, CA 95521 
 
 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Alessandro Amaglio 
Region IX Environmental Officer 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, CA  94607 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco. CA  94105 
 

 
 



State Agencies 
 
 
RWQCB, North Coast Region 
Catherine E. Kuhlman Executive Officer 
Attn:  Roy O’Connor 
5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite "A" 
Santa Rosa, CA  95403 
 
 
California Department of Fish & Game 
Karen Kovacs 
619 Second Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
Department of Fish & Game 
Attn: Bob Williams 
Department of Fish and Game 
601 Locust Street 
Redding, CA  96001 
 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Bob Merrill, Regional Director 
710 E Street, Suite 200 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
Caltrans – District 1 
Intergovernmental Review Branch 
Rex Jackman 
P.O. Box 3700 
Eureka, CA  95502 
 
 
Caltrans – District 1 
Jan Bulinski 
P.O. Box 3700 
Eureka, CA  95502 
 
 
California Coastal Conservancy 
Moira McEnespy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 
Oakland, CA  94612 

 
 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 “I” Street 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Attn:  Debbie Pilas-Treadway 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 
Berkeley, CA  94710-2721 
 
CA Dept. of Parks and Recreation 
Office of Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 942896 
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 
 
 
State Lands Commission 
Paul D. Thayer, Executive Officer 
Attn:  Grace Kato 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, CA  95825 



Local Agencies 
 
 

 
 

Humboldt County Planning Department 
Kirk Girard, Director 
Attn: Steve Werner 
3015 H Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
County of Humboldt 
Public Works Department 
Real Property Division 
Robert Burnett 
3033 H Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
County of Humboldt 
Environmental Health Department 
Hazardous Materials Unit 
James Clark 
100 “H” Street, Suite 100 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
NCUAQMD 
Mr. Robert Torzynski, AICP 
2300 Myrtle Avenue 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
HCAOG 
Spencer Clifton 
235 4th Street, Suite F 
Eureka, CA 95501 
 
 
Humboldt Bay Harbor District 
David Hull 
P.O. Box 1030 
Eureka, CA  95502 
 
 
 
 

Pacific Bell 
Marlene Allen 
1818 “F” street, Room 202 
Eureka, CA  95501 
 
 
PG&E 
Tom DeAge 
2555 Myrtle Avenue 
Eureka, CA  95501 

 
 
Table Bluff Reservation 
Wiyot Tribe 
Marnie Atkins 
1000 Wiyot Drive 
Loleta, CA  95551 
 
 
North Coast Railroad Authority 
419 Talmage Road,  Suite M 
Ukiah, CA  95482 
 
 
State Clearinghouse   
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 

 
 

Cox Cable 
911 W. Wabash 
Eureka, CA  9501 
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From: Lisa Shikany [lshikany@ci.eureka.ca.gov] 
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2004 3:17 PM 
To: Wirt Lanning 
Subject: FW: NOP WaterFront Drive Extension Proj. 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Kaye Strickland [mailto:kstricklan@humboldt1.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2004 3:46 PM 
To: Lisa Shikany 
Cc: lwoolley@co.humboldt.ca.us; Oringer 
Subject: NOP WaterFront Drive Extension Proj. 
 

NORTH WESTERN PACIFIC SUPPORT COALITION          A Coalition of Civic Organizations supporting return of rail 
service to Humboldt County 

October 18, 2004  

Lisa Shikany, Env. Planner 

Comments to City of Eureka 

Re: NOP Proposed Waterfront Drive Extension Project 

The Rail Support Coalition (NWPSC) has always been concerned re this proposed project, and the effect it would likely have on 
the existing railroad right-of-way, as well as the wetlands and marsh area it would pass through. 

For a variety of reasons, this railroad has been out of service for several years.  

I won’t go into that in this correspondence. However, we are doing everything we can to bring back this vitally needed facit of our 
northcoast balanced transportation system. It will be brought back, be very sure of that. And the route must be maintained and be 
ready when this happens.  

We have a wide variety of folks working with us to accomplish this, including cooperation from potential shippers, and the cities of 
Fortuna and Arcata.  More concern for this needed railroad r-o-w by the city of Eureka would be helpful, since    I know you have 
received correspondence from Mitch Stogner, Exec.Dir. of NCRA which does an excellent job of detailing their concerns, and the 
legal requirements of the railroad. 

I will be submitting further comments as Eureka proceeds on this project. I trust you will take ours and the many other concerns 
you have been and will continue to be receiving if this project goes much further. 

Sincerely, 

Kaye Strickland, Chair NWPSC 

cc: JWoolley, Chair NCRA 
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