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Sidnie Olson

From: David Cobb [cobbweb@greens.org]
Sent:  Thursday, May 04, 2006 4.43 PM
To: Sidnie Olson

Subject: Public Comment re; Balloon Track

Sidnie L. Olson, Semor Planner
Community Development Department
531 “K” Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Subject: Balloon Track CEQA Scoping Comments
Dear Ms. Olson,

I am writing to provide my formal public comment regarding the proposal to amend the
Eureka General Plan regarding the Balloon Track.

I request that this proposal be rejected for the following reasons:

1) In 1999 the citizens of Eureka rejected an effort to amend the zoning rules on this same
.~ parcel of land by a whopping 61% to 39% at the ballot box. Any decision that would
‘.. overturn the express will of the people should be made by a vote of the people of Eureka at
the ballot box. The current project proposal is asking our elected officials to overturn the
express will of their own constituents. This is a profoundly undemocratic process.

2) Big Box development is a poor use of any waterfront property, and especially for
waterfront property that is currently zoned specifically for public use.

3) The proposed zoning change does not require total environmental clean up. Current
owner Union Pacific Corporation is attempting to avoid liability for alleged environmental
contamination. I urge the city to hold the owners of Union Pacific corporation responsible
for their actions.

4) The proposed Big Box complex will have a significanty negative impact on traffic, and
likely require massive public subsidies for road widening.

Sincerely,

David Cobb
1402 M Street
- Eureka, Ca 95501

031

T omw Pam o v



To: Sidnie L. Olson, Senior Planner
Community Development Department
531 “K” Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Subject: Balloon Track CEQA Scoping Comments
Dear Ms. Olson,

[ am writing to provide my formal public comment regarding the proposal to
amend the Eurcka General Plan regarding the Balloon Track.

I request that this proposal be rejected for the following reasons:

1) In 1999 the citizens of Eurcka rejected an effort to amend the zoning
rules on this same parcel of land by a whopping 61% to 39% at the ballot
box. Any decision that would overturn the express will of the people should
be made by a vote of the people of Eureka at the ballot box. The current
project proposal is asking our elected officials to overturn the express will of
their constituents. This is a profoundly undemocratic process.

2) Big Box development is a poor use of any waterfront property, and
especially for waterfront property that is currently zoned specifically for
public use.

3) The proposed zoning change does not require total environmental clean
up. Current owner Union Pacific Corporation is attempting to avoid liability
for alleged environmental contamination. I urge the city to hold the owners
of Union Pacific corporation responsible for their actions.

4) A mega Big Box complex on this site will have a profoundly negative
impact on traffic, and likely require massive public subsidies for road
widening.

Sincerely,

David Cobb
1402 M Street
Eureka, Ca 95501
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Sidnie Olson

From: Gregory Conners [gnc@humboldil.com]
Sent:  Thursday, May 04, 2006 10:07 AM

To: Sidnie Olson

Subject: Scoping Input - Marina Center Proposal

Dear Ms. QOlson,

The attached 1995 study from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to the United States Senate
specifically addresses the area in question. This study was funded as a prototype and includes mapping of
liquefaction and tsunami zones in Eureka. Please print that attachment and include it with my e-mait as input for
the scoping part of this development process.

Is it possible for liguefaction to cause toxics to move into Humboldt Bay even when not followed by a tsunami? If
an earthquake causes liguefaction which is then followed by a tsunami, wouid that result in even more deadly
materials entering Humboldt Bay”? Would a complete compacting of this site make any difference to these
possibilities, rather than a partial compacting under structures only?

Please see that these questions are studied impartially. Humboldt Bay belongs to all of us. The cost of cleanup
should not be a factor. In fact, the railroad is a muiti-billion doltar corperation that can pay whatever the cost may
be to clean up this property. It is my personal belief that cleanup should not be mitigated through a development
agreement because of the potential for damage to Humboldt Bay.

Thank you for your good work,
Gregory Conners

67 Copenhagen Road
Loleta, CA 65551

(707) 725-3400 W
(707) 733-5184 H
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Tsunami Hazard Mitigation
A Report to the Senate Appropriations Committee

Hazard Assessment

Prepared by
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Pacific Marine Envircnmental Laboratory
Seattle, Washington

March 31, 1985




Executive Summary

Cascadia

= Senate Concern. The threat to West Coast communities
from destructive tsunamis generated by earthquakes in the
Cascadia Subduction Zone.

> NOAA Response. Lead the first coordinated, comprehensive
effort by Federal and State agencies, academia, and local
communities to
- identify needs of at-risk communities
- inventory existing national resources

- review recent technological advances
- develop specific, practical recommendations

= Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Plan. Modemize and integrate existing national capabiiities
by exploiting recent technological advances. Focus on at-risk coastal communities. Provide
each with effective
- Tsunami Hazard Assessment g e S

- Tsunamt Warning P .
- Tsunami Educated Response

Hazard Assessmant

*  First Step. Create necessary Federal/State partnership to examine each
recommendation and oversee implementation of the agreed plan. Broad-based membership
should include Federal, State. focal and acadamic participation.



I. Background

The Senate Committee on Appropriations has expressed its concemn about the destructive
potential of a major tsunami to U.S. coastal communities and has issued the following directive to
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration NOAA):

“The Committee directs NOAA to prepare a plan for a tsunami waming system that

could reduce risk to coastal residents. The plan should evaluate sites for a tsunami

warning system that would assist States in the mapping of possible tsunami inundation.

The Committee expects such a report no fater than March 31, 1995.”” (Report on FY95

Budget, July 1994)

In response to this directive, NOAA has developed a plan to reduce the risk of tsunamis to
coastal residents on U.S. coastlines. The strategy involves the use of new technologies along with
better coordination of existing activities to reduce tsunami risk through an integrated program that
focuses on:

A. Hazard assessment (identify and map tsunami flooding potential)

B. Real-time tsunami monitoring and warning systems (alert the people)

C. Public education (population awareness and community response}

Intensive workshops to develop each component have been held with broad-based participation
that included tsunami scientists, Federal, State, and local emergency planners and emergency
operators. Workshop participants focussed on evaluation of new hazard assessment and mitigation
technology. NOAA technical reports were published on each workshop. This document summarizes

and synthesizes these workshop recommendations into a coherent plan,

II. The Problem

U.S. coastal communities are threatened by tsunamis that are generated by both local
earthquakes and distant earthquakes. Local tsunamis give residents only a few minutes to seek
safety. Tsunamis of distant origins give residents more time to evacuate threatened coastal areas but
increase the need for timely and accurate assessment of the tsunami hazard to avoid costly false
alarms. Thus, U.S. residents in Alaska can experience a local earthquake and tsunami while residents
of Hawati and the west coast may experience this disaster as a distant tsunami. Similarly, west coast
residents can experience a local tsunami that may also have an impact on the distant states of Alaska
and Hawaii. Of the two, local tsunamis are more devastating. The challenge is to design a tsunami
hazard mitigation program to protect life and property from two very different types of tsunami

events.



Figure 1. Tsunami hazard for the United States is defined by the earthquake zones capable of generating tsunamis in
the Alaska-Aleutian Seismic Zone, the Cascadia Subduction Zone, and Hawaii. The populations at risk from
tsunami are identified as population centers,

1. The Greatest Threat—Local Tsunamis Generated Off the U.S. Coast

The Cascadia Subduction Zone threatens California, Oregon, and Washington with devastating
local tsunamis (Figure 1) that could strike the coast within minutes. There is increasing geological
and seismological evidence that: earthquakes of Richter scale magnitude 8 and more have previously
occurred in this region; at least one segment of the subduction zone may be approaching the end of
a seismic cycle culminating in such an earthquake; and, these earthquakes have generated tsunamis
that have caused extensive flooding along the coastlines of Washington, Oregon, and California
(Heaton and Hartzell, 1987, Weaver and Shedlock, 1992). Recent articles (Wacthrich, 1994) indicate
that the probability of a Cascadia carthquake occurring is comparable to that of large earthquakes
in southern California (i.e., 35% probability of magnitude of 8 or above between 1995-2045). The
Alaska and Aleutian Seismic Zone also has been recognized as a region with very high seismic
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potential. Respected U.S. seismologists have predicted the occurrence (84% probability between
1988-2008) of a major earthquake with magnitude greater than 7.4 in Alaska (Nishenko and Jacob,
1990). When this earthquake occurs, Alaska’s coastlines can be expected to flood within 15 minutes.

A reminder of this threat occurred in April 1992 when a small tsunami was generated at the
southern end of the Cascadia Subduction Zone by a large (7.1 M,) earthquake near Cape Mendocino,
California (Gonzalez and Bernard, 1992). This tsunami arrived at Eureka, California only 15 minutes
after the earthquake origin time. No tsunami warning was issued because the instruments used to
determine earthquake magnitude were outdated. During a post-earthquake scientific meeting on the
(Cape Mendocino earthquake/tsunami, sponsored by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), one of the two most urgent recommendations suggested was the production of local
tsunami inundation maps for Northern California coastal communities at risk. Tsunami preparedness
was deemed to be of such high importance and urgency that the project was funded by FEMA and
NOAA to produce tsunami inundation maps for Eureka and Crescent City, California. FEMA also
funded an carthquake scenario study of Northern California. The combined study
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Figure 2. This map identifics arcas of tsunami flooding, areas of liquefaction, landslides, and intense ground shaking.
If the tsunami is generated by a local, major earthquake near Eurcka, then highway 101 probably will be damaged
by the liquefied soils to the south. Evacuation then would be feasible only to the north on highway 101. It is
important to evacuate to safe areas.



produced the first comprehensive assessment of the nearby earthquake and local tsunami risk to a
coastal community (Bernard ef al., 1994, and Toppozada ef al., 1995). The first-of-a-kind map is
illustrated in Figure 2, which clearly shows areas susceptible to tsunami flooding, carthquake
shaking intensity, earthquake-induced liquifaction, and earthquake-triggered landslides.

The Eureka tsunami study can be considered the prototype and model for the application of
existing technology to local tsunami hazard assessment. These local tsunami hazard maps will be
incorporated into the emergency plans of Eureka, California. This process, which starts in March
1995, will provide an opportunity for NOAA, FEMA, the State of California, and local Eurcka
emergency planners to set the standard for emergency procedures for other coastal communities

threatened by local tsunamis.

2. The Silent Threat—Tsunamis Generated at a Distance

The U.S. has suffered major damage from tsunamis originating in Chile, Japan, Russia, and
Alaska. If an earthquake in Alaska generated a major tsunami, Alaskan shores would be flooded
within 15 minutes, while the coasts of Hawaii, Washington, Oregon, and California would be hit
within 5 hours after the event. Under present conditions, the Alaskan and Pacific Tsunami Warning
Centers (ATWC and PTWC) would issue warnings, based on seismic data alone, covering a limited
area as soon as the earthquake is detected, located, and sized. It then would take about an hour for
the Centers to receive confirmation from Alaskan coastal tide gauges that a major tsunami had been
generated. With confirmation, the ATWC would expand its warning area to include the entire west
coast of the United States, and the PTWC might issue a Pacific Basin-wide wamning. Even at this
time, the Centers would have only a rough idea of the potential size of the tsunami. They would
receive no further information until the tsunami reached Midway Island (about 3 hours after the
carthquake) or the west coast of the United States (4 to 5 hours after the earthquake). At that point,
it would be too late for Washington and Oregon emergency managers to change their plans of
operation, and Hawaii emergency managers would have only about an hour and a half to adjust their
plans. Recently, the development of a method to detect, in real time, the passage of a tsunami in the
open ocean could provide additional lead time fo evacuate coastal residents.

For the Alaska earthquake/tsunami scenario, it is important to recognize that only Hawaii
possesses a set of evacuation maps for the distant tsunami scenario. These maps were derived from
tsunami inundation models and are published in local telephone directories. Once a warning is
received in Hawaii, residents are evacuated from potential tsunami inundation areas. The other
affected states have no similar maps. Lack of evacuation maps and timely tsunami wave information
gives rise to confusion on how to respond to a NOAA tsunami warning. Lack of evacuation maps
and timely tsunami wave mformation certainly contributed to the confusion caused by the October
4, 1994 distant tsunami wamning. (See the Tsunami Education Workshop report (Good er al., 1995).)
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3. Conclusions
Local tsunamis are the greatest threat to U.S. coastlines, but distant tsunamis are also a constant
threat. Technologies now exist to identify areas at risk from both types of tsunamis and to detect the

passage of a tsunami in the deep ocean in real time.

1. Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Plan

Eventually, tsunamis will strike all U.S. Pacific Ocean coastlines. To mitigate any rapid onset
natural disaster, it 1s critical to accurately assess the nature of the hazard, design an alerting
technique, and prepare the at-risk area for appropriate reaction to reduce the impact of the hazard.
Applying the conceptual model—hazard assessment, warning, and educated response—to the
tsunami hazard is a way to reduce the inevitable impact of tsunamis. One way to think about the
application of this model to the tsunami hazard is illustrated in Figure 3. The three interdependent
pieces of the conceptual model are shown as a triangle.

Hazard Assessment

Figure 3. Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Model.

NOAA conducted the first comprehensive evaluation of existing tsunami hazard mitigation
technology and user needs through a series of three workshops (hazard assessment, warning,
educated response) held from November 1993 to October 1994. (For details about the workshops
see Appendix A.) The process of involving Federal, State, and local representatives yielded a rich
diversity of ideas and suggestions. The main theme that emerged was that the hazard affects local
populations, so the solutions should be developed with input from these people. Below is a summary
of the major findings and recommendations from each workshop. These major recommendations
form the basis of the NOAA plan to mitigate the U.S. tsunami hazard. Agencies involved in the
mitigation plan at the Federal level include NOAA, United States Geological Survey (USGS),



FEMA, and the Army Corps of Engineers. At the State and local level, emergency planning and

operations are involved as well as universities.

A. Tsunami Hazard Assessment

The base of the triangle in Figure 3 and the first element for designing appropriate warning and
education systems 1s hazard assessment. For each coastal community, an assessment of the tsunami
hazard must be carried out to 1dentify at-risk populations and arcas. For some communities, data
from earlier tsunamis provide an empirical method for identifying hazardous areas. For most
communities, however, little or no data exist. For these areas, tsunami inundation numerical models
can provide estimates of areas that could be flooded in the event of a local or distant earthquake. The
accuracy of this technology is appropriate to design the other two elements of the model—warning
and educated response systems. Our first workshop found that existing technologies are adequate
to produce tsunami inundation maps for emergency preparedness and documented several technical
methods (Bernard and Gonzilez, 1994). Participants were of the strong opinion that the production
of these maps should be guided by local experts who had detailed knowledge of that geographical
area. The participants also wanted these maps to be as accurate as possible, so they felt that the
modeis should be tested and validated with observed data.

Major Finding:
® Technology exists to produce tsunami inundation

maps for emergency preparedness.

Major Recommendations:

1. Establish a group of scientists to produce tsunami
inundation maps for coastal towns in Alaska, Hazard Assessment
California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington.

2. Tsunami inundation map production should be guided and implemented by State and local
users.

3. Test and validate models with observed data.



B. Tsunami Warning

The second element of the conceptual model (Figure 3) is the appropriate waming system to
alert coastal communities that danger is imminent. Three types of tsunami warning systems exist to
alert populations of the occurrence of an earthquake that has high potential to generate a tsunami.
The Pacific-wide system warns populations in about 1 hour (>750 km from the source); regional
systems warn in about 10 minutes (100-750 km from the source); local systems warn in about 5
minutes (<100 km from the source). Three warning systems exist today. There is one Pacific-wide
system—the Pacific Tsunami Warning Center; five well-established regional systems (U.S.—2,
Japan, Russia, French Polynesia), and local systems exist in Chile and Japan (Bemard et al., 1986).
All three systems use earthquake magnitude as the trigger for warnings and use coastal tide stations
as verification that a tsunami exists and as a guide to announce that the danger has passed. Because
these systems are activated by earthquake magnitudes, and because not all earthquakes generate
tsunamais, there are false alarms.

In the tsunami hazard mitigation model, warning systems are designed according to the local
hazard assessment. For the U.S., the earthquake areas shown in Figure I subject California, Oregon,
Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii to the local tsunami hazard and all coastal areas are exposed to the
distant tsunami hazard. The tsunami warning system for the U.S. should provide local and distant
tsunami warnings for coastal communities. Our second workshop found that the national effort to
detect earthquakes in the states of Califomia, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii consists of
seven seismic networks with about 1000 real-time reporting seismometers at a capital cost of $23
million and annual operating costs of over $9 million. The participants of the workshop found that
this extensive network could be utilized, with some modifications, to provide tsunami warnings
within five minutes for any earthquake occurring along U.S. coastlines. Those modifications include
1) the inclusion of more real-time seismometers which can be used to quickly determine the
magnitude of a large earthquake (broad-band seismometers); 2) the agreement that these data plus
other real-time seismic data should be exchanged among the existing networks; and 3) the
implementation of 24-hr/day in-office operations at the two existing tsunami warning centers,

Participants felt that making better use of existing networks was preferred over the siting of a
new tsunami warning center. If their recommendations are implemented, there is no need to create
another traditional tsunami warning center on the West Coast.

They also found that the existing water level network of 12 real-time tide gauges in Alaska and
Hawaii was inadequate to detect local tsunamis for forecasting local tsunami impacts. Participants
recommended the modification of coastal gauges to detect large tsunamis. They recognized that the
new technology to detect tsunamis near the source offers an improved approach to early detection
and forecasting of tsunamis. With this realization, they recommended the installation of deep water
tsunami gauges and the use of the resulting data for forecasting tsunami wave heights. Details of the



discussions and recommendations can be found in the tsunami warning workshop report (Kanamori
and Biackford, 1995).

Major Findings:
® Technology exists to issue local tsunami warnings
within five minutes for earthquakes occurring
along U. S. coastlines.
®  [Existing water level system is inadequate to track

large tsunamis in a timely manner.

Major Recommendations:

4. Upgrade existing seismic networks fo include real-time instruments that provide more
accurate earthquake magnitudes.

5. Implement a plan to coordinate the exchange of data among existing seismic networks.
Implement 24 hr/day in-office operations at two tsunami warning centers.

7. Install network of decp water tsunami gauges and modify existing coastal network to
survive large tsunamis.

8. Develop procedures that incorporate water level data for forecasting local tsunami

mmpacts.

C. Tsunami Response/Education

The third element of the tsunami mitigation mode! (Figure 3) is the educated response which
is based on hazard asscssment and warning systems. The appropriate response to impending danger
from a tsunami requires knowledge of areas that could be flooded (tsunami inundation maps) and
knowledge of the warning system to know when to evacuate and when it is safe to return. Without
both pieces of information the response could be inappropriate and fail to mitigate the impact of the
tsunami. Our third workshop found that the residents of Oregon, Washington, and California were
unaware of hazard assessment and waming procedures. A FEMA survey of 14 coastal communities’
response to the October 4, 1994 NOAA tsunami warning found the information unusable by 30
percent of the communities surveyed and not timely for 71 percent of the affected communitics.

Workshop participants recommended the formation of an educational network to exchange
existing information and keep abreast of new educational material being developed. Participants,
recognizing that lack of tsunami inundation maps was a major obstacle in education of local
restdents, recommended the production of tsunami inundation maps as soon as possible. Workshop
participants were concerned that each state may create different signs for guiding people out of



tsunami hazard areas, so they recommended that standardized signs for tsunami hazard zone and
evacuation be used in all affected states. They were also concerned that too many “experts” were
being used by the media during tsunami warnings, which led to public confusion. Participants
recommended that each state establish a tsunami advisor to provide expert guidance to the media,
decision makers, and emergency planners. A summary of this workshop can be found in the tsunami
education workshop report (Good et al., 1995).

Major Finding:
® Tsunami education for local and distant tsunami
is deficient for West Coast decision makers and

residents.

Major Recommendations:
9. Establish an educational network among local,
State, and Federal agencies to promote communication and coordinate the exchange of

existing and new information and assist in improving tsunami warming messages.

10. Produce preliminary tsunami inundation maps to aid in local educational process.

11. Develop standardized tsunami hazard zone and evacuation signs for use in Alaska,
California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington.

[2. Establish each state’s single-point tsunami expert contact for media, decision makers, and

emergency planners.



D. The Plan
By combining the three elements—hazard assessment, warnings, and response—we have a
context for implementing the workshop recommendations. A schematic summary of the plan is

illustrated i Figure 4.

The tsunami hazard mitigation plan (Figure 3) uses hazard assessment to design appropriate
warning systems and appropriate response by affected populations to reduce the impact of the
tsunami. These three components must be highly interactive and well coordinated to mitigate the
effects of a tsunami. Thus, a coordinating body of appropriate scientists, emergency managers,
emergency planners, and warning center operators, with representations from each affected state,

should be created to ensure this coordination.

NOAA Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Plan

% s
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W o MUy,
e

& Pre Tsunami Planning

&  Tsunami Waming Activities

Figure. 4. NOAA Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Plan. Each element requires the participation of NOAA, USGS, FEMA,
and the states’ emergency agencies and universities,
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IV. The First Step—A Federal/State Partnership
To implement the plan requires three phases:

1. Coordination

2. Planning

3. Implementation
The coordination phase is essential to form a coherent plan of action with time milestones. The three
workshops provide a technical basis for identifying techniques and needs, but they represent only
the first step in coordmation. The next step is to form a Federal/State partnership to convert these
recommendations into an action plan. The Federal side of the partnership should include NOAA,
USGS, FEMA, and the Army Corps of Engineers. Since NOAA has Federal responsibility for
tsunami warnings, NOAA should be the lead agency. The State side of the partnership should
include Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington. Each state should have a
representative that could become the expert for that state (Recommendation #12). Through this
process, a plan can evolve in which the Federal role to protect life and property is appropriately
applied at the local level. The plan should outline what recommendations can be implemented at
various resource levels. We must recognize that each state has a different emergency
planning/operational structure and that the Federal government is downsizing. These two facts force
us to use our existing resources as wisely and productively as possible.

The planning phase should emerge as soon as possible. The present document contains 12
recommendations that could be the essential elements of the plan. Coordination is required to
establish a process to rank the recommendations. Once the ranking of recommendations is agreed
upon, then the implementation phase can begin. The process of implementation will be controlled
by resources available from all sources-—the Federal sector, the State sector, and the private sector.

V. Conclusions

The three workshops on tsunami hazard assessment, warning guidance, and educated response
have provided a set of recommendations that can reduce the impact of local tsunamis on West Coast
residents. The next step is to rank these recommendations through a coordinating group composed
of Federal/State partners and formulate a plan of action. The recommendations do not call for the
siting of a new warning center, but rather the use of existing seismic networks through focused
upgrades of instrumentation, telemetry, and processing. The recommendations provide for
mundation mapping for all Pacific coastal communities through a process that involves local

governments, including affected coastal residents.
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Appendix A
Tsunami Mitigation Workshops

Three workshops were held during a one-year period (November 1993-October 1994) to
capture a snapshot of the “state-of-the-art” technology and to identify the needs of users of NOAA’s
tsunami warning products. Fifty-six specialists in tsunami science, emergency planning and
operations, and educators represented 41 different organizations of local, State, and Federal
Governments and Universities. The five affected states of Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, and

Washington were represented. The list of participants is given below.

TSUNAMI INUNDATION WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

Name Affiliation

Frapk Tsai FEMA

Karla Heerman FEMA-Pacific Area Office

Eddie Bernard NOAA/PMEL

Frank Gonzilez NOAA/PMEL

Stephen Hammond NOAA/PMEL

Dennis Sigrist ITIC/NOAA-NWS

Chip Mccreery NOAA/NWS/PTWC

Bill Mass NOAA/NWS/PTWC

Michael Blackford NOAA/NWS/PTWC

Mel Nishihara State of Hawau Civil Defense
Brian Yanagi Hawaii State Civil Defense

Gus Furumoto Tsunami Advisor, State of Hawaii
Richard Mccarthy California Seismic Safety Comm,
Vasily Titov University of Southen California
Don Hull Oregon Department Of Geology
Jim Good Oregon State Untversity Sea Grant
Philip Liu Comnell University

George Carrier Harvard University

George Curtis JIMAR/University of Hawait
Dennis Moore JIMAR/University of Hawaii
Zygmunt Kowalik University of Alaska, Fairbanks

TSUNAMI WARNING WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

Name Affiliation

Michael Blackford NOAA/NWS/PTWC

Eddie Bernard NOAA/PMEL

Frank Gonzailez NOAA/PMEL

Hugh Milburn NOAA/PMEL

Thomas Sokolowski Alaska Tsunami Warning Center
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David Megehee
John Filson

Thomas Heaton
David Oppenheimer
Hiroo Kanamori
Stephen Malone
Reinhard Flick
Emile Okal

Kenj1 Satake

Costas Synolakis

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USGS

USGS

USGS

California Institute of Technology
University of Washington
University of California, San Diego
Northwestern University
University of Michigan

University of Southern California

TSUNAMI EDUCATION WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

Name

Affiliation

Connie Manson
Susan Larson
Lloyd Rayment
(George Priest
Beverly Vogt
Susan Mcbride
Jeri Allemand
Dave Mayer
Leslie Ewing
Sarah Nathe
Emily Toby
Frank Tsai

Eddie Bernard
Frank Gonzalez
Thomas Ainsworth
William Sites
Dennis Sigrist
Thomas Sokolowski
Michael Blackford
Bob Goodwin
Bill Steele

Jim Good

Curt Peterson
Antonto Baptista
Lori Dengler
Vicki Osis
Robert Malouf
Pat Ainsworth
Sherry Patterson
Teresa Atwill

Al Aya

WA Department of Natural Resources
WA Emergency Management Division
B.C. Provincial Emergency Program
DOGAMI

DOGAMI

Humboldt County Coop Extension
Curry City Emergency Services

OR Emergency Management

CA Coastal Commission

CA Office of Emergency Services
DLCD

FEMA

NOAA/PMEL

NOAA/PMEL

NOAA/NWS Western Region
NOAA/NWS

International Tsunami Information Center
AK Tsunami Wamning Center
NOAA/NWS/PTWC

University of Washington

University of Washington

Oregon State University

Portland State University

Oregon Graduate Institute

Humboldt Earthquake Education Center
Extension Sea Grant

Oregon Sea Grant

American Red Cross Field Service Office
American Red Cross

Newport, OR

Cannon Beach, OR
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Sidnie Olson

Charlene Cutler-Ploss [2beagles@sbcglobhal.net]
Friday, May 05, 2006 1:07 PM

Kevin Hamblin; Sidnie Olson

Marina Center Development CEQA comment

To Whom This May Concern,

I am writing to register my interest in this project.

I have questions and concerns regarding the planned clean up and more
extensive clean up options. I also wish to express distress over the
exclusion of community input into the development, particularly as it
pertains to the property being given its highest possible use within

the limits of public use property.

I wish to remain informed and on information lists for this project
going forward.

Thank you,

Charlene Cutler-Ploss
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Sidnie Olson

From: Jean Doran [jeandoran@cox.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 07, 2006 5:56 PM
To:  Sidnie Olson

Although I now ki

Jean Doran

1271 C St

Arcata, CA. 85521 I came | e from 50 years in Walnut Creek. Over thr years Walnut Creek has purchased many
acres in the surrounding hilts which are much used as Open Spoace. they are turning areas around the Creeks
info nature stud y areas toenjoy thed creeks. can we do less? a thorough cleanup of the Balloon Track/ tract
would add an asse! for the whole of Hurnboldt county with a few shops and recreatuonal buildings rather than a
concentrated commercial complex would benefit everybdy tourist and resident alike. Comparison to Cannery row
os not apt=--the destination spot there is the Monterey aquarium , thanks to Packard.
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Sidnie Olson

From: Dan Ehresman [porcupine_d@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 11:49 AM

To: Sidnie Olson

Subject: Balloon Track Scoping Comments

Ms. Olson:

As an attachment to this e-mail you will find my Scoping Comments. If there is any difficulty opening
the document do not hesitate to contact me at this address or call 269-0649.

Thank you,

Daniel Ehresman

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com

5/5/2006 -~ 03
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5/5/06

Sidmie L. Olson

Community Development Department
531 K St

Eureka, CA 95501
solsonimci.eureka.ca.gov

Re: Balloon Tract/Marina Center Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Olson:

As a Eureka homeowner and resident I offer the following comments on the City of Eurcka
General Plan Amendment and rezoning requested for the proposed development of the Balloon
Tract and adjacent areas.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) required for this project must fully address the impact
the project may have on open space, public space and recreational activities in the Old
Town/Waterfront District and in Eureka in general. The EIR must also address the
environmental, social and economic impacts to the city of Eureka and Humboldt County and
provide a meaningful analysis of project alternatives.

The project proponent’s NOP states that Humboldt Bay and its associated wetlands have been
reduced by about 50% of its criginal distribution {other sources state a much higher percentage).
The Balloon Track site was initially wetland and subsequently filled. The project would
permanently alter the landscape upon which it is proposed to be built and would constitute an
irreversible environmental change. The Coastal Act requires protection and restoration of
sensitive wetland and riparian habitat, The EIR must address the proposed project’s impact on
wetland and riparian habitat currently onsite. It must also address how the project may fmmpact
potential future habitat restoration of the subject site.

The city of Eureka has very little open space. The Balloon Track represents the largest
undeveloped tract of land in Eureka. The project as currently proposed would result in a lost
opportunity for public use space. The EIR must address the proposed project’s impact on open
space and public use space within Eureka and specifically in the Old Town/Waterfront district.

The project proponent states that the Marina Center project would “deter current unanthorized use
of the property as a temporary encampment area by homeless people” (Marina Center newspaper
insert). Where will they be relocated to? What impact will this have on the area(s) they relocate
to and the people who currently reside in close proximity to the specified area(s)? The effective
displacement of numerous “homeless people” residing in and around the project area must be
addressed. :

It is also necessary for the FIR to address fransportation issues. The likely increase of traffic on
the already congested Highway 101 (4™ St., 5™ St. and Broadway) in Fureka must be addressed.
Also, how would the removal of the “balloon track” impact future projects involving an active
railroad? The EIR should address how the proposed project may impact the potential for an
active railroad or light rail in the future.




The EIR must address the likely and potential impacts due to site disturbance from tidal and
seismic activity including tsunamis and earthquakes. It must also consider the potential for
liquefaction of the earthen materials on the project site due to the aforementioned disasters.

I strongly believe that the toxic contamination on the project site be cleaned up to the fullest
extent feasible and that Union Pacific and the other parties responsible for the contamination be
held accountable for their actions. If is not up to the public, or anyone else, to be responsible for
the clean-up costs.

The project proponent’s NOP discusses threats to the health of those onsite and its neighbors, but
what of impacts on people and other biological resources that might be impacted due to further
contamination of Humboldt Bay due to contaminants currently in the soils or the potential future
contaminants stored on-site? The EIR must provide a complete analysis of the composition and
distribution of contamination on the project site, H must also be stated the known and potential
risks to human and biclogical health associated with these toxic materials. Consideration must be
given to the potential movement of these materials into ground water and the waters of Humboldt
Bay. Cumulative impacts of this toxic waste site must be assessed as one among the many toxic
waste sites surrounding Humboldt Bay. The cumulative impacts analysis must also be considered
relative to the wide range of alternatives outlined below.

The EIR must consider a meaningful alteratives analysis. Various levels of toxic contamination
clean-up should also be addressed. The EIR should alse consider a wide range of land use
alternatives including the current proposal, a Marina Center Plaza and office buildings without
the big box anchor stores option, a public facilities option, an wetland restoration and park option,
and a wide variety of other mixes of uses.

Iam concerned that this project will have significant negative economic impacts on local
communities as well as on small businesses and their employees. The EIR must document and
disclose the full range of project economic effects on the regional economy and associated social
impacts. These findings must be founded on a comprehensive survey of current studies of
economic effects of big box retail on local economies, especially those that are similar to the
economies of Eureka and Humboldt County. The economic impacts analysis must also be
considered relative to the wide range of alternatives outlined above.

Thanks for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Daniel J. Ehresman

1930 A Street
Eureka, CA 95501



Sidnie Oison

__From: loreen [loreen@asis.comy]
{  ent: Friday, April 14, 2006 10:56 AM
Y o & Sidnie Olson
Subject: Balloon Tract Scoping Hearing

Because I live in Southern Humboldt, it is often difficult for me to get

to the meetings regarding this issue. I own the Riverwood Inn and my

business depends a lot on tourism. I am very concerned about the

proposal for the Balloon Tract, mainly Home Depot. I do realize that

the property does need to be developed, but Home Depot should not be

part of the plan. Many tourists that I speak with have a poor

perception of Eureka. They think fog and stink. For many, their plans

only go as far as Ferndale. Eureka is my hometown and I love coming up

there to shop on my weekly excursions so I always talk up Eureka to
tourists. I tell them about the Morris Graves Museum and the Clark

Museum, about the Waterfront and the restaurants and great shops in Old

Town. I give them directions to Hillsdale Street {(where my grandma

lived) and explain to them that Eureka has more Victorians then Ferndale

and I encourage them to get off the beaten track. I always tell them

you can't get lost in Eureka.....the streets are ABC and 123. Most of

my overnight guests, on my urging, continue their ride through the

redwoods to include Eureka. I don't want Eureka to look like every

other place. It's special! If anything is going to be built on the

Balloon Tract it should be of Victorian design, light and elegant.

_-Shops, Discovery Museum, light industrial. I think of the Evergreen

. usiness Park between Redway and Garberville. Although it's not
pleasing to the eye, almost every area in there is rented and

prospering. There are lots of great crafts people that could fill a

coop with products of Humboldt. I also think that the site needs to be

completely cleaned, not just capped off. Why allow this festering bloom

to remain by the bay, lurking into the ground water? 1alsoown a

house in Eureka so I think I will be able to vote on this issue, but

even if i didn't, I think this issue should be decided countywide as it

will ultimately affect everyone in business in Humboldt, be it Southern

or Northern.

Loreen Eliason
Riverwood Inn

PO Box 121
Phillipsville, CA. 95559
707-943-1766
www.riverwoodinn.info



Sidnie Olson

_From: loreen [loreen@asis.com]
{ =ant: Friday, May 05, 2006 3:11 PM
S0 Sidnie Olson

Subiject: Balloon Tract

I own and operate the Riverwood Inn on the Avenue of the Giants. T also
own a house in Eureka as well as one in Myers Flat. I have two
concerns. First, I disagree with bringing in Home Depot to that area,
period. Iam not against development, but Home Depot is too much.
Secondly, I have reservations about "capping" the site. Just last

night I saw on the news that there are several sites in the Bay Area

that have been "capped" and are now leaching out into the ground water
and surrounding areas. Also, construction on these capped sites is
hazardous. I believe that the Balloon Tract shouel be throughly scoured
clean of toxins before any development is allowed to begin on that site.
What's the rush? Are we all under the gun or something? Why not get
it right? It's a very valuable piece of property and will find a buyer

in the future as well as now. My business relies partially on tourism

and I do all my major shopping in Eureka. I may not live in the city,

but I feel that T should have a say in what's going on, especially since

I plan to retire into the house that I own at 1636 J Street.



Sidnie Olson

From: Kyedorskid@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2006 9:58 AM

To: Sidnie Olson

Subject: Marina Center EIR CEQA scoping comments

Please accept these comments as supplement to my comments submitted at the 4/13/06
public scoping meeting for the Marina Center EIR project.

Energy: Various federal, state and local planning documents all recognize the problem of

rising fossil fuel cost and growing fossil fuet scarcity as the present century progresses.

Traditional economic development based on assumptions of abundant nonrenewable

energy no longer makes economic or environmental sense in today's "peak oil” world.

This is especially true for Eureka due to Humboldt County's 'energy isolation’. Aithough

the proposed Marina Center may make some symbolic nods to energy conservation issues,

I am concerned that the project as a whale, and in its thermodynamic essence, is based

on outdated energy assumptions: big box shopping, blacktop parking, automobile dependency and high traffic
assumptions, high energy maintenance. If one or two buildings were the sum of the proposed project, all this
might be excused as ordinary lack of economic

imagination. In the case of the Marina Center proposal, however, 32 acres of prime bayfront property is at
issue; here "lack of imagination” can very well amount to a major economic

and environmental disaster for Eureka and Humboldt Bay. Suppose the Marina Center is

built as proposed and in a decade or two the energy economics on which it is based

collapses? The result could be many times worse than the present brownfield left by

Union Pacific as a result of the collapse of the railroad economy. If any ERI for the Marina

Project is to be considered valid, it must include as a major component a deep, extensive and searching
examination of these energy issues. Operationally, this would mean ideally a separate energy sub-volume
authored by a competent expert in the field

of contemporary energy planning.

In making these comments, | recognize that the "peak oil" paradigm on which there are based-while no longer
as controversial in its main contention was it was even 5 years ago-

is still subject to a wide range of impact interpretations. That a significant long-term

increase in the cost of energy recovery, and thus the cost of purchased energy, will be a major factor in the
world economy for the foreseeable future seems by now however

beyond argumeni. This fact is recognized in an article ("Running Dry? Does it Mafter?)  from The Economist
reprinted in Sunday's THE PRESS DEMOCRAT (4/30/06), which

comments "We may be running fow on $20 oil, but for $60 we have adequate cil suppiies for decades fo
come". This acknowledgement comes from one of the more conservative voices speaking on the issue but the
essential peak oil factor is well characterized: not absolute depletion but a curve of ever increasing economioc
and energy cost for fossil fuel recovery.

How will this curve impact any development of the Balloon Tract? In 20107 20207 20307

[ will be waiting to see how adequately this energy factor is covered in the Marina Center  EIR now being
crafted.

Patrick Eytchison

915 California, Eureka, CA 95501
707-443-7926

5/2/2006 -~ 037



Sidnie Olson

From: ali [ali@mattole.org]
nt: Friday, May 05, 2006 4:47 PM

S

o Sidnie Oison
ubject: Balloon Tract
To: Sidnie L. Olson, Senior Planner

Community Development Department
531 “K” Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Subject: Balloon Tract CEQA Scoping Comments
Dear Senior Planner Olson,

I have recently moved back to Arcata having lived in the small town of Petrolia for the past 19 years. I still serve
as Program Coordinator for the Forest Practices Program of the Mattole Restoration Council. In this role I
consider myself a bridge person between the fimber industry, environmental concerns, and the concerns of
residents. I am currently involved in the Buckeye Forest Project, an arm of the Buckeye Conservancy to try and
reduce costs for smaller timberland owners. I explain all this as a platform that bridges my working role as an
advocate for the residential communities of watersheds as I feel it relates to my concerns to the residential
communities here in Humboldt Bay and the development of the Balloon Tract. In this light please accept my
scoping comments on this important project.

Primarily I am concerned that the current proposal will have disastrous effects to the economic and physical
~well being of Humbodt Bay communities. I consider myself a staunch advocate for small busisness
.aintenence and development over imported corporate models. Economic controls and visions must remain
in the hands of the local citizenry. Small entrepreneurial development must be nurtured and encouraged.
Allowing an open door to big box stores is an insult and threat to current local businesses and certainly to the
future of small market enterprises. In addition, once we begin to lose our capacity for smaller locally owned
businesses, we lose the capacity to govern ourselves. Please keep this wonderful county healthy and alive by
promoting smaller economic models. We already have enough underused commercial space. The Ballon Tract
does not need to be rezoned commercial and thereby threaten the fabric of our communities.

Secondarily but just as importantly, I am concerned about the impact of possible toxic contaminationfrom this
site. A thorough cleanup of all toxic materials should ensue regardless of development. The site is just too close
to the receiving waters of Humboldt Bay. I already refuse to eat the oysters that are grown here becasue of the
dioxin levels that remain in Humboldt Bay from unrestrained industrial waste. We cannot continue to cover up
these mistakes. They must be properly and effectively dealt with. The EIR should also consider a wide range of
landuse alternatives including the current Big Box Mall proposal, a no retail option, a public facilities option, a
waterfront dependent only option, a light industrial only option, and a wide variety of other mixes of uses. And
then allow a well-informed citizenry decide.

Thanks for your consideration of these comments. I look forward to accomplishing a development plan for this
site that best protects the significant public interests at stake here.

Sincerely,

Al Freedlund
rogram Coordinator
-attole Restoration Council

1304 Sunset Ave.
Arcata, CA 95521
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Sidnie Olson

From: JUDY GROSZMANN [groszmann@sbcglobal.net]
Sent:  Thursday, May 04, 2006 4:31 PM

To: Sidnie Olson

Subject: Balloon tract

Sidnie Olson, Senior Planner
Community Development Dept.
531 K Street

Eurcka, CA 95501

Dear Ms Olson:

Please let us take this opportunity to submit a few comments on the City of Eureka General amendment
and rezoning requested for the Big Box Mall project for the Balloon Tract and adjacent areas.

We quite simply do not want {o see a big box project built there or anywhere else inside the Eureka City
limits. This town is great the way it is and does not need these outside businesses. They will badly
damage our economy and hurt our local merchants. Also the question of toxins in the tract would need
to be addressed and we have not seen this happen.

This is just simply not a good idea. We our very opposed to this entire project. Please don't let this
happen to our city.We do not want to ramble on here. Just please register this as a negative comment
against the amendment. Thank you for your time.

Gilbert & Judy Groszmann
2114 E Street
Eureka, CA 95501
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