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Letter 41: John Birkbeck 

41-1 The comment expresses concerns about increased traffic on U.S. 101 and spillover on 
Henderson Street. Please see response to comment 38-4, which addresses potential 
spillover traffic onto Henderson Street. 

41-2 The comment stating that the proposed cleanup of the project site is inadequate is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, 
please see Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. 

41-3 The comment states that the proposed project is not properly timed considering that the 
“economy is in a freefall.” The comment is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under 
“New Recessionary Conditions.” 
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Letter 42: Margaret Birkbeck 

42-1 The comment questions whether the retail market in Eureka is saturated. Please see 
Master Response 1, under “Vacancy in the City of Eureka.” 

42-2 The comment states that the housing proposed for the project would not be affordable for 
most people. Please see the response to comment 48-5, which discusses the affordable 
housing goals of the City. 

42-3 The comment questions the adequacy of the proposed cleanup of the project site. The 
comment is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, 
please see Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. 

42-4 The comment suggestive other uses for the project site is noted. Alternatives to the 
proposed project, some of which includes the uses suggested, are discussed in 
Chapter VI. 
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Letter 43: James and Kathryn Bardman 

43-1 The comment expressing support for the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 44: Jere Bob Bowden 

 This comment letter may be about another project that relates to infrastructure 
improvements planned for the U.S. 101 corridor between Eureka and Arcata. 
Nonetheless, the following are responses based on applying the comment letter to this 
project. 

44-1 The comment suggests not doing any of the proposed mitigations, instead reducing the 
speed limit to 40 mile per hour on Broadway and enforcing the speed limit. 

 Due to the impact of the proposed project on the roadways, specifically on U.S. 101, it is 
the responsibility of the developer to mitigate the impacts. The speed limit on U.S. 101 
on the one-way couplet of Fourth and Fifth Streets in Downtown Eureka plus Broadway 
along the project frontage to Wabash Avenue is 30 mph. Changing the speed limits 
further south can only be done through completion of an engineering and traffic survey 
consistent with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Caltrans has 
completed such studies and the speed limits south of Wabash Avenue are appropriate and 
consistent with state law. Further, the establishment and enforcement of speed limits is a 
matter for Caltrans and state and local law enforcement, and is not an element of the 
project or project mitigation.  

44-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of the proposed project’s impact on the 
Humboldt Bay and its wildlife is inadequate. The comment is noted. For further 
discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, please see 
Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. Note that the contamination of the project site is 
an existing condition, and the proposed project would remove contaminants from the soil. 
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Letter 45: Brenda Bowie 

45-1 The comment expressing support for the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 46: John Bowmen 

46-1 The comment requests an evaluation of the displacement of existing retailers. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “The 1999 Bay Area Economics (BAE) Report” 
regarding a proposed Wal-Mart Store in Eureka. 

46-2 The comment expresses concern about the proposed project’s impact on the existing local 
hardware store businesses. Please see Master Response 1, under “Potential Local Store 
Closures” and under the “National Stores vs. Local Stores” discussion. 
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Letter 47: Mildred Brucker 

47-1 The comment states that the home improvement retail demands of the greater Eureka area 
are already met. The comment does not provide any detail on how this statement relates 
to environmental effects. Please see Master Response 1. 

47-2 The comment expresses concern about the traffic generated by the proposed project. The 
comment is noted. Please see Master Responses 6 and 7 for further discussion of 
vehicular trips on Broadway and trip distribution. 

47-3 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project is not timely considering 
current economic conditions. Please see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary 
Conditions.” 
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Letter 48: Lisa Butterfield 

48-1 The comment expresses concern about the existing contamination on the project site and 
whether than contamination leaches into the Bay. The comment is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, and a 
discussion of the migration of chemicals in the subsurface, please see Master Response 4 
and new Appendix S. 

48-2 The comment expresses concern about the impacts of the proposed project on other 
intersections in the City farther away from the project site. 

 Please see response to comment 32-9 and Master Response 7, which discuss impacts to 
other corridors as well as to intersections farther from the project site. The proposed 
project would not significantly change the volume of traffic at Harris Street and Dolbeer 
Street, which is currently operating at LOS F. 

48-3 The comment states that a national hardware store should not be part of the proposed 
project due to impacts on jobs, wages, and local businesses. The comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “Jobs / Wages Impacts” and “Potential Local Store 
Closures.” 

48-4 The comment expresses concern about the retail market in the City of Eureka. The 
comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “Vacancy in the City of Eureka.” 

48-5 The comment states that there is greater need for affordable housing in Eureka than for 
more “upscale” housing such as that proposed by the project. The project is not required 
by any applicable state or city regulation to include low income housing. Neither State 
law nor California Department of Housing and Community Development policy requires 
any local inclusionary housing ordinance within a jurisdiction’s housing element. The 
City of Eureka is expected to meet its low income housing needs through its compliance 
with its Regional Housing Needs Assessment planning for its General Plan.  

 The proposed development of market rate housing is necessary to meet the project’s key 
objective to “develop an economically viable mixed use project.” As a result of the 
former railroad use and activity at the project site, the property is currently considered an 
urban brownfield by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Consequently, 
any future site redevelopment involves major clean-up and restoration costs which further 
reduce the project’s ability to support any below market rate housing development.  



Comment Letter 49

5-461

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
49-1

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
49-2

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
49-3



5. Written Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments 
 

Marina Center Mixed Use Development Project 5-462 ESA / 205513 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

Letter 49: Joseph Byrd 

49-1 The comment suggests that traffic impacts would be far greater than claimed on 
Broadway. 

 As indicated in Table VII of the report, under the 2025 Cumulative Conditions, the 
expected p.m. peak period level of service at the mentioned intersections, assuming that 
all project mitigation is in place are: 

Broadway and Fourth Street: LOS C 
Broadway and Fifth Street: LOS C 
Broadway and Sixth Street: LOS C 
Broadway and Washington Street: LOS C 

 LOS D operation is acceptable by Caltrans; consequently the resulting LOS C would be 
better still. Note that by 2025 outbound traffic that formerly traveled onto Broadway at 
both Fourth Street and Sixth Street would be re-routed to other streets; the letter writer is 
correct that the volume of traffic is too high to maintain acceptable operations. That is 
why traffic in later years is to be redirected onto Waterfront Drive to Hawthorne (for 
traffic continuing south) and to both Commercial and C Streets (for traffic continuing to 
the north on U.S. 101). (See, e.g., Mitigation Measure O-8a.) The traffic signal at 
Broadway and Sixth Street would provide for protected northbound left turns, north and 
southbound traffic on Broadway, and westbound left – through- right from Sixth Street. 
Pedestrians, as the case today, would be provided a “Walk” signal across the north leg of 
this intersection. 

 Also note that traffic has increased by 1.5 percent per year on U.S. 101 in Eureka since 
1980 (and perhaps even earlier), and such traffic increase is anticipated to occur with or 
without the project in the future. The proposed project provides the means to 
accommodate the higher future traffic volumes, while no plan is currently in place to 
accommodate future traffic without the proposed project. 

49-2 The expected smaller number of accidents would not be the result of lower speed as the 
comment seems to suggest. Instead, it would result from the proposed mitigation 
measures, such as signal coordination and improvements to the design and operation of 
existing signals. (Draft EIR, page IV.O-18.) There is no statement in the Draft EIR that 
lower speeds would contribute to a reduction in the number of accidents. 

49-3 The comment questions the methodology that concluded that Broadway would operate 
with an average speed of 21.6 mph with the proposed project during certain times of day. 

  The intent of measuring travel times between Downtown and Bayshore Mall is not to 
increase vehicle speeds, but to determine the impacts of higher traffic volumes on the 
ability of U.S. 101 to maintain through travel capability. Note that the 1.5 percent average 
annual increase in traffic volumes along U.S. 101 in Eureka would be expected to occur 
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in some form with or without the proposed project. If none of the mitigation were in 
place in 2025, average speeds on U.S. 101 through Eureka would be significantly slower, 
and these calculations are contained in the appendices only. Without the project in 2025 
but with a 33 percent increase in traffic, levels of service at the study intersections would 
be far worse, with many operating at LOS F. 

 Subsequent studies on other projects with respect to traffic throughout Eureka reveal that 
project traffic would not cause any significant shifts or diversions of traffic volumes into 
neighborhoods of Eureka. 
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Letter 50: Bruce Campbell 

50-1 The comment states that there should be a Draft Supplemental EIR that addresses 
additional testing for toxics at the project site, and then analyzes the potential impacts of 
those toxics. The comment is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, 
please see Master Response 4 and Appendix S, which detail the extensive subsurface 
investigations at the project site. Note that the contamination at the project site is an 
existing condition, and that the proposed project would excavate and remove soil at 
contaminated hot spots and place of clean cover material over the project site to remove 
exposure pathways. 

50-2 The comment questions the adequacy of the 1996 and 2000 Health Risk Assessments and 
calls for further site testing. Please see response to comment 50-1, directly above. 

 For further discussion providing details of the Remedial Action Plan for the project site, 
please see Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. 

50-3 The comment questions how site remediation would proceed and asks how it would 
affect wildlife near and on the project site. 

 Note that the contamination at the project site is an existing condition, and that the 
proposed project would excavate and remove soil at contaminated hot spots and place of 
clean cover material over the project site to remove exposure pathways. For further 
discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, please see 
Master Response 4 and Appendix S, which is the recently completed Supplemental 
Interim Remedial Action Plan (SIRAP). The SIRAP has received conditional 
concurrence from RWQCB staff. 

50-4 The comment questions the adequacy of the “economic analysis” in the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “Jobs / Wages Impacts” for further discussion 
pertinent to this comment. 

50-5 The comment calls for an analysis of preferred uses in the coastal zone as related to the 
proposed project. The comment is noted. Please see Master Responses 3 and 5 for further 
discussion of coastal zone land use policy consistency. 

50-6 The comments requesting archaeological subsurface survey of the project area are noted. 
The comment does not directly address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
However, impacts to cultural resources, as well as mitigation measures to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level, are described on 
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pages IV.E1 through -21 Draft EIR. Please also see response to comment 40-8 and 
Master Response 9, which detail the survey efforts that would be undertaken. 

50-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include analyses regarding various federal 
stimulus program proposals, incorporating them into the cumulative analysis. The 
comment is noted. The list of projects included in the cumulative analysis are presented 
in Table V-1 on page V-4. As stated on Draft EIR page V-3, the Draft EIR cumulative 
impacts analyses are based on a growth scenario that incorporates approving, pending, or 
proposed projects within the vicinity of the project. If the various federal stimulus 
program proposals are adopted, they would incorporate the Marina Center into their 2010 
baseline conditions for any required environmental review. Please also see response to 
comment 13-4 for a discussion of cumulative impacts to biological resources. 




