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Letter 81: Sallie Grover 

81-1 The comment states that the proposed project would put local businesses out of business. 
Please see Master Response 1, under “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

81-2 The comment suggesting 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 
of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 82: Rebekah Hache 

82-1 The comment expressing support for the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 83: Bruce Hales 

83-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed rezoning of the project site in light of 
its located near the waterfront. The comment is noted. 

 As stated in Chapter III, Project Description, the proposed project would require rezoning 
and other approvals. The Draft EIR therefore acknowledges that land use designation 
changes would be required. Please see Master Responses 3 and 5 regarding land use 
policy issues in the coastal zone. 

83-2 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would affect local businesses. 
Please see Master Response 1, specifically “Potential Local Store Closures.” 
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Letter 84: Sarah Hallin-Lundstrom 

84-1 The comment expresses concerns that further traffic delays on nearby streets would be 
unacceptable. The proposed project’s potential traffic impacts to Broadway and 
Waterfront Drive are discussed in Chapter IV.O, Transportation. The proposed project’s 
potential impacts to air quality are discussed in Chapter IV.C, Air Quality. Please also see 
Master Response 6. 

84-2 The comment states that the project would result in an increase in truck traffic and 
unhealthy diesel fumes. For discussion of the potential health impacts associated with 
project induced vehicle emissions, see Master Response 2 and Draft EIR pages IV.C-16 
through IV.C-19. 

84-3 The comment states that the project would result in traffic being diverted to residential 
neighborhoods degrading air quality and increasing noise levels. For air quality and noise 
impact discussions pertaining to project-related traffic congestion, see Draft EIR 
Chapters IV.C and IV.K, respectively. 

84-4 The comment states that national chains will take away profits from local businesses. 
Please see Master Response 1, under “National Stores vs. Local Stores.” 

84-5 The comment states that extremely toxic pollutants are in the soil at the project site.  

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, 
including additional information on the levels and locations of contaminants on the 
property, please see Master Response 4. 

84-6 The comment states that the levels of contamination are not disclosed. The comment is 
noted. Please see Chapter IV.G regarding hazardous materials. For further discussion 
regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, please see Master 
Response 4. 

84-7 The comment regarding Humboldt Bay views from the project site is noted. Alternatives 
to the proposed project, some of which includes the uses suggested, are discussed in 
Chapter VI. Please see Master Responses 3 and 5 regarding land use policy issues 
pertinent to the coastal zone. 

84-8 The comment states that increased diesel and auto emissions would degrade air quality. 
For discussion of air quality impacts related to diesel and automobile emissions, see Draft 
EIR Chapter IV.C. 

84-9 The comment states that automobile land use is antiquated. The comment is noted. The 
proposed project assumes that users of the site would travel via various modes of 
transportation, and the project includes the construction of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. An analysis by the City determined that the project would include enough 
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parking spaces to meet its generated demand during most of the year, but the project 
would not provide excess parking capacity beyond what is necessary. 

84-10 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would cause local businesses 
to close. Please see Master Response 1, under “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

84-11 The comment states that Indian villages and artifacts would be lost forever. 

 Implementation of a subsurface archaeological survey program would help determine 
whether significant archaeological sites exist in the project area. While avoidance is 
always the preferred method of protecting archaeological resources, a comprehensive 
archaeological data recovery plan that would address important themes and questions 
regarding the prehistory of the Wiyot people is an adequate mitigation measure. This plan 
would be completed in consultation with the Wiyot Tribe. Please also see Master 
Response 9. 

84-12 The comment states that the beauty of the bay would not be enhanced by the mix of uses 
included in the proposed project. The comment is noted. Please see response to 
comment 16-12, which discusses the subjective nature of aesthetic resources. 

84-13 Comments in favor of other uses for the project site are noted. Please see Chapter VI, 
Alternatives, as well as responses to comments 16-239 and 16-242, which explain that 
the Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives. Alternative containing uses 
similar to those described could be the College of the Redwoods Alternative, the Tourism 
Use Alternative, the Horticultural Gardens Alternative, or the Wetland Restoration and 
Public Park Alternative. 

84-14 Comments regarding the economic and recreational benefits of archaeological 
excavations are noted.  

84-15 The comment states that archaeological monitoring during construction is not an 
adequate mitigation measure. Implementation of a subsurface archaeological survey 
program would help determine whether significant archaeological sites exist in the 
project area. Archaeological and Native American monitoring would occur in areas 
predetermined to be culturally sensitive. Please also see Master Response 9 for revised 
mitigation measures related to archaeology. 
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Letter 85: Charles Herbelin 

85-1 The comment states general concerns about increased traffic, pollution, and bicycle 
safety. The comment is noted. Impacts to transportation networks and bicycle safety are 
discussed in Chapter IV.O, Transportation. Impacts related to air quality, noise, 
hazardous materials, biological resources, and water quality are discussed in 
Chapters IV.C, IV.K, IV.G, IV.D, and IV.H of the Draft EIR, respectively. 

85-2 The comment suggest that the traffic consultant consult with the state regarding flow 
patterns on Broadway. TJKM consulted with the City of Eureka and Caltrans District 1 in 
developing the list of intersections and road segments to be studied in detail. All the 
proposed mitigations have been designed as a result of ongoing communications with 
Caltrans representatives yet still would require final approval by both the City and 
Caltrans (on U.S. 101). Different alternatives had been studied prior to proposing the 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. The resulting traffic operations, with mitigation, 
would operate as well or better than 2025 conditions without the project and listed 
improvements. The operations analysis conducted for the Draft EIR indicates that 2025 
conditions with the project would remain acceptable at LOS D or better. 

 Please also see responses to comments 40-2 and 33-3, which discuss pedestrian and 
bicycle safety and circulation. 

85-3 The comment states that the new parking spaces would increase pollution of the bay. As 
required by the drainage plan and requirements that the City must adhere to regarding its 
NPDES permit, the final drainage plan would include appropriate stormwater control 
facilities such as retention basins with treatment controls and biofilters to minimize 
pollutants in stormwater runoff from the parking spaces. 

85-4 Comments suggestion alternative uses for the project site are noted. Alternatives to the 
proposed project, some of which includes the uses suggested, are discussed in Chapter VI 
of the Draft EIR. 

85-5 The comment expresses opposition to big box retail. Please see Master Response 1, under 
“National Stores vs. Local Stores” and “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

85-6 The comment states that the hazardous materials analysis is not complete. For further 
discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, please see 
Master Response 4. 
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Letter 86: Anita Hilfiker 

86-1 Comments suggesting other uses for the project site are noted. As stated in Chapter VI of 
the Draft EIR, a tourism oriented alternative to the proposed project is considered but is 
screened from further analysis because it failed to meet most of the project objectives and 
would have similar environmental impacts to the proposed project. 
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Letter 87: Harriet Hill 

87-1 The comment states that there are no details on how the wetland restoration project would 
be accomplished; readers must take on faith that 1:1 replacement ratio “would adequately 
mitigate the environmental impact of the filled or disturbed wetlands.” 

 The Marina Center project includes the creation of contiguous estuarine wetlands at the 
south end of the project site at an acreage exceeding the extent of the existing combined 
scattered, degraded seasonal and estuarine wetlands (mitigation ratio of 1.05:1). These 
restored wetlands would be of much higher quality than those currently onsite. Mitigation 
Measures D-3a, -3b, and -3d require that the wetland restoration satisfy strict 
performance criteria: any restored or replacement wetlands must provide functions and 
values “equal to or greater than the affected wetlands.” The restoration plan also includes 
an extensive monitoring and adaptive management component that requires that a 
qualified biologist verify the success of the restoration project after five years and, if 
necessary to address management issues, recommend and implement contingency 
measures to satisfy the no-net-loss performance criteria. Consequently, the Draft EIR 
does not take this success “on faith,” but rather on strict performance criteria and other 
measures to ensure that the wetland mitigation would be effective over the long term. 

87-2 The comments related to the Coastal Act are noted. Please see Master Response 5, which 
addresses the Coastal Act. 

87-3 The comment regarding wetlands functions and values is noted. A detailed wetlands 
restoration plan cannot be prepared prior to completion of the Final EIR. In fact, the Final 
EIR must first be certified before any wetlands restoration plan could be formulated in 
consultation with regulatory agencies. Please see Master Responses 3 and 5 regarding 
uses approved under the Coastal Act. 

87-4 The comment states that the Final EIR should state exactly how stormwater runoff would 
be treated. The comment is noted. Please see responses to comments 7-8 and 16-47, 
which address stormwater runoff. 

87-5 The comment states that the Final EIR should consider the cumulative impacts of all 
projects on the Humboldt Bay in combination with the proposed project. 

 The City of Eureka is now regulated under the NPDES program as an MS4 (see response 
to comment 22-19). The associated permit requires the City to implement a Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) to reduce the discharge of stormwater pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable for all existing and future development. Adherence to this 
plan, which considers water quality objectives, plans, policies and criteria of the Basin 
Plan for the region, would effectively reduce the cumulative impact to less-than-
significant levels. For further discussion of project-specific stormwater mitigation 
measures, please see responses to comments 23-16 and 7-6. 
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87-6 The comment relates to smart growth and states that the proposed project does not 
embody smart growth. 

 Please see responses to comments 16-7, 52-37, and 75-4, which further explain that the 
proposed project exemplifies several smart growth principles. The EIR preparers 
respectfully disagree. The project does encompass smart growth principles, including 
building density, local economic development, and transit and pedestrian-oriented 
designs. The project includes a well-balanced mix of uses that provide employment 
(retail and office) alongside residential units. All of this is within walking distance to the 
Downtown/Old Town areas of the City. The project also proposes to expand the existing 
transit grid into the development footprint and would accommodate bike and pedestrian 
routes into and through the project site. Economic activity generated from the site would 
help with the local economy and the jobs-housing balance. Thus, the project should 
satisfy the smart-growth principles identified by the comment. 

87-7 The comments express negative opinions of big box retail stores. The comments are 
noted. Please see Master Response 1, under “Jobs / Wages Impacts” and “Potential Local 
Store Closures.” 

87-8 The comment relates to increased traffic on Broadway and its potential effects on 
pedestrian and bicycle circulation. Please see responses to comments 75-1 and 53-2, 
which discuss these issues. 

 In regards to reducing traffic, other planned commercial and retail developments in the 
U.S. 101 corridor are expected to result in an approximate 33 percent increase in traffic 
volumes. In other words, much of the traffic increases anticipated in the traffic impact 
study are to occur regardless, albeit from different locations along U.S. 101 in Eureka. 
Traffic since 1980 has increased, on average, about 1.5 percent per year, and will 
continue to do so with or without the proposed project. With the proposed project it is 
likely that nearby intersections would experience more growth than otherwise, such as on 
Broadway between Wabash Avenue and Fourth Street, and on the Fourth/Fifth Street 
couplet to I Street. However, mitigations are proposed to accommodate this growth at 
study intersections with the development of the proposed project. While traffic is 
expected to increase due to a multitude of other development projects in the vicinity of 
the project, it is not certain that needed traffic improvements would be made if the project 
were not approved. The operation of each signalized intersection is evaluated in detail, 
and adequate time for pedestrian crossings is provided for. All bicycle plans by the City 
of Eureka and others avoid Broadway north of Wabash Avenue because of the reduced 
cross section. The project does not significantly affect these plans and may enhance them 
due to the proposed construction of a Class 1 bike and pedestrian path through the project 
along Waterfront Drive. 

87-9 The comment requesting additional alternatives analysis is noted. Please see Chapter VI, 
Alternatives, as well as responses to comments 16-239 through 16-242, which explain that 
the Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives. As stated in Chapter VI, 



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

Marina Center Mixed Use Development Project 5-595 ESA / 205513 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

Alternatives, alternatives selected for evaluation should meet the basic project objectives, 
which include the creation of a destination retail center. As detailed in the chapter, of the 
24 alternatives screened for detailed analysis, 18 of them met most of the basic objectives 
of the project. However, only the Reduced Footprint Alternative, Limited Industrial Zoning 
Alternative, and the Shoreline Property Alternative are also determined to be feasible and to 
either avoid or substantially lessen at least one significant impact. Please also see response 
to comment 16-9, which discusses a requested “No Large Retail” alternative. 

87-10 The comment states that the Final EIR should include a thorough economic analysis. 
Please see Master Response 1, which includes an analysis of several economic issues 
raised by the comments.” 
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Letter 88: Lisa Hoover 

88-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the baseline condition and does 
not link issues to resources affected. The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not 
address how project activities would affect the current conditions and how mitigation 
measures would reduce those effects to a less-than-significant level. 

 As stated on Draft EIR page I-11, Chapter IV of the EIR contains a discussion of existing 
(baseline) conditions, the environmental impacts that could result from the project, and 
mitigation measures that would reduce or eliminate the identified adverse impacts. The 
criteria used to assess the significance of adverse environmental effects are identified in 
each section. 

 For example, on page IV.K-11, Impact K-3 states, “Would the Marina Center project 
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA or more in the 
vicinity of sensitive receptors above levels existing without the project?” This statement 
establishes a threshold with which to measure the level of significance of the proposed 
project’s impact to ambient noise. As stated on Draft EIR page IV.K-13 in Mitigation 
Measure K-13, “All outdoor loudspeaker paging systems shall not exceed 60 dBA Leq at 
the property line.” This mitigation measure includes a specific performance standard that 
would reduce the potential impact to a less-than-significant level (a permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels of less than 5 dBA). 

88-2 The comment states the more information is needed in to-be-developed action plans to 
know whether these plans would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. The 
comment is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding remediation plans for the proposed project, please see 
Master Response 4. The Remedial Action Plan is discussed in this Master Response. The 
plans, programs and permits referred to in the Draft EIR include the Remedial Action 
Plan, the final drainage plan, and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. All of these 
require regulatory oversight from agencies responsible for mitigating potential impacts. 
Projects that adhere to these requirements according to the performance standards 
included in the mitigation measures would be effective in reducing potential impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. 

88-3 The comment states that the analysis of stormwater runoff that would be generated by the 
parking uses at the project site is note adequate. 

 The discussion on Draft EIR page IV.H-20 also states that quantification of anticipated 
pollutant loading from the proposed project is not possible. However, with 
implementation of the mitigation measures and performance criteria associated with this 
impact, the potential impact would be less than significant. The installation of stormwater 
treatment controls as identified by these mitigation measures have shown to be effective 
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with other sites that are similar or consistent with the proposed project and therefore 
would be effective in reducing the potential impact to less-than-significant levels.  

88-4 The comment states that Mitigation Measures H-5a and H-5b lack a “line of reasoning” 
and “logic thread” to explain their effectiveness. 

 The ability of the stormwater treatment controls identified as part of the Mitigation 
Measures H-5a and H-5b to effectively reduce the potential for stormwater pollutants to 
be discharged offsite in part depends on their maintenance and upkeepage Maintenance 
of these features is generally considered relatively basic and standard for the industry. 
Including a responsibility for the maintenance program ensures that the long term 
potential for pollutant loading is reduced to less-than-significant levels. See also 
response to comment 88-3, above. 

88-5 The comment states that tsunamis can be generated by both local and remote seismic 
events and that submarine landslides could occur. According to the comment, there is 
mounting evidence that tsunamis from Cascadia earthquakes pass over the south spit and 
at least the southern end of the north spit, and potentially stimulate underwater landslides, 
and that this comment is included because the significance of the project site, and its 
vulnerability, are understated. Finally, the comment suggests that the EIR’s reliance on 
the California building code and foundation standards does not support the conclusion 
that that the risk of earthquake hazards is less than significant.  

 The comment is technically incorrect concerning the relationship between tsunamis and 
submarine landslides. Tsunamis are generated by land-level changes on the sea floor. 
These land-level changes may result from direct submarine fault rupture, but these 
modest sea floor displacements are often too small to explain the relatively large resultant 
tsunami. Evidence suggests that the larger-than-anticipated tsunami waves are a result of 
seismically-induced submarine landslides. The EIR preparers are not aware of any 
documentation of tsunamis “potentially stimulating these underwater landslides” as 
suggested in this comment. In any case, the modeling and other estimates concerning 
tsunami hazards originating from a Cascadia earthquake event have already taken into 
account the possible enhancement of tsunami intensity due to submarine landslides. Thus, 
the EIR already reflects this additional factor. Likewise, the EIR already includes 
evidence concerning the risks that tsunamis from Cascadia earthquake events may 
overtop the south and north spits. Again, that information is reflected in the EIR, and the 
comment does not provide any additional evidence. 

 The remainder of the comment seems to pull language from Impacts F-1, F-2, and F-3, 
and claims that there is insufficient information in the EIR to conclude that the risks 
associated with earthquake hazards would be less than significant. Preliminary 
geotechnical evaluation of the project site was completed in 2006 (SHN, 2006). That 
investigation defines general geotechnical conditions at the project site, and discusses 
potential mitigations. The current level of geotechnical investigation is consistent with 
the conceptual development plan. The “site-specific design-level” geotechnical 
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investigation described in the EIR refers to the additional characterization and 
recommendations that would be necessary for specific buildings and other structures once 
project design is finalized. This is a normal progression of geotechnical investigation 
since it is impractical, if not impossible, to define geotechnical parameters until the 
buildings are finally designed. 

 Nonetheless, the existing, preliminary geotechnical investigation adequately defines site 
conditions to evaluate potential environmental impacts, and presents a variety of 
acceptable, industry-standard mitigations. From a geotechnical standpoint, the primary 
hazards at the project site are related to the presence of uncontrolled fill, as well as soft, 
compressible soils, and granular materials that may liquefy during a strong earthquake. 
These hazards are routinely mitigated with a variety of standard foundation designs; the 
preliminary geotechnical report discusses the potential need for deep foundation elements 
(piles or piers to 25 to 30 feet east of Clark Slough and 35 to 40 feet west of Clark 
Slough) and/or stiffened, structurally reinforced floor slabs. As with all foundation 
design, it must be consistent with the guidelines and criteria outlined in the most recent 
version of the California Building Code (a standard which is mandated in the City of 
Eureka Municipal Code). The applicable codes and standards are referenced in the Draft 
EIR at page IV.F-13. Mitigation Measure F-1a requires the Project Applicant to satisfy 
and exceed these code requirements and standards and to implement the final 
recommendations in the site-specific design-level geotechnical report. Again, this sort of 
design-level detail can only be provided once the building designs are prepared. Thus, the 
risks associated with earthquake hazards would be less than significant. For further 
discussion regarding tsunami hazards, please see response to comment 3-14. 

88-6 The comment states that the context for cumulative effects is not established for the 
Draft EIR, especially in relation to hydrological effects. A list of cumulative projects is 
included in Draft EIR Chapter V. 

 In addition, the cumulative analysis for hydrology and water quality is found on Draft 
EIR page IV.H-24. In the analysis, the Draft EIR discusses the City of Eureka for context 
of potential cumulative effects. The reasoning behind this is that the City of Eureka is the 
most densely populated area of the region surrounding the proposed project site and the 
most likely to have similar potential impacts regarding stormwater runoff and 
groundwater recharge. 

88-7 Please see response to comment 88-6 regarding cumulative hydrological effects issues 
raised by the comment. 

88-8 The comment states that simply stating that best management practices would be 
implemented is not an adequate test of cumulative effects analysis. Please see response to 
comment 87-5 regarding cumulative water quality effects. 

88-9,10 The comment states that relying on federal, state, and local permits to mitigate biological 
impacts is not adequate. The comment is noted. 
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 Please see response to comment 13-4, which addresses biological resources. Given that all 
impacts on biological resources can be mitigated to a less than significant level, and there is 
a net gain in wetland size and function, the project, cumulatively considered together with 
other projects causing related impacts, would not make a contribution significant enough to 
conclude there is a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. 

88-11 The comment states that a project-by-project basis for hazardous materials assessment is 
not accurate. It also states that indirect and cumulative effects from hazardous materials 
can be generated and should be analyzed in the EIR. 

 The proposed project would not emit or discharge, as part of project operations, any 
significant hazardous materials. The existing subsurface contamination at the project site 
would be remediated according to the requirements of the RWQCB. Remediation efforts 
as more fully described in Master Response 4 of this document may result in residual 
contamination levels at the project site that are below risk levels for human health and the 
environment. However, any residual contamination at the project site when combined 
with any potential contamination at other sites does not increase the potential risk from 
exposure to hazardous materials. Similarly the potential for accidental upset conditions is 
not increased to cumulatively significant levels with other sites that are handling or 
storing commercially contained hazardous materials. Therefore, the rationale contained in 
the Draft EIR is valid.  

88-12 The comment disagrees that the Project Applicant’s objectives are met by the proposed 
project. The comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1 regarding the economic viability of the project and the 
anticipated jobs created. The proposed project, which would be a mixed-use development 
containing recreation, housing, retail, office, industrial, and restaurant space, would 
complement Downtown Eureka rather than compete with it. 

88-13 The comment questions the adequacy of the Alternatives Chapter, stating that it did not 
include an alternative considering coastal zone priority uses. 

 The Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR screens 24 separate alternatives, including the 
Coastal Dependent Industrial Zoning Alternative, the Limited Industrial Zoning 
Alternative, and the Wetland Restoration and Park Alternative. These Alternatives would 
include uses prioritized in the coastal zone. 

88-14 The comment regarding priority uses in the coastal zone is noted. Please see Master 
Responses 3 and 5, both of which address uses in the coastal zone. 

88-15 The comment that zoning should be considered the overriding factor in the City’s 
evaluation of the proposed project is noted. Decision makers must weigh several criteria 
when weighing entitlements for proposed development projects, including environmental, 
economic, social, and cultural. The existing and proposed future land use designations of 
the project site are included in these considerations, and they are detailed in Chapter IV.I, 
Land Use and Planning. 
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Letter 89: Charles Horn 

89-1 The comment states opposition to the last open space adjacent to Humboldt Bay 
committed to a national chain, even if it is a mixed-use project. 

 The comment appears to be expressing a policy preference for a particular use (open 
space) or project alternative (the No Project Alternative), but does not raise any issues 
pertaining to the sufficiency of the EIR as an informational document. It should be 
clarified, however, that the project site is not the last open space adjacent to Humboldt 
Bay. There are a number of other sites that are currently vacant and could be devoted to 
open-space uses. Indeed, hundreds of acres still remain in open space along the boundary 
of the Bay. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, page VI-30, Figure 6-5, showing other open-space 
locations adjacent to Humboldt Bay and the shoreline.) Moreover, this site in particular is 
surrounded almost entirely by industrial or other uses, is close to the heart of Downtown 
Eureka, and is an ideal infill location given its proximity to Old Town and Downtown, 
public transit, and other compatible land uses. Finally, leaving the project site in its 
blighted and contaminated state does not constitute the sort of open-space uses that 
should be preserved near the waterfront. The project would actually help to restore the 
Clark Slough remnant and provide long-term wetlands habitat. 

89-2 The comment states that, even with the inclusion of a wetland reserve in the proposed 
project, the Draft EIR understates the potential environmental issues. The comment does 
not provide any specifics to which to respond. The proposed project’s potential impacts 
to wetlands are discussed, however, in Chapter IV.D, Biology, of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 90: Steve Horner 

90-1 The comment that big box retail is important for Humboldt County is noted. The EIR 
includes an analysis of the proposed project’s potential impacts to traffic and air quality 
in Chapter IV.O, Transportation and Chapter IV.C, Air Quality. Although the number of 
current automobile trips to areas outside of Eureka could be reduced by the proposed 
project, the traffic and air quality analyses do not assume any reduction in these trips. By 
assuming that all trips generated by the project would be an increase over existing 
conditions, the EIR assures a conservative analysis of potential impacts in conformance 
with the CEQA Guidelines. 

90-2 The comment’s support of the proposed development is noted. 

90-3 The comment states that aesthetics would be improved and that municipal revenues 
would be generated by the proposed project. Please see Chapter IV.A of the Draft EIR for 
a discussion of the proposed project’s aesthetic impacts. Also see Master Response 1, 
under “Fiscal Impacts to the City of Eureka and Other Jurisdictions,” for a discussion of 
municipal revenues. 

90-4 The stated support of the proposed development is noted. 

90-5 The comment stating that the environment would be improved by the proposed project is 
noted. 




