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Letter 131: Amy Pollock 

131-1 The comment in opposition to the proposed project’s potential impacts to urban decay 
and transportation is noted. The proposed project’s potential impacts to transportation are 
discussed in Chapter IV.O, and the proposed project’s potential impacts to urban decay 
are discussed in Chapter IV.P of the Draft EIR. Also please see Master Responses 1, 6, 
and 7. 
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Letter 132: Jude Power and David Fix 

132-1 The comment states that the proposed project would cause other businesses to fail and 
states that national chains avoids Eureka because the market is not strong enough to 
support them. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “National Stores vs. Local Stores” and “Potential 
Local Store Closures.” 

132-2 The opinion of the preliminary project renderings is noted. As stated in the outline on 
page III-18 of the Draft EIR, under F. Project Entitlements and Approvals, and reiterated 
on page IV.A-6 under Impact A-3, the proposed project would be subject to site plan 
review and architectural review by the City of Eureka. Design features specific to the site 
plan and buildings would be established at that time. The Design Review Committee will 
review the site plans and designs to ensure that EMC Section 156.054 (D) goals are met. 

132-3 The comment relates to site security and police protection. Please see response to 
comment 16-178. As stated there, by providing new development on the project site, 
including new residents, employment, economic activity, and public activity, the project 
may have a beneficial effect on safety of the area. 

 Also, the Police Department has indicated that one additional police office and one police 
service officer would be needed as a result of the proposed project, and the proposed 
project would contribute both sales tax and property tax revenues to the City, which 
would in turn increase the general fund. If the City Council determines through its annual 
budget review that additional police services are warranted, for either onsite services or 
off-site traffic enforcement, they would direct some of the increased general fund 
revenues to the Police Department. 
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Letter 133: Christy Prescott 

133-1 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would compromise the 
stability of locally owned businesses. The comment is noted. Please see Master 
Response 1, under “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

133-2 The comment expressing concern that the Draft EIR lacks consideration and analysis of 
the proposed General Plan amendment is noted. 

 The project entitlements and approvals are listed on pages III-17 and III-18. Chapter IV.I, 
Land Use and Planning, describes the existing land use and zoning designations and the 
proposed amendments. The potential environmental impacts of these entitlements and 
approvals are detailed throughout the Draft EIR. In addition, please see Master 
Response 4, which describes the existing and proposed zoning on the project site and 
permissible uses. Master Response 3 also discusses the Local Coastal Program’s Land 
Use Plan, which is an integral component of the General Plan. 

133-3 The comment encouraging a thorough review of the proposed project’s entitlements and 
aesthetic impacts is noted. 

 The project entitlements and approvals are listed on pages III-17 and III-18. The 
proposed projects’ potential impacts to scenic vistas are discussed in Chapter IV.A, 
Aesthetics. The proposed project’s consistency with the Local Coastal Program is 
discussed in Chapter IV.I, Land Use and Planning, as well as in Master Response 3. 
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Letter 134: Leslie Quinn 

134-1 The comment lists vacant retail spaces, notes current economic conditions, and states that 
these reasons should be enough to disapprove the proposed project. The comment is 
noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary Conditions,” as well as under 
“The Effect of the Bayshore Mall on Local Businesses.” 

134-2 The comment states that the proposed project would bring traffic corridors on Broadway 
to a standstill. 

 To the contrary, the Draft EIR’s analysis shows that after implementation of the 
identified mitigation measures, all intersections on U.S. 101 in the project area would 
operate acceptably (i.e., without adverse congestion). All other intersections in the study 
area would similarly operate acceptably, except Koster Street and Wabash Avenue. 

134-3 The comment lists several streets in the City of Eureka and claims that the traffic impact 
study did not address these streets and associated intersections. The comment also 
expresses concerns about emissions from project-generated vehicular trips. 

 The traffic consultant preparing the Draft EIR traffic analysis consulted with the City of 
Eureka, Caltrans District 1, and the EIR consultant ESA in developing the list of study 
intersections. Subsequently, the traffic consultant looked at potential impacts from project 
traffic on intersections beyond the study area including U.S. 101 and State Route 255 
(Fourth and Fifth Streets at R Street), F Street south of Downtown, and Herrick Avenue at 
U.S. 101 and at Elk River Road. And it is found by the traffic consultant that the project’s 
impacts on these outlying intersections and roadways would be less than significant.  

 On vehicle emissions, it should be noted that all of the vehicle trips identified in the traffic 
analysis are not necessarily “new” trips. In fact, the air quality analysis was conducted both 
for project-generated vehicle trips in the URBEMIS2007 air emissions model, and also 
cumulative regional projections in population growth and vehicle emissions that would 
occur with or without the project. (Draft EIR, pages IV.C-14 and -15.) So those impacts are 
evaluated and addressed by the project to the extent feasible. Moreover, vehicles are not 
expected to idle on the project site as the comment suggests. Vehicle trips would begin or 
end at the project site. Except for some limited idling associated with delivery trucks, there 
is no evidence to suggest that vehicles would be left idling unnecessarily at the site. Finally, 
vehicle emissions arise from several factors which cannot be controlled by the project. For 
example, the project cannot control individual buying or driving habitats, which would 
affect the fuel efficiency rates and whether individuals commute shorter or longer 
distances. In any event, the Marina Center is designed as a mixed-use project, with various 
land uses co-located so as to avoid unnecessary vehicle trips and thus reduce or minimize 
vehicle emissions.  
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134-4  The comment states that the potential Wiyot villages beneath the project site have not 
been addressed. 

 Implementation of a subsurface archaeological survey program would help determine 
whether significant archaeological sites exist in the project area. Please also see Master 
Response 9, which outlines revised Mitigation Measures E-2a and E-2b to implement the 
subsurface archaeological survey. 

134-5  The comment states that there are numerous known toxic contaminants in the soil: 
hydrocarbons, copper, lead, arsenic, and dioxins, seeping into the groundwater. 

 Please see Master Response 4. The comment is correct that hydrocarbons, copper, lead, 
arsenic, and dioxins have each been detected at the project site, and that migration to 
groundwater may be a concern at other project sites. Petroleum hydrocarbons have been 
found in the “A” zone wells, but the area affected is limited, the amounts are decreasing 
from natural processes, and the hydrocarbons are not migrating. The impact to 
groundwater by arsenic, copper, and lead has also been minimal given the low 
concentrations and the tendency of these metals to bind to soil. Likewise, impacts to 
groundwater in the “B” zone have been minimal, indicating that the layer of densely 
compacted bay mud that separates the “A” zone from the “B” zone is an effective 
aquitard. Dioxins, on the other hand, are insoluble and therefore should not be present in 
groundwater. Dioxins were detected in ditches and Clark Slough. This, and the fact that 
dioxins are not associated with any of the past uses of the project site, suggest that these 
elevated levels of dioxin are attributable to offsite sources. In any event, the project 
proposes as Phase 1 to conduct site remediation and wetland restoration, which would 
together eliminate exposure pathways and reduce the risk to human health and the 
environment to a less-than-significant level. 

134-6 The comment states that the Home Depot recently announced that it is closing stores. 
Please see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary Conditions.” 

134-7 The comment states that the City should use the urban backfill / infrastructure and states 
that Home Depot is a slap in the face to locally owned retailers. The comment is noted. 

 The project site is considered an urban infill site similar to the “urban backfill” sites 
suggested by the comment. Please see Master Response 1 regarding comments about 
national retail chains. Please also see Master Response 1, under “Potential Local Store 
Closures.” 

134-8 The comment makes terse statements accusing the proposed project of lacking transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian access. To the contrary, transit and bike routes that would serve the 
project are discussed in the Draft EIR under Impact O-7 on pages IV.O-45 to IV.O-48. 

134-9 The comment suggesting alternative uses for the project site is noted. An analysis of 
alternatives to the proposed project is provided in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. Please see 
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responses to comments 16-9, 16-239, and 16-242, which explain that the analysis has 
included a reasonable range of alternatives, as required by CEQA. Alternatives 
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, which are considered in Chapter VI of 
the Draft EIR. 

134-10 The comment inappropriately confuses the demand for destination retail shopping centers 
with the fate of “Wall Street excess,” which is likely to mean the performance of banks 
and investment companies that took on too much risk during the past decade. 

 Destination retail shopping centers have existed for centuries. In addition, large-format 
destination retail, such as department stores, have existed for more than a century. These 
retail developments occurred more than one hundred years before the advent of credit 
default swaps and subprime mortgage-backed securities that played a large role in the 
crises in the financial banking sector from 2007 through 2009. 

 The demand for destination retail, while affected by the current economic conditions, is 
therefore not assumed to wane into extinction, as implied by the comment. Please also 
see Master Response 1, specifically under “New Recessionary Conditions.” 



Comment Letter 135

7-737

lsb
Line

lsb
Text Box
135-1



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

Marina Center Mixed Use Development Project 5-738 ESA / 205513 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

Letter 135: Howard Rein 

135-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 136: Janet Riggan 

136-1 The comment requests further detail regarding the hazardous materials and radiation plan. 

 For further discussion regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, 
please see Master Response 4 and Appendix S. 
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Letter 137: Nick Robinson 

137-1 The comment’s support of the proposed project is noted. As stated in the outline on 
page III-18 of the Draft EIR, under F. Project Entitlements and Approvals, and reiterated 
on page IV.A-6 under Impact A-3, the proposed project would be subject to site plan 
review and architectural review by the City of Eureka. Design features specific to the site 
plan and buildings would be established at that time. The Design Review Committee will 
review the site plans and designs to ensure that EMC Section 156.054 (D) goals are met. 

137-2 The comment states that local businesses may experience short-term losses due to the 
proposed project, but that the local population would be loyal to the local stores. The 
comment is noted. Please see Master Response 1 for further discussion. 

137-3 The comment regarding the potential impacts of the No Project Alternative are noted. 
Please see response to comment 16-241, which further discusses the No Project 
Alternative. 
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Letter 138: Nola Roiz 

138-1 The comments questioning the proposed project’s construction schedule, traffic, air 
quality, and hazardous materials impacts are noted. 

 The proposed project’s construction timeline is described on page III-14. Please also see 
Chapter 2, which includes text changes to the Draft EIR explains that only the first phase 
of the proposed project would move forward presently. 

 The proposed project’s potential impacts to traffic, including those from deliveries, are 
discussed in Chapter IV.O, Transportation. The proposed project’s potential impacts to 
air quality, including impacts to air quality due to diesel fumes during construction, are 
discussed in Chapter IV.C, Air Quality. The proposed project’s impact to noise and 
vibration are discussed in Chapter IV.K, Noise. The proposed project’s potential impact 
to hazardous materials is discussed in Chapter IV.G, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
The proposed project’s impact to urban decay is discussed in Chapter IV.P, Urban Decay. 
The proposed project’s potential impacts to infrastructure are discussed in Chapter IV.Q, 
Utilities and Services Systems and Chapter IV.O, Transportation. The proposed project’s 
impacts related to earthquakes are discussed in Chapter IV.F, Geology, Soils, and 
Seismicity. The proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics of the urban waterfront are 
discussed in Chapter IV.A, Aesthetics. Cumulative Impacts are discussed in each chapter, 
as applicable. 

 The EIR is the primary document that analyzes these effects, often drawing on studies 
and documents prepared for specific impact categories. These references are cited at the 
end of each chapter, and those not previously publicly available are included as 
appendices in Volume II of the Draft EIR. 

 The proposed project would contribute sales and property taxes that would be directed 
into the City’s general fund and would be available for distribution to the police or fire 
departments at the discretion of the City Council. Taxes would also be paid to state and 
federal revenue agencies for distribution at the discretion of decision-makers to various 
levels of government and utilities serving the project site. Please also see Master 
Response 1 regarding funding of police and fire services. 
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Letter 139: Cindy Rosenfeld 

139-1 The comment states that the project should include a component to restore the tidal 
estuary. Restoration of Clark Slough is an integral part of the proposed project. Please 
also see Master Response 4 and Appendix S, which discuss the remediation plan for the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 140: Michael and Lucy Rudd 

140-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. As stated in Chapter I, 
Introduction, the proposed project requires several approvals from the City of Eureka and 
other public agencies. The EIR is a document used as a resource to aid in that decision-
making. 




