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Letter 141: Diane Ryerson 

141-1 The comments concurring with the Department of Fish and Game comments, and 
expressing opposition to the proposed project, are noted. 

141-2 The comments advocating a Master Plan for the entire area along the U.S. 101 corridor 
are noted. 

 It is beyond the scope and capability of this EIR and CEQA to analyze the environmental 
impacts of projects and plans not yet developed through a suggested alternative design 
charrette process. The Lead Agency is required by CEQA to analyze the proposed 
project. Alternatives to the proposed project, some of which include the uses suggested, 
are discussed in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 142: Karen Sanderson 

142‐1  The comment states that traffic patterns around the city would be negatively impacted by 
the proposed project. 

 Please see responses to comments 31-1, 32-9, and 38-4. Response to comment 31-1 
explains that traffic is expected to increase 33 percent with or without the proposed 
project by 2025 and that the proposed project would include mitigation measures to 
reduce most significant impacts. Response to comment 32-9 addresses potential impacts 
to Sixth and Seventh Streets. Finally, response to comment 38-4 addresses potential 
impacts to Henderson Street and Harris Street. 

142-2 The comment states that the proposed project could negatively impact local companies. 
The comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary Conditions” and “Potential 
Local Store Closures.” 

142-3 The comment’s concern on the height of the proposed buildings are 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. 

142-4 The comments expressing desire to preserve views, sustain tourism, avoid traffic 
congestion, and protect local businesses are noted. 

 The potential environmental impacts of the proposed project—including impacts to 
traffic, aesthetics, and urban decay—are detailed throughout the Draft EIR. Alternatives 
to the proposed project, some of which include the uses suggested, are discussed in 
Chapter VI. 

142-5 The comment suggesting an analysis of other communities’ uses of waterfront property is 
noted. It is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR to first describe other proposed projects in 
the coastal zone, and then analyze those projects’ environmental impacts in an attempt to 
draw comparative conclusions. The Lead Agency is required to analyze the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, as well as a reasonable range of feasible 
alternatives, which it has done (see Chapter V Draft EIR). Also see coastal zone issues 
addressed in Master Responses 3 and 5 of this Final EIR.  

142-6 The comment regarding “highest and best use” is noted. The Draft EIR analyzes potential 
environmental impacts from the proposed project. “Highest and best use” is a term used 
in the real estate appraisal industry to describe the use that would generate the highest 
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return on investment. The Draft EIR does not address “highest and best use.” From a 
planning perspective, the opinion of “highest and best use” depends on several factors. 
As stated in the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency is required to analyze the proposed project 
pursuant to CEQA. 

142-7  The comment expresses opposition to the project and states that alternative uses should 
be considered. 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 degraded seasonal and estuarine wetlands (mitigation ratio of 1.05:1). 
These restored wetlands are anticipated to be of much higher quality than those currently 
onsite. 

 As for alternative uses, the Draft EIR does evaluate a reasonable range of alternative 
uses. Other than possibly converting the entire project site to wetland restoration – a 
project alternative that is considered and rejected under the City’s initial screening 
criteria for a number of reasons – the comment does not provide any list of possible 
alternatives that should be considered. It should be noted that this site is also not well-
suited for the type of wetland restoration project that the comment seems to be alluding 
to. The site is within a larger industrial and commercial area, and surrounded by City 
streets and rights-of-way or existing industrial or commercial uses. With the Marina on 
the bay-side of Waterfront Drive also renders restoration impractical. 

 Please also see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary Conditions.” 

142-8 The comment expresses dismay that the project site would be developed. 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 are anticipated to be of much higher quality and biological value than those 
currently onsite. Please also see response to comment 8-6 on global warming and sea-
level rise.  

 The comment also suggests other uses for the project site. As discussed in Chapter VI, 
Alternatives, a Wetlands Restoration and Public Park alternative is screened out of 
detailed analysis because it would not meet the objectives of the proposed project and 
would not be feasible. 

142-9 The comment states that there is no way to mitigate air quality and transportation impacts 
because they are intertwined. The comment is noted. Mitigation measures to address 
impacts to air quality and transportation are discussed in Chapters IV.C and IV.O, 
respectively. 

142-10 The comment suggesting wetland restoration in place of the proposed project is noted. 
Alternatives to the proposed project, some of which include the uses suggested, are 
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discussed in Chapter VI. As shown there, some alternatives screened and analyzed would 
reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

142-11 The comment questions the definition of “less-than-significant impacts” and states that 
no impacts are ever “less than significant.”  

 Please see responses to comments 64-4 and 88-1, which explain that the Draft EIR was 
prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and explains the determination of the baseline 
condition against which the proposed project is measured. Significance levels are 
determined by the Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA Guidelines. 

142-12 The comment states that the proposed project has a significant and unavoidable impact 
because it does not allow for a course of action similar to the Wetlands Restoration and 
Public Park alternative. The comment uses a line of reasoning that the project site could 
be fully restored as a wetland area, and therefore the proposed project has a significant 
and unavoidable impact because it causes the loss of those wetlands, despite the fact that 
there is no current proposed plan to create or restore those wetlands. 

 Under CEQA, the proposed project cannot be said to have a significant and unavoidable 
impact to an alternative. 

 Analysis of the existing wetlands and hydrology on the project site and the impacts of the 
proposed project are included in Chapter IV.V, Biological Resources, and Chapter IV.H, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. These chapters include the identification of impacts and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Please also see 
response to comment 98-4, which explains that the proposed project would have a 
beneficial impact to onsite wetlands. 

142-13 The opinion of the proposed project’s height and bulk 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. 

 The comment’s expressed concern about the proposed project’s impacts on local 
businesses is noted. Please see Master Response 1 for a discussion of urban decay. 
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Letter 143: Lynne Sarty 

143-1 The comment expressing opposition to the proposed project and its potential impacts to 
local businesses is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under “Jobs / Wages Impacts,” 
“National Stores vs. Local Stores,” and “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

143-2 The comment advocating for cleanup of the project site is noted. For further discussion 
regarding the Remedial Action Plan for the proposed project, please see Master 
Response 4 and new Appendix S. 
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Letter 144: Glenn and Janis Saunders 

144-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 145: Dave and Jackie Saunderson 

145-1 The comment in support of the proposed project and urging its construction 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. 
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Letter 146: Don Schatz 

146-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. Regarding the potential 
employment increase from the proposed project, please see Master Response 1, under 
“Jobs / Wages Impacts.” 

146-2 The comments summarizing the proposed project’s potential benefits is noted. Please see 
Master Response 4 regarding remediation of the project site. In addition, the proposed 
project’s potential impacts to police and fire services are discussed in Chapter IV.M, 
Public Services of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 147: BrendaLou Scott 

147-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. The comment supporting 
cleanup of the project site is also noted. Please see Master Response 4 regarding site 
remediation. 

147-2 The comment stating that sales tax dollars generated by the proposed project could 
benefit the community is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under “Fiscal Impacts to 
the City of Eureka and Other Jurisdictions.” 

147-3  The comment regarding the potential employment increase generated by the proposed 
project is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under “Jobs / Wages Impacts.” 
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Letter 148: Rick Siegfried 

148-1 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. 

148-2 The comment states that restriction of traffic could reduce emissions. Pedestrian and 
bicycle zones are typically established in the congested core of dense, major cities such 
as London, New York and Asian cities such as Singapore. New York recently converted 
portions of Broadway between 42nd and 47th Streets to pedestrian and bicycle use only, 
and San Francisco is starting the planning process for prohibition of cars and trucks on 
Market Street. Eureka is distinguishable from major cities such as London or New York, 
and restricting traffic in the area is not a reasonable or feasible strategy for encouraging 
reductions in vehicle travel and curbing air emissions because there is insufficient 
residential and commercial density to support vehicle restrictions. The project does 
provide a pedestrian and bike-friendly site with on-street parking, slow speeds, sidewalks, 
and retail below offices and residential uses. The EIR, however, must still evaluate 
estimated vehicle traffic to and from the project in order to inform decision-makers and 
the public about the potential environmental impacts associated with the project. 

 The comment is correct that traffic light synchronization is the domain of Caltrans, but 
also the City of Eureka. The traffic signals along Broadway north of Henderson are not 
currently synchronized because of the large disparity in required cycle lengths (i.e., the 
total time it takes a signal to serve all movements on all approaches). To properly 
coordinate traffic signals, the cycle lengths need to be reasonably similar along a route. 
The project mitigation would do much of the needed work in upgrading and 
synchronizing the signal system along U.S. 101 in Eureka, which the Draft EIR 
acknowledges would require coordination and approval from Caltrans. Moreover, traffic 
light synchronization would need to be implemented by Caltrans as well. The City and 
Project Applicant have met with Caltrans to begin this process, and thus believe that 
Caltrans would accept some form of synchronization. And once synchronized, 
coordinated signals commonly result in a 30 percent reduction in travel time along a route 
as well as over a 50 percent reduction in stops and delays at red lights. 

 The comment also questions whether public transit would be accommodated by the 
proposed project. With respect to public transit stops, please see response to 
comment 52-25, which explains the potential demand for public transit within the 
proposed project. 
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148-3 The comment states that the HRA used inadequate data sets, inappropriately citing data 
from the Jacobs Monitoring Station, and that Humboldt County has a high incidence of 
cancer risk. 

 The health risk assessment in Appendix E does not cite the Jacobs Monitoring Station. 
The weather data used in the analysis is provided in a database compiled by the 
California Air Resources Board. The database provides weather data for wind direction, 
temperature, and air inversion modeling. The appropriate values from the database are 
selected based on the site location coordinates. If the closest weather station represented 
in the database does not have a particular parameter, such as wind direction, data from 
the next nearest station with appropriate data is selected. 

 Please see Master Response 2, which explains that Humboldt County does not have a 
high ranking for risk of cancer. 

148-4 The comment requests subsurface archaeological investigations on the project site. Please 
see Master Response 9 and response to comment 134-4, which explain the revised 
Mitigation Measures E-2a and E-2b that would include subsurface archaeological 
investigations. 

148-5 The comment incorrectly states that contaminants in the soils are not discussed in the 
Draft EIR, although they are cited on page IV.G-6 of the Draft EIR. The comment also 
states that toxicity levels for specific chemicals have been updated by the EPA. 

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

148-6 The comment states that the Health Risk Assessments did not include furans and dioxins. 
The comment also states that the risk to wildlife is not addressed. The comment is noted. 

 For further discussion regarding the health risk assessment for the proposed project, 
please see Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. These sections detail the numerous 
investigations of the project site, including for furans and dioxins. 

 With regard to ecological risks, please Impacts G-1 through G-9 (pages IV.G-19 through 
IV.G-26) discussed potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. In 
addition, potential impacts to wetlands and associated habitats are discussed under 
Impacts D-1 through D-8 on pages IV.D-18 through IV.D-34. Note that the 
contamination on the project site is an existing condition, and that the proposed project 
would excavate and remove contaminated hot spots, as well as remove exposure 
pathways. 

148-7 The comment expresses concern that toxics could still be in the subsurface after site 
remediation. The comment is noted. For further discussion regarding the Remedial 
Action Plan for the proposed project, including excavation and removal of contaminated 
hot spots, please see Master Response 4 and new Appendix S. 
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148-8 The comment accusing the proposed project as masquerading as smart growth is noted, as 
are comments related to priority uses within the coastal zone. 

 Regarding smart growth, please see response to comment 128-1, which explains that the 
proposed project includes many characteristics of smart growth. Regarding priority land 
uses in the coastal zone, please see Master Responses 3 and 5, which discuss the Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan and the Coastal Act. 

148-9 The comment suggesting that the project site be developed for other uses is noted. Please 
see response to comment 16-239, which discusses alternatives to the proposed project. 
Please also see Master Response 3, which explains that the project site is not owned by 
the City of Eureka. The City of Eureka is Lead Agency for the proposed project pursuant 
to CEQA and is required to analyze the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
project. 

148-10 The comment states that additional housing is not needed in the area and that the 
proposed additional housing would have a negative impact on the community. The Draft 
EIR’s population and housing analysis in Chapter IV.L evaluated the population impact 
of the estimated 122 new residents that would be associated with the proposed addition of 
54 new housing units at the project site and concludes that this level of increase would 
have a less-than-significant adverse impact on the community. 

148-11 The comment states that sitting on a bench is not recreation. The comment is noted. 

 Recreational facilities and spaces are categorized as either passive or active, depending 
on the intensity of activity by their users. For example, tennis courts are considered active 
recreational facilities, while benches are considered passive facilities. Trails are passive 
recreational facilities. The proposed project’s trail/walkway and benches around the 
wetland are considered recreational spaces. 

 As shown in Figure III-2 on page III-5, the project site does not have direct recreational 
access to the bay. Waterfront drive is between the site and the bay. Given the Project 
Applicant does not control the waterfront, waterfront recreational uses are not proposed. 

 As stated on Draft EIR pages IV.N-2 through IV.N-4, the proposed project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities. It would not affect the existing ratio 
of park space per 1,000 residents, it would expand recreational opportunities through the 
construction of the pedestrian and bicycle path and wetland, and is located in an area 
adequately served by existing regional, community, and neighborhood parks. 

148-12 The comment states that the proposed project would cause a traffic mess. Please see the 
response to comment 31-1, which explains that traffic on Broadway would increase 
33 percent by 2025 with or without the proposed project, and that the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR would reduce almost all potential significant impacts 
to less-than-significant levels. Please also see response to comment and 32-9 regarding 
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potential impacts to nearby streets. Also, response to comment 52-25 addresses the 
feasibility of a more extensive mass transit service for the proposed project. 

148-13 The comment expresses concerns regarding bicycle and pedestrian accommodation on 
Broadway. 

 Please see response to comment 33-3, which discusses the proposed bike path connection 
via Broadway and the potential effects on pedestrian circulation. Please also note that 
sidewalks exist along both sides of Broadway, Fourth and Fifth Streets, and additional 
signals on Fourth and Fifth Streets at Commercial and C Streets would be provided which 
would improve pedestrian access crossing these one-way streets. 

148-14 The comment expresses concern that traffic data collected in the traffic impact study 
were not collected during the tourist season. The comment is noted. Please see response 
to comment 66-7, which explains the methodology used to account for traffic data 
collection during off-peak times of year. 

148-15 The comment incorrectly states that there is no discussion of traffic impact mitigation. 
Please see the response to comment 31-1, which explains that the mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR would mitigate almost all traffic impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Please also see responses to comments 32-9 and 40-2, which addresses 
traffic on nearby streets. Please also see Master Response 7, which discusses trip 
distribution used for the traffic impact analysis. 

148-16 The comment suggests that demand for residential parking onsite would be higher than 
the proposed supply of parking spaces for project residents.  

 The analysis of potential parking impacts associated with the project is presented on 
pages IV.O-44 and IV.O-45 of the Draft EIR. As stated, a shared parking analysis 
(i.e., how different land uses “share” a given parking space at different times of the day) 
for the proposed land uses (including the 54 residential units) found that the maximum 
demand for parking would be less than the provided spaces, excepting in the month of 
December when the total parking demand would at times exceed available parking by as 
many as 94 spaces. The residential units would have one reserved parking space, but 
residents would be able to park in other onsite spaces.  

148-17 The comment makes several statements regarding the potential for the proposed project 
to result in urban decay. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “National Stores vs. Local Stores,” “Vacancy in the 
City of Eureka,” “The Effect of the Bayshore Mall on Local Businesses,” and “Potential 
Local Store Closures.” 

148-18 The comment expresses concern about the current economic climate in relation to the 
proposed project. Please see Master Response 1, under “New Recessionary Conditions.” 
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148-19 The comment states that allowing the proposed project to proceed would throw out all of 
the investment made in Downtown and Old Town. The comment is noted. Please see 
Master Response 1, which addresses the potential for the proposed project to result in 
urban decay in further detail. 

148-20 The comment stating that the Impact Overview chapter ignores issues is noted. 

 As stated on Draft EIR page V-1, the Impact Overview section summarizes the findings 
with respect to significant, unavoidable environmental impacts, significant irreversible 
environmental changes, cumulative impacts, growth-inducing impacts of the proposed 
projects, and effects found to be less than significant. It is not intended to be a detailed 
discussion of potential environmental impacts, which are discussed in Chapter IV. 

148-21 The comment questioning the completeness and methodology of the alternatives analysis 
is noted. 

 As stated in Chapter VI, 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 responses to comments 16-239 and 16-242, 
which explain that the Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives. 

 As stated in Chapter IV.P, Urban Decay, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on urban decay. Please see also Master Response 1.  

 The EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed project, pursuant to 
CEQA. The City Council will make its determination on the proposed project based on a 
number of variables, including but not limited to economic, environmental, and social 
reasons. The economic viability of the proposed project is beyond the scope of CEQA 
and this Draft EIR. 

148-22 The comment stating that not enough alternatives are analyzed is noted. As detailed in 
Chapter VI, Alternatives, 24 separate alternatives are screened for further analysis in the 
Draft EIR. Please see response to comment 16-239. 

148-23 The comment suggesting other 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 
responses to comments 16-9, 16-239, and 16-242, which explain that the Draft EIR 
includes a reasonable range of alternatives. Alternatives containing uses similar to those 
described could be the Tourism Use Alternative, the Coastal Dependent Industrial Zoning 
Alternative, the Wetlands Restoration and Public Park Alternative, and the Limited 
Industrial Zoning Alternative, which are considered in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 149: Elaine Skelly 

149-1 The comment expresses concerns that the proposed project would negatively impact 
existing local stores. The comment is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under 
“Potential Local Store Closures.” 

149-2 The comment expresses concerns regarding the fiscal impact of a national chain on the 
City of Eureka. Please see Master Response 1, under “National Stores vs. Local Stores.” 

149-3 The comment states that existing waterfront housing is unaffordable and vacant. The 
comment further implies that the current economic downturn would ensure insufficient 
sales demand for the project’s proposed new housing. The Comment is duly noted. As 
shown in Chapter IV.L, the Draft EIR’s housing and population analysis considered 
current and historical local housing vacancy rates in its analysis and findings. 

149-4 The comment expresses concerns about traffic congestion around the project site. 

 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 the intersection of Koster Street and Wabash 
Avenue. 

149-5 The comment asks why Home Depot would not close its store in Eureka, considering 
recent economic conditions, leaving “blight” in its wake. Please see Master Response 1, 
specifically “New Recessionary Conditions.” 



Comment Letter 150

150-1

150-2

Comment Letter 150
150-2
cont.

150-3

5-776



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

Marina Center Mixed Use Development Project 5-777 ESA / 205513 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

Letter 150: Anna King Smith 

150-1 Comments that the cultural resources investigation is thorough and complete are noted. 
Revisions to Mitigation Measure E-2 includes a subsurface investigation that would help 
identify the presence of cultural materials in areas predetermined to be culturally 
sensitive, and ensures protection of resources if found. This investigation would 
commence when engineering plans and soil remediation plans are finalized, and prior to 
project construction. Please see Master Response 9. 

150-2 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would cause local businesses 
to close. The comment is noted. 

 Please see Master Response 1, under “The Effect of the Bayshore Mall on Local 
Businesses” and “Potential Local Store Closures.” 

150-3 The comment suggesting that more housing be included in the proposed project is noted. 
Twenty-four separate alternatives are screened for analysis, as detailed in Chapter VI of 
the Draft EIR. Regarding the demand for retail space, please see Master Response 1. 




