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Letter 161: Julie Timmons 

161-1 The comment expresses concern that the retail space market is already oversaturated in 
the City of Eureka. The comment is noted. Please see Master Response 1, under 
“Vacancy in the City of Eureka.” 
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Letter 162: KT Travers 

162-1 The comment states dissatisfaction with several aspects of the hazardous materials 
analysis, charging that the Draft EIR does not include information regarding the levels of 
contaminants at the project site, does not identify the source of contaminants, does not 
evaluate the risk of some contaminants, and deference of preparation of a Remedial 
Action Plan until a later date. 

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

162-2 The comment lists a series of general concerns about the amount of new vehicle trips, 
increased travel time, lack of accident projections for pedestrians and bicycles, 
compatibility with ongoing traffic studies, no public transit within the area, no mention of 
mitigation to reduce traffic, diversion of traffic not addressed, and concerns about 
Waterfront Drive which could be extended south through a bird sanctuary becoming a 
“short cut” for travelers along U.S. 101.  

  New Vehicle Trips – An estimated 15,669 new vehicle trips per day are expected to be 
attracted to and from Marina Center. However, even without Marina Center, this level of 
new trips is expected due to regional growth in retail and commercial activities, so 
Marina Center acts to locate the origins and destinations of these new trips. The project 
itself does not increase economic growth through 2025, but rather is a part of the 
expected growth. 

  Added Travel Time – The mitigation done on U.S. 101 in conjunction with successive 
phases of the project serve to reduce overall travel times from what would be expected 
without the project while traffic continues to increase at 1.5 percent per year on average. 
Therefore, with a 33 percent growth in overall traffic levels during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours, travel time increases are limited to the 14 to 74 second increase overall in the 
corridor. Without mitigation, travel times would be far longer in 2025. 

 No Forecasts of Pedestrian or Bicycle Accidents – There are no generally accepted 
analytical methods for forecasting bicycle and pedestrian accidents. However, the 
identified mitigation measures are consistent with the Caltrans Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices in terms of provision for vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle 
operations along streets and at signalized and unsignalized intersections. The mitigation 
proposed for Marina Center is expected to result in a reduction in accident rates. This 
reduction in accident rates is likely to include a reduction in pedestrian and bicycle 
accidents, but there is no way to estimate whether this is the case. 

 Compatibility with Ongoing Traffic Studies – Extensive use is made of prior traffic 
impact studies conducted in the area. However, at the time the traffic study was 
completed, there were no pertinent traffic studies other than those mentioned in the 
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References. Subsequent to the publishing of the Draft EIR, the Ridgewood Village 
project traffic analysis was begun. However, that study is not yet completed. To the 
extent that information is available from that study, information is provided within the 
Final EIR for Marina Center. 

 No Public Transit in Area – Current transit operators have discretion on the provision of 
transit services near Marina Center including whether to provide direct service to Marina 
Center. As explained on page O.IV-46 of the Draft EIR, the increased demand for public 
transit service at the project site can be accommodated and would remain within 
reasonable walking distance from the Marina Center. Again, the project’s impacts on 
public transit service would remain less than significant, and no further mitigation is 
needed. 

  No Mitigation to Reduce Traffic – Marina Center is proposed as a mixed-use project, 
and as such, “captures” trips that would remain onsite that would otherwise use public 
streets. An estimated 1,776 daily trips would be kept off U.S. 101 and city streets because 
of the mixed-use aspect of Marina Center (based upon Table III in the Traffic Impact 
Study (Appendix P of the Draft EIR). The “captured trips” shown in that table are those 
that are expected to be completed entirely onsite due to the mixed-use character of the 
proposed land uses. So the project design itself partially mitigates potential traffic 
impacts through trip reduction. Enhanced pedestrian and bicycle paths along and around 
the proposed project should also aid in reducing vehicle trips. 

 Diversion to Waterfront Drive/Extension of Waterfront Drive through a Bird 
Sanctuary – It is unclear if the comment concerns Palco Marsh or the wetland reserve 
proposed as part of the project. To the extent that the comment is related to Palco Marsh 
this project would no impact because the extension of Waterfront Drive is not part of this 
project. 

 To the extent that the comment is about the wetland reserve, for diversion of traffic issues 
see response to comment 32-9. According to the traffic modeling, Waterfront Drive is not 
expected to receive any significant number of additional diverted trips along U.S. 101. In 
fact, the improvements provided as part of the project’s mitigations should help reduce 
the propensity for drivers along U.S. 101 to take alternate routes. Moreover, the area 
proposed to be a wetland reserve is not, at the moment, a bird sanctuary. Instead, it is a 
vacant brownfield site that must still undergo some site remediation. The project, as 
proposed, would not increase traffic on Waterfront Drive dramatically, and would also 
make the project site much more inhabitable for birds. 

162-3 The comment disagreeing with the proposed land use approvals is noted. As stated on 
Draft EIR pages III-17 to III-18, the proposed project would require a Local Coastal 
Program amendment, which would rezone the project site. 

 The comment suggesting alternatives to the proposed project is noted. Pursuant to CEQA, 
alternatives to the proposed project are discussed in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR. Please 
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also see responses to comments 16-239 and 16-242, which explain that the Draft EIR 
includes a reasonable range of alternatives. 

 The comment related to Wiyot villages is noted. Please see Master Response 9, which 
includes revised mitigation measures to implement a subsurface archaeological 
investigation. 

162-4 The comment expresses concerns that the proposed project would cause urban decay and 
states that the opening of the Bayshore Mall increased retail space vacancies. Please see 
Master Response 1, under “The Effect of the Bayshore Mall on Local Businesses.” 
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Letter 163: Sara Turner 

163-1 The comments in support of the proposed project are noted. Please see Master Response 
4 regarding the construction timeline. 

163-2 The comment supporting the proposed project is noted. 

163-3 The comment supports the project and suggests that it would attract new business to the 
entire Downtown Eureka area. The comment also inquires whether the project’s tax 
income effects have been estimated. The comment is noted. Please see Appendix K: 
Eureka Balloon Track Retail Development Economic Impact and Urban Decay Analysis, 
CBRE Consulting Group, November 2006 which estimates net new tax income of 
approximately $0.95 million and net new business sales of $91.8 million to the City of 
Eureka. Please also see Master Response 1, under “Fiscal Impacts to the City of Eureka 
and Other Jurisdictions.” 

163-4 The comment notes the different business practices of large and small hardware stores, 
suggesting that the customer service, extent of services, and display and access of 
merchandise is superior at the large hardware chain store. The comment is noted. 

163-5 The comment states that air quality would not be an issue. The comment is noted. 
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Letter 164: Glen Twombly 

164-1 For further discussion regarding the sea level rise, please see response to comment 3-15, 
which states that direction on sea level rise to coastal permit Project Applicants is in flux, 
and an upper planning limit has not been established. 
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Letter 165: Anne Patton Vellutini 

165-1 The comment in support of the proposed project is noted. 
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Letter 166: Diane Venturini 

166-1 The comment requesting a “total and thorough” 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. 

166-2 The comment requesting green building is noted. The building materials and methods of 
construction have not yet been determined for the proposed project. These materials and 
methods would be determined during the detailed design stage. At that time, green 
materials and technologies may be considered. 

166‐3  The comment inquires whether any of the project’s housing is low income and raises 
concerns that the project’s units would be unrented. All of the new housing is planned for 
sale at market rates to meet the project’s key objective to “develop an economically 
viable mixed use project.” 

166-4 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. 

166-5 The comment states that voters already made their decision regarding big box retailers in 
relation to a previous proposal for a Wal-Mart. The comment also states that the proposed 
project is caving into corporate greed pressures. Neither statement addresses the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, the Draft EIR, nor CEQA. The comment 
is noted. 
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Letter 167: Doug Vieyra 

167-1 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. 
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Letter 168: Greg Wellish 

168-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address major concerns, such as testing for 
dioxins and furans on 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, which detail site investigations. 

168-2 The comment expresses concerns about increased traffic and states that impacts are not 
dealt with honestly. The comment is noted. 

 Please see response to comment 31-1, which states that the 33 percent increase in traffic 
on Broadway by the year 2025 would occur with or without the proposed project, and the 
mitigation measures identified reduce almost all traffic impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

168-3 The comment states that the urban decay analysis is understand regarding the potential 
effects to existing businesses. Please see Master Response 1, under “Vacancy in the City 
of Eureka.” 

168-4 The comment states that the opening of the Bayshore Mall prompted increase retail 
vacancy rates. Please see Master Response 1, under “The Effect of the Bayshore Mall on 
Local Businesses.” 

168-5 The comment recommending the No Build Alternative is noted. Please see response to 
comment 16-241, which clarifies the No Build Alternative and potential remediation 
efforts that could be undertaken. 
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Letter 169: Elizabeth Welton 

169-1  The comment’s opinion of the preliminary project renderings 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. 
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Letter 170: Pat Wenger 

170-1 The comment stating that the proposed project is not consistent with current land use 
controls on the project site is noted. As stated on Draft EIR pages III-17 to III-18, the 
proposed project would require a Local Coastal Program amendment, which would 
rezone the project site. 

170-2 The comment expresses concerns regarding increased traffic at and around the project 
site. Please see the response to comment 31-1, which states that the 33 percent increase in 
traffic on Broadway by 2025 would occur with or without the proposed project. Please 
also see response to comment 32-9, which discusses traffic diversion into other 
neighborhoods. 

 The comment also states that placement of a “mega-store” at the project site would be a 
mistake and inconsistent with zoning. As stated on Draft EIR pages III-17 to III-18, the 
proposed project would require a Local Coastal Program amendment, which would 
rezone the project site. 

170-3 The comment expresses general opposition go the proposed project and its associated 
environmental effects. The comment is noted. 

 The comment also expresses opposition to big box retail stores. Please see Master 
Response 1, under “National Stores vs. Local Stores.”  

170-4 The comment questions the use of the phrase “less-than-significant impact.” The 
comment also states that the Draft EIR does not represent the professional judgment of 
the City of Eureka, but rather written by the Project Applicant. 

 The City of Eureka, as Lead Agency pursuant to CEQA, must analyze potential impacts 
of the proposed project. The City ultimately decides what studies and data are to be 
included in the Environmental Impact Report. 

 The Marina Center Mixed Use Development Project Environmental Impact Report was 
prepared by Environmental Science Associates, in consultation with other consultants 
and the City of Eureka. As stated in Chapter I, Introduction, the City of Eureka is the 
Lead Agency for the proposed project, and as required by CEQA, the completed 
document represents the judgment of city staff. 

 As stated in Chapter I, Introduction, the conclusions reached in the EIR reflect the 
determinations of the City of Eureka, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. The EIR is a 
factual informational document, prepared in conformance with CEQA, and written for 
the purpose of making the public and decision-makers aware of the potential 
environmental consequences of the Marina Center project. 
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 The City of Eureka sent the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to 56 governmental agencies 
and organizations and persons interested in the project in April, 2006, and the City held 
two public scoping meetings in April 2006 to obtain public comments on the scope of the 
EIR. As detailed in the appendices, numerous consultant reports were prepared, analyzed, 
and summarized. The document underwent several rounds of intensive review by city 
staff and by the consultants. It represents two-and-a-half years of investigation and effort 
by these parties. 




