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Response to Letter K:  Fort Bragg Local Business Matters 

Response K-1: The commentor provides the following introductory and legal comments:  

“Please accept the following comments on the Draft EIR referenced above, submitted on 

behalf of Fort Bragg Local Business Matters (“Fort Bragg LBM”).  

As you may recall, Fort Bragg LBM was the plaintiff in the CEQA lawsuit challenging the 

City’s previous approval of this Grocery Outlet Project (“Project”) based on a mitigated 

negative declaration rather than an EIR. That lawsuit contended that substantial evidence 

showed the proposed Project might have significant impacts on the environment, 

particularly in the areas of noise and air quality. We are of course very pleased that the 

lawsuit settled and that the City agreed to prepare an EIR to evaluate these and other 

potentially significant Project impacts. However, there are still some remaining analytic 

deficiencies that should be addressed in a revised Draft EIR before the City takes action to 

approve the proposed Project in its current form. These are discussed in more detail 

below.” 

 This comment is noted. This comment is generally an introductory statement. Please see 

Responses J-2 through J-4 for specific responses to the commenter’s concerns. 

Response K-2: The commenter states that in the Air Quality Section, under Impact 3.2-4, the Draft EIR 

notes that sensitive receptors are located in the residences immediately adjacent to the 

Project site to the east, and that emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) are toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) that can adversely affect the health of these receptors. The 

commentor also states that the Draft EIR reports that the proposed Project’s operations 

will include 8 heavy-duty diesel truck deliveries per week, and 4 to 5 medium-duty diesel 

truck deliveries per day, and that some of these deliveries would be in trucks with top-

mounted refrigeration units that also generate DPM emissions. The commentor states 

that, the Draft EIR concludes, however, that the proposed Project would not expose 

sensitive receptors to substantial TAC emissions because the frequency of truck trips is 

“very small”. The commentor also states that, similarly, the Draft EIR concludes that 

existing TAC emissions from diesel vehicle traffic on Highway 1, adjacent to the Project 

site under baseline conditions, is “not particularly high” when compared to other parts of 

California. The commentor states that more information is necessary to support these 

conclusions. The commentor asks what parts of California is this being compared to? The 

commentor also asks what routes the trucks will take, will there be idling, and if so, for 

how long, and how much DPM would result. The commentor requests that a more 

detailed, quantitative study should be performed. 

 As noted by the commentor, the frequency of truck trips is indeed very small—8 heavy-

duty diesel truck deliveries per week, and 4 to 5 medium-duty diesel truck deliveries per 

day, is a very small number of truck trips generated by a project, compared to projects 

that would normally undergo a more detailed health risk analysis. Typically, projects 

would need to generate upwards of one hundred heavy-duty truck trips per day to have 
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the possibility of generating enough TACs to exceed the Mendocino County Air Quality 

Management District (MCAQMD) thresholds for health risks (i.e., an increased cancer risk 

of greater than 10 in a million, or an increased non-cancer risk exceeding the Hazard Index 

of 1.0). This is true despite the relatively close location of the nearest sensitive receptors, 

which include residences just to the east of the Project site. Ultimately, even with top-

mounted refrigeration units on some of the heavy-duty and/or medium-duty vehicles, the 

heavy- and medium-duty truck trips would not represent a significant risk of TACs on 

nearby sensitive receptors from DPM because there are so few truck trips. 

 Separately, while existing TAC emissions from diesel vehicle traffic on Highway 1 could 

impact the Project site and nearby receptors, the proposed Project itself would not 

generate new sensitive receptors. This is a crucial fact. As stated on page 3.2-26 of the 

Draft EIR, crucially, CEQA only requires analysis of the impact of the proposed Project 

compared with baseline conditions. That is, CEQA requires analysis of the potential 

impact of proposed Project (i.e., the difference between the baseline conditions and the 

proposed Project scenario), not the potential impact of baseline conditions. This is 

independent of whether the existing diesel vehicle traffic on Highway 1 is or is not 

“particularly high” compared to other freeways in California. That being said, it is not 

uncommon for grocery stores to be located a similar distance (approximately 300 feet) 

from an existing active freeway, near freeways in other parts of California (such as Los 

Angeles or Oakland) that have dramatically higher traffic levels than the traffic along 

Highway 1 near to the Project site. Regardless, as previously stated, the key concern of 

CEQA for TAC emissions is whether the proposed Project itself would generate TACs in 

excess of the applicable thresholds; as previously stated, the level of diesel truck traffic 

generated by the proposed Project is so small that it is not possible for the TACs generated 

from the proposed Project truck trips to cause an exceedance of the applicable TAC 

thresholds, as promulgated by the MCAQMD. No further response to this comment is 

warranted. 

Response K-3: The commenter states that a single-day noise measurement is not adequate to establish 

a meaningful baseline, and that measurements should be taken continuously over a multi-

day period, ideally during different months. The commenter also states that it appears 

that the noise analysis omitted consideration of receptors at the Super 8 Motel 

immediately adjacent to the Project site to the west, and the noise contours in Figures 

3.5-1 through 7 suggest that Project-related noise levels exceeding applicable significance 

thresholds at this location. The commenter concludes by stating that, while strictly 

speaking a commercial use, a motel houses sleeping guests (and possibly an on-site owner 

or caretaker), who should be considered sensitive noise receptors, and the City should 

revise the Draft EIR’s noise analysis to evaluate whether impacts to receptors in the Super 

8 Motel will be significant and, if so, whether mitigation is feasible. 

 Continuous noise measurements were completed as part of the noise analysis. As 

discussed in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, one continuous (24-hour) noise level 

measurement was conducted near receptors adjacent to the Project site from January 
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10th to January 11th, 2022. A short-term noise level measurement was conducted at one 

location to the southeast of the Project site on January 10th, 2022. The noise 

measurement locations are shown on Figure 3.6-1. The noise level measurement survey 

results are provided in Table 3.6-2. Appendix B of Appendix E shows the complete results 

of the continuous noise monitoring at sites LT-1 and ST-1. 

With respect to the Super 8 Motel, as discussed in Section 3.6, Noise, of the Draft EIR, 

Policy N-1.4 of the City of Fort Bragg Coastal Region General Plan establishes a standard 

of 45 Ldn for indoor noise levels for all new residential development including hotels and 

motels and a standard of 60 Ldn for outdoor noise at residences. These limits shall be 

reduced by 5 dB for senior housing and residential care facilities. These thresholds and 

standards were used to analyze Project impacts to the Super 8 Motel. Noise impacts at 

existing receptors from increased traffic noise would be considered less-than-significant. 

Response K-4: The commenter cites the two questions regarding urban decay and states that, “although 

the Draft EIR lists nine grocery stores currently distributed throughout the City, it does 

not actually analyze whether the proposed Project would result in sales losses at any of 

them. In other words, it does not address the first question. Because the first question is 

unanswered, the Draft EIR’s summary conclusion that the proposed Project would not 

lead to urban decay is unsupported.” The commenter also questions who and the 

methodology for the field survey completed in Spring 2022. Additionally, the commenter 

states that the absence of urban decay today does not necessarily mean there would not 

be urban decay in the future if the proposed Project led to the closure of a grocery store 

that anchored a commercial center or node elsewhere in the City. Further, the 

commenter states that the Draft EIR should be revised to include an economic 

impact/urban decay analysis that actually addresses the questions required by CEQA, and 

attaches an urban decay study that the City of Walnut Creek completed for an EIR. The 

commenter concludes by stating that, while this study was for a much larger commercial 

project than the one addressed in the Draft EIR, it nevertheless illustrates the scope and 

depth of analysis that is appropriate for meaningful consideration of a grocery store’s 

potential to negatively affect sales in other grocery facilities, leading to store closures and 

possible urban decay. 

With respect to urban decay, see Section 3.5, Land Use, of the Draft EIR which provides 

an analysis of the potential for the proposed Project to result in urban decay. As discussed, 

under CEQA, an EIR should only consider direct and indirect physical effects of projects.  

Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “In evaluating the significance of the 

environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes 

in the environment which is caused by and immediately related to the project.”  Section 

15064(d)(3) further states that, “An indirect physical impact is to be considered only if 

that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. A 

change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.” In 

addition, CEQA requires that a determination that a project may have a significant 
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environmental effect must be based on substantial evidence (CEQA Guidelines 

§15064(f)). 

On the secondary socioeconomic effects of projects, Section 15131(a) of the CEQA 

Guidelines indicates that, “Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from 

a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting 

from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  

The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater 

than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall be 

on the physical changes.”  In other words, economic and social changes are not, in 

themselves, considered under CEQA to be significant effects on the environment. 

Since only physical effects are to be considered under CEQA, economic and social changes 

resulting from a project may be considered if they in turn produce changes in the physical 

environment.  To fully satisfy the requirements of an EIR, an economic analysis must start 

with the economic impacts. The analysis would then follow the causal chain to assess the 

likelihood of new retail space causing long-term vacancies in existing retail space and 

ultimately leading to urban decay and physical deterioration of existing retail centers and 

nodes. 

In recent years, the California Courts have identified the term “urban decay” as the 

physical manifestation of a project’s potential socioeconomic impacts and have 

specifically identified the need to address the potential for urban decay in environmental 

documents for large retail projects, or mixed-use projects with a notable retail 

component. The leading case is Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield 

(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, in which the court set aside two environmental impact 

reports for two proposed Wal-Mart projects that would have been located less than five 

miles from each other. This was the first court decision to use the term “urban decay,” as 

opposed to the term “blight.” The court quoted “experts [who] are now warning about 

land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of store closures and long-term vacancies, 

ultimately destroying existing neighborhoods and leaving decaying shells in their wake.” 

(Id. at p. 1204.) The court also discussed prior case law that addressed the potential for 

large retail projects to cause “physical deterioration of [a] downtown area” or “a general 

deterioration of [a] downtown area.” (Id. at pp. 1206, 1207). The Bakersfield court also 

described the circumstances in which the duty to address urban decay issues arise.  

Accordingly, there are two pertinent questions to be asked with regard to the effects of 

the proposed Project in terms of this economic impact and urban decay analysis: 1) would 

the proposed new retail uses result in sales losses that are sufficiently large at existing 

retail establishments to force some to close; and 2) would the affected closed stores stay 

idle long enough to create physical changes that could be defined as urban decay?  

While the measurement of urban decay is not strictly defined under CEQA, this analysis 

assumes that the term describes significant deterioration of existing structures and/or 
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their surroundings. This is based upon the premise that such deterioration occurs when 

property owners reduce property maintenance activities below that required to keep 

such properties in good condition. It assumes that property owners make rational 

economic decisions about maintaining their property and are likely to make reductions in 

maintenance activities only under conditions where they see little likelihood of future 

positive returns from such expenditures.  Where vacancy rates are low or growth rates 

are high, property owners are likely to see the prospect of keeping properties leased-up 

at favorable rents.  Where vacancy rates are high and persistent, and growth rates are 

low, property owners are more likely to have a pessimistic view of the future and be prone 

to reducing property maintenance as a way to reduce costs.  

However, whether or not conditions in between those discussed above (i.e., moderate 

vacancy levels that persist for a few years) are likely to lead to “urban decay” depends on 

many factors including the growth prospects of the market area, the future state of the 

national and local economy, financial strength of existing tenants and landlords, and the 

profitability and viability of existing commercial centers.   

Impact 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, Land Use, of the Draft EIR was revised to incorporate the 

analysis and findings of the Urban Decay Study (ALH Urban & Regional Economics, 2023) 

completed for the proposed Project. See Appendix J of this Draft EIR for the complete 

Study, and Chapter 3.0, Revisions, of this Final EIR for the additional urban decay 

discussion. 

As discussed in Impact 3.5-2, as of 2021, the area is characterized by retail sales leakage 

in all major retail categories except food and beverage stores, building materials and 

garden equipment, and gasoline stations. The attraction in food and beverage stores 

comprise 60% of all food and beverage sales, where the retail leakage in all other 

categories range from -12% to -78% of sales. The high leakage amounts generally indicate 

that the primary market area is under-retailed relative to the demand generated by its 

population base. 

There are a select number of stores in Fort Bragg, nearby Mendocino, and the general 

primary market area environs that might be competitive to varying degrees with the 

proposed Grocery Outlet because of the availability of overlapping sales merchandise. 

These stores are a subset of the following categories of stores: Grocery Stores; Natural 

Food Stores; Other Stores with Substantial Food and Beverage Sales; Convenience Stores; 

and Gas Station Convenience Stores. There are nine grocery facilities distributed 

throughout different residential neighborhoods and commercial establishments in the 

community, including: Safeway (660 South Main Street), Harvest Market (171 Boatyard 

Drive), Purity Supermarket (242 North Franklin Street), Nello’s Market and Deli (860 North 

Main Street), La Mexicana Market (116 S. Main Street), Down Home Foods (115 S. Franklin 

Street), Colombi Market and Deli (647 E Oak Street), B&C Grocery (401 E. Oak Street) and 

El Yuca (242 North Mcpherson Street).  
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Of all these stores, the existing stores that are anticipated to have more food and related 

sales overlap with Grocery Outlet relative to other area stores include the full-service 

grocery stores, of which there are four (including one in Mendocino), and the general 

merchandise store Dollar Tree. The Natural Food Stores, Convenience Stores, Other 

Stores with Substantial Food and Beverage Sales (excluding Dollar Tree), and Gas Station 

Convenience Stores are not anticipated to experience much, if any competitive overlap. 

Based on the estimated Grocery Outlet store sales by type of retail, and the volume of 

sales estimated to be supported by primary market area residents, the proposed Fort 

Bragg Grocery Outlet store will need to capture only 2.1% of primary market area food 

and beverage sales to achieve stabilized sales consistent with national Grocery Outlet 

store performance standards. This is a very small capture rate. The capture rate is higher 

for non-perishable primary market area sales; however, these sales categories are 

estimated to have existing retail leakage in the primary market area. Thus, no sales impact 

is anticipated among stores selling non-perishable goods comparable to Grocery Outlet, 

as the recapture of these sales will reduce the existing leakage, making the primary 

market area’s retail base stronger. 

These findings suggest that the existing primary market area food and other stores selling 

goods in common with Grocery Outlet are unlikely to experience strong individual store 

sales impacts resulting from the operations of the proposed Grocery Outlet Store. If sales 

are diverted from any existing stores resulting from Grocery Outlet’s operation, they will 

be dispersed among many of the stores, such that no one store is likely to experience 

sales loss sufficient to significantly impact store sales. The full-service orientation and 

unique offerings at the existing grocery stores will help insulate them from the nominal 

amount of competitive food item sales anticipated at Grocery Outlet. Moreover, these 

stores have established customer bases. Accordingly, they will have the ability to modify 

their product mix to maximize sales in products not available at Grocery Outlet General 

yet targeted to meet the needs of its loyal customers. 

Grocery Outlet does not exactly duplicate the market niche or product focus of any of the 

primary market area stores, although it is closest to Dollar Tree in its discount orientation, 

as well as nonperishable product offerings. However, given Grocery Outlet’s relatively low 

levels of projected sales, Dollar Tree’s pronounced general merchandise orientation, and 

distance from the proposed Grocery Outlet site, there is unlikely to be even a noticeable 

impact on Dollar Tree following the Grocery Outlet’s opening. 

There are a range of commercial retail building or retail space vacancies scattered 

throughout the primary market area. Most of the vacancies are in Fort Bragg, and 

especially Downtown Fort Bragg or at The Boatyard Shopping Center. The vacancies are 

primarily located in small, older buildings, with many vacant for extended periods of time, 

such as two or more years. Many of the identified vacancies have been vacant since prior 

to the COVID-19 pandemic, or even earlier. However, many of the vacancies are not being 

actively marketed. This is evidenced by the lack of signage on the properties with 

commercial broker names, phone numbers, or even owner contact information. The 
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physical condition of the vacancies varies, with some in well-kept condition and others 

appearing more rundown, or in less manicured condition, such as peeling paint in need 

of refreshing. None of the vacancies, however, exhibit classic signs of urban decay, such 

as graffiti, boarded up doors or windows, broken windows, or excessive trash. Moreover, 

despite the presence of some long-term commercial vacancies, there are indications of 

recent retail leasing activity in Fort Bragg. 

Further, fieldwork conducted in March through May 2022 indicated there were no 

significant signs of litter, graffiti, weeds, or rubbish associated with existing commercial 

nodes and corridors in Fort Bragg, with only a few isolated instances of small amounts of 

fast food-related trash near some commercial properties. It is noted that the City has 

reported some issues with transient populations at the on-stie vacant building in the past. 

The City of Fort Bragg Code Enforcement Department receives a limited number of 

complaints pertaining to commercial properties, and most of these complaints do not 

pertain to issues associated with urban decay.  

The study analysis completed as part of the Urban Decay Study does not suggest any 

retailers would be at risk of losing retail sales sufficient to result in store closure leading 

to increased commercial vacancy as a result of Grocery Outlet’s development, and thus 

there would likely be no risk for their properties to erode into conditions leading to urban 

decay. Yet, if such an event were to occur, there is no indication from the market that 

urban decay would result from such a store closure. Even properties that have been 

closed for longer periods of time, up to four years or more, continue to be maintained in 

reasonable condition and, most importantly, are not indicative of urban decay. Thus, real 

estate market conditions in Fort Bragg do not appear to be conducive to urban decay. 

Therefore, pursuant to the existing market conditions, projected retail supply and 

demand conditions, and Grocery Outlet project orientation, the Urban Decay Study 

concludes that there is no reason to consider that development of the proposed Grocery 

Outlet store would cause or contribute to urban decay. 

Overall, impacts related to urban decay were determined to be less than significant.  
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Response to Letter L:  Gary McCray 

Response L-1: The commenter expresses support for the proposed Project. The commenter also makes 

statements regarding the group opposing the proposed Project. 

 While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with 

CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 

consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Letter M:  Jacob Patterson 

Response M-1: The commentor provides instructions regarding interpreting their comments made on the 

Draft EIR. 

Please see Responses M-2 through M-154 regarding the listed concerns. 

Response M-2: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

The commentor provides instructions regarding interpreting their comments made on the 

Draft EIR. 

Please see Responses M-3 through M-154 regarding the listed concerns. 
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Response M-3: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

 The requested deletion was made to Chapter ES of the Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0, 

Revisions, of this Final EIR for the revision. 

It is noted that here, the Draft EIR is not advocating for the proposed Project. The text in 

question is a factual statement with the quoted material which provides background 

information for those readers of the Draft EIR who may have been unaware that the City 

Council had previously approved the proposed Project in July 2021 based on a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (MND) and that litigation previously occurred. Because an EIR is 

intended to be an informational document, the statement is relevant and provides 

background information regarding the previous CEQA document and subsequent 

litigation. 
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Response M-4: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

 The sentence in question is intended to discuss the environmental topics which are 

analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. The term “potentially significant” was removed from 

the highlighted sentence for consistency. See Chapter 3.0, Revisions, of this Final EIR for 

the revision. 

“Improvements” is a standard term to use in the planning industry when describing 

elements of construction that are intended to modify the existing condition. The term is 

used accurately here. The term “alterations” as indicated by the commenter, is semantic. 
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Response M-5: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

See Response M-114 below. 

Response M-6: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Best Development Grocery Outlet 2.0-197 
 

 

See Response M-114 below. 

Chapter 5.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project (not Section 3.7, Transportation and 

Circulation), of the Draft EIR includes justification and support for the increased impacts 

related to Impacts 3.7-1 and 3.7-2. As discussed on pages 5.0-6 and 5.0-7 of Chapter 5.0 

of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would result in a net increase in VMT over baseline 

conditions. However, the model considers a very limited amount of re-routing of Fort 

Bragg residents that currently go to the Grocery Outlet store located in Willits for grocery 

shopping. As such, the VMT calculation was adjusted for re-routing. According to 

information provided by Grocery Outlet, over the last 12 months (June 2021 to June 

2022), around 9% of the people that visit their Willits store come from Fort Bragg. 

Considering that the length of a one-way trip from Fort Bragg to the Willits Grocery Outlet 

store is approximately 35 miles, and one mile from Fort Bragg to the Project site, 990 VMT 

is equivalent to the re-routing of 30 one-way trips or 15 round trips from the Willits 

Grocery Outlet store to the proposed Project store. Per the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, a grocery store such as the one in Willits 

generates approximately 3,500 daily one-way trips. Therefore, the re-routing of less of 

1% of these trips would result in a net decrease in VMT for both baseline (2022) and future 

year (2030) conditions. Table 3.7-18 shows the adjusted VMT results accounting for a trip 

redistribution from the Willits Grocery Outlet to the Fort Bragg Grocery Outlet of 1% and 

9%. All transportation-related impacts were determined to be less than significant.  
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The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not introduce additional vehicle trips onto 

the study area roadways. Rather, retail customers would continue their existing driving 

patterns in pursuit of groceries. According to information provided by Grocery Outlet, 

over the last 12 months (June 2021 to June 2022), around 9% of the people that visit their 

Willits store come from Fort Bragg. Considering that the length of a one-way trip from 

Fort Bragg to the Willits Grocery Outlet store is approximately 35 miles, and one mile from 

Fort Bragg to the Project site, 990 VMT is equivalent to the re-routing of 30 one-way trips 

or 15 round trips from the Willits Grocery Outlet store to the proposed Project store. Per 

the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, a grocery 

store such as the one in Willits generates approximately 3,500 daily one-way trips. 

Therefore, as noted in Section 3.7 of this Draft EIR, the re-routing of less of 1% of these 

trips would result in a net decrease in VMT for both baseline (2022) and future year (2030) 

conditions. Table 3.7-18 shows the adjusted VMT results accounting for a trip 

redistribution from the Willits Grocery Outlet to the Fort Bragg Grocery Outlet of 1% and 

9%. Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, re-routing of traffic would not occur, and 

a net decrease in VMT for both baseline (2022) and future year (2030) conditions would 

not occur. As such, impacts related to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) 

would be increased compared to the proposed Project. 

With respect to Impact 3.7-2, under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, transit use 

would not increase, bicycle storage facilities would not be installed, and pedestrian 

frontage improvements would not be constructed. Impacts related to conflicts with a 

program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would be increased under this alternative. 
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Response M-7: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

 The requested deletion was made to Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR. See Chapter 3.0, 

Revisions, of this Final EIR for the revision.  

It is noted that here, the Draft EIR is not advocating for the proposed Project. The text in 

question is a factual statement with the quoted material which provides background 

information for those readers of the Draft EIR who may have been unaware that the City 

Council had previously approved the proposed Project in July 2021 based on a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (MND) and that litigation previously occurred. Because an EIR is 

intended to be an informational document, the statement is relevant and provides 

background information regarding the previous CEQA document and subsequent 

litigation. 
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Response M-8: The commentor provided the following comment on the Draft EIR: 

 

Each NOP comment letter was read by De Novo Planning Group and City of Fort Bragg 

staff as they were received. Additionally, the relevant comment letters were provided to 

the biological resources, transportation, and noise consultant staff members before work 

on the Draft EIR began in order to ensure the CEQA-related concerns were addressed.  

Each technical section of the Draft EIR (Sections 3.1 through 3.8) summarizes the relevant 

NOP comment authors which were considered in preparing each Draft EIR section.  

It is noted that CEQA does not require a lead agency, in issuing an NOP, to solicit 

comments from the general public. Rather, NOPs are addressed to responsible agencies 

and trustee agencies. Although the NOP for the proposed Project was distributed to 

members of the public via public noticing and various agencies, the City is not obligated 

to meet informational demands made by members of the public or to provide in the Draft 




