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Chapter 1 Introduction and Background

Volume 11 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Assessment for the 197/199 Safe STAA
Access Project consists of California Department of Transportation (Department)-prepared
responses to written comments from the public regarding the proposed project. Volume I consists
of the main Final EIR/EA document. VVolume 11 consists of the Appendices.

On July 13, 2010, the Department held a public meeting to provide the public an opportunity to
review project information, the results from the Draft EIR/EA, ask questions, and submit
comments. A Notice of Completion form and Draft EIR/EA copies were submitted to the State
Clearinghouse on June 29, 2010 with a request to close circulation and comment period on
August 23, 2010. The State Clearinghouse sent a letter back to the Department stating that the
review period closed on August 12, 2010, but the Department did not consider that statement as
being correct. Instead, the Department considered the close of the public comment period to be
August 23, 2010, as noted in public notices, on the comment cards, and as stated at the public
meeting.

The Department received a total of 91 public comments in the form of comment cards, letters,
form letters, emails, and verbal comments from individuals that attended the July 13, 2010 public
meeting, during the circulation of the Draft EIR/EA. Some individuals and organizations
submitted more than one written comment letter.

The Department released a Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Supplemental Environmental Assessment on September 18, 2012, and accepted comments until
November 5, 2012. The Recirculation involved only Sections 2.3.1 Natural Communities and
Section 2.3.3 Plants. The Recirculation was to address additional information on potential effects
to large redwoods and another special status plant species. The Department received 398 public
comments in the form of letters, form letters and emails.

1.1 Organization of Public Comments

Written comments from public agencies and governments, organizations, and individuals
received regarding the Draft EIR/EA and the proposed project are included in this volume. Each
public comment received was placed into one of five categories, as listed below, including the
transcript of comments provided during the public meeting held on July 13, 2010.

1. Public Agencies and Governments
Organizations

Individuals

Public Meeting Transcript

Form Letter

I

Comments on Recirculated Environmental Document

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
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Chapter 1. Introduction and Background

1.2 Format of Responses to Public Comments

Each written comment has one or more numbers inserted in the margin. These numbers
correspond to Department written responses that follow each comment. Note that in some cases
responses to public comments refer the reader to a response to a different comment or to the
grouped responses section, described below.
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Chapter 2 Grouped Responses to Common
Public Comments by Topic

Many of the written comments received from the public raised similar concerns regarding the
proposed project. To avoid repetition of responses to similar comments, common issues raised in
public comments were grouped together by topic and responses were prepared to address each
topic in detail. The following Grouped Comments and Responses section precedes the actual
copies of public comments. Each Grouped Comment and Response is assigned a number for
reference.

e #1 Purpose and Need

e #2 Cost vs. Benefit

e #3 Visual Resources

o #4 Effects on Trees

e #5 Wild and Scenic River

e #6 Alternative Routes

e #7 Inadequate Range of Alternatives
e #8 Safety

e #9 Traffic Study

e #10 Geologic Stability

2.1 Grouped Comment #1: Purpose and Need

Many comments addressed the purpose and need of the project. Some comments questioned
whether there was an actual need for STAA truck access, since a minimal number of businesses
propose to use STAA trucks if the State Route 197/U.S. Highway 199 corridor (197/199
corridor) is reclassified for STAA access, minimal economic improvement is anticipated for Del
Norte and Humboldt Counties, and there is an anticipated increase of only 17 trucks (or 8.25 new
daily round trips) per day. Some comments stated that the road is adequate and usable in its
current state for the smaller California-legal trucks, which have equal weight limits to STAA
trucks and which are the trucks that most businesses surveyed said they would continue to use;
therefore, they state that there is no need to reclassify SR 197 and US 199 to accommodate
STAA trucks. The Department’s response is presented below.

2.1.1 Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need
The purpose of the proposed project is to improve spot locations on SR 197 and US 199 in Del

Norte County to accommodate STAA truck travel, thereby removing the restriction for STAA
vehicles, and improving goods movement. By making improvements to accommodate STAA

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
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Chapter 2. Grouped Responses to Common Public Comments by Topic

trucks, the prohibition for STAA vehicles would be removed, the SR 197/US 199 route would be
consistent with federal and state legislation and regional programs, plans, and policies, and the
safety and operation of US 199 and SR 197 would be enhanced. This would improve goods
movement, and also enhance safety on the routes for automobiles, trucks, and other large
vehicles such as motor-homes, buses, and vehicles pulling a trailer. The proposed project has
logical termini (rational end points) as it addresses the curves that currently result in the STAA
vehicle prohibition. The project has independent utility as no further improvements on the
197/199 corridor are required to lift the restriction on STAA Vehicles between US 101 at
Crescent City and I-5 at Grants Pass, Oregon.

The need for the project is greater options for goods movement and potential economic benefits
(see Section 2.1.2.2 of the DEIR/EA): As stated in Section 2.1.2.2, “an anticipated outcome of
the project is that it will promote and encourage economic growth by providing a more efficient,
less costly way to move goods and people into and out of the county.” Also, “The use of non-
STAA (shorter) trucks requires businesses to incur extra costs associated with transferring goods
between non-STAA trucks and STAA trucks. In addition, many businesses must maintain higher
inventories because of port access, erratic deliveries, and damage during transfers. The cost of
trucking is an issue not only for manufacturing, but also for local residents in the way that it
affects the cost of living. Some local residents view transportation costs as an additional tax on
businesses and consumers. Local economic development planners estimate that Humboldt
County businesses and residents pay about 10% to 15% more for goods as a result of poor truck
access. (Note: Because Del Norte County has similar limitations on STAA truck access,
transportation-related effects on prices for Del Norte County residents and businesses would be
similar to those faced by Humboldt County residents and businesses. This issue is discussed in
more detail under “Economic Impacts.”). As discussed under “Potential to Influence Population
and Economic Growth [Section 2.1.2.2],” the removal of STAA restrictions along the 197/199
corridor would foster economic and population growth but would not directly or indirectly
encourage unplanned growth or greatly hasten planned growth.

Reclassification of the 197/199 corridor as STAA-accessible is based on the following legislation
and local policy/guidance/actions (see bulleted list below and Chapters 1 and 2 in the DED).

e Regional Transportation Plan need (Section 2.1.5.1 in DEIR/EA): The 2002, 2007, and 2011
Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) also contribute to the need for the proposed project.
The Del Norte Local Transportation Commission has long supported STAA access through
this corridor. The 2007 RTP (accessed at http://dnltc.org/planningdocs/ on 2/27/13) defines
the mobility conditions, needs, and actions necessary for a coordinated and balanced regional
transportation system in Del Norte County. Objective 1 under Policy 5.D.3 states “Support
planning for, and implementation of, improvements necessary to upgrade SR 197 and US
199 from “Red Route” to “STAA Route” status.” See Section 2.1.5.1 in the DEIR/EA for
further discussion. The Truck Policy in the 2011 RTP (accessed at
http://www.dnltc.org/planningdocs/RTP_2011 Final_061611.pdf accessed on 1/26/12)
further states “Encourage and partner with Caltrans to meet the needs of local shippers, and
businesses moving freight by truck, when planning truck routes in and out of the County."
Objective 1 under this Truck Policy states "Continue to implement roadway improvement
projects along the US Highway 199 and Route 197 corridor that will achieve STAA Route
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status and create a viable trade corridor." These local plans show that there is strong interest
and support by the local government, contributing to the need of the project.

e Regional Transportation Improvement Program need (Section 2.1.1.2 in DEIR/EA): The
2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), adopted by the Del Norte
Local Transportation Commission (DNLTC), also contributes to the need for the proposed
project. The RTIP states that “This project on US Highway 199...Realignment and Widening
at Patrick Creek Narrows, has been selected as the #1 priority by the DNLTC” (see pg. 4 of
the RTIP, accessed at http://www.dnltc.org/planningdocs/RTIP_2008.pdf on 1/26/12). The
RTIP also stated that the DNLTC requested STAA access from DN to Interstate 5 be fully
funded and requested advancing State Transportation Improvement Project (STIP) shares to
fund the Realignment and Widening at Patrick Creek Narrows. The 2008 RTIP also states
goals of planning to accommodate STAA trucks on US 199 and SR 197 and support
development of a viable goods movement truck corridor on these roadways. This local
guidance/action shows that there is strong interest and support by the local government,
contributing to the need of the project.

e Federal need (Section 1.2.2 in DEIR/EA): The need for the proposed project is partly based
on the Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) of 1982. This is mentioned in the
Need section in Chapter 1 of the DEIR/EA, which states “The Department continues to
evaluate and open STAA access to existing state routes as improvements are made to allow
safe access for STAA vehicles, in accordance with the Federal STAA of 1982” (section
1.2.2). Additional clarification was added to the Need section of the FEIR/EA after review of
public comments to further explain the federal STAA and how the proposed project complies
with the federal STAA.

e State need (Section 1.2.2 in DEIR/EA): The need for the proposed project is also based on
Assembly Bill (AB) 866, passed in 1983, which implements provisions of the federal STAA.

e Route Concept Report needs (Section 1.2.2 in DEIR/EA): The Route Concept Reports for SR
197 and US 199 (1999) also contribute to the need for the proposed project. They concluded
that the two routes should be widened and realigned to safely accommodate STAA trucks.

e Consistency with local policy: See “Environmental Consequences,” under the Consistency
with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs section, Section 2.1.1.2, in DEIR/EA for
a discussion of consistency with the above plans. The Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures portion of Section 2.1.1.2 states “Overall, the proposed project is
consistent with all local and regional plans and policies, and no long-term measures are
necessary. Implementation of the access- and circulation-related minimization measures in
Sections 2.4.3, 2.4.4, and 2.4.5 [of the DEIR/EA] would minimize effects of the temporary
closures of US 199 during construction.” Furthermore, the No Build Alternative would fail
to be consistent with the DNLTC RTIP’s Highways, Streets and Roads Goal, since the No
Build Alternative would not accommodate long (STAA) trucks on SR 197 and US 199 (see
Section 2.1.1.2 in the FEIR/EA). The purpose and need for the project is consistent with local

policy.

While achieving consistency with the federal STAA, State bill 866, RTIP, RTP, and Route
Concept Reports, the Department has determined that there would be anticipated benefits if
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proposed improvements were constructed and the 197/199 corridor was reclassified to allow
STAA trucks. Anticipated benefits are discussed in Grouped Response #2.

Revisions were made to Sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.2 in the FEIR/EA for clarity.

2.2 Grouped Comment #2: Costs vs. Benefits of the Proposed
Project

Several comments stated concern regarding the potential costs of the proposed project and
questioned whether the costs would outweigh the anticipated benefits. Topics of particular
concern that were mentioned include the following: costs of the projects, including monetary
cost; temporary construction impacts; potential economic impacts to Crescent City; safety
impacts; and potential environmental impacts. Comments suggested that the above costs
outweigh the minimal benefits anticipated, including a minimal number of businesses that
propose to use STAA trucks, minimal economic improvement anticipated for Del Norte and
Humboldt Counties, and an anticipated increase of only 17 truck trips (i.e., approximately eight
truck round trips) per day.

221 Grouped Response #2: Costs vs. Benefits of the Proposed Project

The Department appreciates the public’s concern regarding costs versus benefits. In general, the
concept of cost versus benefit is not a topic that is addressed in the environmental document,
however the Department is providing the following information. Additionally, the purpose and
need are based on striving to achieve consistency with the federal STAA and State Assembly
Bill 866, plus the RTIP, RTP, and Route Concept Reports discussed above, that seek reasonable
access to terminals for STAA trucks (see Grouped Response #1, above), so cost versus benefit is
not a consideration for the Department regarding the project purpose and need. However, the
Department would like to respond in the interest of maintaining good communication with the
public. See Grouped Response #1, above, for a discussion of anticipated benefits associated with
the purpose and need. Following are responses addressing concerns regarding costs versus
benefits of the proposed project.

Monetary cost of the project versus anticipated economic gain: Some comments stated concern
that the proposed project costs too much money to build compared to the minimal economic
gain. There would be some economic benefit from lower transportation costs (see Section 2.1.2,
Growth, and specifically, Section 2.1.2.3, Environmental Consequences, in the DEIR/EA).
According to the Community Impact Assessment (Trott 2010, pages 4-73 through 4-80) prepared
for the DEIR/EA, the proposed STAA truck access improvements along the 197/199 corridor
would lower transportation costs by about 15% for an estimated 20% of the trucking firms and
about 60% of the producers in the two-county [i.e., Del Norte and Humboldt Counties] study
area, based on a survey of 37 trucking and producer firms. The Community Impact Assessment
(pages 4-83 through 4-85) discusses economic effects of the project.

In terms of employment and personal income, the project is anticipated to generate small
economic benefits to the region. As discussed on page 2.1-44 of the DEIR/EA, providing STAA
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truck access on SR 197 and US 199 could result in the creation, in the near term, of 30 or more
jobs in Del Norte County and 43 jobs in Humboldt County—a 0.3% increase in employment in
Del Norte County and 0.1% increase in Humboldt County compared to existing employment
levels. Annual personal income related to this expansion of economic activity could total an
estimated $4 million ($1.4 million in Del Norte County and $2.6 million in Humboldt County).
The number of jobs that could be indirectly generated in other business throughout the regional
economy is not known. A full assessment of the potential adverse and beneficial economic
effects of the project is provided in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
DEIR/EA (Trott 2010), which is available for review at the Department’s District 1 office at
1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent City.

Temporary construction impacts versus anticipated long-term benefits: Proposed temporary
impacts may be of concern to members of the public, particularly because of anticipated traffic
delays over the proposed construction seasons, which may discourage tourists from visiting
North Coast destinations and may affect access for emergency service vehicles. Discussion on
temporary construction impacts is provided in DEIR/EA Section 2.4, and see pages 2.4-20, -21, -
25, -27, and -28 for Measures to Reduce Temporary Access and Circulation Impacts regarding
measures for both emergency vehicles and tourism. Section 2.1.1.2 also discusses assurance of
emergency vehicle access through the work zone. See Section 2.5.3.2 in the Draft and Final
EIR/EA regarding considerations for potential cumulative effects by resource topic, particularly
traffic delays in the Community Impacts section. The construction schedule is discussed in
Section 2.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EA and Final EIR/EA, currently, construction of project
improvements is anticipated to begin in 2014 and to be completed by late 2017. This timeframe
is refined in the Final EIR/EA so that construction would begin in 2013 and occur through 2015,
since the Retaining Wall Alternative for Washington Curve was not selected as the preferred
alternative and was the reason that construction might extend to 2016 (see Tables 1-2 and 1-3 in
the Draft and Final EIR/EA).

The anticipated schedule includes summer and early fall periods, when tourism levels are
generally high. The Department determined that the potential temporary and permanent impacts
from proposed construction would not be significant or cumulatively significant because impacts
would be temporary and would leave no long-lasting effects. The proposed project was designed
so that it would meet the purpose and need while minimizing temporary impacts and avoiding or
minimizing environmental impacts. The Traffic Management Plan for each project location
provides restrictions to avoid lane closures and traffic delays on busy travel days, including
Friday afternoons (after 3 p.m.), Saturdays, Sundays, designated legal holidays, the day before
designated legal holidays, and special event days. There will be advanced public notice of
closures. Additionally, except for staged construction, the full width of the traveled way would
be open for use by public traffic from the preceding Friday to the following Monday for special
events that could be affected by project construction, such as the annual “Jamming on the Jed”
festival. These measures and the access and circulation—related measures described in the
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures portion of Section 2.4.3 of the Draft and
Final EIR/EA would help reduce impacts on tourists and motorists during the construction
periods for each location.

For the proposed improvements at the Ruby 1 and 2 sites on SR 197, delays for motorists are not
anticipated to be long, with one lane of SR 197 through the construction zones anticipated to be
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open at all times. Additionally, both lanes would be open during weekends. According to the
Traffic Management Plans for these sites, the maximum delay during construction is estimated to
be 15 minutes. Therefore, impacts on delays of tourist traffic on SR 197 are anticipated to be
minor.

Potential impacts on tourist travelers on US 199 from construction of improvements at Patrick
Creek Narrows Locations 1 to 3 and the Narrows and Washington Curve sites range in level of
severity. During much of the construction seasons, one lane of US 199 would be open at all
times, with maximum delays anticipated to range from 15 to 30 minutes at individual project
locations. If construction were to occur at the same time at all seven locations in the 197/199, the
Department determined after circulation of the DEIR/EA and further study of the selected
preferred alternatives that cumulative delays in the 197/199 corridor will not be allowed to
exceed 90 minutes during daytime construction (see FEIR/EA in Section 2.4.3), which would be
inconvenient for travelers but not likely to deter many tourists from traveling to destinations in
Del Norte and Humboldt Counties. At night, however, delays could be substantially longer as all
lanes are periodically closed for construction operations. Delays of up to 4 hours over 50 to 150
nights, spread over two construction seasons, could occur at the Washington Curve site.

Potential safety impacts versus benefits: Some comments stated concern for an increase in truck
traffic and how that would affect road users. Related to traffic operations, the potential increase
in truck traffic has a minimal impact. As stated in the purpose and need, providing the proposed
safety improvements will be a benefit to all users of the corridor, not just trucks. See the
response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 (see Chapter 2 of response to
comments volume of the Final EIR/EA) for a discussion of safety and how collisions are
addressed. See Grouped Response #8, below, for a discussion of how speed zones are
determined, safety, and how the anticipated increase in truck traffic would affect local
communities and road users. See response to Transcribed Comment 6-1 for a discussion of
assessing school bus access. See the response to Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for a discussion of
hazardous material spills. In summary, the proposed improvements are intended to enhance
safety on SR 197 and US 199 for all road users, and the anticipated increase in truck traffic
would be minimal enough that it is unlikely that local residents would notice the additional truck
traffic after construction or under future conditions.

Potential costs of environmental impacts: Some comments questioned the need for STAA truck
access and whether or not the project is worth the potential impacts to trees and wildlife.
Regarding potential permanent environmental impacts, there would not be substantial adverse
impacts to sensitive environmental resources due to implementation of the preferred alternatives
of the proposed project (see Section 3.2 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA). See Section 1.3.7 in the
FEIR/EA for a discussion of selected preferred alternatives and Section 3.2.3 in the FEIR/EA for
a discussion of unavoidable significant environmental effects. Measures would be implemented
to avoid and/or minimize environmental impacts to all other environmental resources at all seven
locations so that no sensitive resources would experience significant impacts (see Section 3.2 and
Volume I1, Appendix E in the FEIR/EA). The 197/199 corridor would not change dramatically
due to the proposed project, since road improvements are proposed at only seven locations; most
improvements involve minimal road/shoulder widening; the slope cuts would have a similar
appearance to the existing slope cuts (i.e., rock with some lightly vegetated soils); the proposed
new structures (i.e., retaining walls at the Patrick Creek Narrows locations plus the new arch
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bridge at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2) would have aesthetic treatments that match the
existing treatments along US 199; the new bridge would be an arch bridge, just like the existing
bridge; vistas would not be substantially different than existing; and posted speed limits would
not change. Since widening would be minimal at the seven locations, drivers would not likely be
able to perceive the additional width as being wide enough to speed up in those areas; even if
drivers did speed up in those seven spot locations, the 197/199 corridor would remain winding,
leading to drivers maintaining slower speeds along the majority of the corridor.

The bridge replacement at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 would have the highest potential
for impacts to sensitive environmental resources due to work over the Middle Fork Smith River
and the greatest number of special status plants in areas of proposed ground disturbance;
however, avoidance and minimization measures have been included in the proposed project's
design, in consultation with environmental resource agencies, to offset potential environmental
impacts (See Volume I1, Appendix E). No work would be conducted in the wetted channel. If the
bridge was not replaced under this project, it would be needed in the near future, considering that
the existing bridge is nearing the end of its design life.

Enhanced safety (see Section 1.2 of the DEIR/EA): Proposed roadway improvements, such as
roadway widening and improved sight distances, would enhance safety on SR 197 and US 199
for all users.

Decreased travel times (see Section 2.1.3.1 of the DEIR/EA, and Figure 4 and pages 7-10 in the
Traffic Analysis Report (Fehr and Peers 2010)): The opening of an STAA-accessible route along
US 199 and SR 197 would substantially decrease STAA-truck travel times for trucks traveling
to/from Interstate 5 in Oregon and US 101 in California.

Improved access to public services and enhanced safety (see Section 2.1.4.2 of the DEIR/EA):
The proposed project would improve access to public services in the study area, including law
enforcement, fire, and emergency services. Existing emergency service provider routes would be
enhanced by project improvements, including roadway widening and improved sight distances in
places along SR 197 and US 199. In addition, the proposed improvements would enhance
roadway safety along the 197/199 corridor, which could reduce traffic accidents and related calls
for emergency services.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.3 Grouped Comment #3: Visual Resources

Several public comments stated concern that the inherent beauty of Highways 197 and 199
would be modified due to the proposed project. They do not feel this is acceptable when so few
people are likely to benefit from the proposed project.
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231 Grouped Response #3: Visual Resources

The Department provided a Visual Assessment study to analyze potential impacts to aesthetics
along this corridor. Results from the study were included in the DEIR/EA (see DEIR/EA Table
S-1, sections 2.1.6 and 2.4.6, and Chapter 3). Along US 199, none of the proposed improvements
would substantially alter views which are observed by the traveler, nor would the improvements
substantially alter views as viewed from residences or recreationists. Changes to the roadway
conditions on US 199 would slightly increase the length of viewing time of vistas. There would
be little effect on fore, mid, and background views. However, installing retaining structures,
lengthening cut slopes in certain locations, and relocating a bridge near its existing location
would remove and/or degrade existing visual resources such as trees, rocks, vegetated slopes,
and a 1925 bridge structure. Although potential impacts were identified in the DEIR/EA, none of
the proposed impacts to visual resources were determined to be significant or substantially
adverse (see DEIR/EA Section 2.1.6.3 for a discussion of proposed impacts to visual resources
and Section 3.2.1 in the CEQA Chapter for inclusion of Visual/Aesthetics in the category of
Less-than-Significant Effects of the Proposed Project).

Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures as described in Section 2.1.6.4 in the
DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA will serve to lessen or avoid impacts on visual resources. The
Department has committed to maintaining corridor consistency in aesthetic treatment of the
retaining walls, concrete safety barriers (Type-80 railing with aesthetic treatment) and the
proposed bridge replacement along Route 199. The retaining walls and portions of the bridge
proposed for this project will have identical or nearly identical aesthetic treatment (rock facing)
compared to what has already been constructed in recent years in the replacement of
Hardscrabble Creek Bridge and at the retaining walls at Idlewild curves.

Based on the selected preferred design option for bridge type at Patrick Creek Narrows Location
2 (see Section 1.3.7 in the FEIR/EA), the bridge would be replaced with an arch bridge with
aesthetic treatment (e.g., color and texture treatments of the concrete that would simulate or
aesthetically match the surrounding natural environment) that would be the same or similar to
other recent aesthetic treatments constructed along US 199, such as at Hardscrabble Creek
Bridge. The aesthetic treatment would be developed in coordination with the U.S. Forest Service,
and would be identical or similar to that of Hardscrabble Creek Bridge and the retaining walls at
Idlewild curves, to ensure that Wild and Scenic River and Department of Transportation Act
Section 4(f) concerns are addressed.

Rock-retaining curtains, also called cable mesh draperies, would be almost identical to the
curtain (drapery) shown in the photo in the document (see Photo 15 in the DEIR/EA, Figure
2.1.6-3h), and also where it is newly placed along US 199 from post mile R18.3 to R18.6.
Regarding concerns about visual impacts from cable mesh drapery, the drapery would be a
brown or black color which visually blends into the natural landscape better than lighter colors
such as grey or metallic. The travelers' view of the drapery is of short duration, and if on a curve,
it will be less noticeable. For these reasons, this drapery may cause only a minimal visual impact.
There are no cumulative impacts regarding cable mesh drapery, as drapery is not expected to be
the usual manner of rock-fall control along US 199.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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2.4 Grouped Comment #4: Effects on Trees

Some comments stated concern that the proposed project would have impacts to root and canopy
structures of large redwoods. Several comments expressed concern about large redwoods both as
a cultural/visual resource and as a biological/ecological resource at the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 sites.
There are several large Douglas-firs at the Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 that have similar
resource value. However, these mature Douglas-fir trees are within hundreds of acres of similar
forest community in this area. Nonetheless, the department has designed the project to minimize
impacts to this forest community. Comments stated concern for trees within the project footprint
which would be removed, and trees near the project footprint which could have root impacts
and/or other indirect effects.

241 Grouped Response #4: Effects on Trees

After circulation of the DEIR/EA, the Department conducted an additional study
(Forester/Arborist Report 2012) and recirculated a portion of the DEIR/EA with updated
information about potential impacts to these resources. It should be noted that the Ruby 1
location and the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations were both designed to avoid
impacts to large redwoods (greater than 36 inch dbh), and the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in
Spot Locations was selected as the Preferred Alternative at this location because it avoided
significant impacts to large redwoods.

The Forester/Arborist Report assessed potential impacts to each tree on an individual basis and
as a forest stand. Trees were assessed based on the project activities around each tree including:
amount of ground disturbance such as cut or fill, removal of adjacent trees and canopy effects,
potential construction impacts and proportion of the Root Health Zone (5x dbh) which would be
affected (cut, filled or compacted). The study demonstrates that no large redwoods would be
substantially affected by the preferred alternatives for the proposed project. The study methods
and results are discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the Recirculated DEIR/EA and the Final EIR/EA.

Ruby 1 and the preferred alternative for Ruby 2 will not have substantial negative effects on the
large redwoods adjacent to the project because of the limited extent and nature of the proposed
project. Trees can remain healthy and vigorous after impacts on up to 30% of their root zones,
and none of the large redwoods near the project will have this level of effect.

The large redwoods and surrounding forest at the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 sites are not high quality
contiguous old-growth redwood forest, but are small fragments of the older forest. While many
definitions exist for old growth forest the consensus is stand characteristics of: mixed age stands,
complex crown structure (dead tops, cavities, large branches), multistage canopy and standing
dead trees (Forester/Arborist Report 2012). Most of the surrounding lands have been developed
for residential and industrial uses. While some of the individual trees are very impressive, large,
old remnants of the old-growth forest, the area does not represent ecologically significant old-
growth forest.

At Ruby 1 the forest is a thin strip of trees on either side of the highway, with a rock quarry to
the east. To the west is the Smith River and the across the river are residences lining the river.
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The surrounding forest landscape is second and third-growth forests under active forest
management for production (see DEIR/EA Figure 2.1.1-1). The rock quarry to the east has been
active and enlarged over the past decade.

At Ruby 2 the forest directly east is a second or third-growth industrial forest, which will likely
have future harvest operations at some date. To the west are a few remaining large redwoods,
residences maintaining lawns and homes along the river. The open residential lawns are as wide
or wider than the forested strip west of SR 197, which highlights that the major landscape
features being maintained in this area are developed residential and not mature forest resources.
Again, across the river are more residences and industrial forests.

The major ecological forest resources in this area are the industrial timberlands which support a
bulk of the wildlife in the redwood region and the park lands to the south which support true old-
growth redwood ecological resources. These areas have contiguous forest habitats that can
support wildlife populations and rare species which are dependent on the mature redwood
forests. Marbled murrelets prefer larger stands of mature forest for nesting and the current
highway and residential activities would likely preclude nesting in the large redwoods adjacent
to the project site. Similarly, northern spotted owls require hundreds of acres of forest habitat
within their home range and are not likely to be nesting in single trees adjacent to the highway,
but rather in a 100-acres grove of mature redwoods. Given the fragmented nature of the forest
habitat it is not likely to provide habitat for either northern spotted owls or marbled murrelets.
The Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion from USFWS concur with the finding that
the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect spotted owls or marbled murrelets at
Ruby 1, Ruby 2, Washington Curve, Patrick’s Creek Narrows 1 and Patrick’s Creek Narrows 3.
The small loss of habitat at Patrick’s Creek Narrows 2 and potential for disturbance at Patrick’s
Creek Narrows 2 and The Narrows were determined to be adverse effects, but not likely to result
in jeopardy to the spotted owl.

For other forest species using the project area, such as songbirds and small mammals, the risks of
edge effects (higher predation rates) are greater. Risks associated with residential areas are
higher densities of domestic cats and corvids, which can prey on wildlife populations, and
increased mortality due to vehicles. Many roadside and residential areas may function as
population sinks for some wildlife species.

The Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 projects together will permanently remove approximately 0.14 acres of
redwood forest habitat. This habitat is already degraded by the residential areas, rock quarry and
existing road. For perspective, there are approximately 2.29 acres of redwood habitat within the
Right of Way adjacent to the Ruby 2 site. Of this, 0.14 acres (6%) would be removed by the
preferred alternative of this project. For comparison, the rock quarry is approximately 4-6 acres
of cleared forest land, the residential lawns adjacent to Ruby 2 are greater than 3 acres (likely
more depending on how they are defined), and the nearby golf course represents over 60 acres of
former redwood forest. Overall, the loss of 0.14 acres of non-pristine, roadside redwood habitat
is not a significant impact to redwood ecology locally, regionally or even on the project site.

Nevertheless, these forested strips do provide a great aesthetic, visual and cultural value to the
residents, tourists, and through travelers on SR 197, as is evidenced by the number of comments
the Department received concerned about the large redwoods. With the selection of the Ruby 2:
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Two-foot Widening in Spot Locations, these resources will not be negatively impacted by minor
widening of the roadway, especially in this case where the large trees will be retained. The
existing large trees will not be removed or indirectly affected by the project, thus the aesthetic,
visual and cultural value of the trees will not be affected by the project.

Various avoidance and minimization measures are planned to reduce any effects to these large
redwoods (RDEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.3). These include: minimizing excavation,
cut, fill and compaction within the Root Health Zone wherever feasible, using an Air-Spade or
similar pneumatic excavation tool within the Root Health Zone to avoid inadvertently severing
roots greater than 2 inches, and reduced overall footprint of the project.

Some revisions have been made to the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 to clarify this information.

2.5 Grouped Comment #5: Wild and Scenic River

Some comments stated concern that the proposed project would have impacts to the Wild and
Scenic River corridor and the Smith River.

251 Grouped Response #5: Wild and Scenic River

Designated recreational river segments allow for transportation facilities, such as SR 197 and US
199 (DEIR/EA Section 2.1.1.3). Highway improvements on US 199 were provided for in the
Smith River National Recreation Area (NRA) when it was established, and the river was
designated with these existing transportation facilities. Potential impacts on Wild and Scenic
Rivers is discussed in the Draft and Final EIR/EA in Section 2.1.1.3, the DEIR/EA Appendix B,
Section B.8.3, and in the FEIR/EA Appendix B, Sections B.4 and B.8.

See Section 2.1.1.3 in the FEIR/EA for a discussion regarding coordination with the National
Park Service (NPS) for work at Ruby 1 and 2, near the Smith River. This section also discusses
coordination with the Forest Service for work at the five proposed locations on US 199 near the
Middle Fork Smith River. The concurrence letter from NPS was included in Chapter 4 of the
DEIR/EA. The concurrence letter from the Forest Service, sent in April 2012, is included in
Chapter 4 of the FEIR/EA. In summary, the NPS and the Forest Service concurred with the
Department’s preliminary findings that the proposed project would not have a permanent adverse
effect on the free-flowing characteristics of the Smith River and Middle Fork Smith River or the
values for which the river was designated, and project implementation would not alter the ability
of the river to meet the Recreational designation it now holds.

Section 2.4.2.2 of the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA describes the temporary effects of the proposed
project on the Middle Fork Smith River due to proposed work at Patrick Creek Narrows
Location 2. No permanent structures would be placed within the river channel that would alter
the free-flowing nature of the river or recreational use of the river.

In addition, implementation of measures included in the Draft EIR/EA, Section 2.3.4.4 would
avoid and minimize potential impacts on the salmonids and their Critical Habitat and Essential
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Fish Habitat to the greatest extent practicable during project construction. Additional measures
included in the Draft EIR/EA, Section 2.1.6.4 and Section 2.3.3.4 would reduce and minimize
potential impacts on the visual setting and plant species, respectively.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary regarding this grouped comment; however,
updates were made in the FEIR/EA Section 4.3 to reflect that coordination with the Forest
Service is complete.

2.6 Grouped Comment #6: Alternative Route Linking US 101 to US
199

Several comments recommended an alternative trucking route. One alternative route was
suggested to be constructed as a four-lane road parallel to the existing SR 197; this alternative
will be referred to as the SR 197 Bypass. Another proposed alternative route was a four-lane
bypass “...parallel with US 199 through the park,” and a similar statement for “four lanes all the
way to I-5 and four lanes through the park,” which will be referred to as the US 199/Toll Road
Bypass. Another proposed alternative was a four-lane highway from O’Brien in Oregon to
Rowdy Creek in California; this will be referred to as the Rowdy Creek Bypass. The last
proposed alternative route was suggested as a “straight line from I-5 to Crescent City, high-
speed, four lanes, 55 miles an hour,” which will be referred to as the Crescent City to 1-5 Bypass.

2.6.1 Grouped Response #6: Alternative Route Linking US 101 to US 199

The Department appreciates suggestions for alternative truck routes. These alternative truck
routes have been considered but eliminated from further consideration in the FEIR/EA. The
anticipated environmental impacts would be too great to consider any of the proposed
alternatives as viable. All of the proposed alternative routes would lead to the following
anticipated environmental impacts:

e Water quality impacts, partly due to many acres of new impervious surface

e Erosion and sedimentation into creeks and rivers, due in part to new road cuts in many steep
areas, some of which are likely geologically unstable with potential for landslides and rock
fall

e Visual impacts

e Potential cultural impacts

e Potential wetland impacts

e Cutting of many trees, some of which may be large redwoods or Douglas-fir

e Habitat impacts to, and potential take of, special status and federal/state listed animal and
plant species, including likely take of federally listed northern spotted owl and possibly
marbled murrelet due to harassment and/or take of their critical habitat
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e Potential impacts to Wild & Scenic River(s), particularly the upper forks of the Smith River
tributaries that are considered wild

e Temporary and/or permanent impacts to 4(f) resources, such as public parks/recreation areas,
through noise and visual impacts, right-of-way acquisition, and potential proximity impacts

Following is a discussion of potential environmental impacts for each proposed alternative. The
guantity and magnitude of the potential environmental impacts leads the Department to consider
but reject them.

The SR 197 Bypass would bypass properties on SR 197. It would require creation of a four-lane
highway over approximately seven miles of currently unpaved ground. It would likely require
creating bridges across six major creeks plus installation of culverts in at least three unnamed
tributaries to the Smith River. It would also include construction through Jedediah Smith State
Park (a Section 4(f) resource) and the Del Norte Golf Course.

The intent of the US 199/Toll Road Bypass may have been to provide a four-lane, less winding
road that would be used by trucks and that would bypass SR 197. The proposed route, as
described, appears to originate near Crescent City and parallel US 199 up to approximately
Gasquet, at which point the new highway could connect to the Gasquet Flat Road to Gasquet
Toll Road, then to Shelly Creek Road, and up to Oregon in the Cave Junction/O’Brien area. This
alternative would require at least 30 miles of temporary and permanent impacts in northern
California, not including the miles of impacts in Oregon. There is no existing road where the toll
road ends that parallels US 199. This alternative would cross at least 20 major creeks and at least
21 unnamed tributary creeks on the existing toll road and Shelly Creek Road. Also, there would
likely be approximately 10 miles of widening through old growth redwood forest in Jedediah
Smith State Park, with new bridges or culverts on at least six major creeks and at least three
unnamed tributary creeks to the Smith River before encountering US 101 near Crescent City.

The Rowdy Creek bypass would require routing traffic on Rowdy Creek Road from US 101 near
the town of Smith River in Del Norte County (north of Crescent City), then to Low Divide Road,
then north on Wimer Road, towards O’Brien in Oregon. It would require at least 30 miles of
widening by at least two traffic lanes through Six Rivers National Forest in northern California
with additional work in Oregon. It would also require culvert work and/or bridge work for at
least 16 major creeks and at least 21 unnamed tributaries.

The Crescent City to I-5 bypass would route traffic as a straight line from Crescent City to I-5 in
Oregon, which would be infeasible due to the rugged topography of the area that would be
crossed, plus the large number of environmental impacts (e.g., many rivers, creeks, and
tributaries, several mountains within the Klamath Ranges where numerous special status plant
species would likely be encountered and affected; northern spotted owl and possibly marbled
murrelet and their habitat would likely be affected; other special status species would likely be
affected; and there would be impacts to water quality and Section 4(f), cultural, and visual
resources, etc.).

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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2.7 Grouped Comment #7: Inadequate Range of Alternatives, and
Other Alternatives Proposed

Several comments state that the range of alternatives is inadequate, or other alternatives were not
proposed. Some comments also requested that scoping comments be acknowledged in the record.

2.7.1 Grouped Response #7: Inadequate Range of Alternatives, and Other
Alternatives Proposed

NEPA requires an agency to study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action, and include in an EA a brief discussion of reasonable
alternatives. The CEQA statutes require a reasonable range of alternatives. Section 15126.6 of
the CEQA Guidelines states:

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider
alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those
alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be
discussed other than the rule of reason.”

In summary, the lead agency must select a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives
that would feasibly achieve most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project and that would allow informed decision
making and public participation.

For the proposed project locations where only one build alternative was proposed, those being
Ruby 1, Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 and 3, and The Narrows, there was no other feasible
alternative that would attain the project purpose and need of the project (see Chapter 1 in the
DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA) while avoiding or substantially lessening potential significant effects of
the project. Please refer to Section 1.3.7, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further
Discussion, in the DEIR/EA for a discussion regarding the Department’s reasons for eliminating
from consideration those alternatives for the above locations.

Among the locations that had more than one build alternative (Ruby 2, Patrick Creek Narrows
Location 2, and Washington Curve), the Department considered all feasible alternatives that
would feasibly achieve the purpose and need of the project while avoiding or substantially
lessening potential significant effects. The only potential significant effects for the project would
have occurred under the Ruby 2 Two-Foot Widening and Four-Foot Widening Alternatives, with
proposed cutting of large redwood trees over 36 inches dbh. However, the Department
considered but did not select these alternatives as the preferred alternative after circulation of the
DEIR/EA due to their potential to affect large redwood trees; see Section 1.3.7. There were no
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potential significant impacts anticipated or proposed for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 or
Washington Curve.

No public comments suggested alternatives that would accommodate safe STAA access and
avoid or substantially lessen potential significant effects of the project. Several public comments,
including transcripts from the public hearing during the public comment period, suggested
considering construction of a new truck route. Please see the Grouped Response #6 for a
response regarding proposed new truck route(s). Some public comments suggested a safety-only
alternative, in which the project would be built as proposed but reclassification of the route to
allow STAA access would be avoided. Another proposed alternative suggested implementing
options that avoided construction and STAA access, such as reduced speed limits, signage,
improved lighting, and enhanced enforcement, to address this safety concern. Another proposed
alternative was to consider a legislative exemption from STAA restrictions similar to that
currently provided for moving vans; this is not considered safe due to STAA vehicles off-
tracking into the oncoming lane. Some comments proposed alternative shipping technologies,
but those technologies are speculative and not a reasonably foreseeable alternative to this project.
The traffic analysis is based on current shipping methods and needs of shippers and producers in
the region. Also, alternative shipping would not meet the purpose and need of the project. In
total, the above proposed alternatives would not meet the purpose and need of the project, so
they cannot be considered as viable alternatives.

The scoping comments were retained and are available for review upon request, through a
California Public Records Act Request.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.8 Grouped Comment #8: Safety

Some comments stated concern that the 197/199 corridor would remain narrow and winding and
unsafe for STAA truck travel, even after proposed improvements are made. Some comments
stated concern that the increase in number of trucks anticipated after construction and under the
future build condition would cause a significant increase in truck traffic and significant decrease
in safety, particularly for the local communities. Some comments stated safety concerns
associated with speed limits and collisions.

2.8.1 Grouped Response #8: Safety

It is true that the 197/199 corridor would remain narrow and winding, even after proposed
improvements are made. As noted in Section 1.2.2 of the DEIR/EA, safety-enhancing
improvements, including wider lanes, wider shoulders, longer-radius curves, and enhanced sight
distances, are needed at the seven proposed project locations to provide a roadway that is easier
for STAA trucks to traverse; these improvements would benefit all users. These improvements
would allow STAA trucks and other large vehicles to negotiate the 197/199 corridor without
offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane at the seven proposed locations. Offtracking is the
tendency for rear tires to follow a shorter (i.e., different) path than the front tires when turning
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and is the primary concern with longer vehicles because rear tires may clip trees, knock down
signs, encroach onto shoulders, or cross into the opposing/adjacent lane of traffic (see DEIR/EA
Section 1.2.2). For a typical passenger car, the path followed by the rear wheels is almost the
same as the front wheels. Offtracking of large vehicles, particularly STAA trucks, was the focus
of investigations by the Department to ensure safe STAA truck travel.

To address the purpose and need of the project, truck offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane
was considered to determine where the roadway geometrics would need to be improved along
the 197/199 corridor to allow safe access by STAA trucks. As stated in Section 1.2.2 of the
DEIR/EA, STAA truck tracking trials* and computer modeling software (i.e., software called
AutoTURN, using the Caltrans “STAA-Long” vehicle type; this software is used by engineers
worldwide) helped the Department conclude that STAA-length vehicles offtrack into the
oncoming traffic lane at seven identified pinch-point locations based on roadway geometries.
The truck tracking trials identified potential locations to consider, and AutoTURN was the
method used by the Department to make final determinations as to which of the locations
identified in the truck tracking trials actually showed STAA trucks offtracking into the oncoming
traffic lane, based on consistent, quantifiable conditions that were entered into the computer
model. These seven offtracking locations are where widening improvements are proposed. All
other locations that were identified in the truck tracking trials and preliminary reports, including
the Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of US 199, were removed from further consideration for this
project because they did not show offtracking by STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane,
and therefore they did not address the project purpose and need. The proposed project would
improve seven locations on SR 197 and US 199 by widening, improving tight radius curves, and
providing wider shoulders, allowing drivers additional room for recovery and for negotiating
tight curves with opposing traffic, or when bicycles or pedestrians are present. The computer
model helped determine the amount of widening or realignment required at the seven locations.
If the proposed improvements are made, STAA and other long vehicles should not offtrack into
the oncoming traffic lane because there would be sufficient width for these vehicles to turn
within their lane. The 197/199 corridor would remain narrow and winding, but offtracking into
the oncoming traffic lane should be eliminated in the vicinity of the seven proposed project
locations, which are the only locations identified by Department’s investigations as being places
where an STAA truck would offtrack, and that is what the Department considers necessary in
order to allow safe STAA access.

Regarding the concern that the increase in number of trucks anticipated after construction and
under the future build condition would cause a significant increase in truck traffic and significant
decrease in safety, particularly for the local communities, the DEIR/EA acknowledges (pages
2.1-56 to 2.1-57) that the existing average daily traffic acts as a barrier that separates parts of the
communities adjacent to the highway within the 197/199 corridor, but it states that the increase
in truck traffic through these communities resulting from the project’s removal of STAA
trucking restrictions would be minor. The assessment of the project’s impacts on these

1 A number of reports and studies have identified the lack of access for STAA trucks on SR 197 and US 199. A key
study was the set of STAA truck tracking trials by Caltrans District 1 Traffic Operations/Permits on SR 197 and

US 199 in August 2003 and October 2005 (DN-197/199 Corridor Extra-Legal Load and STAA Vehicle
Accessibility Study (March 2006)). Additional reports identifying improvement strategies needed to upgrade the
corridor to accommodate STAA vehicles are listed in Section 3.1 of the draft Project Report for the 197/199 Safe
STAA Access project (June 2010).
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communities was based on how heavy-truck traffic would increase under with-project
conditions. The additional trucks per day is considered minor because the proportion of total
traffic consisting of heavy trucks is anticipated to increase from 10.0% to 10.3% along the
segment of US 199 between SR 197 and Gasquet, including Hiouchi. Under future (2030) with-
project conditions, the increase in percentage of total average daily trips attributable to heavy-
truck traffic would increase slightly from 10.0% to 11.4% along US 199 between SR 197 and
Gasquet. The projected increase in truck traffic by 2030 is considered insignificant because the
estimated 92-truck increase per day by 2030 equates to about 10 trucks per hour in the peak
period or one additional truck every six minutes. Per the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies, the minimum threshold for "significant impact” is between 50-100 trips
per hour. The proposed peak hourly increase of 10 trucks per hour (or 92 trucks per day) in 2030
falls well below the "significant impact™ criteria. It is very unlikely that this very small increase
in truck traffic will even be noticeable by the traveling public or residents living or working
within the corridor in the Year 2030. In summary, the traffic analysis conducted for the Draft
EIR/EA indicates no substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
systems or their operation within the study area. Additionally, the projected 92-truck per day
increase by 2030 assumes consistent economic growth each year for the entire 20-year period. In
the event of economic down times, such as what is being experienced currently by the region,
state, and nation, the projected truck increase could be much lower than what was estimated by
Fehr and Peers in the Traffic Study.

Speed Limits

Some comments suggested reducing speeds on highways 197 and 199 to prevent accidents. The
Department also is concerned over the problem of excessive speeds and traffic safety. The
process for reducing speed limits below the state maximum is complex. Reduced speed zones
must be justified by an engineering and traffic survey (E&TS), which is a specific method
defined in Section 627 of the California Vehicle Code. The implementation of speed zoning law
is found in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD).
Once an E&TS is completed, with concurrence by the California Highway Patrol, the report and
any associated orders are filed with California Superior Court; they generally have a term of
seven years.

The District 1 Traffic Safety office has conducted two detailed engineering and traffic surveys
(E&TSs) in both Gasquet and Hiouchi since June 1998. As required by the vehicle code, these
surveys were based on field-measured 85th-percentile speeds, collision history, and highway,
traffic and roadside conditions not readily apparent to drivers (also called hidden conditions).
Field-assessed residential and commercial density conditions and pedestrian and bicyclist safety
were also considered when selecting the appropriate speed limit for these two communities.

The most current E&TS for State Route 199 through Gasquet reflects an analysis from postmile
R11.95 at Mary Adams Peacock Bridge to postmile 14.50 at the north end of the existing 50 mph
speed zone. This engineering and traffic survey was completed in October 2009 and is due for
renewal in October 2016. As required by the vehicle code, the survey was based on prevailing
speeds (85™-percentile speeds); collision history; and highway, traffic, and roadside conditions
not readily apparent to drivers. Since at least 2004, the collision rates in Gasquet for both
fatal+injury and total collisions have consistently been well below statewide averages for similar
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roadway facilities, and there are no hidden highway, traffic, and roadside conditions. Residential
density and pedestrian and bicyclist safety were also considered in the study. There has actually
been a small reduction in prevailing speeds in Gasquet over the period of February 2008 to
October 2009. Concerted and persistent efforts by the Department to calm traffic speeds in
Gasquet by providing more cues to drivers that they are driving through a community where
people live, work, and play have perhaps had a beneficial effect.

In the last few years, the Department has implemented several safety improvements and
additional studies in the vicinity of Gasquet, including the following:

e an E&TS extension which included traffic, speed, and collision studies in March 2008

e an overlay and restriping to a two-way left-turn lane with northbound and southbound
bicycle lanes in August 2008

e additional traffic, speed, and collision studies (extending to just south of Gasquet Flat Road)
in September 2008

e installation of “share the road” bicycle signs, new speed zone and “your speed” radar
feedback signs in January and June 2009

e installation of “begin center lane—Ileft turns only—do not pass” signs in December 2009

Average 85™- and 50™-percentile speeds were measured through the reduced speed zone at 56
and 52 mph, 57 and 52 mph, and 55 and 51 mph, for February 2008, September 2008, and
October 2009, respectively. The vehicle code and California MUTCD guidance requires that the
Department set the speed limit at the nearest 5-mph increment to the measured 85"-percentile
speed. The Department can then reduce that speed by 5 mph (and no more) if there are site-
specific considerations such as conditions not readily apparent to drivers, a high collision rate,
dense roadside development, or pedestrian and bicyclist safety issues. In the case of Gasquet,
this 5-mph reduction was applied because of the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists along the
highway.

The Hiouchi E&TS which sets the speed limit at 50 mph was renewed in February 2008 and is
due for renewal in February 2015. The field-measured average 85th-percentile speed was 54
mph. Both the frequency and severity (total and fatal + injury) of collisions in the speed zone
were below statewide averages, although not as far below as that of Gasquet and the segments
just to the north and south. Also similar to Gasquet, a 5-mph reduction was applied because of
the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists along the highway.

There are many reasons for setting the speed limit close to the 85™-percentile on any given
segment of highway. Setting a speed zone far below prevailing speeds encourages disrespect for
the law and makes a large number of drivers “violators,” when in fact they are operating their
vehicles in a reasonable manner. Also, an artificially low speed limit sets up a radar-
unenforceable “speed trap,” which is contrary to vehicle code requirements.

Further, the basic intent of a speed zone is to influence as many drivers as possible to operate at
or near the same speed, thus reducing conflicts created by wide differences in operating speeds.
The goal is to ensure the safe and orderly movement of traffic as much as possible. A speed
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limit set much below the 85™-percentile defeats this purpose because while some drivers are
“rule followers” and will always observe the posted limit, most drivers will “drive the road” at
the speed they believe is reasonable and safe. For more information about the requirements of
the California Vehicle Code and how speed zoning is conducted, the booklet “Realistic Speed
Zoning” is a useful resource, available online at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/traffic/Realistic-
Speed-Zoning.PDF.

The Department will follow the law and established policy in setting speed zones that ensure the
safe and orderly movement of traffic on state highways. This includes continuing to work in
consultation with local agency and community transportation groups and in concurrence with the
California Highway Patrol.

Collisions

On the subject of how Caltrans typically responds to collisions, design and traffic standards have
evolved over a period of many years; consequently, many existing roads do not fully conform to
current standards. It is not economically feasible to upgrade all roads to current standards, and in
many cases the environmental impacts would be so great that the Department must weigh
potential impacts versus potential safety concerns, where the environmental impacts may make it
infeasible to bring the facility to current standards. Therefore, Design Exceptions are considered
and granted where appropriate. See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s
Comments 8, 14, and 16 for further discussions on design exceptions.

The Caltrans Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) was developed to identify and
prioritize locations where it is economically feasible and practical to upgrade existing roads
where concentrations of collisions have occurred. The program provides a system that ensures
that the limited funds available for upgrading existing roads will be spent at locations where it
will result in the greatest safety benefit to the highway user.

The purpose of this program is to reduce the number and severity of fatal and injury traffic
collisions. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) provides the Department with collision
information for each reported collision on the state highways. The locations and details of the
reported collisions that occur on the state highways are processed by the Traffic Accident
Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS).

Using TASAS, a quarterly report, the Department identifies locations that have a statistically
high concentration of collisions. The Department’s Traffic Safety Office then receives the list of
these locations and performs an investigation. Each investigation reviews the history of the
collisions and the specific characteristics of the roadway at that location, and if deemed
necessary, recommends an improvement. Each investigation and the recommended
improvement(s) are then reviewed by one more Traffic Safety Investigator and the Chief of
Traffic Safety. If an improvement is recommended, the work is done by either Department
maintenance forces or by initiating a project.

Some comments request clarification regarding a statement in the DEIR/EA that says that safety
improvements can be considered when accident rates reach 1.5 times the national average for
similar road conditions, particularly requesting clarification for “similar road conditions” and
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what the Department compared SR 197/US 199 to for National Average ratings. An important
clarification is that collision rates are not compared to the “National Average”, rather they are
compared to the Statewide Average Collision Rates for Similar Facilities. The term “Similar
Facilities” means that the characteristics of the highway are comparable. In order to make this
comparison, every state highway segment, ramp and intersection is classified by a rate group.
For example, Highway 197 is classified as highway rate group HO3 (intersection rate groups are
separate), which is described as “conventional, 2 lanes or less”, “rolling terrain”, “rural”’, and
with a design speed of 55mph or less. Highway 199 is described by many highway segment rate
groups (intersection and ramp rate groups are separate) because the characteristics of the
highway vary from location to location along the length of the highway (Table 1).

Table 1. Highway 199 Rate Groups (Highway only) and Characteristic Descriptions

GFiituep Highway Type Terrain Design Speed Area
HO5 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Mountainous Less than or Equal to 55 mph Rural
H12 Conventional 3 Lanes Rural
H34 Divided 4 Lanes Rolling/Mountainous Rural
HO4 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Rolling Greater than 55 mph Rural
HO3 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Rolling Less than or Equal to 55 mph Rural
H17 Expressway 3 Lanes or Less Mountainous Rural
H45 Divided Expressway 4 Lanes or More Less than or Equal to 65 mph Rural
H22 Undivided 4 Lanes Rolling/Mountainous Rural
HO6 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Mountainous Greater than 55 mph Rural

A collision report was run on the highway segment and intersections in Gasquet for PM 13.0 to

14.27 for the most current 5-year period of 10/1/2004 — 9/30/2009. For the 1.27-mile segment,

the actual collision rate was 0.53 collisions per million vehicle miles (COL/MVM), which is 2.1
times less than the statewide average rate of 1.12 COL/MVM for similar roadways.

For the intersection at Gasquet Flat Rd, the actual collision rate was 0.16 collisions per million
vehicles (COL/MV), which is approximately 1.3 times less than the statewide average rate of
0.20 COL/MV for similar intersections. Firehouse Road had an actual collision rate of 0.00
COL/MV. Middle Fork Gasquet Road had an actual collision rate of 0.32 COL/MV, which is
1.6 times greater than the statewide average rate of 0.20 COL/MV for similar intersections. This
rate is not considered significantly elevated. Also, all three intersections had fatal+injury (F+I)
collision rates of 0.00 COL/MV compared to the statewide average F+I rate of 0.08 COL/MV for
similar intersections.

Consideration of Safety Improvements is not as simple as comparing the collision rate at a
particular location to the statewide average collision rate for similar facilities. If deemed
necessary, safety improvements are recommended after an investigation is performed. There are
multiple ways an investigation is initiated as follows:

1. Monitoring Programs to identify collision concentration locations

2. Other notices such as letters, emails, phone calls etc. that direct the engineer’s attention to the
suggested problem location
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3. Internal Correspondence
Increased Truck Traffic

Many comments were concerned that the increase in truck traffic associated with this project
would cause an increase in safety concerns. The Department does not anticipate an increase in
collisions, and offers a similar project as an example.

The “Big Lagoon STAA Project” (EA 01-46470) was completed in March of 2008. This project
served the same purpose as this proposed project; to safely convey STAA trucks and improve the
facility for all users. The Big Lagoon STAA Project location is similar to these proposed project
locations, along the rural Big Lagoon coastline of Highway 101 in Humboldt County from PM
111.7 to PM 112.1.

To determine the effects of the Big Lagoon STAA Project on safety, we have retrieved collision
information for the same length of time both before and after project construction. Construction
on the Big Lagoon STAA Project started on 10/29/2007 and was completed on 2/29/2008. The
most recent collision information available is through 3/31/2011 (37 months total). To compare
to before construction, we retrieved 37 months of collision information from 9/30/2004 to
10/29/2007.

Before construction there were a total of 10 collisions (2 injury, 0 fatal) within the project limits,
and after there were a total of 7 collisions (1 injury, O fatal). Before construction there were 2
truck and trailer collisions, after there was 1 truck and trailer collision.

Using this before-and-after comparison we can say that since the STAA improvements were
constructed at Big Lagoon, the injury and truck collisions have decreased by 50%. Therefore, we
expect no increase in collisions related to the 197/199 Safe STAA Access Project improvements.
The Big Lagoon STAA Project has had a positive effect on safety, by reducing the number of
total, injury, and truck collisions. Similar results are expected on this proposed project.

Please see Chapter 1, Section 2.1.3 (Community Impacts), Section 2.1.5 (Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities), Section 2.5 (Cumulative Impacts), Section
3.2.1 (Less-than-Significant Effects of the Proposed Project), and Section 3.2.2 (Significant
Effects of the Proposed Project) of the Draft and Final EIR/EA for more information.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.9 Grouped Comment #9: DEIR/EA Traffic Study Makes Erroneous
and Misleading Calculations

Several comments stated that the traffic study prepared for the DEIR/EA made erroneous and
misleading calculations. The comments addressed questions about the analysis methodology and
the survey results.
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29.1 Grouped Response #9: DEIR/EA Traffic Study Makes Erroneous and
Misleading Calculations

The project team followed standardized, accepted methods in determining the number of
additional daily trucks, including the potential for latent and induced demand (see Section 2.1.5.2
in the DEIR/EA and starting on printed page 5 in the Traffic Analysis Report, Fehr and Peers
2010). The estimated additional daily trucks were calculated from the data derived from the
detailed surveys (latent demand), induced growth, background growth, and induced travel. The
data is based on detailed surveys, historical growth, and research. For clarification, the estimated
additional daily truck traffic from the traffic analysis is 8.25 round-trips or, in other words, 17
trucks per day (see DEIR/EA Section 2.2.4.3 and printed page 10 in the Traffic Analysis Report,
Fehr and Peers 2010). The purpose of the traffic analysis was to determine the traffic operation
impacts due to the potential increase in truck traffic. Standard transportation analysis practice is
to determine traffic conditions under the “worst typical case” so that potentially significant
impacts are not overlooked merely because of daily fluctuations in traffic. In this case, the
additional wood-products truck was added because on a busy day, the analysis indicated that an
additional wood product truck could be on the road, which could have potential traffic impacts.
On many days this truck would not be present and would not lead to any traffic impacts.

In response to the claim of inflated numbers, the purpose of the traffic analysis was to address
the “worst case” traffic conditions to adequately ensure that potential traffic impacts from the
project were identified. The estimation of latent demand was based on survey data and
assumptions based on the survey data that was received. While the estimated increase in trucks is
conservative, they are not unsupported — they are based on survey data and conservative
assumptions based on retailers/general shippers not responding to survey requests, not being able
to provide further information, or not being able to quantify how often they shipped.

The results of the traffic impact analysis are presented in Section 2.1.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EA,
starting on page 2.1-71. A more detailed description of the methodology is in the Traffic
Analysis Report (Fehr & Peers 2010); however, the results and conclusions are summarized in
the Draft EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.10 Grouped Comment #10: Proposed Cut Slopes and Geologic
Stability

Several comments express concern that cut slopes proposed for the project would be geologically
unstable or worsen geologic instability. Comments also requested data on rockslides and the
proposed cut slope areas.
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2.10.1 Grouped Response #10: Proposed Cut Slopes and Geological Stability

The quantity of material to be excavated at each cut slope area is stated in section 1.3.2, Project
Alternatives section of the DEIR/EA. Type of rock/material to be excavated, along with other
geologic background information, is presented in section 2.2.3.2 of the DEIR/EA. Preliminary
geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and
are available for review at the Department’s District 1 office located at 1656 Union Street,
Eureka, CA and at the public library in Crescent City. For the proposed cut slopes at the
Narrows, Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, and Washington Curve, Geotechnical staff
conducted site reviews, as discussed in the preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the
project. Staff reviewed existing conditions at and near the proposed cut slopes at the three
locations and determined that any potential increase in rock fall would be mitigated with cable
mesh drape or other rock fall mitigation (to be determined during the design phase of the
proposed project), or that the proposed engineered cut slopes are not anticipated to result in
increased landslides or rock fall due to the slope material and/or the engineering design of the
proposed slope cuts. In summary, Geotechnical staff do not anticipate an increase in landslides or
rock fall due to the proposed project, based on knowledge of existing conditions and proposed
engineering of the cut slopes and rock fall mitigation. Potential geologic impacts were found to
be less than significant and not substantially adverse.

During the design phase of the project, the Department Office of Geotechnical Design North will
perform further detailed field investigations and analyses of the existing and proposed cuts. A
systematic approach for evaluating the potential for rockfall associated with proposed cuts, the
Rockfall Hazard Rating System, will be utilized in order to reduce the risks associated with
rockfall. This level of field investigation does not typically happen until after the environmental
document is finalized and signed because alternatives need to be analyzed and circulated for
public comment, and the public must be afforded the opportunity to suggest additional
alternatives.

The comments also suggest that rock fall from slope cuts cannot be mitigated using rock nets and
that the Department needs to provide data to support the proposal that rock nets would mitigate
rock fall. Cable drapes act like blankets that hold rock against the slope, to reduce the number of
rocks that are susceptible to falling, and slow the pace of falling rock. Since the existing cut
slopes already exhibit rock fall, and rock fall is a safety concern of the Department and the
public, it is responsible to design rock fall mitigation measures, if needed, for new cut slopes. A
discussion of methods to reduce the potential for rock fall is included in section 2.2.3.3 in the
DEIR/EA, under Potential for Erosion, Landslide, and Rock Fall on page 2.2-22.

The three cut slope areas that had the greatest potential for geologic instability and rock fall if
excavation was conducted, including the cut slopes at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 and 3
and a portion of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 that would have been part of the
cut slope excavation for the Upstream Bridge Replacement Alternative and the Bridge
Preservation Alternative, were recommended to be avoided by the Department’s Geotechnical
Engineers prior to development of designs in the DEIR/EA to avoid exacerbating geologic
instability in these specific areas (see Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Patrick Creek Narrows,
dated April 2009). Recommended avoidance of these slopes resulted in the Department’s Design
Engineers developing plans that would avoid excavation in these areas. For Patrick Creek
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Narrows Locations 1 and 3, excavation of the cut slopes was avoided by widening towards the
river with retaining walls (see DEIR/EA Sections 1.3.2.3 and 1.3.2.5). For Patrick Creek
Narrows Location 2, the unstable portion of the cut slope was avoided by selecting the
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative as the selected preferred alternative, after
circulation of the DEIR/EA, review of public comments, and agency coordination. This was the
only alternative in the DEIR/EA for this location that avoided excavating the unstable portion of
the cut slope because this alternative required less of a slope cut, including avoidance of the
unstable area that is close to the existing bridge, to achieve an alignment that is downstream of
the existing bridge (see DEIR/EA Section 1.3.2.4).

Requests for data regarding rockslides do not specifically address the DEIR/EA. Specific
requests for data in specific locations may be requested through a California Public Records Act
Request by contacting the Department’s District 1 office at 707-445-6600.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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This chapter is organized as follows:

e 3.1 Public Agencies and Governments
e 3.2 Organizations

e 3.3 Individuals

e 3.4 Public Meeting Transcript

e 3.5 Form Letter
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3.1 Public Agencies and Governments

Six public/government agencies submitted comments in response to the Draft EIR/EA. The
index to these agencies, their comments, and responses are below.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast

California State Lands Commission

Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

National Marine Fisheries Service - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association
North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
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State of.Galifurnia
Department of Fish and Game

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Memorandum

Data:

Te

Fram:

Suhiact:

Eureka, CA 95502-3700 C\e@‘f

August 13, 2010

Ms. Kim Hayler, Associate Envitanmental Planner
California Department of Transpoﬂahon District 1 ’(E.
Past Office Box 3700

RECENED
iz AUG 18 2010

T R PO C. .
NEIL MANJ] = | STATE CLEARIHG HOUSE
Regionat Manager

Department of Fish and Game
B01 Locust Street
Redding, CA 986001

Draft Envirenmental Imgact Report (SCH #2008082128) for the 197/199 Safe
STAA Access Prgject, Del Norte Courity

On July 1, 2010, the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) received from the
Califernia Department of Transportation {Caltrans} a draft environmental impait
report/environmentai agsessment (DEIR) for the propased 197/19% Surface
Transportation Assistance Act projest {prajést). The project would provide. safety
improvernenis to State Route 197 (SR 187) and US Route 199 (I3 198} in Del Norte
County. .

The project cambines five projects previouely identified and proposed separately that
share the same general improvemerit-purgose. The five prajects are knewn as Ruby
1, Ruby 2, Patrick Creek, The Narrows, and Washington Curve. The project
tocahons isted by highway post mités, are: Ruby 1 on SR 197-at Post Mile (P} 4.5:
Ruby 2 on SR 197 at PM 3.2.4.0; Patrick Creek Narrows on U5 199 at three locatioris
betwsen PM 20.5-20.9, PM 23.92-24.08, and PM 25,55-25.68; The Narraws on LS
199 at PM 22,7-23.0; and Washington Curve on LS 199 at PM 26.3-28.5. Post miles
for-US 199 stant at the intersection with US 101. Post miles for SR 197 starts at the
intersection with US 199. Improvements at the Patrigk Creek Narrows site include
bridge replagemsnt over the Middle Fork of the Smith River.

As a frustee for the State's fish and wildlife ¥asources, BFG has jurisdigtion over the
conservation, protection, and managerient of fish, wildiife, native plants and the
habitat necessary to sustain their popllations. As a responsmle agency, DFG
administers the Catifornia Endangered Species Act {CESA) and other provisions of
the Fish and Game Code (FGC) that conderve the State's fish and wildlife public trust
resources. DFG offers the following éomments and recommendations on this project
in our role as.a trustee and responsible agency under the California Envirenmental
Quality Act {California Public Resowrce Code §21000 of seq.).
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Ms. Kim Hayler, Associate Enviranmental Planner
August 13, 2010
Page Two

Smith River and Patrick Creek

The Smith River is a State- and federally-designated Wild and Scenic River and is of
regional and national significance because of its relatively pristine condition and un-
dammedg status. The 8mith River is habitat for Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), steefhead (0. mykiss), and the State- and federally-listed coho salmon
(0. kisutch), as well as a number of Species of Special Concern (SSC). Problems
facing anadromous salmanids in the Smith River include amount of available habitat,
degraded condition of riparian vegetation, poor large woody debris (LWD) recruitment,
altered estuarine environment, excess sediment, compacted stream gravels, and fish
passage barriers,

Take of Coho Salmon

The DEIR is contradictory In its assessmant of impacts to coho saimon. 1
DEIR page 2.3-67, states that coho salmon “may be inadvertently killed by
construction activity” and the project is “likely to adversely affect coho salmon.”
However, DEIR Table S.1 indicates that the Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 bridge
replacement will have "no adverse impacis” on threatened and endangered species.
DFG recommends, Table S-1 in the final EIR be corrected to indicate the project’s
adverse affects to coho salmon,

The Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 site proposes bridge replacement across the 2
Middle Fork Smith River on US 199. The DEIR describes a number of potential
scenarios to construct a new bridge and demolish the existing bridge. DFG and
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), in partnership with Caitrans, continue to
evaluate and analyze which bridge construction and demolition strategies are least
likely to impact the Smith River and most likely to minimize the take of listed species
such as coho salmon. However, in all construction scenarios evaluated thus far,
DFG, the NMFS, and Caltrans have agreed that this project will result in the take of
coho salmon due to instream channel work. '

DFG agrees with the DEIR that Caltrans should request a consistency determination
frorm DFG pursuant to FGC §2080.1 for the take of coho salmon. Caltrans should
continue to work closely with DFG and NMFS staffs to insure the federal biological
apinion and incidental take statement are consistent with the requirements of CESA.

Pursuant to FGC §2081(b), the impacts of authorized take shall be minimized and
fully mitigated. One potential means to fully mitigate for take of coho salmon is to
improve fish passage at upstream fributaries to the Middle Fork Smith River or to
provide cother habitat restoration and enhancements. DFG recommends that Caltrans
continue o work closely with DFG and NOAA to identify suitable project sites to fully
mitigate for the take of coho salmon.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

ks, Kim Hayler, Associate Envirenmantal Planner
Angust 13, 2010
Page Three

Biologlcal Study Area 3
Mumerous DEIR sections and tables refor to the projects’ Biological Shudy Area
(BSA). Howaver, the DEIR doas nol appear to map or otherwise describa the B34
lecatian, DFG recommends the final EIR inclede a map or description of the BSA.

Ruby 2 Bulld Alternatives and Remaoval of Old-growth Redwoods §
The DEIR presents thees build altematives for widening a section of 58 197 at the

Ruby 2 site. DFG supparts the buid altemative that includas two-foot shoulders in

spot locations becausa this afternative would presarve old-growth trees by avoiding
ramoval of radwond trees with diamelers at breast hesght greater than 36 inchas.

Salvage of Large Woody Dabris

This project has the polential to remove a number of e conifer trees and old-
growth recdwoed stumps during construction. These tree boles (espedially if root wads
are lafl attached) and stumps could provide LWD to be wsed for placemeant in DFG
figh habitat restoration projecis. DFG recommends Callrans consult with DFG bafore
construction begins o asseas saivage options for large stumps and free frunks to be
uged for engoing and fulure stream restoration projects in Del Node County.

lpacts to Sensitive Plant Species g

The DEIR describes likelty project impacts 1o a number of non-isted sensitive plant
species. Transplantation and seed coection and reseeding, are discussad In the
DEIR a5 an expeardmental mitigation measure 1o assist in the mintreduction of these
spacies Into project sites disturbed by construction activitios, As discussed in the
DEIR, sansiive plant fransplantaticn afforts are documented as having a low success
raté, Despite its experimental nalune and IRelihood for success, DFG finds efforts io
codoect and reestablish, soil, seed, and other plant propagules at areas impacted by
the project is appropriate given that the project wil primarily result in construction-
related disturbance o sensitive plant habilals as opposed to the loss and conversion
of thase habitats.

DEIR Seclion 2.3 pege 44 appears to have an important discrapancy regarding the .
magnituda of impacts to the sansitive plant Cardamine nuftalli var, gemmala (yellow-
luberad tocthvwort) at the Patrick Creak Marmmows Location 2 site,  Carnarming mutfaly
var. gammata has a State ranking of *52.2° and a California Native Plant Society
ranking of *1.B°, meaning that it is considarad very rare in Californla and throughout
ils giobal mnge. The DEIR statas that the population at this site consists of 1,000-
2,000 planks.

L

Throtegh mestings with Caltrans staff and from information slsewhera in the DEIR,
DFG understands thal approssmately 5-10% of the population in the project area wil
he impacted by the project, However, two bulld alternatives described on DEIR page
44, Section 2.3, astimata that lass than 80-85% of thesa plants would ba ramavad.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

g, Kim Hayler, Associate Environmental Piannar
August 13, 2010
Page Four

Thiz statement indicates. that up to 80-85% of the Cardaming nultalf var. gemmsts
plants at this site will be impacted or taken, DFG beleves that this section should
indicate that that wp to 5-10% of the plants at this s#a will be impacted of ken.

If DF G is corect In this interpretation, the finad DEIR should consisbently indicate this
fovwerer amotent of fmpact to this speckes. I DEIR Section 2.3 page 44 18 accurata, and
up o 90-85% of the plants at thia site would be removed, then OFG recommend thal
Caltrans re-consull with DFG to develop additional mitigations for impacts bo this

SRS,

Invasive Plant Species 4
The DEIR propases implamanting a thres-yaar invasive waed conlrol program as
another means to mitigale for impacts (o sensdtive plant species. DFG suppons the
wsa of irvashe species menagemeant and eradication plans as a means to mitigats for
impacis bo sansitive plants and natural communities,

Acacis dealbats (siver watltie) stands cccer withén or adiacent 1o the project aréa near
Higwchi and elsewhare on LS 289, This plant s not targeted as an invasive spacias
1o be managed or eradicated, or inchuded in Table 2.3.6-1 Invasive Plant Spacias
Obeerved in BSA. I appears Acacia deadbala |s not documented within the project
BEA,

The Calfomia Invasive Plant Council {Cal-IPC) has created the Califomia Invasive
Planl Imvantory (inventony) to categorize non-nathva imvashea piants that threaten the
state's wildlands. Categonzation is based on an assessment of the ecological impacts
of each plant. The Inventary repragents the best avallable knowledge of invasive plant
expens In the state. The CaHPC inventory threat category for Acacia dealbata is
"Moderale.” Specks with this designation have “substantial and appaneni—but
generally not severe—aecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal
communites, and vegatation strsciure. Thelr reproductive biotogy and othar attributes
ara canducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal, though establishment is
ganerally dapendent upon ecolagical disturbanca,”

DFG racommends Calrans assass the occurmance of Acacis dealbels within iz SR
187 and US 129 right-cf-ways and include this species in its area invasive wead
contned program,

cont

fe]

Bats

Populations of many bat species in California, Norh Amaerica, and globally are
dedining and currenily approximaledy 25% of the gliobal bat fauna are listed ag
threatenad by the International Uinion for Conservation of Naturg, In California, 12 of
25 bat species ame elther S5C, USDA Foresl Senvice Sansitive, or Federally
Endangered. California Natural Diversity Datlabase records show an ocourrencs of
siver-nadred bat (Lazlonvolens nocfovagens) naar the Patrick Croek project sita,
Colonies of cther species of bats may also occur in the project area. The DEIR states
that bal surveys were conducted in tha BSA for this project and no bats of any
species were detected. Since bat colonies can change roosting and natal sites from
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Nes Himy Hayler, Arsociate Endronmenla Prigieuner
August 13, 2010
Page Five

yearto year, DFG recomeanands that bat surveye oe conductad in May of each vear 3
prior o commancemant of work at the Middie Fork Smith River Bridge and at olfer ont
natural features providing habitat for bats. Mitigation measures should be developed
in eonsultation with OF G i & bat coloay is jdentilied within the project impact arsa.

Altnough the present Middle Fork Smith River Bridge does not currantly suppon a bat 10
ooiony, this bridge provides & good bat roosting o natal s%e because of Bg Ipcaticon in
8 large riparian corrider surrgundad by exensive conifer forests. According to the
19499 rapor initiated by the Federal Highway Administration (FHAY Bats in Ameancan
Bridges, “orly one percent of Amarican bridges have ideal conditions for day rasting,
bt o Bitle or no exdra cost @ much arger percentages could provide habitat for bats in
fhe future ® Accarding b this report, bat specees praferabry roost on cancrate beidges
with saaled crevices that ama 10 feel or mong above the ground or water. The new
Dridgs proposed for this site will ba construsted of concrete and will have 3 height wall
cvar 10 feel above the ground and ivar, Thus, pursuant 1o the 2004 Cattrans repart,
adornla Baf Mitloation Techindgues, Salufions, and Effectivensass, and the abowve-
mentioned FHA repodd. DFG recommands the new bridge proposed at this site be
desiared and mainkaingd (o provide Tor bal reosting habitat,

IFyou have sy questions or commanls regarding this matler, please contact Stafll
Emvirenimantad Scienlist Gordon Lepaeg at 619 Second Sireat, Evreka, California
95501 or tefaphona (FO7] 441-2062

e, Ms Him Heygler
Califarnia Depadment of Transparation
kimiery haylerFdot.ca.cov

Myr. Arthur Pesve
County of Dal Morte, Community Davelapment Decartment

ameveifico dabnotacaus

klesars. William Condon, Gordon Lepgdg, Micheel van Hatiem, and
Craig Martz

Ma. Leuria Harnsbarger, Jane Amoid, and Gayle Garman

Department of Fish and Gama

crmartziddia.ca goy, [Ramstergantidio.ca.goy, amolddfdin.ce.oov,

pearmaniiole ca.goy

State Clearinghouse
Governor's Office of Planning and Research
. cle B2,
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Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that the EIR/EA should be clarified to make the Summary table consistent
with the text with regard to the anticipated impacts to coho salmon stated in Chapter 2.3 of the
DEIR/EA. The Department selected the Downstream Bridge Replacement as the preferred
alternative for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, with the concrete arch bridge being the
preferred design option, after reviewing public comments and coordinating with resource
agencies (see Section 1.3.7.3 in the FEIR/EA). After circulation of the DEIR/EA, the Department
determined that the proposed bridge replacement, with a concrete arch bridge, at Patrick Creek
Narrows Location 2 could be constructed so that no heavy equipment and minimal temporary
foot traffic would occur within the wetted channel, and there would be no water diversion,
further reducing the effects of this alternative. Since there would be no work in the wetted
channel under the selected preferred alternative and bridge design option, there will be no lethal
take of coho salmon. CDFW staff concurred with this assessment during a Level 1/Level 2
meeting held in January 2012 and stated that there was no need for a consistency determination
since there would be no lethal take of coho salmon during construction (see FEIR/EA Section
4.3.2.2).

Revisions to the Draft EIR/EA Section 2.3.5.3 were made to reflect that no work will be
conducted in the wetted channel and that there will be no lethal take of coho salmon at Patrick
Creek Narrows Location 2.

Response to Comment 2

This comment correctly states that the Department, CDFW, and NMFS agreed, prior to
circulation of the DEIR/EA, that the proposed instream work (i.e., work in the wetted channel) to
replace the bridge at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 would result in take of coho salmon. See
Response to CDFW Comment 1 for a discussion of how the Department came to conclude that
there would be no lethal take of Coho salmon; also see that response regarding CDFW'’s
statement that there was no need for a consistency determination.

Avoidance and minimization measures for coho salmon were included in Section 2.3.5.4 of the
DEIR/EA and were updated in the FEIR/EA to reflect that the Department has now committed to
no diversions or heavy equipment work in the wetted channel of the Middle Fork Smith River at
Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2.

Revisions to the Draft EIR/EA Section 2.3.5.3 were made to reflect that no work will be
conducted in the wetted channel and that there will be no lethal take of coho salmon at Patrick
Creek Narrows Location 2.

Response to Comment 3

In section 2.3.3.1 Affected Environment, the Biological Study Area (BSA) is defined and the
“area of direct impact” is also defined. The BSA includes the entire Smith River Watershed,
since coho salmon, marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, and other special status resources are
known to move within this area. The Smith River Watershed is within and/or adjacent to the
project locations; it is used as a migration corridor, and provides habitat for special status animal
species. The proposed area of direct impact (hereafter referred to as area of direct impact) is
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defined as the area within each of the seven proposed project locations, including Ruby 1, Ruby
2, The Narrows, Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1, 2, and 3, and Washington Curve in Del
Norte County, California, where construction activities are anticipated to affect the surrounding
physical environment, generally through disturbance to vegetation and/or the ground/soil surface.

Response to Comment 4

This comment expresses support the Two-Foot Widening at Spot Locations alternative for Ruby
2 in order to preserve more old growth trees. This comment has been noted and no changes to the
Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment suggests that the Department consult with CDFW prior to construction activities
regarding the use of removed large tree stumps as fish habitat in Del Norte stream restoration
projects. The Department recognizes the importance of continuing consultation with the CDFW.
This comment has been noted and no changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment reiterates a portion of the DEIR/EA that describes impacts to non-listed sensitive
plant species as well as experimental mitigation involving transplanting. Although this method
has been documented with a low success rate, CDFW believes that these efforts are appropriate.
This comment has been noted and no changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment suggests that the text in Section 2.3 (i.e., Section 2.3.3.3, page 2.3-44) of the
DEIR/EA has two possible interpretations regarding the number of yellow-tubered toothwort
plants that would be affected by construction at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 for the
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative and Bridge Preservation with Upslope Retaining
Wall Alternative. Text in the DEIR/EA states that approximately 10% and 5% of the yellow-
tubered toothwort plants occurring at the site would be affected by the Downstream Bridge
Replacement and Bridge Preservation Alternatives, respectively. Further in the respective
paragraphs, the text states that less than 90% and 95% of these plants would be removed. The
Department agrees that the text in these paragraphs was confusing and made corrections to
clarify the potential effects to this sensitive species. The text on page 2.3-43 of the Recirculated
DEIR/EA maintains that the Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative, which is the selected
preferred alternative, would affect approximately 10% of the yellow-tubered toothwort
population, and the Bridge Preservation Alternative would affect approximately 5% of the plants.
The text clarifies that approximately 100-200 of the plants would be removed under the
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative, and no more than 5% of the 1,000-2,000 plants
would be removed by the Bridge Preservation Alternative.

Response to Comment 8

This comment recommends that the Department assess the occurrence of Acacia dealbata (silver
wattle), an invasive plant species, within the Department’s right of way on SR 197 and US 199
and include this species in the proposed invasive weed control program. No occurrences of this
species were observed during botanical surveys for the seven proposed project locations. The
Department will conduct invasive plant removal.
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Response to Comment 9

Since bat colonies can change roosting and natal sites from year to year, bat surveys will be
conducted in May of each year prior to commencement of work at the Middle Fork Smith River
Bridge and at other natural features providing habitat for bats. Mitigation measures will be
developed in consultation with CDFW if a bat colony is identified within the project impact area.
Changes were made in the FEIR in section 2.3.4.4 to reflect this.

Response to Comment 10

The Department agrees with the CDFW on the importance of providing bat habitat when
possible. The new bridge proposed at this site will be designed and maintained to provide for bat
roosting habitat. Revisions to bat roosting habitat were made in the Final ED in sections 2.3.4.2
(Affected Environment) and 2.3.4.3(Environmental Consequences). The following paragraphs
are included in the FIER/EA Section 2.3.4.4:

Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys for Bats

Measures will be implemented to minimize impacts on bats that may be present in the work area.
Bat surveys will be conducted in May of each year of work at the Middle Fork Smith River
Bridge and at other natural features providing habitat for bats, a qualified biologist will survey
for bats in the area. If a bat colony is identified within the project impact area, mitigation
measures should be developed in consultation with CDFW.

Provide Roosting Habitat for Bats

Surveys determined there was evidence of night-roosting bats at the Middle Fork Smith River
Bridge. The new bridge will provide equivalent habitat. In addition, bat roosts will be installed
on the bridge in appropriate locations to provide additional bat roosting habitat.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

North Coast Region
Geoffrey M. Hales, Chairman
. www waterboards. ca govnorthcoast
Linda S. Adams 5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Fosa, California 35463 Arnold
- Secretary for Phone: (877) 721-3203 {toll free) » Office: (707} 576-2220 « FAX: (707} 523-0125 Schwarzenegger
Environmental Proteciion Gavernor

August 23, 2010

Ms. Kim Hayler
State of California
Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 3700
Eureka, CA 95502

Dear Ms. Hayler:

Subject: Gomments on the Proposed Environmental Impact Report for the 197/199
Safe STAA Access Project, SCH 2008082128

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Report for the
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board (Regional Water Board) is a responsible agency for this project, with jurisdiction
over the quality of ground and surface waters (including wetlands) and the protection of
the beneficial uses of such waters.

The proposed project consists of the construction of seven spot improvements on State
Route 197 and U.5. Route 199. The Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 spot improvements would
lengthen highway shoulders from 0 to 1 foot in size, and extend the existing culverts
and add drain inlets Ruby 1 project area. The Patrick Creek Narrows Project 1 would
consist of highway widening and improvements as well as a six foot retaining wall on
the Patrick Creek side of the project. The Patrick Creek Narrows Project 2 would
consist of upstream and downstream bridge replacement as well as road widening and
permanent rock fall mitigation. The Patrick Creek Narrows Project 3 would increase
shoulder width of highway by four feet, add a 135 foot wall on the river side, and
lengthen existing culverts. The Narrows Froject would widen the existing lanes to 12
feet with a 2 foot shoulder. Widening would be accomplished by excavating into cut
slope. This project would also include a 1 foct wide drainage ditch and the addition of a
longer culvert. The Washington Curve Project would consist of excavating a new slope
on the cut slope side of the roadway and a shoulder widening of 2 to 6 fest.

The proposed 197/199 STAA Access project includes grading and tree removal that 1

may disturb sediment and remove riparian vegetation impacting the surrounding
watershed. The Regional Water Board wants to ensure that impacts to water quality
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

from the project are avoided, minimized, and mitigated as needed. Our comments 1
outline general water quality issues that need to be addressed in any forthcoming cont.
environmental review documents. Please consider these recommendations as
guidelines for preparing a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document that
propetly addresses water quality concerns.

The federal antidegradation policy requires that state water quality standards include an
antidegradation policy consistent with the federal policy. The State Water Board
established California's antidegradation policy in State Water Board Resolution No. 68-
18. Resolution No. 88-16 incorporates the federal antidegradation policy where the
federal policy applies under federal law. Resolution No. 88-16 requires that existing
quality of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific
findings. The Regional Water Board's Basin Plan implements, and incorporates by
reference, both the State and federal antidegradation policies. Therefore, the proposed
project must provide adequate treatment to all increases in impetrvious surfaces and
adequate mitigation for all temporary and permanent impacts to waters of the State.
Some examples of waters of the State are: rivers; creeks (seasonal and intermittent);
headwater creeks; wetlands (seasonal, marshes and tidal); estuaries; isolated wetlands;
vernal pools; ponds; lakes; springs; grassy swales (creek tributaries); and some
drainage ditches.

Surface Waters

Individual stream and wetland systems are part of complete aguatic ecosystems 2
through interaction of surface and subsurface hydrologic connections, healthy systems
perform functions that protect and enhance watershed-wide water quality. In addition,
surface waters provide habitat that supports a variety of plant and animal life for rare
and endemic species. Riparian areas between streams and wetlands and their
adjoining environments play critical roles in protecting and enhancing water guality. An
important tool for reducing and avoiding impacts to surface waters is the implementation
of a buffer area of native and riparian vegetation between any construction activities or
structures and surface waters. If permanent impacts to wetlands and streams are part
of the proposed project then mitigation will be required.

The type, location and timing of mitigation to be implemented will greatly influence the
ratio required. Bank credits and mitigation sites established prior to initiation of the
project will require much lower ratios than plans that propose off-site or post-
construction mitigation; in kind mitigation is preferred and usually required. In addition,
projects that have temporary impacts to resources for an entire construction season or
longer may be required to mitigate at a higher ratio for the temporal loss of functions
and values. Revegetation plans should present at a minimum the site locations, types
of seeds and plants to be used, and methods of implementation. Mitigation plans
should at least specify locations (on-site, off-site, bank credits, etc.), area/amount of
mitigation, methodology, and timeframe. Also, site specific implementation details,
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

success criteria, and adequate monitoring and reporting are essential for approvable 2
plans. cont.

The Regional Water Board and the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) recommend a minimum setback of 100 feet from the top of bank of a stream,
watercourse or the edge of a wetland. The project should delineate buffer zones of at
least 100 feet for all perennial and seasonal surface waters. Setbacks should be
vegetated and undisturbed or enhanced with native plants. Please be aware that
disturbance to waters of the State require permitting from this agency. Permanent and
temporary impacts to tiparian areas will require appropriate mitigation. Riparian
vegetation provides numerous functions to improve water quality and its beneficial uses,
including but not limited to shade and sediment retention. In general the mitigation, as
related to water quality, should be designed to mitigate the loss of those specific
functions lost.

Storm Water

The 197/199 Safe STAA Access should identify Best Management Practices (EMPs) to
prevent storm water runoff from carrying pollutants from the site offsite or to waters of
the state. The Regicnal Water Board requires the use of Low Impact Development
(LID) and BMPs that treat and retain (infiltrate, capture and store) storm water runoff on
the project site. We have included a list of LID resources for your reference.

LID is a development site design strategy with a goal of maintaining or reproducing the
pre-development hydrologic system through the use of design technigues to create a
functionally equivalent hydrologic setting. LID emphasizes conservation and the use of
on-site natural features integrated with engineered, small-scale hydrologic controls to
more closely reflect pre-development hydrologic functions. Hydrologic functions of
storage, infiltration, and ground water recharge, as well as the volume and frequency of
discharges, are maintained through the use of integrated and distributed storm water
retention and detention areas, reduction of impervious sutfaces, and the lengthening of
flow paths and runoff time. LID seeks to mimic the pre-development site hydrology
through infiltration, interception, reuse, and evapotranspiration. LID requires that the
storm water runoff volume from small storms be retained onsite.

Other LID strategies include the preservation and protection of environmentally
sensitive site features such as riparian buffers, wetlands, steep slopes, valuable trees,
flood plains, wocdlands, native vegetation and permeable soils. Natural vegetation and
soil filters storm water runoff and reduces the volume and pollutant loads of storm water
runoff. Other benefits from LID implementation include reducing global warming
impacts from new development (preserving carbon sequestering in native soils and
retaining native vegetation), increasing water supply (by encouraging ground water
recharge) and reducing energy consumption.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Reayoled Paper

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.1-12




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

LID requires the use of landscape-based BMPs that filter storm water runoff using 3
vegetation and amended soil prior to infiltration. Examples of these types of EMPs are cont.
rain gardens and vegetated swales. LID BMPs need to be sized to treat the storm
water runoff from all impervious surfaces (e.g. roads, roofs, walkways, patios) using the
following sizing criteria:

1. The volume of runcff produced from the 85" percentile of 24-hour rainfall event,
as determined from the local historical rainfall record; or

2. The volume of runcff produced by the g5 percentile 24-hour rainfall event,
determined using the maximized capture storm water volume for the area, from
the formula recommended in Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of
Practice No. 23/ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, p. 170-178 (1998); or

3. The volume of annual runoff based on unit basin storage water quality volume, to
achieve 80 percent or more volume treatment by the method recommended in
California Storm Water Best Management Practices Handbook-
Industrial/Commercial (1993).

BMPs to prevent erosion and the release of sediment or hazardous materials during
land disturbing activities should be included in the Final Environmental Impact Report to
prevent sediment and other pollutants reaching surface waters or leaving the site in
storm water runoff. These can include scheduling grading to take place during the dry
season, identifying staging areas for work vehicles that are separated from sensitive
areas, training employees in procedures for cleaning up spills of hazardous materials,
and erosion and sediment control techniques.

Waste Disposal

Pursuant to California Water Code 13260 and California Code of Regulations Title 27, 4
which regulate land disposal activities, the Regional Water Bcard requires proof that
placing non-hazardous waste or inert materials (which may include discarded product or
recycled materials) will not result in degradation of water quality, human health or the
environment. Degradation of water quality can be defined in terms of beneficial uses
and/or in terms of numerical or narrative limits adopted to protect those uses.

Therefore, in order for each agency to perform their respective duties efficiently, the
Regional Water Board will allow Caltrans to conduct some leach testing to evaluate
materials for on-site reuse as a cost-saving measure to the State.

General Requirements for the Reuse of Low Level Contaminated Solids

» Potentially contaminated material shall be properly characterized for potential on-
site and/or off-site disposal;
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Material determined to be non-hazardous solid waste or inert will be placed at an
elevation at least five feet above seasonally high groundwater elevations and be
undetlain by the least permeable material available at the site. An impermeable
membrane will be used if low permeable material is not available;

Material will be placed under a cap (i.e. asphalt ,concrete, soil with vegetation)
that will act as a low permeability surface;

Material will not be placed in drainage ways or wetlands;

Caltrans shall comply with local grading crdinances;

Material is not transported or exposed during wet weather conditions

Materials shall be protected utilizing EMPs; and

Caltrans shall document the location of the placed materials.

If laboratory analytical reports indicate that the material is non-hazardous and is
compliant with applicable water quality objectives, then Caltrans may proceed with an
on-site disposal option and prepare a reuse plan for Executive Officer review,
consideration, and concurrence.

The following permits may be required for this project:

Construction General Storm Water Permit: Land disturbances on projects of cne
acre or more require coverage under the construction general storm water permit. If the
land disturbance will be one acre or more, the owner of the property will need to apply
for coverage under this permit prior to the commencement of activities on-site. This
permit requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPFP) that identifies BMPs to implement and maintain to minimize
pollutant discharges from a construction site. The permit also requires a risk level
analysis for the project based on erosion risk and sensitivity of the receiving waters,
inspections of construction sites before and after storm events, and every 24 hours
during extended storm events, storm event monitoring, and electronic document and
data submittal. The permit requires the use of Low Impact Development to treat post-
construction storm water runoff from impervious surfaces. Applicants may find the
permit at

http:/www. waterboards.ca.dov/water issues/programs/storm water/construction.shtml.

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs: Under
authority of the California Water Code, the Regicnal Water Board may issue WDRs for
any project which discharges or threatens to discharge waste to waters of the state.
Projects that impact waters of the state (including discharges of post-construction storm
water runoff, and any grading activities within stream courses or wetlands) require
permitting by the Regional Water Board. The Regional Water Bcard may also require
permits for on-site septic systems accepting 1,500 gallons or more per day. An
application may be printed from the State Water Resource Control Board website at:
wWww.swrcb.ca. gov/sbforms/.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Water Quality Certification (401 Certification): Permit issued for activities resulting in 5
dredge or fill within waters of the United States. All projects must be evaluated for the cont.
presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the state. Destruction of or
impacts to these waters should be avoided. Under the Clean Water Act Sections 401
and 404, disturbing wetlands requires a permit from the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) and a state 401 permit. To determine whether wetlands may be
present on any proposed construction site, please contact Jane Hicks of ACCE at (415)
503-6771. If wetlands are present, please contact Mark Neely from cur office at (707)
576-2689 for a 401 Permit.

In order to expedite permit issuance, a complete and accurate project description neads
to be submitted. Commen problems identified by Regional Water Board staff include
inconsistent description of impact volume and/or area, lack of suitable mitigation or
revegetation plans, lack of detailed storm water treatment information {most commonly
post-construction), excessive hardscape, and the lack of any alternatives analysis
(project, mitigation and storm water treatment alternatives).

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (707) 576-2835 or
jpuget@waterboards.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Jeremiah Puget
Environmental Specialist

cc:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812
Re: SCH 2008082128
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Low Impact Development Resources

Santa Rosa’'s Storm Water Program and LID Technical Manual {in development with the North
Coast Regicnal Water Board):

http://ci.santa-
rosa.ca.us/departments/iutilities/stormwatercreeks/swpermit/Pages/SWPERMITCOMPLIANCE .aspx
http://ci.santa-

rosa.ca.us/departments/utilities/stormwatercreeks/swper mit/Pages/swlL|DtechManual . aspx

Low Impact Development Center:
http://www. lowimpactd evelopment.org/

Puget Seund LID manual:
http:/Awww.psp.wa.govidownloads/LID/LID manual2005.pef

Green Infrastructure Municipal Handbooks:
http:/cfpub2 epa. gov/npdes/greeninfrastructure/munichandbook. cfm

Oregon Rain Garden Guide, landscaping for clean water and healthy streams:
http://seagrant.oregonstate. edu/sgpubs/onlinepubs/h 10001 .pdf

Marin County’s LID manual:
hitp//www mesteppp org/acrebat/GuidanceferApplicantsy 2-5-08 pdf

San Diego County's LID manual — LID for roads:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/LID-Handbook. pof

Low Impact Development — Sustainable Storm Water Management:
http:/Awww. waterboards .ca.gov/water issues/programs/low impact development/

EPA Green Infrastructure Basic Information:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/greeninfrastructure/information.cfm

Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/home.cfm?program id=268

Contra Costa Manual and Guidance to Municipalities:
http://www.cccleanwater.org/new-developmentcd/stormwater-c3-guidebook/

Contra Costa approach powerpoint to implement LID:
http:/Awww.cccleanwater.org/Publications/StormCon-5-06/5-ContraCostaApproach-l-Dalziel-Cloak. ppt

City of Portland’s Sustainable Storm Water Management Program — LID for streets:
http:/Awww . portlandonline.com/bes/index.cfm?c=34598

Streetscape improvements and water guality design:
http:/fwww lowimpactdevelopment.org/nhb/lid.htm

LID Urban Desigh tools — design scftware for different EMPs:
http:/fwww lid-stormwater net/homedesigh.htm
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LID design fact sheet:
http:/Awww.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factshest. pdf

Storm Water Runoff Calculator:
http/Awww.stormulator.com

Storm Water Management and LID at EPA headguarters — BMP choice and design:
hitp://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/stermwater hg/

State Water Board Resolution on LID and Sustainable Water Resources Management:
http://www . waterboards.ca.goviboard decisions/adopted orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008 0030.pdf

Resolution of the Califernia Ocean Protection Council Regarding Low Impact Development:
http://www rescurces.ca.gov/copc/05-15-
08 meeting/05 LID/OBOSCOPCO5 %20L1D%20Res%20amended. pdf

Storm Water Resources:

North Coast Regional Water Board Municipal Storm Water Program:
http:/Awww.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water issues/hot topics/santa rosa ms4 npdes stormw

ater permit/

State Water Board Storm Water Program:
hitp//'www waterboards ca. goviwater issues/programs/stormwater/

California Stormwater Quality Association:
http:/Awww.casca.org/

EPA Storm Water Program:
hitp://cfpub.epa gev/inpdes/home.cfm?program id=6

Erase the Waste Campaign — California Storm Water Toolbox (outreach materials for permittees and
non-profits):
http:/Awww . waterboard s.ca.goviwater Issues/programs/outreach/erase waste/

The San Francisco Regional Water Board Storm Water Resources Website:
http:/Awww waterboard s .ca govisanfranciscobay/water issues/programs/stormwater/avail docs.shtm|

State Water Board Storm Water Grant Program:
http:/Awww. waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/prop84/index.shtml

Federal Funding Scurces for Watershed Protection:
http://efpub.epa.govifedfund/

Stormwater Manager’'s Rescurce Center:
http://www stormwatercenter.net/

For more information, please contact Jeremiah Puget at jpuget@waterboards.ca.gov
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Responses to California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Board)

Response to Comment 1

This comment refers to potential watershed impacts as a result of project implementation and
offers recommendations for addressing water quality issues in future environmental documents
under CEQA. The Department appreciates the guidelines presented by the Board and is
committed to ensuring that impacts are avoided, minimized and/or mitigated. The Department
will ensure that the proposed project will be in compliance with the latest edition of all
applicable State and Federal permits and regulations.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

The Department is aware of the importance of surface waters and their contribution to overall
health of the watershed. Although the Draft EIR/EA determined that there will be no significant
impacts to wetlands and streams, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, such as
the short-term requirements contained in the Department’s Construction Site BMP manual and
an active SWPPP program that provides for BMP inspection and sampling, will reduce any
temporary construction impacts of surface waters. The Department often cannot accommodate
the recommended minimum 100-ft buffers for streams, watercourses, and wetlands since culvert
or other work is often conducted within 100 feet of these waters. Where feasible and determined
to be necessary, the Department specifies installation of Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
fencing in the bid package for the Contractor, to discourage foot traffic and serve as a visual
reminder to avoid impacts to this sensitive area. No ESA fencing is proposed at streams,
watercourses, and wetlands for this project since some form of culvert repair/replacement is
planned for all culverts within limits of ground disturbance at each project location. The
Department will ensure the proposed projects will be in compliance with the latest edition of all
applicable State and Federal permits and regulations.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

As described in Section 2.2.2.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA, standard specifications, special
provisions, and permit requirements will be implemented by the Department and reduce short-
term impacts as a result of stormwater runoff from the construction site. Also, the Department’s
Construction Site BMP manual and an active SWPPP program will reduce any potential
temporary construction impacts to water quality. The Department is planning to implement Low
Impact Development into the design with the proposed use of a biostrip (i.e., a narrow
biofiltration swale) at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. Biofiltration swales were included in
the DEIR/EA as one potential option that would be considered for treating storm water runoff
(see Section 2.3.2.4 and 2.4.13). The proposed biostrip would be placed northwest of the old
bridge, in the vicinity of the abandoned northwest bridge abutment and existing unpaved,
compacted road shoulder. The biostrip would collect storm water runoff, promote infiltration,
trap sediment, and provide for pollutant removal. The Department will ensure the proposed
projects will be in compliance with the latest edition of all applicable State and Federal permits
and regulations.
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment refers to potential hazardous materials impacts as a result of project
implementation and cites California Code for addressing waste disposal. The comment also
describes the General Requirements for the Reuse of Low Level Contaminated Solids as the
Board will allow The Department to conduct some leach testing to evaluate materials for onsite
reuse. Where the Department or the Contractor intends to reuse materials on-site as a cost-saving
measure to the State, the Department is committed to characterizing the material in accordance
with Title 27 CCR, or as directed by the Board, prior to using recycled materials on the project.
As the comment states, the Department would prepare a reuse plan, if the material is indicated as
suitable after testing, and submit this for review, consideration, and concurrence by the Board.
Alternatively, the Department/Contractor may choose to avoid reusing materials and instead
would properly dispose of materials at an appropriately licensed solid waste disposal and/or re-
use facility.

In addition, the Department’s Construction Site BMP manual and an active SWPPP program will
reduce any temporary construction impacts to water quality. The Department will ensure the
proposed projects will be in compliance with the latest edition of all applicable State and Federal
permits and regulations.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment discusses three different permits that might be required for the project. These
permits are comprised of a Construction General Storm Water Permit, Waste Discharge
Requirements or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs, and a 401 Water Quality Certification Permit.
The Department will ensure the proposed project will be in compliance with the latest edition of
all applicable State and Federal permits and regulations. The Department acknowledges that
permits and regulations change over time, so the permits that were suggested as potentially being
required in this comment may change by the time permit applications are submitted. In addition,
the Department acknowledges that it will apply, as necessary, for coverage under the
Construction General Storm Water Permit. A risk level analysis would also be prepared, as
required, and strategic use of Low Impact Development, as feasible, would be incorporated. A
401 Water Quality Certification would be applied for wherever dredge or fill is planned within
waters of the United States. In order to expedite permit issuance, the Department would provide,
to the best of its ability, a complete and accurate project description with consistent description
of impact volume and/or area, suitable mitigation/revegetation plan(s), detailed storm water
information, and provide an alternatives analysis for the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Plan. Please ssoirclude a Climate Actian Pian which dscsusses inventony of juisdictional
ermEsiona and sojected emission:, a0 evaluabon of the project wathin the region, redoction
goals refated t AR 32, and any spezdic policies or programs almed to reduce GHGs A% a
reallt of this profect

For quastions and comments: ralated 10 the savwonmental review, plesse contast
Chnstopkar Hultt 21 (998) 5741838 o by e-mail gt tultofisie ca qov. Plasge sontser Mary
Hays, Public. Land Manager, a! 318-574-1812 or by omall af havem@Eele =aggv far
nformatdion absul our leasing reguaremeants

5 .

Cy R, Opgind Chigf
Divaion of Esviranmanial Planning and Maragemant

o s of Plannmng and Regearch
M. Hays, CSLC
C. Hulet, CELE
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Responses to California State Lands Commission

Response to Comment 1

Project boundaries for Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 (including alternatives), are located beyond the banks
of the Smith River and therefore, would not include construction activities within the ordinary
low water mark in the bed of the Smith River. According to Comment 1, a lease would not be
required for this scenario. Since Comment 1 also says that the extent of the State’s Sovereign
interest on the Middle Fork Smith River is undetermined, a lease for work over or in the bed of
this fork (i.e., work at locations on US 199) would not be required, unless circumstances change
or new information is brought to the Commission’s attention.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) will need to rely on
this CEQA document for issuance of a lease; however, as stated in Response to Comment 1,
above, no lease should be required for work at any of the locations. This comment also states that
a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions determination should be made as a result of the project, an
evaluation of cumulative effects resulting from GHG emissions, determination of significance of
construction-related and cumulative effects, and identification of mitigation measures to reduce
impacts found to be significant. It also includes suggestions for analysis programs and states that
the CSLC would need to review the mitigation measures as part of the lease application process,
although a lease would not be required according to Comment 1.

The Department does not anticipate needing to apply for a lease from the CSLC, based on
Comment 1; however, to clarify, the Department updated the conclusion regarding climate
change in the FEIR/EA Section 3.2.4.4 to be consistent with the most current knowledge and
requirements of the Department for climate change. This updated conclusion states that “both the
future with project and future no build show increases in CO2 emissions over the existing levels;
the future build CO2 emissions are higher than the future no build emissions. In addition, as
discussed above, there are also limitations with EMFAC [emissions model] and with assessing
what a given CO2 emissions increase means for climate change. Therefore, it is Caltrans
determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to
greenhouse gas emissions and CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination
regarding significance of the project’s direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale
to climate change. However, Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help
reduce the potential effects of the project. These measures are outlined in” the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategies portion of Section 3.2.4.4 of the FEIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary to address this comment; however, revisions
were made in Section 3.2.4 to update the document to provide the most current knowledge and
requirements of the Department for climate change.
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Response to Comment 3

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment refers to a levee
improvement project and modification to a General Plan, therefore it does not appear to be
applicable to the proposed project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

-'.-#
DE 7 .'.ﬂ rtE Fariaa Leagghteon, Favwtio: Pt
P ERT P TH DI R P 3 ,.l'"l Wi gl P e

et Uiy, Caliaria 3553 1 h“'-\ﬂ'. gl o 54T | B g
"y . §
wwwilidic s Pragspas tatuon Lo nssian Ll 12051 219 4504

Angusy X3 2

K Hoyier

California Department of Transpemalion
North Region Envirommenizl, Unin E1
Ay Doy 3700

Eurckn, Ca 93502

R 19701 9% Safe STAA Aceess Project Drall BEIRA

Diear Me Hayles

Fiease consider his Jetler comment on the 197715 Safe STAA Access Project Diraft
EIREA. The Del More Local Tramsportation Commission fully suppodts this projece,
which has been a 102 contunity and regions] priority foe well over 2 decade.

We apree with the conclusion in the Communily impsct Assessnsent that oveili
mpacts of the projects on employment asd income are tikely to be positive for Del
sencte Coualy, 11's important for the State to keep in mind that we are not scoking
specind coopomic sdvantage but are seeking 10 eliminage a dissdvanige nesulting from
= decndes old 51 AA tropsporation standard that we have yet 10 meet.

Addiionaliy, we agree that the effects on bosipesses, employment, and income ase
anticipated s be beneficial, especially in the Iong term. Dal Norte County hosts the 53y
ftivery National Corest, Redwood Suite and National Parks, Wild aed Seenic Rivers
and we have some of the Righest indicntons of paverty, low literocy amd poos healt.
We have had the Inwest or sevond-lowest por cupita ecme i Califomia sinee 2001
and fhe corresponding high mbes of reporied sbuse ard negleet, The exmulative
En0mic impacts may be fmpassible fo know, but coming from a communily that 15 o
far behind, the anticipated positive benefits mean a lof. Severty-thres jobs nnd $3.95
enillian in el Narte and Humhaldt courstics are significant o us.

April 2013
3.1-24
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Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

Pl Newrie Local T poriorkor € amansaing
i il 3

It s alzo imporiant (o consider s scomomis impacts 1o Curry County, Onegoa, our
narthern seighbor, who i equally dependamt on this corsidor. Jusi 20 miles away,

caody]

['ll‘mkiﬂg_t L'l'l'tgun 1% ax ench of & sigler conunuaily as ane the commanitics in
Humnbslils Congy. Califomia bor our commusity's overall heakb and well=being,
nmiy have sctively worked te advance thes segional priority [ncleding:

- Califomia State Scrator, Sam Aanestad

= Alexandre Feallainy Famo

- I]"u:-uln.iﬂp-Hu."'ru* Chamiber of Contmence

= Uahiomia Redwousd E‘.-n||1|;'.;.n:1.'

= Califoria Suise Assemblymesher. Pany Berg

= Califomin Trecking Associziion

= Calirars PRsiret |

= City of Crescent City

= Camanty ol Dhel Narpe )

= Urescont CaviDel Momé Chamber of Commeree
- Corry Cownary Economie ard Comnnuaity Develspment Departnsent
= Del Borte Cosnty Unified Schoal District
-kl Valles Rancheria

~  Cirgen Diopmond Besouree Company

= Hambro Forest Prodacts

- Home Depot

= Lily Urowers Associatiog

= Mendocins Coonetl of Governmenis

= Shasta Conanly Regionad Tramsperiation Planning Apgency
= Ximih River Barchena

- Tr-Agency Ecvieanic Devebopmert Composition
= Lhnikzid States Congressman, Mike Fhompsun

- Yiurak Tribke

Direet STAA aceess o lnseedtate 5 on the 19717 corridor bas begn a top prioniy in
ol region for aver 10 sears, I5dar goods movemen! coxts became normal and goirists
e nol i fis drive this rocee, we would have a heabthicr, mare vibranl scooony,
Frankly, we anen't copcerned ahowt our asphaly Bighivay . We are concermod abaul gur
peaple avd peovading =i access 10 our region and oo vast nalies] resciines,

Thank you for your dilipence in prepanng the FIR/EA for 1his essentiad proiect and far

considarmg o Srmmends,

bll:rn.n-:ll.

LR A

Im.u:r' Leighton, Execalive Birecior
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Response to Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

Response to Comment 1

This comment does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates
agreement with economic conclusions in the Community Impact Assessment technical report
prepared for the Draft EIR/EA. This comment also lists others who support the proposed project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/28/2010 08:26 AM -——-

Kasey Sirkin <Kasey.Sirkin@noaa.
gov>

To kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov
cc

09/28/2010 06:53 AM Subject

Good morning Kim — Attached are my comments on the STAA project. Again, | am sorry
for the delay in getting these to you. | thought | had sent them off a while ago but
apparently that was not the case. | hope this did not cause you delay in the project. Please
let me know if there are any questions about my comments or if there is anything else you
need from me in the near future.

Sincerely,

L. Kasey Sirkin

Fisheries Biologist
NMFS - Northern California Office

707-825-1620, kasey.sirkin@noaa.gov
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National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association

Dias Mis Havler,

cabven the lengihy exent of the propesed project and the dralt emirenmendal docoumnent, [ 1
foscutsed piny evaluation on the aspacts of the project tel concam sprecees and halubats
listed wriber the ESA uisder MOAA qumisdcton Therelons, mry eommmnets ang mmnly
reganding nspects of the project related to the Patrick Creek Location B, where the Micddle
Smuth River Bridge is propossd for replacement of realignment. However, | am inchedhng
caribents regadisig e propoct in s ettty and thetefone Rave inchsded cofmiments
reganchng propesed mitigafion and mnimizanen measures inall ances where liseed
specics may be located, or instream habifat may be affected

Adfber attending the mite visit 10 all the project sibes 5t 15 apparent tome Dl cather the noe
Build or downstream altermatives would be best suifedd for the replacensent of the Middie
Fork Srmath River bridge at the Painck Creek Location 2 sle, Sdection of the no<build
(mas replacement) altemative wonld be prefersble o the st erverommeertally damagmng
aleemative, it seanks that replacement would sl be pecessany in the near fisure, and thas
woadd then still ereate the potential effects o5 seemin the aurent proposal. Addiionally,
nller allencingz the sate visal, ol becime apparent thal consimehon constnnls coous with
et tpstreamm allermalive, and o we sappont the dowrstreamn replaceoment allérmbive.
Thes seems bobe the best buald ahtermative and would allow the lifespan of the brndgs to
be extended in one progect rather thern had

Himwever. | would likie 1o see mone infomanon ard detail about the brdge feplacement io .|
better understamd the effects that this part of the STAA pooect wall have oncnbical
habitat amd hsted species. | would like e have mors imfonmation on the fodlowing items
B ider  proper assesament when the Bims conmes

1. ilthere will be amy piles o the waba?

2. il proposed REF and wiacheet budldueg will be done below the Ordinary Hagh Witer
L

3. How doe vou propose bo make a diveraon in thes area? There seams fo be very liftks
raaan b work wath msd nowhere o divert the witler o, 1 read aboial 1he polintial fo push
e wader (oo sade Bt mors ilormation would ba balpfial

4 Adao, if amy of the REP that is tobe placed af culvert carlets alls umnder the OHWL. |
wondd like 16r see thee amenmt mosuarnzed as much as possilde. The less anmonng the et
5 What are your pdlential nabgabiod siles for tes progect? Have Usede begish bo be
exapmnsl wr

&, | thowght at one poing s Calfrans engineer of someene ment oned they conld do s single
s actoes — is el sl possitde™

Theen woal fior giving e the chasee bo comament on this project proposal and | apologize
fior the delay in responding. | lock Foranrd o worling with you farther on this project
arml bevpe sy coemets ase el for Adube consadetabion. Pleass [ me kacw afl you
havs any other queshons for me of 1 ean 4o smihing else to provids assistance,

Sincerarly,

L. Kasey Sirkin
Fisheries Biologist
NMFS — NCO office
Arcata, CA
707-825-1620

Kasey sitkini@noaa.gov
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Responses to National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association

Response to Comment 1

The commenter’s main focus includes concerns specific to the ESA and NOAA jurisdiction and
the bridge replacement for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. In addition, the commenter favors
the no-build or downstream bridge replacement alternative. The Patrick Creek Narrows Location
2: Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative was selected as the preferred alternative.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment requests more information about the proposed bridge replacement. In response:
The proposed bridge would be a concrete arch bridge that spans the Middle Fork Smith River,
above the ordinary high water mark. There will be no permanent piles below the ordinary high
water (OHW) mark. There will be no rock slope protection (RSP) or construction for the viaduct
below the OHW mark. A diversion is no longer proposed with selection of the Downstream
Bridge Replacement Alternative as the preferred alternative and the current proposed
construction techniques. There will be no new culvert outfalls below the OHW. There are no
mitigation sites proposed because there are no permanent significant impacts to sensitive fish
species.

Revisions to the Draft EIR/EA Section 2.3.5.3 were made to reflect that no work will be
conducted in the wetted channel and that there will be no lethal take of coho salmon at Patrick
Creek Narrows Location 2.
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North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

To pary_bomganiidotco oo Mintarly_hiple 08 o v
J:-i:

mm g

I_zwc'"ual:&m o
walEenERoAGITd oy S.jmﬁ #.:.';-qu.n-;ﬂrm
Miskorf T T . Tris mgiinge has toan 4 % i

_-._-_-\.

komiherly andd Gary

Atinchiod please find the o Stase A TCMs for Nuturally Oecurnng Asbestos {NOAD, ad
the Bederal; National Emission Stndas] for Haasdous Adr Pollutants (NESHAPs) for Asbestos

flscse are the three regulaions we have bave boom dedeptzed 1o enforee in the Morth Coast Air
CE strigt,
{Huambaddt, Ded MNate and Tromaty Oowniies),

Please do mod esitate w call thes affice with any guesticns you may Tave,
Y enar first poand of contact should be Inspectir Frie Brockncr.

"Frie Bruckier™ <ghnuckneriposasgmid. orgs

Al Stcer

Comnplimce & Falomement Manager
Morth Coast Unified AQHD

2300 Ayrtle Avenue

Fureka, C A 9550 -3337

(TOT) 4033093
alstecrfipeummsug

batepy e w ey org

CONFIRENTIALITY NOTICE: This mesaage is a PRIVATE commanication and 15 mleded
only fior tlae we of the individual or emity o which it is addresied. T omey contain idomasion
thal 15 privibeped, conbidentiol, or otherwise protected from deciosure ander baw, incloding the
Ela=ronoe Commanicalinns P'I.'!.'-'_‘fr'" A 18 URC 282510, o sog. ), I you are nod tha imtomded
recipient, please do not read, copy or use it and do not disclose it to others. Piense notify the
senider of the delivery emmor by replyiig bo this message, and chen dabete it from your systan and
dedtroy all voptes of this commusicstion. Thank youw

Please consider your emvireamental responsibilily before printing this e-menl. AT0M G008 el ns
15 &
ATEM SN Fralod 81CFAR! NESHAFS ARSES 105 000
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North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

A Sy Fa ety herghe S0t o oo, Gy bednigaeiaiol ca. goe
1
<t Enoumgmd o = o
O720P010 D50 AM g
Pheapss nawponad 15
T - B4 Subperl  Sorry, | Pkt Rired iCiudod s im the st emal

=

GEQLOGIC OCCURRENCE OF ASBESTOS [N CALIFORNIA

WA 15 peosl comamenly Fourd 1n ol imemediaicly adpaoent to allsmmafic rock formations, which
are composed of W pervent or more of dark-colored, 1toi-magrs: wm-silicars mmeraks.
Californin’s official stale rock, serpentine, eoours commuealy thaoughoat the state, and MO, i
aften axsocizted with serpestenmite, MOA muny dlse be present in other geologieal seftings, such ax
Faudt shear zones, metamorphic ooaisets, mélanges, allwvial deposits, and o sucfacing or il
materinds devived From mafle and ultramafic rocks. In the Salinas Valley, soils containdng
elevaterd levels of HOA have been iraceporied 20 to M0 mnbes dovwnsireasn by mver sediments,
simnilarly it Coalinga, wn allavisd fan depost with elevaiad lovidls of NOA was found o have
been derived from sediments transpeated approzimatchy 13 miles downsream of the Atlas Mine
Superfund Site.

Al Sieer

Cempliamss & FEnforcement Manager
brorth Coost Unified AQMD

2a0dh Miyrile Avenue

Furcha, CA 8500 -3327

[TOT) 4433003
uhvspi@peuaqma. org

blEp: o, Jary

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is a PRIVATE communication asd is intended
oy foe the we of ke indvidual or enfity 1o which 1t 15 addressed. I may contuin infamahon
that is peivibeged, confidential, or othervass protecied fromy disclosure under low, inchoding the
Electronic Commuanications Mrvacy Act (18 USC 552510, w1 sog.), T youw ane not the infended
pecipient, please de mat resd, copy of use i, and do ol Fsclosc it to others,  Flease rotily the
sender of the delivery crror by replying fo this messape, and then delete it from your systemn ond
destroy all copues of iy commumicatson. Thandk you,

Mease consider vour envirenmerital responsbality belone prising this ¢-mnil,
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North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

Y Gaory To Kimberly Hayier/DO1ICakrans/CAGOw@DOT
%  Berrgan/O01 /Caftrans fCAG oo
ov
bee

02/08/2010 0%:04 AM
Subjact  Fw: Asbestos regulations

—— Forwarded by Gary Barigan/D01/Caltrans/CAGav an 09/08/2010 03:04 AM -—-

Al Stear
<asteer@nouaqmd.org> Te Gary Barfigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov>
07/21/2010 08:56 AM oo
Flease respond to ) .
alsteer@ncuagmd.org Subject Re: Agbestos regulations

Gary

You are absolutely correct,

The confidentiality statement is a standard part of my emails and shouid have been removed on
the email to you and Kimberly.

The attachments to the email are promulpated regrulations, and as such are part of the public
domain.

Let me know if | should resend them without the confidentiality statement.

Sorry 1 didn* think of it frsk.

On Wed, Jul 21, 2010 at 8:49 AM, Gary Berngan <gary_berrigani@dot.ca. gov’> wrote:
Good morning, Al...thank you for sending the items below after our recent
conversation regarding the Del Norte STAA Project Draft EIR/EA. The result
of our discyssion was that you would send your comments so we could have
our specialist review and respond for inclusion in the Final EIR.

['m sure it was unintended on your part, but your email signature includes

a confidentiality statement. We are involved in a public revicw process
where comments and information are intended to be part of the public
reeord, availabic to all and incorporated into the Final TR, My
understanding was that your eommcnts were intended to be part of the public
review. It would e helpful if you could clarify this.

Thaok you.

Gary Berrigan, E-1 Branch Chicf
MNorth Region Environmental Management
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Response to North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

Response to Comment 1

The comment is regarding the geologic occurrence of naturally-occurring asbestos and
associated regulations. Section 2.4.9 of the Draft EIR/EA details avoidance and minimization
measures (e.g. Standard Special Provisions) the Department will implement during construction
that will reduce the potential impacts relating to naturally-occurring asbestos.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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3.2 Organizations

Following is the index to written comments submitted by the following organizations:
e Center for Biological Diversity

e Environmental Protection Information Center

e Friends of Del Norte — attachments

e Sullivan, Mike, Del Norte County Board of Supervisors — comment card

The letter from Friends of Del Norte included two Department reports, portions of which were
highlighted. The highlighted text and attachment title pages are included after the letter.
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Center for Biological Diversity

CENTER far 11]L]:I_Iii'l!i.lﬂi.l'l.l v RSITY

Awgst 23, 2010
Via e-nvail: Gimberly Ravleritdon ca gov

Kimbery Hayler

Califormnia Depagtrment of T ransportation
¥Worth Region Envirormnerdal, Urat E |
Poih Boes 370

Eoreka, A 25502

Rt 1901 Safe STAA Access Projec:
Dreaft Environmental Impact Report’ Envirenmental Assessnsent and
Resources Evaluated Helative 1o the Hequirensenis of Section 4(0)
(State Chearinghows N umber: 2008082 128)

Diear Mz Hayler,

These comments are wibimttad on balalf of the Copter for Ii-'idﬂ-."j;r.n] 1:I'i1.'-:l".~ri1].', 1
amd its staff and members, concerming Caltrans’ proposal fo widen and realign postions of
Higbways 197 and 19 along ke wild and soeme Smuth Biver in Del Morte Counby (the
“Project”™). The Center for Biclogical Diversity is a non-profit, pabdic-inberest
ciminembsital cigarozatoen dedicated 1o the protection of native species and thar hatatats
throagh science, policy, and environmental bow, The Center has worked for the past 20
wiEars §o probect endangered specics and their hatitats. Tl organization bas inede than
250000 members aned ondine gctivists, many of whom reside in, traved o, recreste in, or
dﬂu:"llnm:wae the ||:|'E|:|¥ma.u|:|1é lml."l.l.l‘ul sy ces ﬁ'-urd i:ulhc Higs al!'l'nchﬁﬂ:}' iz
Progect. Betas2 clumate clangs poses such a sercts threat te Wodiversity, the Center
nlso s greatdy intepesed in effoets 10 undersiand, account for, and reduee greenboase gas
erEnssbons assngiated with both public and privats projects.

W understand that o mamber of public agencies, ofganiztions, and individials
have submitted o will subimit comments on the Draft Environmental Impac
Report/Environmental Assessment {"DEIREA™) for the Project. We congur with the
concheaons expresed 1 many of thess comenents that the DETR/EA fails bk meat the
procedural and substantive requirements of both the Mational Envanonmental Policy Act
(WEPA™, 42 UL & 4321 erseq, aind the Califormme Ervironimental Oualily Act
(CECA™, Public Resoureds Code § 21000 er 2eg. Specific deficiencies in the docamean

are addressed bedow
F - T = Nt v P Mo e i = Crgg ik i 1 - n W
Epem P RgEgy = Sedar Afbeiaey v 08 | Cadit o Suie B0 = San Fiengoads. GA &4 104
. . i Tow A TEE b e el L] ap g
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Center for Biological Diversity

Mz Kimberly Hayler
e 197199 Safe STAA Access Project DEIR/EA
August 73, 2010

I Legnd Standards
A NEPA

Pursisnl to comgressional delegaison of authonny wd a Memosndom of Fj
Understanding between Caltrins and e Federal Highway Admindstration, Coltrans hes
asgmaedd all legal respongbality Tor conyliance with NEPA and otlver appicalde feceral
emvirormnenial laws with respect to this Project. See 23 LLEC. £ 5327, Momnorandum of
Undarstanding Between the Federal Highway Administration and the Califormin
Department of Transpostation Concermng the 8tate of Californmia’s Paricipation in the
Sarfece Tramspocation Projeot Delivery Prlot Program {June 29, 3007}, Caltrans thos
aits as a “Toderal agency™ for parposet of NEPA complivwe lere.

MEPA is the “tasac chanter for protection of the envipormment ™ 40 CF R §
1500, Wa), In NEPA, Congress declaredd a national policy of “ereat[ing | and
memmtainfing] conditions under which man and mabre can exist in productive harnsony,™
e Nanral Dezert dz5'm v, Biirea of Land Mgms, 531 F.3d 1114, 112009 Cir. 2008}
Cepacting 42 ULE.0C & 433 0a0) This policy i# realizad “not thi ough substentiv e stendates
but through the creation of a democratic decisommiking strocture” that is “stctly
procedural.™ S By mandainreg thes decisionmaking streciure, MEPA 18 iflencled
“gnsure that [federal agencies] . wall have detailed information concerming significant
envirermpentil impacts” and “guaranize] | that the relevam mifommation wall be mads
avnilable to the larger [public] andicnce. ™ Bliee Miovasinins Blodiveraiiv Profect v,
Biockwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1282 (9th Cir. 1998Y, see alra, e.g., Infard Empire Public
Landew, I8 Foress Serv, 85 F.3d T3, 758 (Mh O 1996 ), Kl anh Ststivoer I ddlamds
Crr. v Bureos of Lavid Mgt , 2004 U5 Deat: LEXTS 10977 ([ Ox. Jan 12, 2004)
HEPA s polivy goals we thiss “reahized throwgh o set of action fercing procedures tha
redquire hal agencaes rke & heand look at ervironnmental conusquences, sl that provide
Tt browd disscrmnation of relovant ervironmental information.” Redertwn » et
Faffey Citizens Conpred, 490 LS. 332, 350 { 19800 {citations and indeemal quotations
omted)

Linder NEPA, before an agency takes a *migor [[ederal action| | significanthy
alfectong the quadity” of the cviromment, ™ the sgency musl prepare an envirommnantal
impact statermemt (CE1S7) Aeen v, 005, Burcon of Lend Memr, T84 F3d 62, 1067 (#h
Car 2002 fquoting A2 USO8 433202600, “An EIS is a theroush aialysis of the
potential envircaumental impect that “proside[s] fall and i discussion of sigmificam
erviromnentsl impacts and .  indonm|s] decisiommabers and the public of the reasoralbis
altematives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quakite of the
baman emvironmient.” Rlamad-Siskivow Fildonds O, v, Borean of Lend Mgmi, 387
P o 003 (ly Cir. 20040 (enting 40 C.F R § 1302.1). An Bl NEPA s “chaefl
o™ il 15 “desged o5 an “action-foroang device B [@fnsure that the policies and goals
dhifimed i thae Act are infused inte the cngoing prograsts and actions of the Federal
Guowremment.”™ O, Motwral Degers Asw'i. 530 F3dat 1121 dqucting 3 CFR. §

50213
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]

Certuin setions gabegoneally requoire the preparation of an E15, while ofhers first
albew the agency to prepare an EA a0 order to make a prelummsey detenmisabon as 1o ciond
whiether the propesed sction will “sigmficanly affect” the envirorment, 40 O FR. §
F500. 4, Metcalf Daley, 214 F 3d 1135, 1142 (9th Cir, 2000), NEBRA regelabions define
an EA as “m ooncise pulic docmnens™ that serves to “{birefy provide sufficien
evidence and analysis for detemminang whether to prepasne an [E15] or a fnding of no
sigmficard impsel ™ 40 CF K. § 15089 An EA “[sfhall nclude bref descibsaons of the
need for the proposal, of alternatives os required by [42 USC. § A33HE), of the
eitwirombeital impacts of the propessd action and altematives, and o listing of agenctes
aned persons constilied ™ &

In prepanmg an EA o asstess whether a progect will have sgm fcent nmpacison
the environmeent, Caltrans mist evaluate bogh the “comtesd™ and the “inbarsity® of thoese
empacts. A0 CFR & 15082 Tk (. Amoig other things, Caltrans nmst conaider
whether a ﬂﬂjﬂﬁcﬁ!l[ ampmct exasts even though the agency may consider the Propect to be
beneficial; the unegue charactenstics of the peographic aceq, whether the possible offects
af the Project & ineertain of imvolve umdue of wnknown risks, whather e sctaon s
redafed to other actions with individually msigmficant bat cummalatively significant
impeects; and whether the action threatins a violation of Federal, State or kel law or
pedjuitenents irmposed for the protection of the emvirenment. 40 C.F R § ES0R 27BN,
(35 {50 (72,0100, The EA must contain “sullicient evidencs and analy=is™ to chtenmne
whether any of the Progeot”s impects ane sspmficant. See 36 CFER& 220 T 31

[T the EA reveals that the proposed action will g ficandy affect the
enviromment, then Caltrans moust prepare an ENS. S0 CF R $6 150014, 15689 Ifthe
agency defermanes, bused on the EA; not to prepere an EIS, the agency st adequately
expladn its decsiom mot 1o doso ey supplying a comvineing stabement of rezsons i the
whry the action’s effects are insgnificant. Blve Movraing Baxdiversily Profece, 161 F 3d
at 1212, The statement of reasons is cnacial fo determimang whether the agency fook a
buard lock at the potential svironmental impocts of the project. Jd | see wlzo Marble
Moumspaier Aredkabon Soc v v Rice, 914 F 24 179, 182 ¢3h Cir, 19907 {“An agenicy nus
sit fortha ressoned eplanation for its decision and cannot simply assert that 18 decismon
will by am nsagm feant effect onthe envaronmment. ™) Conclusions that are resched
withioart amy stuche or supporting docunsentaivon are insufficient bo satisfy an agency s
NEPA obigabons. & Moreover, il an EA raises “substanfial questions™ & o whether a
prevpecd sy caese aosigmlicant degradation of soine Fumsan emarommental Gctos,™ the
agency sl prepase an EIS, A see also Greenpeace Acttan v, Frandiin, 14 F 3d 1324,
1332 (9th Car. 1992 ) (a “plainn T need nod show that significant effects wil in fact acar,
buat i the plaanti [ reises substantial questions whether a project may have @ signfican
alfaet, an B[S murl'b-:]:rq.lu:a'l"] {guotslicas caenited, empliisas mn enginal

B CFOA
The Legslaturs enncted CECA o "e|nsure that the long-term prodection of the 3

erviromnent shall be the guding cnternon i public deasions™ No O fe. v Oty of
Lo Angeles. 13 Csl. 3d 68, 74 (1974). The Supreme Court has repeatedy heeld that

3
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CEQA must be interpreted to “afford the fullest possible protection to the environment.” 3
Wildiife Alive v. Chickering, 18 Cal. 3d 190, 206 (1976) {quotation omitted). cont.

AnEIR is “the heart of CEQA.” Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
the Univ. of Cad., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 392 (1988) (“Laurel Heights I") (quoting County of
Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cal. App. 3d 795, 810 (1973)); see also CEQA Guidelines § 15003(a).
The EIR serves as an “envirommental alarm bell” whose purpose is to alert decision-
makers and the public to the environmental consequences of projects “before they have
reached ecological points of no return.” Laurel Heights Iat 392 (internal quotations
omitted). CEQA also serves “to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency
has, in fact, analyzed and considerad the ecological implications of its action.™ fd If
CEQA 1s “scrupulously followed,” the public will know the basis for the agency’s action
and “being duly informed, ¢an respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees.”

Id Thus, CEQA “protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.”
Id

Caltrans must make a good-faith effort in the EIR to disclose and analyze all that
it reasonably can about the impacts of the Project. See CEQA Guidelines § 15144, The
EIR must contain sufficient analysis to provide decision-makers and the public with
enough information to make a decision that “intelligently takes account of environmental
consequences.” CEQA Guidelines § 15151, To this end, Caltrans must disclose and
consider the environmental impacts of all phases of the Project, including both direct and
indirect effects and any growth-inducing effects. CEQA Guidelines §8 15126, 15126.2.
Caltrans must propose specific, enforceable, and potentially feasible mitigation measures
and alternatives that may avoid or lessen the significant impacts of the Project. CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15126(e), (f), 15126.4, 15126.6. In addition, Caltrans must consider the
cumulative impacts of the project in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects. CEQA Guidelines § 15130.

I1. The DEIR/EA for the Project Fails to Meet Applicable Legal Requirements. 4

As disclosed in the DEIR/EA, and as discussed in detail below, the Project’s
environmental effects as a whole must be considered significant for purposes of NEPA.
The DEIR/EA also fails to provide a convincing statement of reasons why an EIS was not
prepared for the Project. At the very least, the Project’s impacts on endangered species
and critical habitat in several important areas along the Smith River raise a substantial
question as to whether the Project will have significant impacts. Accordingly, Caltrans
must prepare an EIS for this Project.

The DEIR/EA also fails to satisfy the mininmum legal requirements for an EIR
under CEQA. Caltrans must correct these deficiencies, and must revise and recirculate
the DEIR/EA, before moving forward with this Project.
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A, The DEIR/EA Fails to Adequately Disclose and Analyze the Project’s 2
Growth-Inducing Impacts, Raising Questions About the Need for the
Project.

The primary purpose of the Project is to facilitate goods movement by opening
Highways 197 and 199 to STAA trucks. See DEIR at 1-2, 1-9. Caltrans anticipates that
the Project “will promote and encourage economic growth™ that “could lead to housing
and population growth.” Id at 2.1-42,2.1-43. Yet Caltrans concludes that the Project’s
growth-inducing impacts will be less than significant—indeed, almost negligible—due to
the many other constraints on growth in Del Norte and Humboldt Counties. See id. at
2.1-45, 2.1-46.

This analysis suffers from at least two flaws. First, the DEIR appears to evaluate
the significance of potential growth-inducing impacts against planned future growth
rather than actual physical conditions, #. at 2.1-38, 2.1-43, 2.1-46, and thus employs the
wrong “baseline” for CEQA analysis. See generally Communities for a Better Env'i v. S.
Coast Air Quality Mgmt. Dist., 48 Cal. 4th 310 (2010), and cases cited therein. Second,
the consideration of other unrelated constraints on growth is irrelevant to the analysis
demanded by CEQA and NEPA. The relevant question is whether this Project will
induce physical growth-related changes, not whether other factors will impede growth in
general, thus making the impact of this project appear negligible.

If Caltrans is correct, despite these errors in analysis, that the Project will not
deliver much of a benefit in terms of economic growth, the need for the Project is
questionable. Put another way, if unrelated constraints on growth mean that this Project
will not deliver much of a benefit to Del Norte and Humboldt counties, then the primary
purpose of the project appears to be undermined.

Moreover, although safety considerations are purportedly a secondary purpose of 5]
the Project, DEIR at 1-9, the collision data do not indicate that s Project—widening
and realigmng highway sections so two STAA trucks can pass in opposite directions
without off-tracking—will alleviate the safety concerns identified. Accidents at these
locations, when they have oceurred, are predominantly attributable to unsafe speeds,
weather, and darkness. See id. at 1-7 to 1-9. None of the collision data indicate that large
trucks off-tracking while attempting to pass in opposite directions have caused any
accidents.

Other alternatives—such as reducing speed limits, improving signage, enhancing
enforcement, or installing adequate lighting—would probably do a better job of achieving
Caltrans’ safety objectives than this Project, while avoiding its environmental impacts.
Yet the DEIR/EA completely failed to analyze any such alternatives. See id. at 1-19
{discussing “non-build” alternatives). As a result, the DEIR/EA does not present
sufficient information for Caltrans to make an informed decision as to either the impacts
of or the need for the Project.
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B. The DEIR’s Traffic Analysis Is Incomplete and Flawed. 7

The DEIR/EA fails to provide information adequate to substantiate its conclusion
that the Project’s traffic impacts will be less than significant. The document states that
traffic is expected to increase by 92 trucks per day, but fails to clarify when and where
this impact is likely to occur. Furthermore, the methodology used to determine latent
traffic demand was apparently buried in a technical report, see DEIR/EA at 2.1-71 to 2.1-
72, that has not been made readily available to the public. Itis not clear from the
DEIR/EA whether this methodology accounted for latent demand for an additional
through route for ST AA trucks (an alternative to 1-5) resulting from a simultaneous
highway project at Richardson Grove in Humboldt County. The cumulative impacts
analysis also fails to address this issue clearly. DEIR/EA at 2.5-6 to 2.5-9.

The DEIR/EA also appears to use circular logic and a questionable metric in
concluding that additional trucks will have no significant impact on traffic. Rather than
evaluate impacts in terms of numbers of additional trucks on the road, the document
discusses significance only in terms of the percentage of trucks relative to other traffic.
See id. at 2.1-61. However, the latent demand forecast in the traffic analysis apparently
proportionally distributed anticipated future truck traffic to each roadway segment based
on the existing percentage of heavy truck traffic. 74 at 2.1-71. Based on this forecast,
the DEIR/EA concludes that there will be no significant impact because the relative
percentage of heavy trucks on the road will not change appreciably. Id at 2.1-61. This
seems to be circular; it is likely that future percentages do not appear to change very
much because they were projected based on existing percentages. This analysis provides
1o basis for a determination of significance. It is also irrational to claim, as the DEIR/EA
does, that any increase in truck traffic experienced in low-income communities along the
route will be “minimal,” id., just because non-truck traffic is also anticipated to increase
in the same basic proportion.

As a result of these omissions and analvtical errors, the DEIR/EA fails to contain
information adequate for the public or other agencies to comment meaningfully.
Important information—such as the basis for the document’s conclusion that traffic
impacts will be less than significant—should not be buried in a technical report that the
public cannot access, review, and address in comments on the Project. This is one of the
key sources of public controversy surrounding this Project as well as the Richardson
Grove project in Humboldt County. Caltrans® decision to bury information addressing
this controversy in a technical report, rather than to disclose it openly in the DEIR/EA, is
more than just short-sighted. It also renders informed public participation in this process
impossible. As circulated, the DEIR/EA thus fails the fundamental purposes of CEQA
and NEPA, and must be revised and recirculated before this Project can be approved.

C. The DETR/EA Fails to Analyze, Disclose, and Identify Adequate 8
Mitigation for Impacts to Old-Growth Redwoods.

The Project will have unacceptable, and undeniably significant, impacts on old-
growth trees. At the Ruby 2 site, under the four-foot shoulders alternative, the Project
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calls for removal of either seven or 10 redwood trees between five and 12 feetin
diameter. DEIR/EA at 2.3-2 (seven trees), 2.3-12 (10 trees). This discrepancy is not
explained, leaving the public and decision-makers in the dark as to the Project’s actual
impacts. Furthermore, under all of the alternatives for the Patrick Creek 2 site, two old-
growth Douglas-firs will be removed. DEIR/EA at 2.3-14 to 2.3-15. Yet the document
claims that no adverse impacts to trees will occur. The DEIR/EA does not explain why
impacts to old-growth redwoods may be significant and require mitigation, but impacts to
old-growth Douglas-firs are not adverse and need not be mitigated.

cont.

Furthermore, the mitigation measures identified for impacts to old-growth
redwoods are speculative and improperly deferred. Caltrans must make a concrete,
enforceable commitment to mitigation, not just claim that “some options” for mitigation
might “include” various general proposals. See DEIR/EA at 2.3-20t02.3-21. In any
event, none of the mitigation “options” identified will actually replace the trees lost or do
anything to ameliorate the immediate on-site impacts. Removing invasive vegetation
somewhere else does nothing to replace lost old-growth trees. Accordingly, Caltrans
must develop and choose a feasible alternative that avoids this impact.

Finally, the DEIR/EA contains virtually no analysis of potential impacts to the
toot systems of old-growth trees in the various project locations. This is odd, given the
intense public controversy surrounding this aspect of the Richardson Grove project. A
promise of certain construction methods is no substitute for the good-faith disclosure of
potential impacts and analysis of significance that CEQA and NEPA require.

D. The DETR/EA Fails to Analyze, Disclose, and Identify Adequate 9
Mitigation for Impacts to Fndangered Species.

The Project also will have unacceptable and significant impacts on threatened and
endangered species, including the marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, and coho
salmon. The DEIR/EA fails to identify legally adequate mitigation measures sufficient to
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level, as required under CEQA. Moreover,
taken together with the Project’s impacts on old-growth trees, these impacts raise at least
a substantial question that the Project as a whole will have a significant, adverse effect on
the environment; an EIS is therefore required under NEPA.

The Smith River is a migration corridor for marbled murrelets as well as
important habitat for listed anadromous fish, including coho salmon. The DEIR/EA
reveals that migrating murrelets may be disturbed by noise during construction. The
document also reveals that anadromous fish passage may be blocked, and habitat
destroyed, by instream construction. Furthermore, the DEIR/EA explains that the Project
will result in removal of northern spotted owl habitat. Adverse effects on both coho and
northern spotted owls are anticipated.

Any of these activities could cause a “take™ of listed species in violation of the
state and federal Endangered Species Acts. This must be considered a significant impact
under both CEQA and NEPA. Unfortunately, the DEIR/EA doss not set forth mitigation
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1]

meeasires suflicient to reduce these polential impacts to o less-dham-sigmbicant level. For
excanigie, the development of fmbgabon messares for ool Salimon 4 impermessibly
defermed.  Kather than identif specific, enforosable mesasunes 1o offset the potendial taks
of eohio salmon, the DEIREA states that the Depantment of Fish and Gare may requace
unspeci Ged habetst improvements &t some mspecified location. DEIREA at 2 367, 1%
71, Other mitigabion messises jdenti fied for imapacts to cobee are fictally imadequate,
Abtheag s e ineasures inchcate That in-stream construeton will be avesdad while achalt
cohio are present, the document makes clear that juvenile cobwy are przsent year-roqmed
Spe DEIRVEA ab 3 365, 3-19 10 320, A8 the very least, Caltrans mas devel op
amalyze an altemative that avedds impects fo ootio throwggbout theie life oyels:

E.  The DEIREA Fails to Adequately Disclose and Analyze the Project's 0
Contribution to Climate Change.

The DEIR/EA"s amalysis ofthe Project’s greenhouse gas eoissions and ts
resulting contribistion to climate change v Btally Muwad. “The unpact of greenhouss gas
emnssions on-climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative impracts analys=is that
NEPA T‘\‘HI"-IiH'-"- agencies o comchect ™ t'.'ﬂnnr_.rT:r Ban'aginﬂ Diiversiny v. Nl
Fighaay Traffic Bgfety Admiroration, 338 F3d 1172, 1207 ¢9th Oie. 2008). CEQA also
Fedaines agenciss o exereise eare i judgment”™ i making a “good- Gath s ot 1o
clatefmine whether a p-uj-ad's coltliaboi o climate :]lnﬁgr: 1% :’dgl‘lﬁﬁr’l. IZ_:EQ..’!.
Gurndelings § 1530644, see alse CEQA Guidelings § 15126, M¢) (ngencies must corsider
mtigatios Tor sepgnilicant greenhonse gs amsgons),

The DEIR/EA discusses climate change, and eveén goss 50 far as to atbampt fo
quandi fy the Project’s emissions. Vet the decument witinetely fils fo determane whether
Eheivsz camsmons are sigmificant, libehing ther effects oo “speculitive™ for analy=s.
DEREA a1 311 This iinsaffeient inder CEQA. Spee Comumomitios for a Setter Eanv'r
v Uity of Richimanad, 184 Cal. App. 4th T, 90-91 (20100 (discussing pgency”s eoogmiion
of whsbavess of angument that significace of cdlimate change impacts is oo speculative fo
debermimez). The absence of an adopted statewide threshold of signficance or
mesthodology for detenmmng sigraficance does il rebieve Coltrans of ils responsabalaty
o make a significance detenranation  See Protect the Mirtorde Amodor Bawrways v
sAmador Warer Agpeoey, 116 Cal App. Stk 1099 {2004) There are several proposed and
widopted thresholds of signafican: that Caltrans coald have comsulted in making a
determination * See CEQA Guidelines & | 3064, 7ic) {lead agency may consider other
agenecres” thredholds of srgni fieanea),

" See, e, Col, Air Polhstion Control Officers Ass'n, CEQ and Climarte Change!
Evaluntierg and JAddressing Greenwhowse Cas Emixslonr from Projecte Subfect o the
Califorria Emviroumemial Queality Acd {an. 2008) af 42.57 (evaluating thresholds of wera,
QD 25,000, anc S00HHE metric tons per voar) (ettached as Ex. 1) s olre Cal. AY Res
Bd_ Prelimmnary Drafi Stafl Proposal, Recomumendlrd Approaches for Seiting buerim
Significance Thresholds for Groeniouse Crases Linder the Califormia Envirormeral
Chanline Act {Oct. 24, 2008 (altached o Ex. 3 South Coast Air Chmtity Mgmi Dist,

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.2-9



Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Center for Biological Diversity

Ms Kimberly Hayler
e 197199 Safe STAA Access Project DEIR/EA

Anguet 13 2000
Finally, the DETREA"s quantification of coassions is fudty. The document ones 10
agaiie appears W rely on the wiong CECQA “taseline” by companng the Proect's cont

potentinl grécnhoss gas amssions o hypothetical e plarming scemnos rather then
present plvsacal eonditions. Al of these ommmssions and errors st be comected, and the
DEIR/EA recirculated. before the Propoct can be approved.

F. The DETR/EA Falls te Analyze 3 Range of Reasonable Alernatives, 11

Az previously discussed, the DEIREA fals to disclose and amafvee o rargge of
regsonable, potentially feasible altematives that coald avoid the Project i.ﬂgmﬁn:ant
effects. In porticudar, goven the potential Back of nead For the Propeet on scondmig
clevelopment wnmd gocds movement gronnds, the DEIREA Bals to consder “norebiald™
aliematives beter sunted o nddressing Caltmns” safety concerns, opcluding reduced speed
bimmits, signage, imgroved Lighting, and enhasced enforcement. The DEIBVEA also Gils
tor codsider whidther, in bight of the apparent low demand for STAA access, a bagislalive
exernplion from STAA restncbois sinalar (o that cusrently provided for moving vans
maght be extended toadiitional cateposies of vehicles.  Absend analysis of these
u.]b:qw'ﬁ.r::, the DETREA Fals 1o osed the r¢q1.rr~ﬂl'|¢'n'.|.'t af MEPA, CEA, and Section
A0 of the Department of Tramsportation Act

. Conclusion

For the: foregoing reasons, and for the reasons identified by other commenters, 12
thee Center for Biobogical Diversity obsects 1o the approval of the Progect on the basis of
the DETREA. Please foel free boocontsct me al (415) 436-9682 x31 3, o by email al

Ebmndviglisdogicaldiversiiv oqg. with any questions of concems.
Lincerely,
Kevin P Bunchy
Rendor Afomey
Abtachments

Liraft Crutdimiee Drocranent — biterim CEOA Greemloase Gas (GRG) Significance
Tlreshold (Ot Y008) (aiached as Ex 31, Bay Area Adr Cuality Mgt Dast., Cafiforenia
Ernvirowwrestal Owaline Aed Chuinedines Ulpdate; Proposed Thresholds of Signifleance
(D 7, 206 {attached as Ex. 4)
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Response to Comment 1

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EA fails to meet the procedural and substantive
requirements of NEPA and CEQA and serves as an introductory sentence to the remaining
comments in the letter. The Department respectfully disagrees with this comment. Specific
concerns regarding the proposed failures are addressed in the following responses to this letter.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment correctly states that the Department assumes the role of the lead federal agency
for compliance with NEPA and other federal regulations through the congressional delegation of
authority and a Memorandum of Understanding between Caltrans and FHWA. It further states
that NEPA requires a hard look at environmental consequences and provides for the broad
dissemination of environmental information. Most of this comment consists of the steps as part
of the NEPA process including references to various case law involving NEPA cases. The
comment asserts that an EA is insufficient under certain circumstances and that an EIS should
then be prepared, and it also states what Caltrans must consider in preparing an EA. The
comment does not specifically assert that an EIS should be prepared for the proposed project.
Since the comment is informational and does not make assertions regarding whether Caltrans
met or failed to meet the above-mentioned requirements, no further response is required.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment outlines the CEQA process and the development of an EIR. The comment also
asserts that the Department must disclose environmental impacts and propose specific,
enforceable, and potentially feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that would avoid or
lessen significant impacts of the project. It also states that the Department must also consider
cumulative impacts of the project. Since the comment is informational and does not make
assertions regarding whether the Department met or failed to meet the above-mentioned
requirements, no further response is required.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA
document for this project, and that the DEIR/EA fails to provide a convincing statement of
reasons why an EIS was not prepared. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment
(EA) under NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and accordingly
proceeded to prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The Department believes the
DEIR/EA does include a convincing statement of reasons about why the project will not have a
significant impact.
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The comment also states that the project will have significant impacts on endangered species and
critical habitat. The DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA discusses why there are no significant impacts to
state or federal listed species or critical habitat in Section 2.3.5.

The comment also states that the DEIR/EA does not meet the legal requirements for an EIR
under CEQA. The Department believes that the DEIR/EA, PRDEIR/SEA, and FEIR/EA do meet
the legal requirements under CEQA.

No revisions were made to the DEIR/EA to address the comment topic.

Response to Comment 5

The comment is incorrect in asserting that the Draft EIR/EA concluded that the Project’s growth-
inducing impacts “will be less than significant—indeed, almost negligible—due to the many
other constraints on growth in Del Norte and Humboldt Counties.” The conclusion that the
project is not expected to result in substantially adverse effects as a result of growth induced in
Del Norte County or Humboldt County was based primarily on the small amount of growth
estimated to be generated by the project, not on “other constraints to growth.” As discussed on
page 2.1-45 of the Draft EIR/EA, the estimated upper-range population growth anticipated to
result from potential near-term business expansion is 78 for Del Norte County and 101 for
Humboldt County. For both counties, the population increase would be less than 0.3% of 2008
population levels, and across the two counties the increase would be about 0.1% of the 2008
population (Draft EIR/EA page 2.1-45). This growth estimate was based on results of the
producer/exporter business survey conducted for the traffic analysis and not on a consideration
of potential growth constraints. The discussion of other constraints to growth in the region on
page 2.1-45 of the Draft EIR/EA was provided for contextual purposes and to provide additional
information on why growth generated by the project is not anticipated to be substantial.

The comment is also incorrect is asserting that an incorrect, future baseline was used to evaluate
the significance of potential growth-inducing impacts. As the discussion in the prior paragraph
demonstrates, the estimated growth levels generated by the project were properly compared to an
existing (2008) baseline to evaluate the relative magnitude of the project-generated population
increase. On page 2.1-45 of the Draft EIR/EA, the growth anticipated to be generated by the
project was also compared to projected future (2030) growth levels, but this was done to show
that the anticipated growth was well within growth levels anticipated to occur within the two
counties over the next 20 years. This comparison was also made to show that the growth induced
by the proposed project is not expected to be large enough to influence or alter planned
development patterns in the study area, and, as a result, no substantially adverse growth-related
indirect effects would be expected. Thus, the growth anticipated to be generated by the project
was compared to an existing (2008) baseline, as required by CEQA, and to 2030 population
projections to demonstrate that the small amount of growth induced by the project would be
unlikely to directly or indirectly encourage unplanned growth or greatly hasten planned growth.

See the Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for a discussion regarding adequacy of, and
support for, the purpose and need, despite the few number of trucks or minimal economic growth
anticipated.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 6

This comment states that collision data provided in the DEIR/EA do not indicate that the
proposed project would alleviate safety concerns discussed on DEIR/EA page 1-9, even though
the DEIR/EA page 1-9 states that safety is a secondary purpose of the project, and none of the
collision data indicate that large trucks offtracking while passing in opposite directions have
caused accidents. This project was not developed in response to historical collision data; rather,
the project need involves achieving consistency with federal and state legislation and regional
programs, plans, and policies that require and/or encourage STAA truck access (see Grouped
Response #1). The DEIR/EA, page 1-9, states that the secondary purpose of the project is to
enhance safety on SR 197-US 199 for automobiles, trucks, and other large vehicles at the
proposed project locations, and “Safety-enhancing improvements, including wider lanes, wider
shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances, would provide a roadway that is
easier to maneuver for all users...” This does not mention collision history data, and the
improvements are not proposed due to collision history. Additionally, STAA trucks are typically
not allowed on the 197/199 corridor, so there is not adequate data on STAA-truck collisions;
however, the proposed improvements would enhance safety for all users. By making
improvements to accommodate STAA trucks, the prohibition for STAA vehicles would be
removed, the 197/199 corridor would be consistent with federal and state legislation and regional
programs, plans, and policies, and the safety and operation of US 199 and SR 197 would be
enhanced for all users. The commenter’s proposed alternatives would not achieve consistency
with the above legislation or regional programs, plans, and policies or the purpose and need of
the project since they would not necessarily affect offtracking by STAA trucks.

In regard to how Caltrans typically responds to collisions see Group Response #8.
Please see revisions to the purpose and need in Section 1.2 of the Final EIR/EA for more
information and Grouped Response #1 for further discussion on purpose and need.

No changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to provide adequate information to substantiate the
conclusion that the project’s traffic impacts will be less than significant, and that the document
failed to clarify when and where the increase of 92 trucks per day would occur. The increase of
92 trucks per day is a result of the product of short-term truck growth, short-term to long-term
induced travel effect, and future background truck growth based on 20-year linear growth
factors. For analysis purposes, the 92-truck increase per day is based on the year 2030 (as stated
on pages 2.1-69 through 2.1-71 of the Draft EIR/EA and in Chapter 2 of the Traffic Analysis
Report [Fehr & Peers 2010]). This increase in truck volumes is expected to occur on the 197/199
corridor by the year 2030, if the proposed project is constructed.

The projected 92 truck per day increase by 2030 assumes consistent economic growth each year
for the entire 20-year period. In the event of economic down times, such as what is being
experienced currently by the region, state, and nation, the projected truck increase could be much
lower than what was estimated by the traffic study. The estimated 92-truck increase per day by
2030 equates to about 10 trucks per hour in the peak period or one additional truck every six
minutes. It is very unlikely that this very small increase in truck traffic will even be noticeable by
the traveling public or residents living or working within the corridor in the Year 2030. Per the
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Department’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (State of California
Department of Transportation December 2002%), which was referenced in DEIR/EA Section
2.1.5.1, the minimum threshold for "significant impact" is between 50-100 trips per peak-hour.
The proposed peak hourly increase of 10 trucks per hour (or 92 trucks per day) in 2030 falls well
below the "significant impact"” criteria. Regarding the assertion that there could be an increase in
STAA trucks essentially using US 101 as an alternate interregional north-south corridor to
Interstate 5 (with the simultaneous completion of the Richardson Grove Project), it would be
economically infeasible for trucks to use this route for anything other than movement of goods to
and from existing activities in the area, because this route would have more miles and drive time
than the Interstate 5 route.

Traffic operational impacts of the additional trucks on the road were evaluated not only in terms
of a percentage increase in trucks, but also by level of service, delay, and “percent time spent
following” — which are directly related to the number of additional trucks, not percentage
increase in trucks (see page 2.1-72 of the Draft EIR/EA and Chapters 3-7 of the traffic analysis
report prepared for the project [Fehr & Peers 2010]). The thresholds for acceptable level of
service established in the route concept reports for SR 197, US 199, and US 101 (California
Department of Transportation 1999a, 1999b, 2002) were used in the Draft EIR/EA (see pages
2.1-72 and 2.5-12). Based on the level of service thresholds established, the traffic impacts as a
result of the increase in trucks are not considered significant. Page 2.1-73 of the Draft EIR/EA
states “all of the directional segments would operate at acceptable levels of service based on the
thresholds established in the route concept reports for SR 197, US 199 and US 101” and “the
results of the 2030 with-project analysis indicate that all roadway segments in the 2030 with-
project scenario would operate at or better than their target LOS.” “Therefore, the increase in
truck traffic by 2030 due to the project would not result in an adverse effect on traffic
operations.”

The future background growth was indeed based on the existing number of trucks; however,
induced travel, induced growth, and latent demand were also factors applied to the future truck
traffic. Based on the analysis, the traffic impacts on the roadways that travel through the
respective communities are expected to be minimal. Although not described in the traffic
analysis report, the potential for shifts in traffic from the 1-5 corridor to a continuous STAA
corridor on US 101-SR 197-US 199 were considered in the analysis but dismissed as a likely
source of additional truck traffic demand. A review of the Department’s California Statewide
Travel Model and travel websites indicate that it would take an extra 90 minutes, or more than 20
percent longer, to travel between the Bay Area and Grants Pass on US-101-US-199 compared to
the 1-80 to I-5 corridor. Therefore, it was concluded that the only STAA trucks traveling from
the south via Richardson Grove would have already been on the route making local deliveries or
pickups. This is a similar delivery pattern to what occurs under existing conditions using CA
Legal trucks.

All technical documents supporting the Draft EIR/EA are made available for public review as
stated on the second page of the Draft EIR/EA under “General Information about This
Document,” at the Department’s District 1 office located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA. The
DEIR/EA and all technical documents were also made available for review at the public library

! accessed at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ocpligr_ceqa_files/tisquide.pdf on 5/4/12
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in Crescent City, CA, as noted in the public notice for the announcement of the public hearing
and availability of project information during circulation of the DEIR/EA for this project.

See Grouped Response #9 for more information regarding the methodology of the traffic study.
No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states that the DEIR/EA fails to analyze, disclose, and identify adequate
mitigation for impacts to “old-growth redwoods.” The Department has selected the Two-Foot
Widening in Spot Locations Alternative as the preferred alternative, and no significant impacts
are anticipated from this alternative since no large trees (> 36 inch dbh) will be cut. This is
considered a feasible alternative that will incur the least amount of impacts to trees and under
which no significant impacts, i.e. no cutting of large redwood trees, would occur. See Grouped
Response #4 potential impacts to trees.

The Department does not consider removal of large Douglas-fir trees to constitute a substantial
adverse impact or significant impact under NEPA or CEQA due to the larger range and greater
number of Douglas-fir trees, including large Douglas-fir trees in California, Oregon, and
Washington. Regarding the question about large Douglas-fir trees at Patrick Creek Narrows
Location 2: large Douglas-firs historically have not been considered as much of a sensitive
environmental resource as large redwoods by the Department or to many members of the public,
as exhibited by the general lack of public comments regarding large Douglas-firs (as compared
to comments on redwoods) in public comments for this and other projects circulated by the
Department.

Regarding the lack of analysis of impacts to root systems of large trees, the Department did an
additional study and Recirculated the information in the fall of 2012; refer to the Group
Response #4 for further information.

Revisions to the DEIR/EA were made in Section 2.3.1 and Recirculated to analyze impacts to
large redwood and Douglas-fir trees and to analyze potential root impacts.

Response to Comment 9

This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to analyze, disclose, and identify adequate
mitigation for impacts to endangered species, and that the project would have significant impacts
to threatened and endangered species, including marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, and
coho salmon. See the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 and the Biological Assessment to
USFWS and NMFS impacts to listed species. In summary, the Department determined after
circulation of the DEIR/EA that proposed bridge replacement at Patrick Creek Narrows Location
2 could and would be constructed so that no heavy equipment and only minimal temporary foot
traffic would occur within the live channel, and there would be no water diversion for bridge
construction; therefore, there would be no lethal take of listed fish species. No critical habitat for
listed species would be removed for any of the proposed locations, and there would be no lethal
take of any listed species. The proposed work will not impact marbled murrelet (MAMU) or
northern spotted owl (NSO) nesting habitat. Construction techniques and activities will be
implemented to avoid or minimize impacts to MAMU or NSO. Any effects will be negligible
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and temporary and will not jeopardize the continuation of these or any federally or state listed
species. Since there will be no lethal take of listed species or take of critical habitat and no
cutting of large redwood trees, the Department finds that there would be no significant, adverse
effects on the environment, particularly with the Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures listed in Sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, and Chapter 3, and there is no requirement to
prepare an EIS under NEPA.

Since MAMU may have migration/dispersal corridors in the biological study area, construction
activities within the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 project areas will have restrictions. To avoid adverse
noise impacts to migrating marbled murrelet between March 24 and September 15, there will be
no construction activity (including blasting) in the morning for a three-hour period starting one
hour before sunrise until two hours after sunrise, then in the evening no construction activity in
the three-hour period starting two hours before sunset until one hour after sunset. Therefore,
from July 1 - September 15 there can be night work starting one hour after sunset and ending one
hour before sunrise. After September 15 (until March 1) there will be no restrictions on night
work. No trees suitable for marbled murrelet nesting will be removed. These restrictions will not
apply to the US 199 project sites due to the low likelihood of MAMU occurrence.

To avoid adverse effects to northern spotted owls during the critical breeding season (March 1-
July 9), there will be no blasting or night work at PCN-2 or the Narrows during this period. If
night work is required, the lighting will be directed toward the area of work. Additional lighting
is not expected to substantially exceed the level of disturbance of the existing traffic headlights.
No trees suitable for spotted owl nesting will be removed. The proposed work will involve no
additional specific avoidance and minimization efforts for NSO.

Edits were made to the DEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 to clarify that there would be no lethal take of
coho salmon, due to design refinements to the construction scenario for Patrick Creek Narrows
Location 2. No other edits were made to the DEIR/EA regarding this comment.

Response to Comment 10

This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to adequately disclose and analyze the project’s
contribution to climate change. The Draft EIR/EA has been modified to clarify the existing /
baseline conditions for purposes of comparing the project impacts pursuant to CEQA. Sections
updated include Traffic and Transportation, Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, and Climate
Change.

CEQA requires a lead agency to make a good faith effort to identify impacts and gives the lead
agency discretion on the approach to analyze impacts. Caltrans has used the best available
modeling method (CT-EMFAC) to analyze greenhouse gas emissions related to implementation
of the proposed project and has disclosed a projected increase in GHG emissions. Modeling
shows that there is an expected increase in GHG emissions when compared to existing
conditions, but it also shows that emissions are expected to increase under the no-build
conditions as well.

While there is no scientific data available to link the impact of the proposed project to the global
greenhouse gas effects on a cumulative scale to climate change, Caltrans is committed to
reducing GHG emissions as outlined in Table 3-4 of the DEIR/EA .
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EA fails to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives, that
the DEIR/EA fails to consider non-build alternatives to address safety concerns, and that the
purpose and need of the project has not been established. Please see the revised purpose and need
sections in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification and support
of the project purpose and need. Please refer to Grouped Response #7 for a discussion of
adequate range of alternatives. Also, see Grouped Response #7 and Response to Comment 6 for
Center for Biological Diversity regarding consideration of no-build options, as mentioned in this
comment. Ultimately, the “no-build” options that the comment suggests, including consideration
of implementing reduced speed limits, signage, improved lighting, enhanced enforcement, and a
legislative exemption from STAA restrictions similar to that currently provided for moving vans
to be extended to additional categories of vehicles, would not address the problem of large
vehicles offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane and would not meet the purpose and need of
the project, and they would not achieve consistency with the federal and state legislation or the
regional programs, plans, or policies. Furthermore, the 197/199 corridor cannot safely
accommodate STAA traffic as it currently exists, so a legislative exemption is not a feasible
solution.

The comment also states that the DEIR/EA fails to meet requirements of NEPA, CEQA, and
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act due to failing to analyze the above-
proposed “no-build” alternatives. Since the above-proposed “no-build” alternatives would not
meet the project purpose and need, consideration of those alternatives is not required.

The purpose and need statement in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EA was modified, as noted in the
Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need. No further revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 12

This comment states that The Center for Biological Diversity objects to the proposed project but
does not comment on the DEIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Environmental Protection Information Center

Envirommental Protection Information Center
#122 600 F Street Ste 3

Arcata, CA

95521

August 23, 2010
Attn: Attention Kim Hayler, Environmental Coordinator

California Department of Transportation
District 1

P.O. Box 3700

Eureka, CA,

95502

Dear Kim Hayler,

Please accept the following comments on behalf of the staff, board and members of the
Environmental Protection Information Center, the California Department of
Transportation draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the 197/199 Safe STAA Access Project.

The Safe STAA Access Project, which combined five separate projects in seven 1
locations, is incomprehensible. The five projects that have been combined create a
labyrinth of potential outcomes, all of which have significant environmental, economic
and social impacts. Many of these impacts cannot be mitigated, like the removal of
several old growth redwood trees along the route.

Please consider extending the comment deadline so that the public may have adequate
fime to review the mymiad of alternatives presented to the many sensitive locations within
the proposed project.

Because of this lack of analysis and the incomprehensible nature of this project proposal,
the only alternative that EPIC and our members can identify is the no build alternative.

The Safe STAA Access Project is one of many projects Caltrans has proposed to lift 2
restrictions for STAA trucks to travel through Del Norte and Humboldt Counties, located
along the rugged northern California coastal region. This change could result in a
reclassification of US Hwy 199 and 197 into STAA accessible routes, as part of the
STAA truck route network.

While several, high priority road improvements along these routes may be necessary to
improve safety along the harrowing corridor along the steep cliffs above the Wild and
Scenic Smith River, no need exists to reclassify the Highways 199 and 197 for this
purpose.
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Environmental Protection Information Center

The reclassifications of the routes to “STAA accessible” and for them to be considered a 2
part of the “STAA truck route network™ may open the doors for Caltrans to receive cont.
federal funds for additional construction projects. The public does not understand the
relationship between additional truck access and Caltrans access to additional federal
monies for otherwise regional projects.

Instead, Caltrans attempts to convinge the public that STAA projects will offer great
benefits to businesses.

Only a very few businesses will benefit from STAA truck access.

While significant environmental, economic and social impacts would occur from the
proposal project, the vast majority of businesses in Del Norte and Humboldt will not use
STAA trucks.

According to the Fehr and Peers Traffic Analysis Report, the business to receive the most
benefit from the massive project will only use the added access for two months out of the
vear. And while, according to the Del Norte Goods Movement Action Plan asserts that
retail giants Walmart and Home Depot are inhibited by the STAA restrictions into Del
Norte County, no evidence presented in the independent study concludes that this is true.

In relationship to other projects, Caltrans has failed to identify or analyze the cunmlative 3
impacts these projects will have on the region as a whole. This piecemeal approach to
transportation planning threatens to undermine traffic safety and the environment by
introducing the larger trucks to roadways without proper analysis or adequate public
Teview.

Nearly every year weather conditions, landslides, collisions and other events create road 4
closures along US Hwy 199, throughout the project’s seven spot locations. Instead of
planning for more access for trucks deemed unnecessary by a majority of businesses
served by these shipping routes, Caltrans might serve the region more responsibly by
addressing the needed repairs for current and predictable conditions, instead of planning a
costly and damaging project that could impact the region for time immemorial.

This proposal and the available technical studies used to prepare the data within the 5
DEIR/EA fail to demonstrate an adequate need for STAA access, and could further
degrade the unique character of the region.

The DEIR has failed to demonstrate need for the main purpose of these highway projects:
the need to provide access for STAA wehicles. In fact, the DEIR traffic surveys have
demonstrated a clear lack of substantive need. And the DEIR traffic study makes
erroneous and misleading calculations about additional daily trucks.

The total project costs would be very great, especially if the DEIR scope, or range of the 6
projects is found to be insufficient and additional tight spots, railings, and rockslides are
found to need correction. A Comprehensive Study of Routes 197/199 dated June
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1998, Del Norte Local Transportation Commission, estimated costs at $29 million. A 6
Report to Improve Mobility and Accommodate Large Vehicles on Routes 197 and 199 in cont.
Del Norte, dated March 2006, Cal Trans District 1, estimated the costs of projects in the
DEIR to be about $34 million. The DEIR estimate, with a limited scope, is approximately
$22 million.

To justify such a great expense, the DEIR should demonstrate a substantial need for
STAA trucks. However, the DEIR Traffic Analysis Study by Fehr and Peers 2010 reveals
quite the opposite. The Fehr and Peers traffic study conducted a detailed survey

of businesses that use or provide trucks. Both producers and shippers were asked many
questions about current truck use and potential use of STAA trucks. The results of this
survey are astonishingly clear, the need for STAA trucks is limited and insubstantial.

Most potential users (probably 90% of overall highway truck volume) such as Home
Depot, Reddaway Shipping, United Van Lines/Mayflower, Safeway, Unified

Western Grocers, Rumiano, Green Diamond Resource Company, Custom Trucking, Joe
Costa, ete, clearly stated that STAA access would not affect them, nor benefit them, and
that they would not be putting STAA trucks on the road.

The only user exception that would have an apparent benefit is the local lily bulb
industry. Fehr and Peers summary confirms this. Most potential users answered the
survey questions with a resounding NO:

For most producers, when asked if a restriction of truck size in Del Norte is an
impediment- they answered NO. As stated, this 1s because most shipments max out on
weight, and the smaller California legal trucks are sufficient.

Most producers stated they are currently using CA legal trucks and would continue to do
so after improvements are made. For most producers, when asked would STAA 199/197
improvements create expansion opportumty- they answered NO or doubtful.

Fehr/Peers traffic analysis estimates that a mere 8 STAA trucks per day under existing
conditions would use the improved highway (page ES 2-4 Fehr and Peers, latent
demand). But this is an inflated, inaccurate figure.

Home Depot stated that they use Reddaway, and Reddaway answered NO to underloaded
trucks (they use all smaller CA legal trucks, because of weight max out); NO to
combining loads opportunities; NO to changing routes; and doubtful change in number of
trucks or demand with STAA improvements. The other shippers answered no as well:
United Van Lines/Mayflower uses NO underweight trucks; will have NO combine loads
opportunities and NO demand changes. Custom Trucking, a shipper of groceries, also
maxes out on weight and would not combine or chain loads onto STAA type trucks.

Goselin Trucking stated no changes, and raises a new potential hazard concern: that many
drivers out of the area (STAA drivers) aren't used to driving our narrow highway. Even if
the spot fixes are done, Hwy199 will remain narrow and winding and inherently
dangerous. Local drivers know this.
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Environmental Protection Information Center

The Producers answered NO: Safeway said NO to #2, 1s restriction of truck size in DN an 6
impediment; and NO to #3, would STAA improvements create expansion opportunity, cont.
and so did Rumiano Cheese producer answer NO to all as well.

In addition, the scope of projects and range of alternatives are inadequate. Public scoping 7
requests for alternatives are not addressed, and public controversy for STAA
199/197 improvements were ignored.

Significant impacts that cannot be mitigated include a significant public safety hazard 8
resulting from mandatory exemptions; a significant increased public safety hazard of
landslides and rock slides; significant scenic impacts, significant property right of way
acquisitions of small privately developed residential parcels; disruption of several
communities located within project areas; extended period of construction with
significant disruption of traffic.

In addition, ecological impacts that cannot be mitigated include the removal of old 9
growth redwoods and numerous other tree removals at spot locations throughout the
seven identified areas. Tree Root impacts were not adequately identified, and impacts to
roots may be extensive. These methods are experimental and have not been proven safe
for long-term tree health.

Home Depot stated that they use Reddaway, and Reddaway answered NO to underloaded 10
trucks (they use all smaller CA legal trucks, because of weight max out), NO to
combimng loads opportumties; NO to changing routes; and doubtful change in number of
trucks or demand with STAA improvements. The other shippers answered no as well:
United Van Lines/Mayflower uses NO underweight trucks; will have NO combine loads
oppertunities and NO demand changes. Custom Trucking, a shipper of groceries, also
maxzs out on weight and would not combine or chain loads onto STAA type trucks.

Goselin Trucking stated no changes, and raises a new potential hazard concern: that many
drivers out of the area (STAA drivers) aren't used to driving our narrow highway. Even if
the spot fixes are done, Hwy199 will remain narrow and winding and inherently
dangerous. Local drivers know this.

The Producers answered NO: Safeway said NO to #2, is restriction of truck size in DN an
impediment; and NO to #3, would STAA improvements create expansion opportunity ;
and so did Rumiano Cheese producer answer NO to all as well.

An additional 2.5 STAA trucks per day for lily producers seems very inaccurate as well. 11
Bulb producers have estimated a total 150 round trips for the entire year. They do this
over a two month period. That makes 75 (75/30) or 2.5 trucks per day, but only during
the two month shipping period. The rest of the months are not shipping months, and
register 0. But Fehr and Peers incorrectly indicate 2.5 new trucks per day for lily bulbs,
and then inaccurately project that figure out for long term yearly figures. This is no little

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.2-21




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Environmental Protection Information Center

mistake. 2.5 times 365 results in a yearly exaggeration of 600% more lily bulb trips than 11
exists. Please explain, and more appropriately show what the additional yearly truck rate
would be for the different categories, rather than the daily additional truck load. Then
extrapolate long term.

cont.

A more accurate figure for daily average lily bulb trips is a mere 150/365=

0.41 additional daily trucks on average. Other additions or reductions

from consolidation are not quantifiable, and may cancel each other out. It might be
prudent to place the total increase at 1 additional average daily truck.

Looking towards the future, to predict how many STAA trucks will be on the road in the
vear 2030, Fehr and Peers uses an annual growth rate of between 1 and 2% per year, on
average precisely 1.44, to determine future use of trucks. Their results are again
inaccurate. They claim they use Department of Finance (DOF) figures. However, a call
on Aug 15, 2010 to lead planner of Del Norte, DOF for the last several years has been
Tunning at .294% for Del Norte County. Please correct the inaccuracy.

The DEIR calculation of 8 new STAA trucks per day now, and 92 trucks by the year
2030 seems inaccurate and baseless.

If we are to believe the actual survey question results, only the lily bulb producers will be
adding trucks to the new ST AA highway. With few other limited exceptions, and the
chance to consolidate current user loads, and thus cancel exceptional additions the only
clearly addition is the lily bulb users. They would put 0.41 new trucks on hwy

199/197 daily on average now.

According to our calculations, there would be at most, 2 average daily additional trucks
by 2030, due to STAA changes, using DOF .994% growth.

Fehr and Peers uses an inaccurate exaggerated growth rate from the Del Norte General
Plan predictions, which have proved to be inflated, and outdated. A phone call to Del
Norte County Planning Dept., on August 16, 2010, lead planner stated that by the year
2010, at 2% Del Norte General Plan predicts a population of 41,000. However, we only
have a population of about 29,547, And that for the very most recent years, State Dept.
of Finance figures, as of July 1, 2009, the countywide growth has been slightly under 1%
or .994%. So shouldn't the DEIR predictions be recalculated at a realistic rate?

Is it really sane to spend $20 to $34 million dollars to accommodate .41 additional daily 12
average ST AA trucks now, and only about 2 additional daily trucks by the year 20307
What is the threshold of need for such an expensive project? How is this judged?

Long term predictions, about how fossil fuel will be used in the far off future secems very 13
precarious and uncertain. Will remote, agricultural communities rely less on shipping
and focus more on local self sufficiency, providing valuable food essentials, rather
than long distance shipping of luxury goods?
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Environmental Protection Information Center

Couldn't the current needs of the lily bulb producers, 150 trucks per year, each traveling 13
160 miles out of their way, be met by a simpler solution than spending as much as $34 cont.
million to fix the highway?

Upon researching just why lily bulb producers need STAA trucks, it appears that lily
bulbs require air circulation while packed, because bulbs generate heat. And itis
important to have cool lily bulbs, and air circulation. So, the truck space is taken up by
peat moss and air gaps in the boxes, as well as lily bulbs. If we could cleverly redesign
lily bulb packaging to reduce this airspace/peat moss space, while retaining coolness and
air circulation, then more bulbs would fit in a CA legal truck size, and ship more
efficiently, weight wise. Wouldn't it be prudent to investigate this alternative? And is the
easter lily bulb need so great as to necessitate changing the entire Hwy?

Scope of projects and range of alternatives inadequate: 14
Hwy improvements between Hiouchi and Gasquet are needed
limited project locations are insufficient to provide safe STAA access

Public scoping requests for alternatives are not addressed

Public controversy for STAA 199/197 improvements ignored

Mandatory exemptions for STAA improvements likely to result in unsafe STAA
conditions

During scoping for the DEIR, Dori and David Bruce presented extensive detailed traffic
accident history and analysis that clearly 1dentified trouble spots between Hiouchi and
Gasquet on hwy 199 that needed fixing. They raised concerns about extensive narrow
segments without railing, and tight turns. We resubmit that information, and ask that the
scoping comments be acknowledged in the record. As you can see from their diagrams
and traffic records, some of the highest accident rates exist between Gasquet and
Hiouchi. And yet no improvements are planned for this area. What 1s considered one of
the most dangerous blind turns on the road exists at PM 6.2-.5, near Monument

drive. The winding grade to the east of this blind turn is also treacherous. Recently 2008,
a terrible diesel oil spill occurred here at PM 11.38, that put many gallons of fuel into our
Wild and Scenic Smith River, also the source of our drinking water (please see attached
news articles.) And yet no project alternatives are proposed within this area. Their
concerns were completely ignored in the DEIR. There are no explanations of why these
areas are not being addressed, and why the scope or range of projects is so limited, given
the accident history and the physical characteristics that exist between Hiouch and
Gasquet.

Eileen Cooper submitted brief comments asking for an alternative that focused on safety
improvements without putting STAA trucks onhwy 199.

Many residents from the Hiouchi community on Hwy 199/197 and Gasquet on Hwy 199
voiced opposition at mestings. And yet the DEIR proceaded merrily along, ignoring the
controversy, and actually proclaims:
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Environmental Protection Information Center

14

"No significant public controversy has beenraised for a particular project location or ;
cont

alternative.”

Why does the DEIR ignore these public concerns and requests for alternatives? Was the
scope and range of the project alternatives predetermined, regardless of public inquiry?

We now subrmit previous past studies that were aimed at defimng what needed to be done 15
to fix highway 199/197. Somewhere between these past studies and the DEIR, fixing the
area between Hiouchi and Gasquet was dropped for no apparent reason. Why is this?
Please explain.

Let me describe the turn at the The Hiouchi Monument, approximately PM

6.5. The Monument turn is a 180 degree tight spot, with dangerous blind egress at
monument drive and uphill. Solid rock walls tower straight above you with an
inadequate shoulder buffer, and the river looms below on a straight drop downward. You
can trace the truck scratches on the towering rocks. It is one of the more spectacular
places in Del Norte, where views of the forks of the Smith River are breathtakingly
beautiful, if only you c¢ould enjoy them, because you are litterally holding your breath
around this turn. And now somehow, we are going to put two STAA trucks passing each
other on this turn, without any improvements. Please explain?

The Comprehensive Study of Routes 197 and 199 by CALTrans District 1, June 1998,
clearly identified (page 15 attached) improvement needs here at PM 6.2 to PM

12.87 costing $9 million. What happened to consideration of the improvement needs
here?

Mandatory exemptions for STAA improvements likely to result in unsafe STAA 16
conditions

Even within the proposed project alternatives, the goal of providing safe STAA access
will not be met at two locations.

" A Mandatory design exception would be required.”

DEIR page 1-17, Patricks Creek Narrows #3 location-
"does not meet Department standards for shoulder widths and clear recovery zones."

DEIR page 1-13, Patricks Creek Narrows #1 location-
"Does not meet Dept. standards for shoulder widths." The slopes consist of
"unconsolidated cobbles and boulders.”

The DEIR mandatory exemption reason is geologic instability, prohibiting cutting into
the slopes for adequate widening of the road.

Significant impacts that cannot be mitigated: 17

significant public safety hazard of landslides and rock slides
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Environmental Protection Information Center

significant scenic impacts that cannot be mitigated 17

For Patricks Creek Narrows #2, DEIR page 1-15, The common element for all proposed cont

construction alternatives will excavate 20,000 cubic yards from the rock cut slope, 100
feet above the highway, exposing 1 acre of newly excavated rock slope. Rock fall is
expected after construction, and permanent rock-fall mitigation will be required.

The DEIR acknowledges that the upslopes along this river corridor have great geologic
instability, and that is the reason given for mandatory exemptions, to reduce

excavation. And yet, we are exacerbating this problem wherever extensive cut slopes are
proposed.

DEIR Page 1-17 The Narrows, widening toward the river was considered too costly, so it 18
was dropped. Widening will be by excavation into the cut slope- into "soft material,"
with heights of upto 15 feet on irregular rock slopes with vertical overhanging. Sliver
cuts will be done.

Recent hwy improvement cuts have already resulted in severe rockslides, and permanent 19
unattractive curtain retaining mechanisms are proposed as mitigation at various
locations. The Smith is designated as a Wild and SCENIC River, and the beauty of the
river corridor is important to us, and our largely tourist economy. We consider the
suggested permanent rock retaining curtain walls to be a significant scenic detriment; and
the increased falling rock hazards due to new extensive excavations to be a significant
public health hazard that cannot be fully mitigated. The DEIR does not acknowledge
these sigmficant impacts that cannot be mtigated. As I write this, I think of one of my
dearest friends, who almost lost her life, as a giant boulder fell on her car along Hwy 199,
from a roadside cut slope, and the boulder almost pushed her into the river. Her car was
totaled, but luckily she survived.

We ask for a comprehensive enumeration of all cut slope areas for each alternative, and
the type of rock or material, and the quantity of material to be excavated at each of these
sites/alternatives.

The DEIR asserts rockslide hazards from slope cuts can be mitigated using unattractive
nets. We disagree. We have seen continual slides along our highway at various new
places, due to road cuts. We ask for highway safety/patrol history data on rock slides
along Hwy 199/197 throughout the last twenty years. And we ask for a history of slope
cutting roadwork on 199/197, and preventative measures that were done in response
during this period of time, to substantiate that hazards from slope cuts can be mitigated.

One statement by truck users and critics alike is that it would be a good thing to make the 20
highway safer. And the public asked for an alternative that focused on highway safety
alone, without consideration of accommodating STAA trucks. Many residents view
putting large STAA trucks on our 199/197 road to be a significant road hazard. Such a
safety only alternative would use a more gentle approach, with slight widening of
shoulders in dangerous spots. Such a safety only alternative could significantly lessen the
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need for cut slopes on cobbled landslide prone hills. Such a safety only alternative would 20
not require transforming an essentially back country road like 197 into a super truck hwy. cont.
It would leave the neighborhood along 197 in tact. Please consider the public's request. It

may not be your choice, it may not be as easily fundable, even though it would be far less

expensive, but it is the people's choice.
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Response to Comment 1

The comment states that the project is incomprehensible, and that the labyrinth of outcomes in
the combined four projects has significant environmental, economic, and social impacts. It also
requests an extension of the comment deadline and recommends the no-build alternative.

The project consists of seven locations; four locations had only one build alternative. Three of
the seven locations had more than one build alternative, and those were Ruby 2, Patrick Creek
Narrows Location 2, and Washington Curve. Ruby 2 and Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2
each had three build alternatives, and Washington Curve had two build alternatives. The
Department combined the separate locations into one project for review because they shared the
same purpose and need, and CEQA does not allow piecemealing, or separate consideration of,
projects with the same purpose and need. The Department considers the public review period for
the DEIR/EA to have been adequate, being longer than the required minimum number of days
allocated for a public review of an EIR. The comment deadline was not extended.

None of the proposed alternatives for any of the proposed project locations were anticipated to
produce significant economic or social impacts, according to the DEIR/EA (see DEIR/EA
Section 2.5 and Chapter 3 and Response to Comments 7, 8, and 9 for Center for Biological
Diversity). Potential significant environmental impacts were proposed if the Two Foot Shoulders
Alternative or Four Foot Shoulders Alternative was selected for Ruby 2 due to proposed removal
of large redwoods; however, the Department has selected the Two-Foot Widening in Spot
Locations Alternative as the preferred alternative, and no significant impacts are anticipated from
this alternative since no large redwood trees will be cut. No other proposed project locations or
alternatives had anticipated significant environmental impacts.

The no-build alternative would not meet the purpose and need. Furthermore, as stated in
Grouped Response #1, the No Build Alternative would fail to be consistent with the DNLTC
RTIP’s Highways, Streets and Roads Goal, since the No Build Alternative would not
accommodate long (STAA) trucks on SR 197 and US 199 (see Section 2.1.1.2 in the FEIR/EA).
Please see Grouped Response #1 for more information on purpose and need.

No edits to the DEIR/EA are needed regarding this comment, although edits were made in
Chapter 1 of the FEIR/EA to clarify the purpose and need.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that this project is one of many projects that the Department has proposed to
lift restrictions for STAA trucks to travel through Del Norte and Humboldt Counties, allowing
SR 197 and US 199 to be reclassified to allow STAA trucks and become part of the STAA truck
route network. It also states that road improvements are needed to improve safety, but no need
exists to reclassify SR 197 and US 199. The US 101 Richardson Grove Improvement Project is
the other proposed project that would make improvements to allow reclassification to allow
STAA trucks; these trucks might travel between Del Norte and Humboldt Counties, particularly
if the STAA restrictions were lifted for SR 197 and US 199. See Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA
and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project need, and see Grouped Response #2
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regarding benefits of the project. See Response to Comment 1 for Environmental Protection
Information Center (EPIC) for a discussion of the No Build Alternative.

The comment also discusses confusion regarding funding. See Grouped Response #2 for a
discussion of how funding for the proposed project was originated.

The comment also states that significant environmental, economic, and social impacts would
occur, but most businesses in Del Norte County will not use STAA trucks, and that those that
would use STAA trucks would only do so for a limited duration each year. See DEIR/EA,
PRDEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Chapter 2 for full discussions of impact analysis. See Grouped
Response #1 for a discussion that clarifies purpose and need.

The purpose and need statement in Chapter 1 of the DEIR/EA was modified, as noted in the
Grouped Response #1. No further revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that the Draft EIR/EA failed to identify cumulative impacts that the project
will have on the region as a whole. Please refer to Section 2.5, Cumulative Impacts, for the
cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR/EA. Additional projects have developed since
circulation of the DEIR/EA, so revisions to Section 2.5 were made to address the new projects.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states that the Department should address needed repairs for current and
predictable conditions instead of planning the proposed project. The primary purpose of the
project includes Federal requirements that the Department must meet. Addressing current safety
issues is one of several benefits of the project. There are several other projects being developed
in this corridor to address maintenance, repair, and improvement needs. Please see Chapter 1 of
the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Responses #1 and #2 for a clarification of the project need and
additional benefits of the project.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

Regarding the comment that the “proposal’” and technical studies, including traffic surveys, fail
to demonstrate an adequate need for STAA access, please see Grouped Response #1 and the
revised purpose and need section of Chapter 1 in the final EIR/EA for clarification of the need.
Regarding the statement “and could further degrade the unique character of the region,” it is
unclear as to what “unique character” refers to. If “unique character” refers to visual resources,
please see Grouped Response #3. If it refers to large redwood trees, please refer to Grouped
Response #4. If it refers to the Smith River and/or Wild and Scenic River corridor, please refer
to Grouped Response #5.

Please see Grouped Response #9 regarding the comment that the DEIR traffic study makes
erroneous and misleading calculations about additional daily trucks.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 6

This comment states that the project’s monetary costs would be great and cites varying cost
estimates. Cost estimates are anticipated to vary, depending on the project details and cost of
materials at the time of the estimate, and knowing that costs of materials fluctuate annually. See
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits. The Community Impact
Assessment (Trott 2010) describes the economic benefits of the project and the Del Norte Local
Transportation Commission Goods Movement Plan (DNLTC 2007) considers this project to be a
high economic priority for the county.

The comment also states that the DEIR should demonstrate a substantial need to justify such a
great expense, but that the traffic study indicates that there would be few trucking companies that
would use STAA trucks. It also states that the estimated trucks per day figure is inflated. Please
see Grouped Response #1 and the purpose and need section of Chapter 1 in the FEIR/EA
regarding purpose and need concerns. Please see Grouped Response #9 regarding the comment
that the DEIR traffic study makes erroneous and misleading calculations about additional daily
trucks.

The comment also states that one trucking company raised the concern that STAA drivers out of
the area aren’t used to driving the narrow highway, and that local drivers know that the highway
will remain narrow and winding and dangerous. The proposed project would improve safety on
the highway for all users by increasing shoulder widths, increasing sight distance and improving
the geometrics of the highway. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion on safety.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment asserts that the scope and range of alternatives is inadequate and that public
requests for alternatives were not addressed. Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EA discusses some
alternatives to project locations. In regard to the “no-build” alternatives, while increased signage
and law enforcement could potentially help increase safety, those measures would not address
the primary need for the project. Please see the revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the
FEIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project purpose and need. Please see
the Grouped Responses, which address commonly mentioned concerns from public comments
for circulation of the DEIR/EA, and many of which were also public concerns mentioned in the
scoping comments received for the Notice of Preparation. Specifically, see Grouped Response #2
for a discussion of costs versus benefits of the proposed project. See Grouped Response #7 for a
discussion of inadequate range of alternatives and no-build alternatives.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

The comment states that significant safety impacts cannot be mitigated due, in part, to
“mandatory exemptions”. When a proposed project feature does not meet design standards
outlined in the Highway Design Manual, an “Exception from Design Standards” is prepared to
document the engineering decisions leading to the approval of each exception from a design
standard. Due to oversight by multiple licensed Engineers throughout the Design Standard
Exception process, the Department considers the resulting design exceptions to be safe for
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implementing. In addition, the existing roadway at the project locations does not meet current
design standards, so the proposed work will improve on the existing conditions. See Grouped
Response #8 for more information regarding safety issues.

The comment states that significant safety impacts cannot be mitigated due, in part, to landslides
and rockslides. Section 2.2.3 in the DEIR/EA discusses impacts regarding landslides and
rockslides. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding proposed cut slopes and
geological stability.

The comment states that significant impacts that cannot be mitigated include significant scenic
impacts. Section 2.1.6 in Chapter 2.1 of the DEIR/EA evaluates the potential impacts to visual
resources from implementation of the project. See Grouped Response #3 for further discussion
regarding visual resources.

The comment states that significant impacts that cannot be mitigated include significant property
right-of-way acquisitions. Permanent land use impacts, including right-of-way acquisitions, were
evaluated in Section 2.1.1.1 in Chapter 2.1. Since the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations
Alternative is the preferred alternative for Ruby 2, permanent right-of-way acquisitions for this
alternative would involve fewer parcels on the west side of the roadway, and the total amount of
land acquired for right-of-way would be smaller than for the other two alternatives in the
DEIR/EA. The amount of proposed right-of-way acquisition is no more than 35 feet from the
existing property boundary for properties along SR 197 that would be affected by the project.
Regardless, mitigation proposed includes driveways that would be upgraded as part of the
proposed project. Additionally, any mailboxes, fencing, signage, or landscaping (including
ornamental trees) displaced by the proposed project on affected residential properties would be
replaced in coordination with property owners. Property value effects resulting from the narrow
strip acquisition of right-of-way from residential properties along SR 197 (North Bank Road)
were not addressed in the DEIR/EA, although the size of the strip acquisitions and potential
effects of the acquisitions on affected residential properties are evaluated in Section 2.1.1, “Land
Use.” Homeowners would be compensated for the value of property acquired for right-of-way,
which would offset the property value effects of the acquisitions on individual property owners.
Loss of property tax revenue attributable to the acquisition of additional right-of-way for the
project was addressed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project. As
discussed on pages 4-86 through 4-88 of that report, right-of-way acquisitions from private
properties would result in the estimated annual loss of property tax revenue ranging from $7,120
to $10,940 annually, based on the countywide 1% property tax rate. On average, Del Norte
County receives about 18% of the property tax revenues generated by the 1% tax levy on the
value of properties within its jurisdiction. Therefore, property tax revenue losses to Del Norte
County would range from an estimated $1,280 to $1,970, representing less than 0.1% of its total
property tax revenues. This loss would not be substantially adverse.

The proposed approximate 35-foot right-of-way acquisition was developed to be consistent with
the Department’s Highway Design Manual, but the reason this right-of-way acquisition is
important to the Department and is being proposed is to provide access for future maintenance of
the facility.
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The comment states that significant impacts that cannot be mitigated include disruption of
several communities within project areas. Community impacts were evaluated in Section 2.1.3 in
Chapter 2.1 of the DEIR/EA. As discussed in that section, effects on community cohesion are not
expected to be substantial under the proposed project because SR 197 and US 199 already
separate existing neighborhoods on both sides of the highway, and the increase in truck traffic
through these communities and concentrations of residences resulting from the project’s removal
of STAA trucking restrictions would be minor. As discussed in DEIR/EA Section 2.4.3,
implementation of the proposed project would include impacts such as temporary access and
circulation delays. Please also see Section 2.1.1.1, particularly the section on Development
Trends (page 2.1-6), for discussion regarding how the Del Norte County General Plan provides
numerous growth-management goals, objectives, and policies to guide future development in the
county, including emphasizing growth within or adjacent to existing communities. As discussed
in DEIR/EA Section 2.1.1.1, Policy 3.C.5 of the County General Plan states that future
development in the county shall be orderly and contiguous with existing development and
district boundaries, that is, future development will likely remain centered within and adjacent to
the Crescent City urban services boundary and along the US 101 corridor. Rural, outlying areas
of the county that are not served by public water or wastewater systems will likely continue to
develop at lower densities per acre. No development would likely occur on state- or federally
owned lands in the county. Also stated on page 2.1-17 of the DEIR/EA, no additional residential
construction projects or subdivisions are currently planned in the vicinity of the proposed
improvements, so the potential for future residential or commercial development near the project
sites is considered very limited. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding the
anticipated increase in truck traffic after construction and under future conditions, which is
important to consider when addressing potential impacts and disruption to local communities that
might occur as a result of the proposed project. In summary, the traffic analysis conducted for the
DEIR/EA indicates no substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
systems or their operation within the study area based on the anticipated small increase in heavy-
truck traffic through roadside communities, and, consequently, the community impacts analysis
and DEIR/EA state that minimal changes are anticipated for the rural character of the area in the
proposed project vicinity and for community cohesion. Stated another way, effects on
community cohesion are not expected to be substantial under the proposed project because SR
197 and US 199 already separate existing neighborhoods on both sides of the highway, and the
small increase in truck traffic under the proposed project would have little effect on changing the
ability of residents to cross the highway.

The comment states that significant impacts that cannot be mitigated include an extended period
of construction with significant disruption of traffic. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion
of temporary construction impacts.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment states that ecological impacts that cannot be mitigated include the removal of
large redwood trees and numerous other tree removals in other locations. It also states that tree
root impacts were not adequately identified, root impacts may be extensive, and “these methods
are experimental and have not been proven safe for long-term tree health.” See Grouped
Response #4 for further discussion regarding potential impacts to trees.
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Revisions in the FEIR/EA Section 1.3.7 were made to indicate the selected preferred alternatives,
including the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative, which avoids cutting large
redwood trees, and to clarify root impact analysis for large trees that would not be cut but would
be near proposed construction activities. Section 2.3.1 of the DEIR/EA was updated with new
information on tree impacts, based on the Forester/Arborist Report (Caltrans 2012), and was
recirculated for public comment.

Response to Comment 10
This comment duplicates three paragraphs that were in Comment 6 from EPIC. See the response
to EPIC’s Comment 6, above.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11

This comment states that the traffic study inflated the number of trips per day for lily producers
and requests a new analysis. A shared goal of California Environmental Quality Act and
National Environmental Policy Act is to ensure that potential environmental impacts of a project
are adequately disclosed; therefore a conservative approach is typically taken to ensure that
potential impacts are not missed. The traffic analysis for the proposed project follows this
conservative approach and analyzes the peak hour conditions of traffic on a spring/summer day
when lily bulbs may be likely to be shipped. Recommended practice documents from the
Transportation Research Board do not recommend, and the Department does not analyze, traffic
on an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) basis.

This comment states that the traffic study used an inaccurate growth rate and requests a
correction of the inaccuracy. The growth rates used in the traffic analysis were based on growth
rates provided by the Department and are consistent with the Employment Development
Department and Department of Finance. The growth rates provided by the Department were
derived from the following two sources: “California Motor Vehicle Stock Travel and Fuel
Forecast” and “Traffic Volumes on the California State Highway System.”

This comment also states that the traffic study estimate of new STAA trucks now and by the year
2030, and the exaggerated growth rate from Del Norte General Plan predictions, seems
inaccurate. The estimation of short-term (17) and long-term (92) additional trucks is based on the
application of survey data (i.e., latent demand), induced growth, background growth, and
induced travel. The numbers in the analysis are based on the data that was provided/available at
the time of the study. The analysis is conservative in nature to evaluate the impacts of additional
trucks on the respective roadways. See Grouped Response #9 for more information regarding the
methodology of the traffic study.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12

This comment questions the expenditure of the proposed project funding for the number of
additional average daily STAA trucks that the commenter calculated and stated in the previous
comment and questions what the threshold of need is for what the commenter considers an
expensive project. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and need section of
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Chapter 1 in the FEIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See Grouped Response #2
for a discussion of costs versus benefits of the proposed project.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

This comment questions whether remote communities will rely less on shipping and more on
local self-sufficiency, and whether the needs of the lily bulb producers could be met by a simpler
and cheaper solution, such as redesigning lily bulb packaging to accommodate preservation of
the bulbs. Alternative shipping technologies are speculative and not a reasonably foreseeable
alternative to this project. The traffic analysis is based on current shipping methods and needs of
shippers and producers in the region. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and
need section of Chapter 1 in the FEIR/EA for more information on purpose and need.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 14

This comment states that public scoping requests for alternatives were not addressed, specifically
that locations on US 199 needed fixing to address accidents; public controversy for STAA
improvements on the 197/199 corridor were ignored, and mandatory exemptions for STAA
improvements are likely to result in unsafe STAA conditions. It also mentions that another
commenter requested an alternative for safety improvements without allowing STAA trucks on
US 199.

Regarding the accidents on US 199 that were referenced, they were not related to STAA trucks,
so they did not affect the Department’s analysis when determining which locations needed
improvements to allow STAA truck access while avoiding offtracking of the trucks into the
oncoming traffic lane, which is an emphasis of the purpose and need. Typically, improvements
are only included in a project if they address the purpose and need. See Grouped Response #1
and the revised purpose and need section of Chapter 1 in the final EIR/EA for more information
on purpose and need. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety and for a
discussion about how the project locations were determined. According to email documentation
dated August 13, 2010, an investigation was conducted by Traffic Safety staff between Hiouchi
and Gasquet on Route 199, between post miles 8.22/8.35 and 6.0/13.0, as requested by Eileen
Cooper during phone communications with the Traffic Safety office in August 2010. On March
2, 2012, the Department initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on DN 199 from PM 6.0
to PM 12.0 for review of guardrail placement. The Department will be investigating this area to
determine if any changes are necessary. As a result of these and other investigations within these
segments, new projects have been initiated and are in varying stages of the project development
process. In regard to curve locations, at PM 8.3 a major curve improvement project is scheduled
and was recommended as a result of a previous Traffic Safety investigation. At PM 9.3, a project
recently corrected the roadway subsidence in this area. At PM 9.8, a signing improvement was
recommended as the result of a Traffic Safety investigation, and installed on February 26, 2009.
These areas were determined by Design Engineer staff to not impede STAA vehicles, and
therefore they are not being considered as part of necessary improvements for this proposed
project, since the purpose and need of this project are centered on providing safe STAA access
and being consistent with federal and state legislation and regional programs, plans, and policies.
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See Response to Center for Biological Diversity Comment 6 for a discussion regarding how the
Department addresses collisions and determines where, and whether, to propose improvements.

Regarding mandatory design exceptions and the concern regarding safety, Caltrans District 1 is
very large geographically and includes the counties of Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, and
Lake. The terrain varies greatly and creates many engineering challenges because it is very steep
and rugged in many areas along the District’s highways. This is the case along most of the
197/199. When challenging conditions and constraints arise, the state engineering standards
cannot be feasibly met, thus requiring design exceptions. Therefore, the Department strives to
improve the highways, but within the constraints of the existing environment and attempting to
avoid or minimize environmental effects. Many routes within District 1 are challenged to meet
the state standard shoulder width of 8 feet because of the terrain and/or surrounding
environment. Anywhere the Department can feasibly increase the shoulder width along these
narrow highways is considered an improvement to the facilities and an enhancement to safety of
the traveling public.

Regarding design exceptions for the shoulder widths at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 and
3, these are necessary because of the constraints (i.e., geologic instability on the cut bank above
the road, and a commitment to minimize negative effects to the river and riparian habitat on the
opposite side of the road) that prevent widening to standard 8-foot shoulders. The state standard
for 8-foot shoulders is not the same standard required for routes to be designated as federal
STAA routes. STAA-approved highways are those that have broad enough curves and wide
enough lanes and shoulders so that STAA trucks do not offtrack into the opposing travel lane.
The amount of widening necessary to make the route STAA-approved was determined using a
computer modeling software (AutoTURN) with an appropriately dimensioned truck model.
Thus, based on the model results, the proposed increases in shoulder width would provide safe
STAA access. Bringing the facility to current standards would provide many benefits, but it
would have multiple, potentially substantial, environmental effects, and it is not necessary for
safe STAA access. The Department is aware and mindful of the need to use a balanced approach
in transportation projects and strives to provide the needed improvements while respecting and
preserving our environment to the extent that is reasonable and feasible. At Patrick Creek
Narrows Location 1, the existing shoulder width varies from 0 to 3 feet, and would increase to 4
feet (DEIR/EA page 1-13). At Patrick Creek Narrows Location 3, the existing 1-foot shoulders
would increase to 4-foot shoulders (DEIR page 1-17). This would increase the shoulder width at
both locations. From a safety perspective, any increase in shoulder width is an improvement to
the existing highway facility. Increased shoulder width creates more recovery area for all
vehicle types, increases sight distance, and provides more space for bicyclists and pedestrians.
See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 8 for more discussion
on design exceptions and Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety.

Regarding an alternative for safety improvements without allowing STAA trucks on US 199, this
would not meet the purpose and need. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and
need section of Chapter 1 in the final EIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See
Grouped Response #7 for a discussion regarding range of alternatives and a safety-only
alternative. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of safety. Also, see Grouped Response #1
for a discussion of how the No Build Alternative would fail to be consistent with the DNLTC
RTIP’s Highways, Streets and Roads Goal.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.2-34




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15

This comment asks why the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet was not included in the
DEIR/EA and specifically mentions an area at PM 6.5 as being a narrow curve that the comment
suggests seems like it would not accommodate STAA trucks. The Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of
US 199 was identified in preliminary studies (see DEIR/EA Section 1.2.2) used by the
Department to identify potential locations that may need improvements to allow STAA access
while avoiding STAA trucks offtracking into the opposite traffic lane. The Department made
final selection of which locations would need improvements to allow STAA truck access while
avoiding offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane by using computer modeling software
(AutoTURN; see DEIR/EA Section 1.2.2 and Grouped Response #8). Only the two locations on
SR 197 and five locations on US 199 that are included in the proposed project showed STAA
trucks offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane using AutoTURN. All other locations that were
identified in the above-mentioned reports, including the Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of US 199,
were removed from further consideration for this project because they did not show offtracking
by STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane, and therefore they did not address the project
purpose and need. See Grouped Response #8 for further discussion of how the Department’s
truck tracking trials and AutoTURN software were used to determine which locations needed to
be addressed to allow safe STAA access. Also, see Response to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comment 14 for details on investigations by the Department’s Traffic
Safety unit and new projects that will address non-STAA safety concerns between Hiouchi and
Gasquet.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

This comment states that safe STAA access will not be met at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations
1 and 3 because mandatory design exceptions would be required. See Response to
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 8 and 14 for a discussion regarding
mandatory design exceptions and Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety. Also,
the Department considers safe STAA access to be STAA truck travel that avoids offtracking of
STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane; therefore, mandatory design exceptions do not relate
to, and are not a measure of, the Department’s consideration of safe STAA access.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17

This comment does not provide a comment on the DEIR/EA. The comment mentions text in the
DEIR/EA regarding excavation of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, past geologic
instability, anticipated rockfall, and mandatory design exceptions. See Response to
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information
regarding design exceptions, Grouped Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and
Grouped Response #10 and Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s
Comment 19 regarding geologic instability.
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The comment also includes a statement about significant scenic impacts that cannot be mitigated,
but the comment does not state where or what the statement is specifically referring to. See
Grouped Response #3 for discussions regarding visual resources and effects.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment repeats a portion
of the Draft EIR/EA regarding the alternative of widening toward the river at The Narrows that
was considered but eliminated from further discussion and mentions that sliver cuts will be done
instead.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 19

This comment considers the threat of rockslides to be a significant public health hazard and the
proposed permanent rock retaining curtain walls to be a significant scenic detriment. Please see
Grouped Response #3 regarding a discussion of visual effects and Grouped Response #10 for a
discussion about proposed cut slopes and geological stability.

The comment also asks for an enumeration of all cut slope areas for each alternative, type of rock
or material, and the quantity of material to be excavated at each location. It also requests
highway patrol data on rockslides on SR 197/US 199 throughout the last twenty years, a history
of slope cutting work on this corridor, and preventative measures that were done in that time
period. This portion of the comment does not address the DEIR/EA or purpose and need. Data or
information, such as what is being requested, that does not pertain specifically to the project may
be requested through the public records act request by contacting the Department’s District 1
Claims Officer, Kathy King.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 20

This comment recommends a “safety only” alternative. This comment does not provide a
comment on the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Grouped Response #7 for a discussion of the "safety
only" alternative.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.2-36




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Friends of Del Norte

Friends &f :ﬂaf Norfe

e, Calilornia 545

g T frcrdsdclaone ity shov.com

Protecting the WILDLANDS, WATERS and WILDLIPE of Del Norte County Since 1973.

Caftrans HAuglst 20, 2010
Attry; Kl Hayler

Envvironmental Coardinatis

PO Box 3700

Eureks, Ca_ 95502

Comments for the Draft Envirenmental impact Report/Emironmental Assessment on the
Hwry, 1500157 Profect to allow the pasiage of STAA Trucks,

Dear Ms. Hayler and Project 52,

Thie rembsers of the Friends of Del Narte deeply appreciate the professionsl spproach and
hard werk demonstrated by Cahrans stafl to Fulfll the guidelines: for the DERR/EA for your
grsject on Scenle Highways 199 and 197, Baeause these highways serve as the gateway o Del
Korte County and Redwosd National Park, it is Imperative that we ail give our best effort to go
the right thing on this projest.

The follawing pages contain owr vbservations based on the Infarmation you have previded in 1
the DEIRSEA. We hope that Cattrans staft willl give serious consideration io our obsarvations and
eoneems, Our foremast concern 15 the serous iacking of o demonstrated need by cur local
busiress and Industry for this project. Your DEIRSEA shivws that this project at best gives
milnirmal Benefits to ower local econodmy, Wie 2re also deskppointed to find that you kave not
addressed the 12327 that this project on Hwy. 199,107 i directly tied the Hirnboldt County
project in Bichardson Growve &= Bt oreates 20 STAA Trucking loop from Richardson Grove to the
Codlier Tunnel that will hawe basting lmpacts on local motorsts, The felowing pages give
detalled informatien for these and ather concerns.

o
. ' P
(;""" iy ?r/r;_pfrf;ﬁ : 3 ' ot
AL e, -f‘w':--’-ﬁ';i}"“—" . i_.".f o

Tha Friands o Sl Nostn i s peofi grouy advomating sead envisonensetal polbces fue oor thgian
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Friends of Del Norte

STAA 158197 DEIR Commasnis and analysls
Eontants;
Lack of hNeed for the purposs of the projects, STAA acoess

Scope of projects and range of alematives inadequate:
Hwy irgrovemants betwean Hisuchi and Gasgudt s nisded,
Project spot locations ame insufficient to provide sale STAA access

Public scoping requests for altematives an not addressed
Public controversy for STAA 198187 Improvemenis ignomd

Mandatory exemptions for STAA improvements Bkely o resull in unsafe STAA condibons

Significant impacts thet canncd ba mitigated:

Significant public safely hazard resuling from mandatory sxemptions;
Signiicant increased public aafaty hazard of landeides and rock slides;
Significant scanic impacts

Significant propesty aght of way acquisitons of small privetely deweloped residential parcels;
dsnaption of 3 commurnity;

Extended pedcd of construction with akgnificant dscuptan of traffic

Significan! acological impasts;

Tres Rool impacts nol adeguately identified, Fnpacts o oot exdandive

Frefered DEIR albemathves have fewer Impacis, as lsted:

RubyZ, 2'spot lodabion kmprovements

Patricks Creak Namows 82 Down Siream brigge replacement with retaining wallfvia dues
Viazhington Cunse, redaining wall

X

Tha DEIR has fafled o damonsirats nesd for the miein purpose of these highwey projects: e
red o provide access for STAA vahicles. [n fact, the DEIR traffic surveys have demansirated a
clear iack of subsiantive need. The DEIR teflc study makes emoneous and misisading
calculatons about additionsl dadly trucks.,

The total project costs waid be vary great, eapecially e DEIR scope, of range of the projects
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Friends of Del Norte

Cimail - final staa 199/197 commenis Pape 2 of 9

Fa

ia feund to be insufficlent ard sdditonal Hght spots, millngs, and rock slides are faund o noed
comactian. A Comprabenshe Study of Routes 1871158 dated June 1388, Dal Morta Locad rord
Transporiaton Commission, sstmaied cosis b 528 million. A Repord 1o Impiowl Mobsity and
Accommodste Lage Vehicles on Rouvles 197 and 156 in Del Nore, dated March 2006, Cal Trans
District 1, esbrmated the cosls of projests in the DEIR 10 be about 534 mitficn. The DEIR estimate,
with a limited scops, &8 approsdimately S22 mélian

To justify such & graat expanss, the DEIR shoud demonsirate & substantal need for STAA
trucks. Howaver, tha DEIR Traffic Anabysis Study by Fehr and Pears 2010 revesls guits the
opposie, The Fehr and Peers traffic study conductad a detaded sunvey of businessos that use or
prgile trucks. Both producens and shippers were asked many guestions abaut currei ruck

wse and potential use of STAA tnecks, The results of this survey are astcnishingly clear, the need
for STAA trucks ia limited and unsubstartiabed.

Most polential users such a8 Home Depot, Reddaway Shipping, United Van Lines/Mayfiowes,
Safeway, Linibed Wastern Grocers, Rumlang, Green Diamond, Custam Trucking, Joe Costa, ete,
cleardy stetad thal STAL access would not affect them, nor banefit them, and that they would nat
bt parfting STAA trucks on the road.

The only user extaption thal would have an appesent benefd is this loca! Tily Bulb Rdustry. Feie
and Peers summany confirms this,

Kost potential users answered the survey questions with & resounding NG:

Home Depol indicated (hat they would not change the number of shipments or shipping pablens
i the avant of STAA improvemonts becauss shipping patiema to regional stores are already well
esiabEshed,

Fior mosl producers, when asked il @ restriction of truck size in Dl Monte ig an impadimeant- they
answened MO, As stated, this is becauss most shipments max owt on weight, and the smallss
Cabfprmnia egal trucks ane sufficient

Kozt shippers stated they have no underweight trucks, are cumently using CA legal fracks, and
warild contimes t9 do so afier iImprovemets an made.

For most producers, when asked woukd STAA 1990157 improvements creats expansion
opportunity- they anseered MO or doubiiul,

FehriPaers raffic analysis estimates that & mera B STAA frucks per day under existing condsions,
would use the mpeoved hagbway (page £S5 2-4 Fehr and Peers, latent demand), But his is an
imflated, naccurate figure, as shown by the folowing examinaten of the survey.

700 paga 11, FehoPearn, why was cna addiionsl daily insck added for wood producia? Wood
chip, lumber, and grain shipper Joe Costa cledrly stated that his trucks max out in weight so he
walld not change to STAA, and nona of his trucks gwilch from STAA §0 CA legal now, Grean
Diamand lumber sureey stated they are maxed cut by weight, and they doa't need or use [ager
tucks. Goasalin Trucking stated o changes and they would nod chain trucks. They ship lurmber o
ard QroCenss in.

7South Coast Lumber is the exteption, and they do 10 ioads per wesk with antcipabed 10%
increase with STAA access. That comes o one mone ruck per week, or 17 additional dasly
avarage truck. Why did the DEIR add more than this? This increase may ba offssl by
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Friends of Del Norte

Gmail - final staa 199197 comments Page 10f9

eonsalidation of loads by cument users sech Bs Hambos,

[e%]

Harnbros i @ noted other sxcepten for being eqthasiastic. And Opie care in Ewngka is ancther
roded axception oot

From the survey enswers the wood and lumber industry would nat for the most part b making
changes, us their California trucks are already maxed out in weight

P0n pages 10- 11, FehrPesn, inaccuratsly add daiy irucks for retadarsigeneral shippers, when | 4
the major retailers and shippers ciearly stated that ihane would be no change in palieens or
number of shipments, $hal thems are no underaeight rucks and e combinlng hpwmnﬁn and
there i no mpediment dus 10 buck sioe. Plaase explain thiz unsupported addition for
retailers/shippess.

Hiofre Depol stated thet they use Reddaway, and Reddaway anpwered NO 10 underioaded trucks
{they use 89 smalier CA legal rucks, because of weight max out); NO to combining loads
opperiuynities; MO to changing rowles; and doubtful change In number of tnucks of demand with
STAA improvaments. Tha other shippers answered no 25 well: United Van Lines/Mayfiower uses
MO undanweight trucks; will have NO combine Inads opportunities and KO demand changes.
Cusiom Trucking, & shippar of grocenes, alse maxes out on weight and would nol combing of
chain ioads onto STAL type thecks.

Gosslin Trucking stated no changes, and substantisies & potential nazard conged that the
Friends of Del Norte previously raised- that misny ditvars out of the era (STAA diivers) arent
usapd 10 driving our narrow highway, Even f the spot fives are done, Hay 155 will remain nadrow
and winding and mberenlly dangercus. Local dredecs Know Bis.

The Prodissars answenad S80: Sateway sald 80 10 #2: Is metricton of ruck siee in DY an
impediment? And they answered NO to #3: Would STAA improvements create expansion
cpporhunity? And 80 did Rumiano Cheese producar answer NO 1o all 85 wel,

h

An addstional 2.5 STAS trucks pec day hor iky mmmmm_“nﬂ.m
producers have estimated a total 150 round $ips for the enties yealr, They 4o this over a two
month period. That makes 75 (T5/30) or 2.5 trucks par day, but only during the twa manth
shipping pericd. The rast of the monthe are not shipping months, lmlm_;hhr:h ButFﬂl_'lrw
Paars incomecty indicate 2.5 new trucks per day for lily bulbs, and then insceurately project thal
figure out for lang term yeary fgures. This (s ne inthe méistake. 2.6 timea 365 results in & yearly
exaggeration of 00% maove Iy bitb Irips than axidls. Plaase explain, and Moke apropriataly
shiow what the sdditionad yoarly truck rate weuld ba for the different categonas, mther than the
daily additional truck load, Than exiragolate long tem.

A more accurate figure for daily average Ry bulb trips is & mers 150/385=

041 addtional daiy frucks on average. Citwer additions o2 reductions from consolidation ane nod
quantifiable, and may cancel each ofher sut. it might be prudent to place the total increase ot 1
addiional averspe daily truck,

Looking towards the futune, to pradict how many STAA trucks wil be on the road in the year 2030,
Fahr and Peers uses an anaual growth rete of between 1 and I per yeor, on average pracisety
1.44, 10 detarmine fulure use of tucks. Their results ane sgain inaccurate. Thay claim they use
Cepatmant of Finance (DOF) Rgures. However, a call on Aug 15, 2010 1o lead plannar of Del
Morle, DOF for the last sevaral years has been running at 994% for Del Norts County. Please
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Friends of Del Norte

CGimail - final staa 1997197 comments Page 4 of 9
oormect the INBDCUTETY
The DEIR calcutatien of 8 new STAM trucks per day now, and 52 trucks by the year 2030 & 3 .
nascurate and bRssegs, conl

The sctual survey question results indicate caly the lily bulb producers will ba adding 8 significant
rumbar of trucks o the rew STAA highway during two months of the year. With few other
limited exceptions, and the chance 1o consolidate current usar loads, and thus cancel axceplionl
additions the only clear additions ane the lily bulb users. They would put 0.41 mew trucks on ey
19187 daily on s How.

According to our caiculations, thene would be al mosl, 2 averege dally addisonal trucks by
2000, due o STAA changes, using DOF 984% growth,

Eehr and Paers uies 80 inscourale exagoerated growih rite fromm the Cel Norte Generad Plan

e, which have proved (o ba inflated, and cutdated A phone call to Del Norte Caunty
Flarning Dept. on Augutt 16, 2010, lead plannes stated that by the year 2010, a1 2% Del
Hore Cenaral Plan predics & population of 41,000, However, we only have a popuiation of about
20,547, And that for the very most recant years, State Depd. of Finance figuras. as of July 1,
2008, the countywice growih has been slightly under 1% or E0E%. So shoudi tha DEIR
pracictiona be recatculated at a realistic rale? Plaase racalculat.

is it rmasonatie and prudent to sperd $20 1o 534 million dolars to accommodale 41, or atmost | B
1 additionsl daily average STAM tnuck now, aind anly about 2 additionss dady tnucks by the year
20307 Vihat is the threshold of need for such an expendive project? How is this pdged? The
proposed achions do not seem regsonabie of prudent

Long tern predctons, sbout how Fossil fusl will be used in the far off fulure seems. very T
precanious and uncartin. VWi remode, agricultursl communties rely lees on shipping and focus
maore on lotal sef auficieancy, providing valuabhe food essentals, rather than hang distancs
shipping of luury goods?

Couildnt the comant needs of the iy bulb producens, 150 trucks par year, sach traveling 180 mies
out of thelr way, be mat by & simpler solution than spending s mach a8 $34 million to skghtly
incrasss the radius of scme curaes in the highsay?

s just why liy bulb producers need STAA frucks, it appaars thal Iy bulba requing
Elm%ﬁwﬂmmi.%ummnuﬂAndhhhnpmhntmm-rqmﬂr
buibs, &nd air circulation, So. the treck Space is taken up by pest mess and air gaps it the boxes,
ps well as Jiy buibs. I we could cleverly redesign lity bl paCkEgingG 0 reduce this airspace/pest
MW,MMQanﬂm,MMMNNEMHhGhW
trsck size, and ship mone efficeenty, weight wise. Wouldn't it be prudent fo investigats this
aleenative? And is the sasber lly bulb need so gréal 48 1 nacessitite these axpansive projecls?

2]
Public controveray for STAA 153/T87 smprovemsanis was ignoned.
The mandatory exsmptions for STAA improvemants will result in unaafe ETAA condifions.
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Friends of Del Norte

Cimail - final staa 199/197 commients Page Sof 9

During scoping for the DEIR, and David Bruce presentsd extensive detabed traffic 8
m-;r':I.:E'H higtory and anatysls ?hi:?dlﬂﬁ ideniifiad trouble spots besween Hiouchi and Gasqueton | cont
vy 199 that needed fodng, They raised concems Ebout exensive Namow segrwnts without
rafing, and light tuma, W resubmit that information, and ask that the scoping comments be
acknowledged in the record. As you can see from their diagrams and traffic recards, some of the
highes! accsdent rates exist betwean Gasguat and Hioudhi, And yat no improvemints are planned
for this arsa. YWhat s considered one of the most dangerous tind tums on the road exists st Fi
£ 25, near Monument drive, The winding grade o the east of this Blind furn |8 8iso
trapchergus, Recanty 2008, a tarmible diasel of spdl nccanred heee a1 P 1138, tat pu many
gallons of fusl into our Wiid and Scenic Smith River, atso the scurce of cur drinking wates

888 atpched news adides,) And yat no project alternatiies ane proposed within this area, i
concams wene completely gnored in the DEIR, There ame no explanations of why thess ansas are
not being addressed, and why the scope of range of projects i so kmited, given the accident
history s the physical chareckaristics that sxisl between Hiouch and Gasquet

Eilman Cooper subimitied Brief comments asking for an aismathve that focused on safety
improvements without putting STAS trucks oh ey 103,

Many residents from the Hisuchi community an Hwy 198187 and Gasquet on Hwy 199 voiced
opposition at mestings. And yet the DEIR proceeded marily along, ignoring the contraversy, and
preclpime:

“No signficant public controversy has been raised for a partoutar project location ar altermative.”

YWhy doas the DEIR ignare these public concerns and requests for alternatives? Was the scops
and range of the project alisrnathes predetermined, regardiess of pullic inquing?

W now submit past studies thet were aimad at defining what needed 1o be done to fix highway g
168157, Somewhere between these past studies and the DEIR. improving the ares betwo-en
Higuchi and Gasquat was dropped for no sppaneat reasan. ¥Why & Sus? Please explan

TmmatlhlmuLlEFEHmmanku.unmm' wgﬁiﬂmmgl:;m
£, with da blind sgross af Menurmant Drive and ;
MEMWW'W“ ghouldar buther, and the fiver locms below on a straight
drop dowrward, You can irace the truck sorstches on the towering rocks. It is one of the mans
mrmmhmum,mmmﬂmmamwnmmmmw
bamuliful, if Snly you could anjoy them, because you are literally hoiding your biaath arcund this
tum. And now somehow, wa ane gaing o pid twe STAA trucks passing sach othar on this tum,
withoust any improvements. Pleass explain?

Thi Comprehenshe Study of Routes 187 and 198 by CALTrans Districl 1, June 1998, cleary
identified (page 15 attached) improvement needs hers at PM 6.2 to PM 12.87 costag 39
mion. What haopened to consideration of tha Enpeovemant nagds heoma?

Tre DM 1971199 Coider Exira Lege! Load and STAA Vehicle Accesailtility Study. March 2006,
page 6, describes taped truck trials to detarmine dargerous tumd, statng

“plthcagh these trisls were canducted under CHP escort and 81 sgeads lower R
tranvgd, the tapings dustrate the offiracking brucks demonsirate through Baht radius curves.

1f you drive slower, you can tke turns much tighter, Every driver knows this. S0, B it possibin
that sameé dangefous spots might have been overlooked 7 Was thers any compansation for the
deviation due to slower speeds during tha tests? What kind of compensation? Shouldn’t

cuasticnable spots be retesied at sotual use speads for realistic results and recommendations?
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Friends of Del Norte

Cimatl - final sten 1997197 comments Page 6 of 9

This document, page T, 8lso Saye:

= concaming all pertinent issues from public agences., Caifermnia Hgrway Patmal (CHEY,
mmwﬁmwwmmﬂMpuumhmu:mmmmnh cant
implamanted ~ What were the recommendations of CHE?

The i @iso had some greal advice, reduce speels on Hwy 1R/ 19T o pravant sccidenty,
mﬁm sintns thet satety improvements can be considered when wmm 15
B e B o mechy compare oy 108/157 o for National Aversge
ratings ¥ W should know this irformation spochically io judge &t %o whither @ fair compansan
WA mads.

Somie of the ratings given for varous segments of 199 are much Iegher thah e national aversge,
burt they s nod quite abowve 1.5 tmes,

Please do not conbnue o ighasa public input

10

Even within tha proposad project aitematives, the goal of providing safe STAM acoess will not be
met & two locatons,

*A Mandatory dasign exceplion would be required”

The DEIR mancatory sxemplicn rsason is geologic instability, prohibiting cutiing nto the slopes
for adequats widesing of the road.

DEIR page 1-17, Patricks Creek Namows #3 location- .
~doas not meet Deparbment standards for shoulder widths nd Clear recoveny Zonas

page 1-13, Patncks Cresk Namows 21 longtion-
ﬁtm mest Depl. standards for shoulder widths™ The siopes cansist of "unconsolidated
cabbies and bouldess,”

1

Eor Patricks Creek Namows #2, DEIR pago 1-15, The commaon alement for ail progoded
u::'mwﬁmummﬁmw avravale 20,000 cublc yards from the existing rock cut siope, 100
fest mhaovve the highway, axposing 1 aere of nawly eicavaled rock slope. Rock 19 is axpacted
after construction, and permanenl ock-fall mitigation witl ba reguined.

GEIR Page 2.2-20721- Pabricks Creek Namows #2, All aliermatiegs regqung excavation from the
mﬂmu\ The natural hillsiope above the propoded retaining wall shows ovidence of
past instabdity

The DEIR acknowiedges Mal the upshapes slong this river emidor have great geciogic instability,
and (hat bs the peatan ghaen fod mandatony mxmnphions, 1o Meducs excavation. And yet, we ar
expcorbating fis probierm wherever axdensive cUt slopas am proposed,
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Friends of Del Norte

Gmail - final staa 199/1%7 comments Page 7 af 9

DEIR Page 1-17 The Namows, widening toward the river was considened 100 costly, 8o it was F
dropped, Widening will ba by extavation into tha il slape- into "aoft mabesal” with haights of up
ko 15 leet on irmeguiar rock slopes with vertical averhanging. Sitver cuts will ba done,

DEIR Page 2 2-18 The Narows has moderately to intensoty fractured axisting cist slopes, and
rock talls affect this road.

DEIR Page 2 221 “Excavation of sibver cuts may decreass siope stabiliy resultng in increased
potantial for rock fall and landshdes as wall 83 increased eosan.”

I 3
DEIR Page 2 2-20 Washingion Curve- The cut siope altemative seems very dangerous. There is
hwﬁ?whrmhunﬂwrmmn is complate, Could you peease describs
a pop-cul. The cument design has 2 - 8.6 foot wide paved shoulder and approamaiely 3 faal wide
unpayved dieh e provide 8 catchmant for fating rock.

2 . 14
Past highway improvemeant cuts have already resuited In severs, continuous rocksiides, and

pmn;:mﬂ ERAEracvE cuTiain retsinng mechaniams are progoand as Miigatan ab vanous
locatians. The Smith i designated as a Wid and SCENIC River, and the beauty of the river
cormidor is iImpariant 10 us, nd our largely tourist sconarmy. We conside: the suggested
permanant rock rebaining curlain walls i be & sign®icant scanic delimant, and the increased
falling rock hazards dus to new axienalve excavations o be & sgnificant public haalth hazrard the
cannat be fully mitigeted. The DEIR does nol acknowledge these significant impacts fhat caninot

be mitgated

Ve ask Tor a summary enuneration and total of ali cut slope aseas for each allernative, and the
type of rock or materal, and the quantity of material 1o be excavaied al sach of these
sias/allematives,

The DEIR asserts rockelide hazards from slope cuts can be miligated using unatiractive nats. We
dismpres, and ask for data about Hwy 188 to substantiate such claims. Thema are condinual rock
slides along our highway 81 various places, dua ' rosd cuts. We ask for

highway safety/patrol history data on rock sbdes slong Hwy 189187 throughout the las twanty
years or 80. And we sk for a history of slops culting readwork on 196/167, and preventative
measures tRat were dona in fesponsa during this pencd of Bme, R}_'I-I..rh'ltlnﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘l-‘iﬂ‘ﬂmﬂl

froe shope cuts can of canpat be mitigated satisfacionky with the kind of asverely fragmanted rock
tacings thal axists on Hwy 1205,

The cumilative hacand impacts from existing and newly planned slope cuts i & substantial 15
hazard that cannot be mitigated adegquabsly

statermant by truck drivers and critics alke i that it would be & good thing i make the
ﬂH;umr sabe. E.duwﬂi;uxuhr an stsmative thal focused on highway satety alone,
withaul considaration of acsammodating STAA trucks. Many residents view putting large STAA
mmwtwiwmmnamwmmwnnmmmmm
usE @ mone gente approsch, with slight widening of shouldaers in danpemous spots. Such a safety
only sitemative could significanty leasen the nead for cut $5pes on cobblad landslide prone hdis
Such a safety only sitamalve would nol require tnsfodming an sssentially back country road e
167 inlo @ super truck hwy. i would leave the neighborhood along 187 in tact. Please consider e
public’'s mguest, it may nol be your chaice, i may not be s easily fundable, even thaough it would
be far less expensive, bul it is many people’s choice,
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Friends of Del Norte

Cimail - final staa 199197 comments Page ol 9

16

The DEIR page 2 4-23, confirms that there will be significant impacts of disrapticn o traffic,
washingion Curve retaming wall will have 175 to 300 day of nightme cosures.
Patrcks Craek Mamows #1-3, will have BD to 100 days of full wy dosures without dewur for 1

hour delays.
Thase closures are g significant hazard for emergency vehices. These closures wil be

signdicanty damaging to tha important tourist saonomy of Dal Norte. Most excavation wodk needs
hhappm:;;ﬂrq the dry stsmmer months. when our fourist saason s in full swing.

17

The DEIR dammmﬂhmmmm.umm
comenunity of Hiouehi slong ay 197 is not recognized as suisting. We disagres, and consicar tha
rissigential meighborhood along 187 and close o 159 o ba & part of the community of Hiouchi
Residants walk, bicycle and driva othe nearby Jed Smith Park, and the Hiouchi Market. Along
167 residents cross frequendy to it each other and fo go Tor & swim in the river, of b:_-'!n:sft'tl'm
fiverside parks. There is frequant agress ecross and along the road fo do all thess activities.

This 5 not & good plete for a suger buck hwy, What Is the basle of conchusions about no
community dienplion?

The 197 imprevement project will requine extensive fght of way acquisitan of rreany small
parcels. H}mm buffers and vagetation will be removed, loaving BomEs mone expoded o AoEe
and withoud vegetathe scrzening, Scme homos will becoma signéicantly devalued as a resull,
Mitigation cannot aiways compensate for such significant disruption Eat such a tamga project can
have. Homes wll bacoma lass privete and less emoyable. How are you gaing to mitigate for thass
elfects?

W Caltrans has not carefully fisld marked the areas of intrusian, property owners may ol
be gware of ta Full impects, Has the impact fisld bean marked?

-
&n

Although tha DEIR does & job of Kentiftying where all polential bree ramaowals will Ba, it doas
mauﬂywhﬂeurhwﬁﬁmmuﬂmaﬂm.%mwmm“m
1o fres root camage mitigatian, stating hand tools will be used around tree rocls Hiowwmiar, Rand
tools can sighificantly damage and kill trees 85 well. Migaton for ree ioss shou'd take these
utmm:mm‘m“wﬁ.%mﬁumwmmw
mmmummmmmmﬁmwuwrm_Hmmm“
IlhﬂymmmmarmhdunwadinHmﬂuhﬂ.mhﬂnpn!mﬂundhmﬂ]u.wﬂhhhﬂu
alternative of our choice? Whera ane they located?

FiE: aciigd Cred ard Margo Mumets Fnpach -
Enurmarated on GEIR 2 4-75 theowgh 2.4-77. 18 loraging and dispersal habitat permanantly 20
mmmmmwmmmunm speciss, 'We ask for replacement of thesan
losses. by lnd Squisitions into profectsd status. No compensation for these logses has

bean offersd or miigated, A anumarsted:

Ruby1 .15 acres
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Friends of Del Norte
Gmail - final staa 199197 comments Page ¥ o1 Y

Rukry? A5 acres- ' spol ocations G
BON1 100 acres

POMZ 100 acnis downsiream with retsinmg wall
PCH 3 .30 acras

Marmcas 40 acres

WashC 80 aores- retaining wall

Total 571 acres
Eraferred DEIR alternatives as listed: 2
The no Build altemative s our prefarsnce, Howswis, we oo suppor salety enhancing propects

o make cemant socess safer We reibarabe our prenvious stalaments concaming & salehy only
alier ndidhee

Truck drivers and critics both agree that 2 would be & good thing to make the highway safer. The
public asked for an altemative that iocused on highway safaty alons, without considerntion of
socommodating STAA trucks,

22

The RubyZ, two foot shoulder spad Iocation impraovernents i prefemed because there ane fewer
impncts bo treas, incuding oid growth trees, less habitat impacts fo endangened aml_he-a.hnﬂl
specias, less grading and sediment issues, Bnd fewer Empacts to the neighborhood in general,

Patricks Creek Namoss B2; Down Stream beidge replacerment with retaining wall o via duct is our
prafamed altematve. Efther one is fine with an arched bridge, because there will be less
dangarus grading of sisap upsicpas. with less peologlc fazard, and less patentsl sedment and
tandeiide impacts. The scenic mpacts ané Imponant hare.

The Washington Curve retaining wail is our preferred attarnative, again becausa of significant
Iandalde comcams, resultent sediment issucs. and scenic impacts from extenaive upslope
grading, There would be significantly lass tolal xCivation necessary. Aesthetic treatment s
mponant

Thank yiu far your considaration and atlention 1@ our commeants,

e ——————
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Friends of Del Norte

DN-197/199 CORRIDOR
EXTRA-LEGAIL LOAD AND STAA
VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY STUDY

A Report to Improve Mobility and
Accommodate Large Vehicles on Routes 197
and 199 in Del Norte County

RIAEUCE S000G
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Friends of Del Norte

This study was produced by Caltrans District 1, Office of Permits. The
point contact for this study is:

Mr. Daniel Wing

Truck Services Manager
Caltrans District 1

1656 Unien Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Telephone: (707) 441-5875
Emaxil: dan_wing@dot.ca.gov
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Friends of Del Norte

TRUCK TRIALS

!:‘u:i_nct 1983, videotaping of 1ruck trisis have been siaged on various highways
within District 1, The TrafMic Operations!Permits offices were involved in
tapings beginning in 1994, covering several routes within District |,
including Routes 197 and 19% jn Del Morte County. Pror o 1994 truck
frimls on wirioas routes in Districts 1, 2 and 3 were taped by HO & CHP
personnel bul did not include the DN-197 /199 corridor. Thess tapings
rypically utilized longer wehicle combinations and did no: address wide foads
wniil 03

EXTRA-LEGAL LOAD TRIALS

Two truck tnials 1o simulate permitted wide loads were aped in January and
Muy of 2003. The January trial used a tracior-low boy combination of 190
wicle and 65" overall length and the May trial utilized a 12" wide lowboy, B5*
long.  As expected, these triala demonstrated that when load widths
approdch the Emits of existing lnne widths, the oversize trailers would off-
track onto the double yellow stripe and into the opposing lane,

ETAA TRUCK TRIALS

The two most recent STAA truck trials on Routes 197 and 199 took place in
August of 2000 and October of 2005, The August 2003 taping utilized &
tractor-traiier combination of 7 1.5 overall length with a 53" wrailer with 40
king pin to rear nxie setting (KPFRAJ, The Ogtober 2005 taping employed o
longer tractor than used before o achieve a 75" long combination to better
ilhustrate the industry standard, The latest taping also wsed a 53" trailer
with 40" KPRA setting. Results of the latest trial with the lenger vehicle did
not priduce evidence of additional ofl-tracking incidents that had been
documented in carlicr trials.

Evidenee from these most recent trisls validates the 1097 study of Route
199, which identified 12 arcas in need of improvement for STAA actess,
Although these trisls were condicted ander CHEP esoort ond o Soeeds lover Sovess

than typieal wuck truvel, the tmpings [lustruie the offtracking (rcks e
demanstrabe through Hohe eedies curvek Route 197 was deficient wil Dao
locations.
afim
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Friends of Del Norte

-LEGAL LOAD RECLASSIFICA

Route 197

While improvernents to Route 197, especially in width clearance, would
agsist in the overall safery of the route, note are required; o it is ourrently
classified a3 & Modified Brown route with respect o permitted loads,

Route 199

The DN-197 /199 Route Review Commities improvement strategies identified
four locanons in need of improvements in order for Rowte 190 0 retuim 1o a
Modified Brown route, Three of those locations that have been completed
are as follows:

= A Minor B project to widen the northerly approach to Bridge #01-0015
(PM 2417243 was completed in 2002,

* The Washington Hill project (PM 26.1/26.3) widened the left shoukder of
DN-199 and was completed in 2002,

* The Windy Point project (PM 26.7/269) implemented curve
improvements and was completed m 2001,

¢ The Narrows proposed project (PM 22.7/23.0) w widen the left shoubder
and schieve a 28 wtal width.

The fourth location at The Narrows' (PM 22.7/23.0] has been programmied
in the District 1 SHOPP program and is currently under design. 1L will
provide 12* lanes and 2 shoulders, this project is scheduled to go to
construction in the summer of 2008 and upon its completion, Routle 199 will
Be reevalusted with regards to extra-legal losad classificadon. N ois
anticipated that this section of Route 199 from Bridge #01-0019 o the
Oregon border will be reclassificd back o the Modified Brown rating.

Reclassification of mutes for permit loads required lollowing guidelines et
forth by the Calumns” Office of Truck Services in HQ. Input concernisg all
pertinent fsaues fom public sgencies, Californds Highway Patrol (CHPL f,::.:'“
brinspartabion ihdustey representatives snd the public i cazental before the
churige cen be implementsd.  The Office of Truck Servicea - in HO has
developed a Route Color  Chassification CGuide for  requests o
classlyfreclassify & State route, This guide may be viewed in Anachment A
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Friends of Del Norte

COMPREHENSIVE STUDY

OF ROUTES 197 AND 199

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PDISTRICT 1.

IN COOPERATICN WITH

DEL NORTE LOTAL ‘S*Rﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ??x}i’é COMPMISEION

JUNE 12593
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Friends of Del Norte

Cemprehensive Study of Routes 197 and 199

: Additional scenic overlooks: Caltrans would work with the US Forest
Service 2nd the State and National Parks 10 establish addivonsl scenic
| overtooks on Route 199, Scenic overlook locatiens should be identified
early, 20 their constrection can be coordinated with ather highnway
| improvemest projests (¢ g, roadway rehabulitation projects).

The strategy for the portion of Route 199 from Route 101 to Hioucki (KP

TO810.0 or P TO.56.2) would be “maimizin and reinshilitste sl exstmg wadih”
| Safety improvements should be made when justified under the safety program.
Most of this postien of Route 199 is within the Jedidish Smith Redwoods State

[ Park, and widening for capatity or STAA trucks is nat considered 0 be an option

%  Estimared Coaf {upzrade to accommadate long trucks)

I The fallowing is 3 summary of the estimated cost for improvement of
Route 197 and Rouse 199 [from Route 197 1o the California/Oregos State Ling) to

| 20, 75-m (32") wide facibty. This cost information is from Caltrans Traffic
Operation’s staff in thear “Large Truck Highway Improvement™ report. The 9.75-
m {32") width used for this estimate was based on kistoric 2-lane highway
development on Route 199; no concept width standard has been selected for these
Routes. Costs cited are preliminary estimates, and should oaly be used in gaugmg
the approximate magnitude of the cost of improvements. Such preliminary costs
are often low, since not all of the geological or eaginesring problems that exis are

readily apparest
l A few shoulder obstrucirns would contimee to edst slong Rowte 199
berween Route 197 and Hiowchi {generally Redwood trees in Jedidiak Srith
l Redwonds Stete Pack), and the Coliser Tuneel (7.92-m or 26" wide) would not be
widened, Estimates do not iaclude any work on Route 199 between Roate 101
and Route 197,
| SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COSTS FOR IMPROVEMENT
ROATTES 197 AND 199
l 9.7%.m or 32* WIDE SECTION
| LOCATION | ESTIMATED
IMPROVEMENT COST |
DN-197-KP 5.26/11.39 (FM 3, 27/7.08) | 5 4 MILLION =T
| DN-19%-RF 90070, 71 (PM 620N2ET | CSOMILLION. |igegwmame
mnm;;mu:wmnmmzwz} e S1MILLION
DN-199.KP 35.58/38.95 (PM 22. 11724.20) | 512 MILLION
l DN-199-KP 40.25/44 26 (PM 25.01/27.50) | %3 MILLION
TOTAL ESTIMATED
IMPROVEMENT COST 319 MILLIOM
[ e s
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Friends of Del Norte

Draft Comprehensive Study of Routes 197 and 199

» Consisency With Otbier Planning Efforts:  This type of improvement would be
Jess compatible with Six Rivers Namional Forest, Redwood National and State
Parks, and Died More Economic Developmert Corparation planning than ather
paolemial strategies.

» Publc Suppor: We heard little or no suppart for this type of improvement
srategy & our agency and public scoping meetings for Routes 197 and 159,

Route Reliabilicy

The hugh test and emvirosmental impacts 10 essure relisbility through unstable
greas of Rovle 199 Breats our sbility 1o do s0. Further, the sides of the pasl several years
wefd moTe 3ctive than previsusly expenienced ?ﬂwﬁﬁnmmhﬂmfﬁmm
fall), maimenance or consiracton crews cannot sart slide removal until i is safe to do so
Our Maintenance Engincering Branch is currensly invessigating the use of remately
comralied loaders, which in the future may allow us to isitizte road-cpening acinaties,
even during active rockfall perinds. Under any strategy selected, Caltrans mantenance
mafT will work to mimmize the length of road dosures.

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY SELECTION

. The Del Norte Local Trarsportaton Commission recommended the “Upgrade
Routes 197 and 199 10 Accommodate Long (STAA) Trucks™ alternative improvement
strategy 10 Caltrans Management at their Apel 8, 1998 meeting, with the following

| b

I s Reduce the misimum widih reguirermnt of 327 whess fearible, while 5l commarses.
addreising safety soncerns and sccommoedating STAM trucks g
» Reduce the oumber of proposed additional passing lanes.
[ s Echasce the recrealional opportunities and expenences.

Caltrans management concored with this srategy b May of 1998, conditional an  comeuen

{ larsbser srudy of sepments where environmentsl fstiers, including farge Hedwood trees, TGP
gou’d preclude upgrading to STAA wruck sandards. 1t is imicipated that the study wauld
imclude & Project Study Repon (PSK) that would idenify and estimate the cost of

i projeces 1o scoommodate STAA tocks at these locations -(Roate 197, KP5.3/9.8 or PM

3.3/6.1 {porticns) and Route 199, KP 36.0/37.3 or PM 22.6/23.2)

FUTURE PLANNING

Caltrans safl will identify and recommend prionities for specific candidate projects
| Lo accamplish the “Upgrade Routes 157 and 199 10 Accommeodate Long (STAA) Trucks”
alnernative selocted by the Del Norie Local Transpartation Comrisseon and Calirans
I Mansgement.

i
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Responses to Friends of Del Norte

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that the commenter’s main concern is that they see a lack of demonstrated
need by local business and industry. It also states that the project gives minimal, if any, benefits
to the local economy. Please see Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and need section
of Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See Grouped
Response #2 for a discussion of anticipated benefits from the proposed project.

The comment also states that the DEIR/EA did not address the STAA trucking loop from
Richardson Grove to the Collier Tunnel or associated impacts to motorists. See “Land Use”
under Section 2.5.3.2 in the DEIR/EA, which states “The traffic analysis conducted for future
(2030) conditions considered the effects of future background regional growth as well as the
effects of the Richardson Grove Improvement Project on traffic from heavy trucks. By including
the effects of regional growth and the Richardson Grove Improvement Project, the traffic study’s
assessment of future (2030) with-project conditions serves as a cumulative impact assessment of
the change in the number of heavy trucks along the SR 197-US 199 corridor. Under future
(2030) with-project conditions, an additional 92 one-way trips from heavy trucks are projected
along the SR 197-US 199 corridor, with the percentage of total average daily trips attributable to
heavy trucks increasing from 15.0% to 17.9% along SR 197, from 10.0% to 11.4% along the
segment of US 199 between SR 197 and Gasquet, and from 17.0% to 19.2% along the segment
of US 199 between Gasquet and the California/Oregon state line. The traffic analysis concludes
that increased traffic from heavy trucks would be minimal along the SR 197-US 199 corridor,
indicating that increases in truck emissions and noise, as well as resulting effects on the health
and aesthetics of local communities along the route, would also be minimal.”

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to demonstrate need for the purpose of the project,
particularly with the traffic surveys, and the traffic study makes erroneous and misleading
calculations about additional daily trucks. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and
need section of Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for discussions on purpose and need. Please see
Grouped Response #9 regarding the comment that the traffic study makes erroneous and
misleading calculations about additional daily trucks.

This comment also states that the proposed project costs are high and suggests that they might be
higher if the scope or project locations are found to be insufficient, requiring additional work and
costs. See Grouped Response #2 regarding costs of the project.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that the traffic study provided an inflated, inaccurate figure for the
anticipated number of STAA trucks per day. Please see Grouped Response #9 regarding the
comment that the DEIR/EA traffic study makes erroneous and misleading calculations about
additional daily trucks.
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No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4
This comment stated that Fehr/Peers inaccurately added daily trucks for retailers/general
shippers. Please see Grouped Response #9 regarding calculations for additional daily trucks.

This comment also states a concern that US 199 will remain narrow and winding, even after
improvements are made. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of safety concerns, including
the narrow, winding condition of US 199.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment states that the number of trucks per day, for lily producers and the overall
additional trucks per day after construction and by the year 2030, and the annual growth rate
from the traffic study seem inaccurate. See the Response to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comment 11.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment questions the monetary cost for the project, particularly if the number of
additional trucks is so low. Please see Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and need
section of Chapter 1 in the final EIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits of the proposed project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment questions whether remote communities will rely less on shipping and more on
local self-sufficiency, and whether the needs of the lily bulb producers could be met by a simpler
and cheaper solution, such as redesigning lily bulb packaging to accommodate preservation of
the bulbs. See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 13, which
addressed the same topics as for this comment. Additionally, economic benefits would extend
beyond lily bulb producers.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states that the scope of projects and range of alternatives was inadequate,
improvements between Hiouchi and Gasquet are needed, and limited project locations are
insufficient to provide STAA access. See Grouped Response #7 regarding the concern that there
was an inadequate range of alternatives. See Grouped Response #8 regarding safety and how the
locations needing improvements were selected, which helps to address the concern about scope.
See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for
discussions regarding why Hiouchi and Gasquet are not included as project locations.
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The comment also states that public controversy was ignored. The Department has been aware of
local opposition, as well as local support, for the proposed project. The statement referenced in
this comment was about controversy over any specific proposed alternatives in Section 1.2.3.
Public opposition to alternatives which remove large redwoods at the Ruby 2 site has been noted.
The Department has interpreted the opposition to be against the project in general, rather than
against any specific proposed alternative considered in the DEIR/EA.

The comment also stated that mandatory design exceptions would result in unsafe STAA
conditions. See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 8, 14,
and 16 for discussions regarding design exceptions and Grouped Response #8 for a discussion
regarding safety.

The comment also mentioned the safety-only alternative. See Grouped Response #7 for a
discussion of the safety-only alternative.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment asks why the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet, including PM 6.2 to 12.87, are
not included in the project locations. See Response to Environmental Protection Information
Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for a discussion of why this area is not included in the project, and
see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of speed limits and enforcement, safety and how
project locations were determined.

This comment also states the concern that slower speeds used in the truck trials in the DN
197/199 Corridor Extra Legal Load and STAA Vehicle Accessibility Study may have resulted in
some dangerous/questionable areas being overlooked and questioned whether these areas should
be retested or analyzed differently to insure realistic results and recommendations. The truck
trials were conducted at slower speeds with CHP escort to facilitate safe passage of the STAA
truck during the test. The traffic in the opposite direction was not stopped, primarily because it is
not feasible to close entire sections of highway in both directions for this type of study. The
speeds varied and were not recorded as part of the study, primarily because trucks traveling
through the corridor do so at various speeds depending upon the driver skill, comfort level, and
other factors. At slower speeds, a trailer offtracks more to the inside, so having the truck travel
at higher speeds, as suggested by the comment, could have potentially caused some locations to
be overlooked. Since speed was not a determining factor for whether a truck would offtrack, and
since higher speeds could have caused some locations to be overlooked, using higher speeds in
the truck trials or making adjustments to the observed results was unnecessary. Using slower
speeds allowed for the desired outcome, which was to determine the locations where trailer
offtracking issues exist, to be achieved while at the same time maintaining a safer test
environment for those conducting the test and for the traveling public.

The comment also asked what comments CHP had. The CHP had no comments for the DEIR/EA
(although a comment card was submitted with CHP’s contact information on the return address
portion of the card, but no comments were written on the card).

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 10

This comment states that the goal of providing safe STAA access will not be met at Patrick
Creek Narrows Locations 1 and 3 due to mandatory design exceptions for geologic instability,
and it quotes two pages of the DEIR/EA that mention the inability to meet Department standards
for shoulder width at these locations. See Response to Environmental Protection Information
Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information regarding design exceptions. Grouped
Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and Grouped Response #10 and Response to
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 19 regarding geologic instability.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11

This comment does not provide a comment on the DEIR/EA and is similar to Environmental
Protection Information Center’s Comment 17. The comment mentions text in the DEIR/EA
regarding excavation of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, past geologic instability,
anticipated rockfall, and mandatory design exceptions. See Response to Environmental
Protection Information Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information regarding
mandatory exceptions, Grouped Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and Grouped
Response #10 and Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 19
regarding geologic instability.

The comment also includes a statement about significant scenic impacts that cannot be mitigated,
but the comment does not state where or what the statement is specifically referring to. See
Grouped Response #3 for discussions regarding visual resources and effects.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA and is similar to the Response
to the Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 18. The commenter paraphrases
and quotes portions of the Draft EIR/EA regarding the alternative of widening toward the river at
The Narrows that was considered but eliminated from further discussion and includes a quote
regarding sliver cuts that will be done instead.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

This comment states concern regarding the Cut Slope Alternative for Washington Curve,
specifically regarding the potential for rockfall and “pop-outs” after construction. The
commenter requests clarification for the term “pop-outs.” To clarify this term, when a slope is
first excavated there is a period where the slope may relax (i.e., settle) and/or dilate (i.e., expand)
due to changes in stress on the new slope face induced by the excavation. Sometimes, in
response to the changes in slope stress, slope failures (i.e., rockfall or landslides) occur. Failures
of this nature are often referred to as pop-outs. They tend to be localized and of a limited extent.
See Grouped Response #3 and Section 1.3.7.4 in the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding a
discussion of how the selected preferred alternative, the Cut Slope Alternative, would result in
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more exposed rock compared to soil, with the new cut slope anticipated to be relatively stable.
See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding geologic instability.

Response to Comment 14

This comment states that permanent rock curtain retaining walls are a significant scenic
detriment and that the increased falling rock hazards from new cut slopes would be a significant
public health hazard that could not fully be mitigated. See Grouped Response #3 regarding a
discussion of visual impacts and slope stability. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion
about geological stability.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15

This comment states that the cumulative hazard impacts from existing and newly planned slope
cuts is a substantial hazard that cannot be mitigated adequately. Please see Grouped Response
#10 regarding stability of slopes and concern for geologic instability. Also, see the
Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography portion of Section 2.5.3.2 regarding a consideration of
cumulative effects and geologic resources, which includes slope stability.

This comment also states that a “safety only” alternative rather than the proposed project would
result in fewer environmental effects. Please see Grouped Response #7 regarding the “safety
only” alternative.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

This comment states that there would be significant impacts with disruption of traffic, including
nighttime closures at Washington Curve and full highway closures without detour for one hour
delays at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 to 3. See Grouped Response #2 and FEIR/EA
Sections 2.4.3 and 2.5.3.2 for discussions regarding traffic delays.

This comment also states concern for the ability of emergency vehicles to travel during
construction and nighttime closures and concern for tourism. See the response to Environmental
Protection Information Center’s Comment 8 for a discussion regarding measures to minimize
impacts to access and circulation, particularly of emergency vehicles, and how tourism impacts
would be minimized. See Section 1.3.4.1 and Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.5 of the Draft and Final
EIR/EA for more information on General Traffic Management Plan Elements.

The comment also states that highway closures would be significant to the tourist economy for
Del Norte County. See the measures in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.5 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA
that are recommended to reduce potential effects of construction traffic delays on tourism, and
see Grouped Response #2 and Draft and Final EIR/EA Section 2.5.3.2, in addition to Draft and
Final Section 2.4.3, for discussions regarding traffic delays.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 17

This comment states concern that the DEIR/EA did not recognize the community of Hiouchi
along SR 197, that the residents along SR 197 and close to US 199 consider the area to be part of
the community of Hiouchi, and that there would be community disruption due to the proposed
project allowing STAA truck access, which would affect the frequent crossing of SR 197 by
residents. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of truck traffic and effects on local
communities. That response considers the area between SR 197 and Gasquet, including Hiouchi,
when discussing effects to local communities. See the Response to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comment 8 for a discussion regarding anticipated effects to communities
along SR 197 and US 199 if the proposed project is constructed.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

The comment states concern that the proposed project would require extensive right-of-way
acquisition of many small parcels on SR 197, including removal of roadside buffers and
vegetation that would increase exposure of homes to noise in the absence of vegetative
screening. It also states that some homes would become significantly devalued and questions the
ability to adequately mitigate these effects. See Response to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comment 8 for a discussion of right-of-way acquisitions associated with
the proposed project. See Section 2.2.6 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA regarding noise and
vibration. In summary, no adverse noise and vibration effects from traffic are anticipated.

The comment also asks if proposed effects have been marked in the field. In general, the
proposed effects were not marked in the field. Each location was surveyed and some remnants of
staking, temporary benchmarks and other temporary flagging/tagging may remain.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 19

This comment states that the DEIR/EA did a good job of identifying where potential tree
removals would be, but it did not identify where or how many tree root systems would be
affected. The comment also states that only one DEIR/EA paragraph discusses mitigation for
root damage and that the proposed mitigation of using hand tools could significantly damage and
kill trees. It also requests information to evaluate and mitigate potential tree root effects and
states that [setting aside] protected lands is the mitigation of the commenter’s choice. The
Department conducted an additional study and recirculated new information on this topic. No
large redwoods (>36 inches dbh) would be substantially impacted by the preferred alternative.
See Group Response #4 and the Forester/Arborist Report for more information.

Revisions were made to the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.3.1. to discuss the new information, and
these changes were circulated to the public for comment.

Response to Comment 20

This comment requests replacement of threatened and endangered species habitat that would be
removed with construction of the proposed project. No nesting habitat for the federally listed
northern spotted owl (NSO) or marbled murrelet (MAMU) will be affected. The areas that
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would be altered by the proposed project are areas immediately adjacent to the roadway that are
of low quality as foraging and dispersal habitat for NSO and MAMU. There is no statutory
requirement for compensatory mitigation of dispersal and foraging habitat for federally listed
species.

The marbled murrelet (MAMU) is also state listed. The California Endangered Species Act

(CESA) requires “full mitigation” for take of state-listed species. Take is only considered as
killing under CESA. No take of MAMU is anticipated under CESA. No MAMU nesting or

foraging habitat will be affected.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21

This comment expresses support for the No-Build alternative but also supports safety enhancing
projects that do not involve STAA truck access. See the Response to Grouped Comment #7 for a
discussion regarding the “safety only” alternative. See Draft and Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.2.8
for a discussion of the No Build Alternative, and see Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.7 for a discussion
of identification of a preferred alternative for each location, which includes further discussion of
the No Build Alternative.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 22

This comment states preference for the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative for
Ruby 2, the Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative with arch bridge option for Patrick
Creek Narrows Location 2, and the Retaining Wall Alternative for Washington Curve. See the
Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.7 for a discussion of the preferred alternative for each location,
including the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative for Ruby 2 and the Downstream
Bridge Replacement Alternative with arch bridge option for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2.
The Department selected the Cut Slope Alternative for Washington Curve for several reasons,
including two seasons of construction instead of three for the Retaining Wall Alternative, the
magnitude of the proposed wall that would have an unprecedented length and width for US 199
and a resulting greater visual effect than the Cut Slope Alternative would have. See Final
EIR/EA Section 1.3.7.4 for a detailed discussion regarding the preferred alternative at
Washington Curve. See Grouped Response #3 for a discussion of visual effects that were
anticipated to occur if the Retaining Wall Alternative was selected for Washington Curve.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary with respect to this comment.
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Sullivan, Mike (Del Norte County BOS)

1977199 5afe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00-7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1007 Front Strect

Name: m.kg E:'LLHWES—&M

Address: WfH-‘

I GTINT: 3 " .ﬁr
Representing Name of Organization or Agency;
Comments;

Please return by August 23, 2010

e ot = o ek WA e

Response to Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS)

Response to Comment 1

e
L. 2oS

B % e v

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment expresses

support for the proposed improvements.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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3.3 Individuals

Following is the index to 25 individual written comments. All written comments submitted by

the following individuals can be found in alphabetical order by last name.

Bankston, Oedus & Solveg
Bankston, Oedus — comment card
Bankston, Solveg — comment card
Bertrand, Wendy Scott

Brown, Susan

Bruce, Donald

Bruce, Doreen

Cooper, Eileen

Czapla, Carol

Devlin-Craig, Brenda

Elicker, Norberto — comment card
Hague, Joe

Miller, Ken

Nowliss, Gekrgia — comment card
Pederson, Richard — comment card
Pounds, Jacob

PoWeps, Vern

Quick, Erika & Tony — comment card
Rupert, DeAnn — 3 comment cards
Simkhovitch, Perrianne — comment card
Souza, Ted

Zuehlke, Elmer

Zuehlke, John
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Bankston, Oedus & Solveg

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/13/2010 03:32 PM -----

BOB BANKSTON

To ki
<solveg@sbcglobal.net> Kimberly_Hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/12/2010 04:53 PM Subject North Bank Road ProjectKim Hayler

__Kim Hayler;

We are concerned about our Redwood tree by the roadway, one of which 1
is pictured in the Public Hearing Notice of July 13th. We live at 4925
North Bank Rd. We read that 27 redwood trees will be destroyed in the
Project. Our Parcel number is 122 240 07. We would like to know if outr
OLD redwood is in danger of loss.

We can live with the road the way it is. We have done so since 1966.
Plenty of trucks are already usine the road as it is now.

Some improvements can be made now, but save the old Redwoods.

Oedus W.Bankston and Solveg Bankston.

Respnse to this letter wouldbe appreciated. 707-458-3265

Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston

Response to Comment 1

The comment states concern for a particular tree near or on their property as well as for “old
redwoods” in general. The specific tree the comment refers to was reviewed by the project
Design Engineer for potential to be cut, and the Design Engineer confirmed that the specific tree
will not be cut. No redwood trees with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed or
substantially affected by the preferred alternative. Where excavation is planned near redwoods
with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be taken to protect the roots. For details
regarding the protocol for work conducted near roots of large redwoods, see Grouped Response
#4,

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Bankston, Oedus

| '197/199 Safe STAA Access Opan House

¢ Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00-7:30 pm -
. - Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street

Ny s TP e GeF IV INSG T ly

Address: A TS NI, A
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Representing Hpmt of Organization or Agency:

Comments: ©- < -_i"." A atwrlet foe Lifif alpres 1
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. e . - :
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| At e T i B *"”fa i“f-- e A T T
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' Pleasa return hy.lu.ugmtzi lﬂltﬂ .f'.».rfw-_d- ofe- K .A-ﬁ f? Ay
‘i e e Luliisis Mt fachweiel T

Response to Oedus Bankston

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that Ruby 2 should be left alone other than a bit of widening on the hill side.
The Department’s Design Engineer considered options for widening on either side of the road at
Ruby 2 and determined that widening on the hill side, as proposed, would require cutting large
redwood trees as well as either excavation of a high, steep slope into the already steep slope in
the middle of the location’s limits, which could lead to an unstable slope in that area, or
construction of a retaining wall. The slope is primarily soil and likely would not maintain its new
higher, potentially steep shape if excavated unless a retaining wall was installed. A retaining wall
would be very costly, create an unnecessary visual effect, and is unnecessary since the Design
Engineer was able to create a proposed design that would avoid cutting large redwood trees and
minimize other negative environmental effects while allowing for increased sight distance and
safe STAA truck access.

The comment also mentions that a tree at Ruby 1 could be easily bypassed, but there is no
reference to which tree is being discussed. The only Build alternative for Ruby 1 avoids cutting
large redwood trees.
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The comment also asks if the pictures of Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 are backwards. The Department

reviewed pictures in the DEIR/EA and found that there appear to be no pictures that are
incorrectly identified.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House
Wednesday, July 13th, 2010°5:00- 7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street

Bankston, Solveg
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Response to Solveg Bankston

Response to Comment 1

This comment states concern that a large redwood by the commenter’s driveway would be cut

down. See Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston’s Comment 1, above.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Bertrand, Wendy Scott

To Kimberly Hayler@dot.ca.gov August 22, 2010
Gary_Berrigan(@dot.ca.gov

By Wendy Bertrand

Re: Public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
regarding the 197 /199 Highway, STAA project proposed by Caltrans and
Congressman Mike Thompson

Caltrans wortkers keep the Smith River Canyon road in good repair, and local 1
managers recently lowered the speed limit to 50 miles per hour, bike lanes were
added, and vehicle lanes were reduced from two to one — all positive concrete
results with NO negative environmental impacts — all very much appreciated
in Gasquet.

HOWEVER.

Bigger trucks are not desired in the Smith River Canyon because the curves and
rocky geology form a rugged geography inappropuate for road expansion, and
according to the Califormia Fish and Game Guidelines, set for all California
rivers, expanding the existing highway into the fragile riparian zone of the
Smith River watershed would cause environmental disturbances and significant
negative impacts. The Smith River is one of the most pristine and beautiful
rivers in the world, flowing with our drinking water — we want it to stay that
way.

It is unlikely that Caltrans would entertain constructing such a road today, now
that we know more how important the ripanan attributes are to a river’s health,
bank stability, fiparian animal habitat, and how protective natural ripanan
vegetation is critical for at least 150 feet from the top of the bank. Maintenance
and repair of the existing road is realistic and appreciated, while expansion
threatens this county’s ecological heritage and the quality of rural life to humans
and wildlife.

Once again, Caltrans project managers and our county and state representatives
push unreasonable highway expansion in the name of dim hopeful economic
development based on unsatisfactory evidence, while ignonng the essential
existing economic force of this community: the residents and visitors who love
the river, and are the major road users and buyers of goods.
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Bertrand, Wendy Scott

To Kimberly Hayler@dot.ca.gov August 22, 2010
Gary_Berrigan(@dot.ca.gov

By Wendy Bertrand

In the mid 1990s, the community of Gasquet (v1a the Gasquet Community
Council) wrote a Strategic Plan that was included by Del Norte County as part
of the General Plan, a planning document deserving of respect. One of cur
plan’s four topics targeted Caltrans with a request to limit the speed limit to 45
miles per hour, not to increase the hazards, risks, pollutions, and noise with
road changes to accommeodate potential use of bigger trucks.

Managing the road with lower speed limits and enforcement of those speed
limits would do more to increased safety of all vehucles, without negative
environmental costs or huge fiscal ones, than this project which plans to
change a few of mother nature’s curves, at a 26 million dollar price tag to
taxpayers. Some might say that a few changes don’t matter, but this is like
erosion, a trickle soon and slowly grows into a roar out of control.

For this project, the negative environmental impacts are recognizably harmful
and the project gains remain speculative, at best. Caltrans’ engineers and
planners have micro-focused on their business of building roads, while
overshadowing and belittling the macro thinking for the environmental context,
underestimating the risks and costs to land and society. High risk results like
the BF’s disaster in the Gulf and bankers’ greed on Wall Street are no longer
acceptable; we need a more conservative, respectful, and low risk approach to
altering our natural resources and beautiful land features of the Smuth River
Canyon. Man over nature is not valid everpiwbere anymore.

Wendy Bertrand, Architect
Resident of Gasquet since 1990

Post Office Box 22,
Gasquet, Ca 95543
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Responses to Wendy Scott Bertrand

Response to Comment 1

The comment states appreciation for recent improvements in the Smith River canyon and near
Gasquet and states that the Smith River canyon is not an appropriate place to expand the
highway for STAA truck access due to the rugged geology and significant effects that would
occur to the sensitive riparian zone along the Smith River. The comment also states concern for
potential negative effects that could occur to water quality, ecology, and the quality of rural life
to humans and wildlife. The Department has coordinated, and will continue to coordinate, with
California Department of Fish and Game to ensure that the proposed project will avoid and
minimize negative effects to the Smith River watershed, its riparian areas, and other beneficial
uses. As described in Draft EIR/EA Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, and
Section 2.3.1, Natural Communities, to ensure beneficial uses of the Smith River are protected
from potential effects from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. Beneficial uses of the Smith
River include: municipal and domestic water supply; water contact recreation; commercial and
sport fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare, threatened, or endangered species;
migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction, and/or early development; and others.
See Response to California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Comments 1 through 5 and
Draft and Final Section 2.2.1 for discussions regarding temporary and permanent measures to
avoid and minimize effects to water quality due the proposed project. See Grouped Responses
#2, #3, and #4 regarding a discussion of potential costs of environmental effects (including large
trees), and see Draft and Final EIR/EA Sections 2.3 and 2.4.12 through 2.4.16 for discussions
regarding measures to avoid and minimize effects to the biological environment, including
wildlife. See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 8 for a
discussion regarding community effects and rural character of the area in the proposed project
vicinity.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA; instead it states disapproval of the proposed
project and states that economic gain would be minimal. It also cites local residents and visitors
as the major road users and purchasers of goods. Please refer to Grouped Response #1 for
clarification of the purpose and need of the proposed project and Grouped Response #2 for a
discussion of costs versus benefits from the proposed project. Purpose and Need is also cited in
Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA, and beneficial and adverse effects of the proposed
project, including economic, recreation, and tourism effects, are also discussed in Chapter 2 of
the Draft and Final EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
This comment cites a previous request in the Gasquet Strategic Plan, which was included in the
Del Norte County General Plan, for the Department to reduce the speed limit through Gasquet to
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45 miles per hour and states that speed reduction would be increase safety more than the costly
proposed project. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding speed limit reduction.
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states that the proposed project’s environmental effects are harmful, that the
anticipated benefits are speculative, and that the Department underestimated risks and costs to
land and society. See the Grouped Response #2 regarding costs versus benefits of the Proposed
Project for more information regarding the benefit vs. the monetary and environmental costs of
the project. See Grouped Responses #3, #4, and #5 regarding discussions of environmental
resources and anticipated effects from the proposed project. See Grouped Response #8 and
Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 8 for discussions
regarding anticipated effects on local communities, including access and circulation effects. See
Response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 4 for discussions of whether the
anticipated environmental effects are considered substantially adverse or significant for the
purposes of NEPA or CEQA and whether the effects were adequately analyzed.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Susan Brown

Response to Comment 1

The comment states concern regarding proposed STAA truck access on SR 197 and US 199 and
requests that the region maintain exclusion of STAA trucks and remain a haven for tourists; the
comment does not address the DEIR/EA. Please see Grouped Response #1 for a detailed
explanation of the purpose and need of the project, Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of
temporary construction effects on tourism and potential permanent benefits to tourists, and
Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s effects on visual resources.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Bruce, Donald
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i iie skl and A #eight deop o dee fver on e oiber cortimecs wtil mileguesd (WE P
672 AtML P, 741 e 7.66 there i oo guardrail oo a pamvow ssction of the road. Aoy
over irmckg of STAA trousks @ this srea will HeernBy send won over the adpe A
approxinnacshy M, P, 823 there is a very tightl "5 Saped comer thet STAA trucks will
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Bruce, Donald
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Toss af reversue. Why hasn™d this bosn considered, capecinlly when the reason touted for
STAA trucks is for an coonomis henefit?

Lastly, » resiew of o wipportiog document med = the DEIR Gided “Trallc Analysis i
Report,™ which reconbad the mspenses of businesses, movealed the onldy threy cladomaed
aay significonl Fepchi o hoviag o STAA rowe on 197710, It sppears (his is 4 GEx-
sitaldied project for s few selecy husinessnd 10 nod dlkegal, # i corininly innppropriise
given thet there B no compelling reason te have a 5T AA rorbe ao Brighwiys 197 or 1940,
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Responses to Donald Bruce

Response to Comment 1

This comment states support for the No Build Alternative, maintenance of and improvements for
the highway to maintain navigability, and replacement of bridges as deemed necessary, but it
states that the proposed project would not make the SR 197-US 199 corridor safe for STAA
trucks due to remaining tight curves, short sight distances, and narrow or no shoulders. See
Grouped Response #8 for discussions regarding safety and how the Department’s truck tracking
trials and computer modeling software were used to determine which locations needed to be
addressed to allow safe STAA access. Also, see Response to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 regarding why Gasquet and Hiouchi are not included
as project locations and traffic safety investigations in the vicinity of Hiouchi and Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment asks how residents on SR 197 will safely ingress and egress to driveways and how
the highway will accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, and school buses with STAA trucks
“moving swiftly through.” Ingress and egress to driveways will be unchanged or improved in the
areas of the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 projects. Driveways will be paved to the right-of-way line,
which will improve conditions for some residents. Driveways will be improved, if necessary, to
meet the Department’s Encroachment Permit Standards for private driveways. Currently, sight
distance from some driveways is limited by large redwood trees, and the Department will not be
cutting those trees. In these cases, a design exception for sight distance standards will be
pursued, and the existing sight distance conditions for those residents would not change. As
stated in the DEIR/EA Section 1.3, the posted speed limit would not be raised. See Grouped
Response #8 for a discussion regarding speed zone investigations and examinations of speed
limits in Hiouchi and Gasquet. Additionally, the number of additional trucks per day is
anticipated to be minor (see Grouped Response #8). For these reasons, the residents are not
anticipated to experience an increased challenge for ingressing to, or egressing from, driveways
onto SR 197. Similarly, accommodations for pedestrians, bicycles, and school buses on SR 197
will remain largely unchanged, with some minor improvement due to additional shoulder width
through the project areas. Since the posted speed limit will not change, the number of additional
trucks is anticipated to be minor, and shoulder width would increase in spot locations, special
accommodation of pedestrians, bicycles, and school buses is unwarranted and does not meet the
purpose and need (see Grouped Response #1 regarding purpose and need).

The comment also states concern for a portion of SR 197 where there is a lack of guard rail, there
are no shoulders, the bank is reportedly undercut, and the commenter is concerned that the road
could not withstand the weight of STAA trucks. Regarding the narrow section of SR 197 above
the river, a post mile was not referenced, but it is likely that the commenter is referring to the
area at PM 5.70. This location was under construction in 2012 for emergency slide repair. The
project added more shoulder, a metal beam guard rail and cable mesh on the slope above the
roadway to prevent rockfall. With respect to vehicle weight, STAA trucks are subject to the same
weight limits as truck traffic that currently uses the route, so the road should be able to withstand
the weight of STAA trucks.
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Sight distance on a route is addressed on a project-by project basis, either by correction of the
problem or design exceptions, when correction of the problem is impractical. If warranted, sight
distance on a route or portion of a route may be assessed by the Traffic Safety office. A design
exception for stopping sight distance will be obtained for a portion of the Ruby 2 project, as sight
distance is limited by a cut bank, large redwoods and/or large redwood stumps. No sight-
distance exception is expected to be needed on the Ruby 1 Project. See Response to
Environmental Protection Center Comments 8, 14, and 16 for further discussion regarding design
exceptions.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

The comment states that the accident rate between Hiouchi and Gasquet is very high. Please see
the Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 and
Grouped Response #8 for more information speed limits and on why Hiouchi and Gasquet and
the surrounding areas are not included in the proposed project. The letter from September 16,
2008 was forwarded on to the Traffic Safety Office.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states concern for emergency and California Department of Corrections (CDC)
vehicles travelling through the corridor during construction. As discussed several places in
Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIR/EA, emergency vehicle and CDC vehicle access through the
construction zone will be addressed in the project's Transportation Management Plan (TMP).
The contractor will be required to give Emergency vehicles priority through the work zone by
the contract specifications. The Department will also work closely with the CDC to also insure
that priority through the work zone is given to any CDC vehicles carrying inmates and that the
CDC is able to provide any additional security measures within the work zone if needed.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment states concern for economic effects on the tourism industry. See Grouped
Response #2 for a discussion regarding access and circulation impacts and measures to avoid or
minimize impacts on access and circulation, including for tourists and travelers using the SR
197/US 199 corridor.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

The comment questions the purpose and need of the project; it does not otherwise address the
DEIR/EA, other than to summarize the results of the trucking survey in the traffic study. See
Grouped Response #1 for discussion and clarification concerning the project’s purpose and need.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary based on this comment.
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Bruce, Doreen
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COMMENTS OX THE JUNFE 2018 DETR RECGARDING THE 1977199 SAFE
STAA TRUCK ACCESS PROJECT

Lrear Kima Hayler,

Afler reviewing the 197199 Safe STAA Acvess Project 2010 Dralt Enviconmental
Impact Report {DLIR), 1 kave the Tliawing concerms, comtments and quaestmns:

The need for this projoct us proaated o the residens of Del Norte County i dubious,
The DEIR and subwequent comments iads to e Doty Triplicate by Kevin Church
adimit that sconamic gain aod growih do Dol Node Commly woudd be minkmal, and the
caat of exsenial good to residems woukd be unaffected by this project. - Who will profit
ot o this. 5265 miltion tguyer funded projodt? I ihe DEIR, i appoars the loca]
Elv balh growers will  Hew B i that o pablic sgency. Califisrmia Depamment of
Trangodasn, can ootk on ihis bgely disepne and costly pradesl wivo the
averwhelming beneficior i a peivate husiness? Tsa't this fllegol, or @ conflict of inferest?

Why daesit the publics setwsl need and safely take precoduncs m this project”

A revieny of the e 1998 CalTrns, Coporehensie 3lg Emﬂrﬂoﬁﬂﬁﬂ_ﬂ!ﬁ_ oF 160 (1 2
sappartiog docament [0 (he 2000 DEIK) gstes that safety, environmental ssues, high
Enprovement cods, Yo demageoad closmes, fock fll focativn, hasardoos spills, aged
lastly lnrge (STAA) Truck restrictione ax ongoimg comcerns with Roule 399 “Wos
concerns on Route 199 &xist i oeo gemenl areus: betweoon Hinochi ardl diosquet
(APE2VIZET ond betwecn somh of Barick Creek and sowth of ldlewikl
(PME20.04727, 500 Why doesn'y the DTTR address e ducumentod rosibway mpediments
beywoen Hiouchi and Casquet?  The most rooeml STAA Truck off trocking  irials
condustad  October 2008, walidoted the |12 previonsdy dentified wvax sweeding
mrpravemncnl o ecommiodate STAA Trucks, vet the 2000 DEIR fgnored FIVE of these
right ruiblus eurves. Wiy?

Why didns the 2000 DEIR sdiéne (he specific wfely tonrems fused by the pulblic
dusing the 2008 commen’ period?  Minuchi and Gasquet have many damgerous
highwas and read imtersects. As stated in b Exeontive Summery of Tl Analysis
Report (2 supporting documest of the 2000 DETRY i was concludid, “due o the rurml
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Bruce, Doreen
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historical dovumentation snd twelve mone years of ipcresa] imff, development, Iness
ansd epresses opto the highway, ore acchdonts Paalities umd near misses, why was his
vomcem brushed offY Kevin Chierch stated in public prior i the 2000 DETR tha speeils
wit Hhwy 197199 could be, bt will st be. redieed! Wip? Tx CalTrus priviy Tast
rrarciportution of the time senstiive Hly bulbs instend of buman safety? This defies poblic
st imnk i SO SEnes,

The Traffic Count dem eoflected o Septloniber 2008 fue ihis DETR o Gosquet did ool 5
eapture 8 eomplete picture af the extremely dangerons sitmation created by cxcessive
valticulir spoeds, poor siphi visiniliy, veldcular cres taffic, and pedearian i scychke
rraffic abang the Tighway and crescing the hghway, The worst areas thraugh Casguct are
between MP {30 00d MPF 142, The March 2006, DRs-1977040 Corridor Extra-Legal
Load and STAA Viehicle Accessibility Stuly, (a supporting document of the 2010 DEIR}
sated “Field olesarvations indicnted some buvcle trave] on IS §%% eonceniraied in
{iasguct wod pedestrinn activiey was only obeerved in wrben arcas and within: Redwood
Park” Wi this Vickl obssrmtion” ode an Grsngle Fant? How coukl anch an inaccurate
wamessment b used to mude corifically impordand doclkens cepanding safe  speeds
enpripoiate signage, siripieg or oiber safery measires needed dn  Gasgquer and Hiowchi,
factoreys in the added lishily of STAA Trucke? [ & ieteresting (o onde fhat Cnsques has
g and road siripng for Bioveles and Redwood Park hes sipns for pedestrian scTiviey,
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Bruce, Doreen

festify vt Sl ihot maEy feicden(s i both conmnitses walk' pig oaml Biorck: aloig 5
the hipdwway for o vericty of reasens,  Alse ourisis dash (o cross the spocding highway cont
i Tic M Flovchi Marke, In Gasguet, sar negular walkers, opgers, Kids anl bicyelists
Froe real hamsnds along highway 19 when trying (0 crmss 0 e oppasile side, The neos
alampominis crosdangs are! | ] ﬁa-quﬂ Flad Pl nmed ‘lr:lElE:r' Vicw Foad, 12} Sera Wool
Towd, and (31 Gasyuel Mobil home Park. The traffie specils along this straight streich of
highway m conmaktiog with the prading dips makes opcomsng tratfy becom: invisible w
whivssing pedestrinp=hicyclis and other velticles attempiirg 1o oo he highaay, I live
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Doreen Douce
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Responses to Doreen Bruce

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that safety should take precedence over this project. Grouped Response #1
discusses the purpose and need for this project. Safety of the traveling public is always a concern
for the Department, and proposed roadway improvements will enhance safety for the traveling
public at the proposed project locations. Per the DEIR/EA, all seven locations have roadway
geometries that can result in STAA trucks and other long-wheelbase vehicles (automobiles,
trucks, and other large vehicles such as motor-homes, buses, and vehicles pulling a trailer)
offtracking across the double yellow line and entering the oncoming traffic lane. Additionally,
limited sight distances at all seven locations do not allow enough time for drivers to react to
roadway conditions ahead. Safety-enhancing improvements, including wider lanes, wider
shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances, would provide a roadway that is
easier to maneuver for all users.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that the DEIR/EA does not address specific sections of roadway for STAA
access that were cited in a 2005 Caltrans report. All 12 of the sites in were either addressed by
previous projects, are being addressed by this project, or were reevaluated and determined to not
be a constriction to STAA traffic.

This comment also questions why the Traffic Analysis Report (2010) did not include an analysis
of intersection operations. An analysis of intersection operations is conducted to ensure Level of
Service and traffic flow through intersections. It is not an analysis of traffic safety at
intersections. The lower traffic volumes in this area did not require an analysis of intersection
operations to ensure the desired level of service. Please see the Response to Environmental
Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for more information on why Hiouchi and
Gasquet and the surrounding areas are not included in the proposed project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that there are safety concerns at sites not included within the project. These
sites are not restricting STAA vehicle access and are thus outside of the purpose and need of the
project.

One of the tools that the Department’s Traffic Safety Office uses is the calculation of collision
rates. Collision rates are based on the number of reported collisions in a certain time period and
the average daily traffic of that location. To insure that the limited funds available for upgrading
existing roads will be spent at locations where it will result in the greatest safety benefit to the
highway user, we compare the collision rates of specified locations to the statewide average
collision rates for similar facilities.

The collision rates for the locations the commenter mentions were compared to the statewide
average collision rates for similar facilities for the most recent 5 years of available data (1/1/2005
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to 12/31/2009). Collision rates and data for the 11 half-mile segments and 1 one-mile segment
(the Hiouchi Market/business area) were requested, as well as the eight intersections identified
by the Department’s Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) that lie within
these segments. Of these locations, three segments and three intersections had collision rates that
were greater than the statewide average and for each the collision history was reviewed. Of
these six locations, the Department recommended improvements for one intersection where a
“Side Road” symbol warning sign will be installed to warn southbound US 199 motorists of the
upcoming South Fork Road intersection. Of the other five reviewed locations, there were no
discernible collision patterns upon which to recommend roadway improvements.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 4

This comment suggests reducing speed limits through some sections of 199 and 197 as a safety
measure. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of speed reduction in Hiouchi and Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment expresses concern over safety within the Gasquet and Hiouchi communities.
Again, the Department shares your concern over the problem of excessive speeds and traffic
safety. Accordingly, we have set the current speed limit through both Gasquet and Hiouchi at 50
mph because after conducting a series of studies, we believe this speed limit is appropriate to
best facilitate the safe and orderly movement of traffic through these sections. For the
community of Gasquet, four field surveys including speed studies have been conducted since
February 2008. Additional information on speed limits and safety can be found in the Response
to Grouped Response #8.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment requested information on federal standards for vehicular noise in residential areas.
For highway transportation projects with FHWA involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 CFR 772) govern the analysis and
abatement of traffic noise impacts. 23 CFR 772 provides procedures for preparing operational
and construction noise studies and evaluating noise abatement considered for federal and federal-
aid highway projects. Under 23 CFR 772, projects are categorized as Type | or Type Il projects.
FHWA defines a Type | project as a proposed federal or federal-aid highway project for the
construction of a highway on a new location or the physical alteration of an existing highway
that significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the number of
through-traffic lanes. A Type Il project is a noise barrier retrofit project that involves no changes
to highway capacity or alignment.

Type | projects include those that create a completely new noise source, as well as those that
increase the volume or speed of traffic or move the traffic closer to a receiver. Type | projects
include the addition of an interchange, ramp, auxiliary lane, or truck-climbing lane to an existing

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-20




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

highway or the widening of an existing ramp by a full lane width for its entire length. Projects
unrelated to increased noise levels, such as striping, lighting, signing, and landscaping projects,
are not considered Type | projects.

This project does not meet the definition of a Type | project. Therefore, no noise analysis or
consideration of noise abatement is required for the operational impacts of this project. A Noise
Study Report was prepared however, to address construction noise.

No mitigation measures, such as a soundwall, are considered for this project because the type of
work or highway improvements involved in this project is unlikely to cause a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in traffic noise to the adjacent land users.

Pages 2.2-54 through 2.2-56 of the Draft EIR/EA discuss existing noise levels in relation to
future noise levels. Predicted traffic volumes and traffic noise levels as compared between the
2030 no build and the 2030 build condition indicate that the project will not result in a
perceptible increase in operational traffic noise.

In addition, the projected increase in truck traffic will not substantially increase ground vibration
caused by trucks because of the relatively small increase in truck volumes and the fact that trucks
with a proper suspension and pneumatic tires are not a substantial source of vibration unless
there are substantial discontinuities in the roadway surface. No operational adverse noise and
vibration impacts from traffic are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

A copy of the Noise Study Report provided to the interested parties upon request may be helpful
to further clarify any questions regarding the noise analysis for this project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment states concern that slower speeds used in the truck trials in the March 2006 STAA
study may have resulted in some dangerous/questionable areas being overlooked. Trucks will
offtrack more at lower speeds. See Response to Friends of Del Norte Comment 9 for a discussion
regarding truck speeds during trials.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment questions the purpose and need for the project, states that the route will never be
safe for STAA vehicles and expresses support for the “No Build” Alternative. There are several
factors involved in the decision to pursue this project and the Department has strived to design
the proposed project so that it would meet the purpose and need while minimizing costs and
avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts. See Grouped Response #1 for details regarding
the purpose and need of the project. Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding
safety of STAA vehicles.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-21




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Cooper, Eileen

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/13/2010 03:30 PM -----

eileen cooper <upsprout@yahoo.

To igan < i ca.gov>
coms Gary Berrigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov

cc kimberly staa <kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov>,
Dori and David Bruce <tangleblue@charter.

net>
Subject Re: STAA 199/197 comments

08/10/2010 08:10 PM

Comments to the DEIR and review process, 8/10/2010 1
The documents that I requested are identified in the DEIR as being used
to identify the project areas. Therefore, they are an integral part of the
DEIR, substantiating the scope of the project. The public had strong
concerns regarding the range of the scope of the project. In 2008,
submital of comments by Dori and David Bruce gave strong voice to the
concern that areas between Gasquet and Hiouchi were very dangerous,
and were not being addressed. The DEIR ignored their concerns, giving
absolutely no information about why such safety records, with greater
accident rates and lower LOS than the predetermined pinch points, were
not being proposed for improvements. They submitted specific traffic
safety information. The DEIR has provided absolutely no information that
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Cooper, Eileen

sheds light on the dismissal or elimination of this area of road. It simply 1

states that the requested documents were used to substantiate the cont.

selection. The request for these documents should have been provided

along with the other Documents of the DEIR.

We confirm that your traffic safety officer who is familiar with this project

will not be available for questioning until after Aug. 16, 2010, and the

documents that you are providing to me personally as a public records

act request will not be available until about that date as well. These

documents are essential for evaluating the DEIR, as the DEIR sheds

absolutely no light on the process of elimination for improvements

between Hiouchi and Gasquet, even after specific scoping comments

requesting such.

Please be advised that such disregard and blindness of the DEIR to issues

raised by the public, together with the ommission of key documents

regarding their concerns raises substantial discordence to the purpose of

CEQA, and handicaps the public participation.

Thank you, Eileen Cooper

--- On Tue, 8/10/10, Gary Berrigan

<gary_berrigan@dot.

ca.gov> wrote:

From: Gary Berrigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: STAA 199/197 comments

To: "eileen cooper" <upsprout@yahoo.com>

Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2010, 10:23 AM

Dear Ms. Cooper,

Thank you for taking the time to contact us regarding the 197/199 Safe

STAA

Access project.

Regarding your request to extend the deadline for review of the DEIR/EA,

we

understand your interest in extending the public review period, but it is

already longer than what is normally provided. Under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines the public review period for
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Cooper, Eileen

a
DEIR is 45 days where there is public agency review through the State
Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse review period for this project
ends

August 12, however, we have provided an extended period to August 23,
allotting 56 days that the DEIR/EA will have been available to the public.
Due to the time frame already provided to the public for comment
submittal,

we do not believe that an additional extension is warranted.

The Geotechnical reports you requested are in the public library in
Crescent City, along with the other technical studies that were used to
analyze potential environmental impacts of the project (Appendix S, List of
Technical Studies). We understand that hard copies and CD copies have
disappeared from the library, and we have been providing replacements
as

soon as we have been advised of those losses. We also have requested
that

the library staff attach bar codes to the technical studies and the DEIR/EA
to minimize the chances that these documents might be removed from
the

library.

Your request included documents that were not used to analyze potential
environmental impacts of the project, and are not part of the technical
studies of the DEIR/EA. These documents can be made available under
the

guidelines of the Public Records Act, and I understand that Kathy King,
Claims Officer, (707.445.6594) is compiling them to send to you. The
availability of these documents does not affect the deadline for comment
submittals on the DEIR/EA. The route concept reports you requested
can be

found at the following web links:

197 Route Concept Report -
http: //www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1transplan/r197.pdf
199 Route Concept Report -
http: //www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1transplan/r199.pdf

Thank you, again, for your time and effort to communicate concerns and
requests to us regarding the 197/199 Safe STAA Access project. We look
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Cooper, Eileen

forward to receiving your written comments on the DEIR/EA.

Sincerely,

Gary Berrigan, E-1 Branch Chief
North Region Environmental Management
707.441.5730

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 08/09/2010

08:28
AM -----
eileen cooper
<upsprout@yahoo.c
om> To
kimberly hayler@dot.ca.gov
08/05/2010 03:03 cc
PM kevin_church@dot.ca.gov,
upsprout@yahoo.com, Dori and David
Bruce <tangleblue@charter.net>
Subject
STAA 199/197 comments
Please extend the deadline for review of the DEIR/EA for hwy199/197 2
staa
improvements.

This is because I have tried to contact the safety engineer for this
project, but he is unavailable until very late in the month of August. I
need several safety evaluation documents, and understanding of safety
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Cooper, Eileen

engineering documents is impossible without assistance. We are 2
concerned cont.
that the number of tight spots and dangerous spots on hwy 199 is
severely
limited in scope. Qur original scope request expressed concern that this
hwy would remain unsafe even with fixing the particular recognized
spots.
Citizens know of several unsafe areas between Hiouchi and Gasquet, and
yet
this area remains untouched.
Why has this happened? We are also concerned about increasing 3
geological
instability in the proposed actions. Please supply records of rock slides
before and after the last decade improvements to the upsloped areas
along
hwy 199, patrick creek area.
Review of our concerns is impossible without the following being available 4
for public review, preferably in the library:
As stated in the DEIR, page 1-4:
The entire 197/199 road was evaluated and considered when need was
identified- Sept. 1989, "Route 199 Route Concept Report”
Individual spot improvement locations were identified for STAA access
"Comprehensive Study of Routes” June 1998
Two Concept reports SR197 and US199 for Dept, July 1999, describe long
range approach
Truck tracking trials by Caltrans District 1,
Traffic Operations/Permits on SR197 and US 199, dated August 2003 and
October 2005
Del Norte 197/199 Corridor Extra-Legal load and STAA Vehicle
Accessibilty
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Cooper, Eileen

4
Study, dated March 2006 cont.
The Geotechnical studies listed in the DEIR.
Thank you, Eileen Cooper 707-465-8904
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Responses to Eileen Cooper

Response to Comment 1

This comment informs that concerns were raised in 2008 regarding the area between Gasquet
and Hiouchi and that data presented highlighting these concerns was ignored in the DEIR. See
Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for a
discussion of the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet and Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion
about reduced speed zones in Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

The comment requests that the deadline for delivery of public comments be extended because the
Department’s safety engineer was not available to discuss the project until late August, 2010, and
the commenter stated that assistance was needed to understand safety engineering documents.

As explained in an email response dated August 10, 2010, the Draft EIR/EA and supporting
technical studies were available at the Department’s District 1 office and Del Norte County
Library in Crescent City. . Public comments on the Draft EIR/EA were officially accepted
between June 29 through August 23, 2010. The California Environmental Quality Act mandates
a minimum of 45 days be provided for the public review of an Environmental Impact Report
(Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15105). The National Environmental Policy
Act and the Federal Highway Administration require a minimum 30-day review period (Title 23
Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.119). The review period was a total of 56 days, which is
11 days longer than the mandatory 45 day review period allotted by the CEQA Guidelines. .

The comment requests documents that were not used to analyze potential environmental impacts
of the project and are not part of the technical studies of the Draft EIR/EA. These documents
were made available under the guidelines of the Public Records Act and sent to the commenter
on August 23, 2010.

The comment also expresses that previous comments provided on the scope of the project to
enhance safety at additional locations were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. See Response to
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on
investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet.
See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of how project locations were selected.

Response to Comment 3

This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project and geologic instability and
requests records documenting rockslides that occurred before and after improvements to the
upslope areas along US 199. Preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed
on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the Department’s
District 1 offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA 95501. See grouped response #10 for
a discussion regarding cut slopes and geologic stability.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 4

This comment requests additional information and reports, stating they are necessary for review
of the DEIR/EA. According to an email sent from Gary Berrigan to Eileen Cooper on August 10,
2010, the Geotechnical studies that the commenter lists were and are available for public review
at the Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, as well as at the Crescent City
Library. The other documents were stated as not being used to develop the DEIR/EA, so Mr.
Berrigan suggested that Ms. Cooper make a request for those documents through a California
Public Records Act (CPRA) Request. After the CPRA request was submitted by Ms. Cooper, the
Department provided the remaining information, excluding the video tape of the truck tracking
trials, on August 13, 2010. The cover letter for submittal of the CPRA documents to Ms. Cooper
stated that a separate request and fees would need to be submitted if the video tape was desired.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Czapla, Carol

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/13/2010 03:19 PM -----

"Carol" <carolzap@charter.net> To <kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov>

cc
08/01/2010 11:07 PM Subject Hwys 197 & 199 Proposed Expansion
Ms. Hayler:

I've been following the articles in The Daily Triplicate regarding the proposed
expansions of Highways 197 & 199 to allow STAA trucks. | cannct seethatas a
justification for spending $26.5 million-plus on this road project, as well as
creating traffic delays and havoc for 4 to 5 years during road construction on
Hwy. 199, the main east-west route in Del Norte County . | think you are totally
missing the point and not addressing the real problem, i.e. closures of this road
due to rockslides. There are numerous locations on Hwy. 199 where rockslides
have occurred repeatedly for many years resulting in repeated closure of this
important link between the Rogue Valley and the NW CA coast. A real solution
with substantial barriers like those erected on Hwy. 101, south of Crescent City,
need to be erected. As peinted out by David Bruce of Gasquet in his letter to
the editor of The Daily Triplicate, "If you want a freeway for the STAA trucks then

an alternate route over the mountains should be pursued.”

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.

Carol Czapla
carolzap@charter.net
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Response to Carol Czapla

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that a road closures due to rock slides are the primary concern with 199 and
suggests that access for STAA trucks should be provided by either substantial barriers along the
roadway or a new highway over the mountains. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and
Need, grouped response #6 Alternate Route Linking US 101 to US 199 for further information
regarding an alternative over the mountains, and Grouped Response #10 regarding geologic
stability. Regarding the proposal to construct large barriers such as those south of Crescent City
on US 101, that proposal would not address the purpose and need of the project. Barriers were
not determined necessary to provide safe STAA access on SR 197 and US 199.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Responses to Brenda Devlin-Craig

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern over traffic volumes on the route and the potential for increased
truck traffic to affect local commuting traffic. The results of the traffic analysis prepared for the
Draft EIR/EA for with-project conditions indicate that no substantial negative impacts on the
level of service (LOS) of roadways within the study area would result from the proposed project.
[LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic flow conditions that varies from LOS A (least
congestion) to LOS F (most congestion).] As discussed on pages 2.1-71 through 2.1-73 of the
Draft EIR/EA, all roadway segments on US 101, US 199, and SR 197 included in the traffic
analysis are anticipated to operate at or better than their selected concept LOS under both
existing and future (2030) conditions. Traffic is expected to continue to travel at free-flow speeds
on all study roadways. As a result, operational impacts on commute and travel times along the
SR 197/US 199 corridor are anticipated to be less than significant.

Substantial impacts on travel times, however, would occur during the project construction
period, as acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EA. The impacts of delays on travelers using the SR
197/US 199 corridor are described in the “Temporary Construction-Related Access and
Circulation Impacts” section of the Draft EIR/EA, on pages 2.4-14 through 2.4-19. As discussed
in that section, the lack of reasonable alternative routes between the US 101 and the I-5 corridor
means that many US 199 users would often face substantial delays during construction of the
project when traveling along US 199. The overlapping and long construction schedules for the
project improvements, spanning five construction seasons, also suggest that impacts on motorists
could be substantial. Measures to reduce temporary access and circulation impacts are described
on pages 2.4-20 and 2.4-21. Additionally, see Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of potential
impacts on the tourist economy resulting from delays during project construction.

Travel delays during the project construction period will be kept minimized and controlled by
measures included in the project's Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP will be
updated as the project progresses through the project development process as is typical for all

Department highway projects.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that slower vehicles are not using the turnouts appropriately and alternate
signage would alleviate this problem. The State of California has published the California
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) to adopt uniform standards
and specifications for all official traffic control devices in California, in accordance with Section
21400 of the California Vehicle Code. Although changing standard signs might be useful at
certain locations, or bring more character to an area, we need to provide uniformity for the
traveling public so that we don’t confuse people, and so we are effective in conveying important
information.

The California MUTCD incorporates two documents, Federal Highway Administration’s Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition Revision 1) dated November 20, 2004 and the
MUTCD 2003 California Supplement dated May 20, 2004. The California Manual of Uniform
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Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) specifies that the TURNOUT sign shall be placed
at the entrance to a turnout. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS or SLOWER TRAFFIC
USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING sign shall be used in advance of the first turnout on a
route and at other locations as needed. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS and
SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING signs are not intended to be
used in advance of each individual turnout. This may help to explain why these signs are not at
each turnout location.

It is the law for certain vehicles to use turnouts, however it is not the law for all vehicles to use
turnouts. According to the State of California Vehicle Code, CVC 21656, “On a two-lane
highway where passing is unsafe...a slow-moving vehicle, including a passenger vehicle, behind
which five or more vehicles are formed in line, shall turn off the roadway at the nearest place
designated as a turnout by signs erected by the authority having jurisdiction over the highway, or
wherever sufficient area for a safe turnout exists, in order to permit the vehicles following it to
proceed.” Unfortunately, we cannot change the attitudes or etiquette of motorists using the
facilities, but if we could, driving everywhere would probably be much more pleasant.

In regards to the sizes and visibility of the existing turnout signs, we appreciate your suggestions,
and Traffic Safety has since performed a review of all of the turnout signs on DN 199 and 197.
In July of 2011 we ordered 20 new signs and we are awaiting their arrival. As soon as we receive
them, they will be scheduled for installation. We hope that you, and all other motorists, find the
new signs easier to see.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that it would be beneficial to have a ”Brookings” sign on US 199 at SR 197
to assist some motorists and reduce traffic on US 199. Traffic Safety has considered this
suggestion and a new sign panel will be placed below the existing sign with an arrow pointing
toward SR 197 that says ‘Oregon’ next to the ‘101’ Route shield. Caltrans has ordered and
received two of these signs (one for southbound Highway 199 and one for northbound Highway
199) and both signs are scheduled for installation. We appreciate this information (regarding
confused motorists) and your efforts in communicating these issues.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states the parking area for Redwood National Park Simpson-Reed grove on SR
199 presents a safety hazard and suggests lower speed limit, alternate signage and moving the
parking off the highway. This site is outside the scope of this project and this DEIR/EA; however
the following response is provided. The signing at this location has been enhanced to aid
motorists and warns of the presence of pedestrians. The parking at this location has also been
modified. In addition, State Parks has removed some of the trail head signing.

Also, see Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion regarding the process for reducing speed limits.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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1897/199 Safe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm

Elicker, Norberto

Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Please return by Auﬁst 23,2010

Response to Norberto Elicker

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that there is a safety concern at on SR 197 between PM 5.5 and PM 6.0. On
3/2/2012 Caltrans initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on SR 197 from PM 5.5 to PM
6.0. We will be investigating this area to determine if any changes are necessary. Thank you for
the comment. Our Department agrees with you that safety for all users is a priority.

Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s

Comment 6 for further discussions regarding safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Hague, Joe
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Response to Joe Hague

Response to Comment 1

The comment states concern that the Ruby projects will adversely impact his property due to
encroachment, noise and safety issues. This parcel is outside the limits of work for the proposed
project, thus there will be no road widening at this residence. See response to Doreen Bruce’s
Comment 6 for information about anticipated traffic noise as a result of the proposed project.
Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety.

The commenter also suggests that his property might be devalued. Effects to property valuation
are not part of the NEPA and CEQA process, and are not addressed in the DEIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Miller, Ken

————— Ferwarded by Kim Floyd /D01 /Caltrans/CAGov on 08/24/2010 08:44 AM -----
Ken Miller <tamerl®@suddenlinknet>
08/23/2010 04:54 PM
Te
Kim_Hayler@doct.ca.gov
cc
Kim_Fleyd@dot.ca.gov
Subject
199/197 STAA Safe Access DEIR comments
TO: CalTrans
RE: 199/197 STAA DEIR
8/23/10
(Kim, please ferward if I got the email address wreong, thank you)
Please respend to the following:
The traffic study cencluding there will be no increase in STAA traffic failed to evaluate the cumulative L
effects of cpening either or both Richardson Grove (RG] and 299 (and 20) to STAA trafficin the very
near future (foreseeable). This weuld be like comparing traffic with and witheut a deadend at the end
cftheroad. Please defend the validity of this study without these cumulative effects considered.
The pelluticn, noise, safety and growth induction potential of these trucks is very different when the
north-south through-way through Richardson grove is complete, or the connector to I-5 via 299 or 20
is opened for STAA traffic than without these. Home Depot and WalMart have both actively lobbied
yeur District 1 for epened STAA access through RG. Please include in your explanatien why these Big
Boxes would not benefit all along this route, opening up sprawl development petential that should at
least be evaluated. Why have ycu dismissed these impacts with the glib respense that bigger trucks
mean fewer trips, when this reasening obviously omits the effects frem through traffic.
Thank ycu
Ken Miller
1658 Ocean Drive
McKinleyville, CA95519

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmentaim,&éé'é;'s"ﬁi'éﬁt' """"""" April 2013

197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-38
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Response to Ken Miller

Response to Comment 1

The cumulative growth assessment conducted for the Draft EIR/EA considered the effects of the
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project together with those of the Richardson Grove Improvement
Project (Draft EIR/EA pages 2.5-7 through 2.5-9). Considered together, the two projects would
improve economic conditions in Del Norte and Humboldt counties by lowering transportation
costs for some businesses. This would result in increased profitability for affected businesses,
increased employment and income within the region. As summarized in Table 2.5-2 of the Draft
EIR/EA, the cumulative effects of the projects are estimated to include about 130 additional jobs
and a $7.4-million increase in jobs-related personal income in the two counties. While beneficial,
these economic impacts would be relatively small in the context of the combined economies of
the two counties, representing a 0.2% increase in both employment and personal income over
2007 levels. Cumulative population growth induced by the two projects in the two-county area is
estimated at about 310 persons. This upper-range estimate of growth represents less than 0.2% of
both the estimated 2008 and projected 2030 combined populations of the two-county area, a
relatively minor increase and well within the growth levels anticipated for the two counties over
the next 20 years.

The traffic forecasts were based on these economic growth forecasts and therefore include the
cumulative impact of the Richardson Grove project on US-101. In a similar fashion, the traffic
forecasts also considered the additional population growth in both the North Coast and the
Northern Sacramento Valley, connected via SR 299.

The commenter also has raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to the
North Coast region could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study
area, leading to sprawl. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located in the
Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka and there is
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project (pages 4-80 and 4-81), large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that
providing STAA access along the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do little to change their
operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses. The information
provided by these retailers indicates that many retail shippers in the area would not change the
number of shipments or shipping patterns in the event of STAA improvements because shipping
patterns to regional stores are already well established; trucks often travel north along US 101,
delivering to stores along the route. For most large chain retailers, routes are determined by the
location of stores in the chain and would not necessarily change in response to new STAA truck
access. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by
improved STAA truck access to the region would play a major role in attracting new big-box
retailers to Del Norte or Humboldt counties, and effects on small retailers and the natural
environmental would be minimal. According to research conducted for the Community Impact
Assessment (pages 4-42 through 4-44), regional market size would play a much more important
role in attracting additional big-box stores to the North Coast region than would incrementally
lower transportation costs. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44
and 4-80 through 4-81 of the Community Impact Assessment.)

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Nowliss, Georgia

197/19% Safe STAA Access Public Hearing

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
Crescent City Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street

Name: (Geor L Mowli &
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Response to Georgia Nowlis

Response to Comment 1
The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in

the Draft EIR/EA, the PREIR/SEA and FEIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse
effects of the project, including the project’s social, economic, and environmental effects. These
effects are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EA and in the Community Impacts
Assessment, both of which are available at the Department’s District 1 office, 1656 Union Street,

Eureka, and at the public library in Crescent City.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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197/199 5afe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Response to Richard Pederson

Response to Comment 1

This comment opposes the project and expresses concerns regarding road safety and hazardous
materials spills and water quality issues and while it approves of widening at the Narrows, it
states it will never be safe for STAA trucks and therefore opposes the proposed project.

The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in
the Draft EIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse effects of the project, including

the potential for hazardous spills. This is described in Chapter 2

pages 2.2-31 through 2.2-33 of

the Draft EIR/EA. See Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety issues.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Peterson, David

i?}w%fi*} Saf@v fmm ﬁ&:‘:ﬁis Pablic Hearing

Representmg Name of Orgamzatlon ar Agency

Must be received by August 23, 2010

Response to David Peterson

This comment card did not include any comments. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.
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Pounds, Jacob

————— Ferwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01 /Caltrans /CAGov en 09/16/2010 08:22 AM -----
Jacob Peunds <siskiyousunphlewer@yahoo.com>

08/23/201004:21 PM

Te

Kimberly.Hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

Subject
NO Widening of HWY 197 /199

Dear CalTrans Representative,

How do y'all keep coming up with these ridiculous prejects in the face of the budget shortage? | 1
DO NOT CUT OLD GROWTH REDWOOD ALONG HWY199. | 2

1 oppose this preject, as a tax-paying citizen of California, The road is fine and usable in its | 3
current state to smaller trucks with equal payloads as STAA trucks.

Bestregards,
Tacob Pounds
Eureka, CA
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Responses to Jacob Pounds

Response to Comment 1

This comment questions the Purpose and Need for this project. Please see Grouped Response #1:
Purpose and Need for an explanation of why this project is being considered despite the State’s
economy and where the majority of funding will come from.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment suggests finding an alternative which does not involve the removal of old growth
redwoods on 199. There were no plans in the Draft EIR/EA to remove large redwoods on 199.
The alternatives selected as preferred alternatives along 197 do not involve the removal of large
redwoods. See Grouped Response # 4: Large Redwoods.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states opposition to the project and questions the purpose and need. Please see
Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for a detailed explanation of why the Department
developed the purpose and need, and see Grouped Response #2: Costs versus Benefits regarding
additional benefits of the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Powers, Vern

swilcanvern@charter.net () To Julie_East@dot.ca.gov

cc
08/01/2010 04:43 PM Subject traffic congestion/construction problem

Below is the result of vour feedback form. It was submitted by
{swilcanvernlcharter.net) on Sunday, August 1, 2010 at 16:43:41

question: I cannct see how the minimal benefits for the Hwy 197-129

project justify the costs. I1l be keeping this in mind next time I vote

for those involwved. Weve already seen what a spill in the smith river can

cost. Why would we risk this again? Many motorcyclist consider this one of

the best rides in the Country. I guess that would change (along with the

cash thevy bring)? I am opposed to this for too many reasons to name here.
Vern Powers, Gasdquet Ca.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-45



Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Response to Vern Powers

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern regarding the costs vs. the benefits of the project, the potential
loss of tourism revenue (motorcyclists, in particular) and the potential costs of hazardous
material spills near the Smith River. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for a
more detailed explanation of why the project is being considered despite the costs as well as the
potential benefits. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of benefits versus costs of the
proposed project.

Regardless of whether the 197/199 corridor is re-designated to allow STAA trucks, the potential
for spills is not likely to change dramatically or at all. A discussion of hazardous material spills is
provided in section 2.2.4, particularly starting on page 2.2-31, in the DEIR/EA. The trucking
survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in hazardous
material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land uses
(producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state that
they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or the
safety improvements. The projected number of trucks that would use the corridor each day is not
anticipated to increase significantly, and, likewise, shipping patterns of the local trucking
industry are not anticipated to change significantly; therefore, the risk of accidental release of
hazardous materials into the environment would not increase significantly due to the construction
of the proposed project and the corridor becoming STAA accessible. In addition, the project will
improve the highway geometrics, enhancing safety for all users. Therefore, an increase in
hazardous materials spills is not anticipated.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Quick, Erika & Tony

19'? {199 Safe STAA ﬁ::ﬁi Open House
Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Response to Erika & Tony Quick

Response to Comment 1

This comment concerns the safety of all users on our state highway systems. We agree with you
that the safety of all users is important. While the primary purpose of this project is to
accommodate STAA trucks, the proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such
as; wider lanes, wider shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances. These
improvements would create more recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide
more space and visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities. We also recently
installed “Share the Road” signs that display an image of a bicycle. Although there are locations
along these highways with no shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these
highway facilities. Also, see Grouped Response #8 and the response to Center for Biological
Diversity's Comment 6 for more information regarding safety issues.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

1971199 Safe STAA Access Open House

E . ‘Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
- Crescent Clt}r "Cultu ral Center, 1001 Front Stroet
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Response to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1

Environmental documents are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in
Eureka as well as the public library in Crescent City. The Draft EIR/EA was made available for
public viewing at the District 1 office, the local library, the Del Norte Transportation
Commission office, and online for viewing or downloading.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House
Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00- 7:30 pm

2 |4 Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Straet
N 5
= Name: :'.f.».i,;-r-&’.“l'-._-.:. Mgt .
§ 2 Address: Aperh HAnk A :
5*}{ City: (A2 (e Wk Sthtesty CA_zp: (021
« _  Representing Name of Organization or Agency: —
L 0 7. Comments: | LWL LA neye .LL.'HL-_-'\.:]::‘.: i B
% ‘...‘H:"‘a: o Ldck boe s .‘h".u"'ﬁ'!_?t.!'ft‘&.‘n':_._r‘_';-.; WMo M e
oS Twed  Lexic (e ig. YOO aved 120 N7
U< T dond pean GG ot
: ?":Lihgﬂ YN VTN .2 A ..'_:Eti.n"{r:-.. WL 0L -
"'_"" o Pleasa return by August 23, 2010 Wi et “Thi Duele &bl

Responses to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project directly. The commenter is
expressing concern that the remoteness of Crescent City would be lost and concern for “side
effects on the Smith” River. Please see the response to EPIC’s Comment #8 for a discussion
regarding community cohesion and anticipated impacts. To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith
River are protected from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. Please see Section 2.2.2 for
further information on water quality, measures to control storm water runoff, and BMPs. Also,
see response to Vern Powers # 1 for information regarding the project’s potential regarding
hazardous materials spills.

The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state highways. And
while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law enforcement,
resources for all state agencies are limited

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 2

This comment is a request for speed limit signage and increased law enforcement on SR 197.
The proposed project would improve sections of SR 197 and US 199 by widening, improving
tight radius curves, and providing wider shoulders, allowing drivers additional room for recovery
and for negotiating tight curves with opposing traffic, or when bicycles or pedestrians are present
(DEIR pgl-3 and 1-4). And while increased speed limit signage and law enforcement could help
increase safety on SR 197, these measures would not address the primary need for the project.
See the revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for
clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits of the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

197/199 5afe 5STAA Access OpenHouse

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Response to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1
This comment suggests an alternate route for transportation between 15 and Crescent City and

US 101. The suggested route would be infeasible due to effects on the environment. See
Grouped Response #6 for a full discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US
199. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Responses to Perrianne Simkhovitch

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that only general maintenance should be performed on US 199; it does not
address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. See Grouped Response #1 for a discussion
regarding the purpose and need of the project and Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of
anticipated benefits. See Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3 for further information regarding the geology
of the project area(s) and Grouped Response #10 for information on geologic stability. The
commenter’s proposed alternative of maintaining US 199, without further changes to the route,
would not achieve consistency with the federal or state legislation or local program, plan, and
route concept reports or the purpose and need of the project since maintenance would not affect
offtracking by STAA trucks. Additionally, the proposed wider shoulders, road curve and
superelevation improvements, and improved sight distances that would be achieved if the project
was built would enhance safety of the route for all users.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 2

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. It expresses concern
regarding speeding cars and that some areas (i.e. Ortega) are more dangerous than others. See the
Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits
of the project. Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and speed limits, and
the response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details
on investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and
Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Souza, Ted
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Responses to Ted Souza

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern regarding the safety of areas between PM 13.00 and PM 6.55
not discussed in the Draft EIR/EA. The Department agrees that safety for all users is a priority.
Please see Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and a discussion
regarding the process for reducing speed limits, and the Responses to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on investigations and new projects that
will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment questions the economic gains from the project. See Grouped Response #2 for a
discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project, including employment and personal
income.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
This comment states that the project does not straighten corners, but increases the radius of
curves. Off-tracking is addressed with roadway geometrics by increasing the radius of a curve.

This comment also states that there is a problem with signs at post mile 6.55. Traffic Safety has
reviewed the sign placement of the “End 50 Speed Limit” sign facing northbound traffic, and we
find that it is still appropriate. Also, the narrowing and curvature of the road in this location is
readily apparent to drivers, and a curve warning sign is posted to alert drivers to the sharp left-
hand curve ahead.

Speed zones are set in accordance with the vehicle code. The rest of the highway has a maximum
speed limit of 55 mph, which is the maximum speed limit per the vehicle code for two-lane,
undivided conventional highways. See Grouped Response # 8 for a full discussion of safety and
speed limits.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter
notes his feeling of safety as he travels the SR 197/US 199 corridor and states that SR 197 and
US 199 are “as safe as the drivers and the loads they carry.”

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

The comment recalls work by the Department in the 1960’s at specific locations that apparently
affected the Smith River and the fisheries. The comment also suggests that the Department
remedy environmental problems caused by past work by the Department. This comment does not
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pertain to or mention the proposed project or the DEIR/EA. If the commenter is concerned about
potential geologic impacts that might result from the proposed project, please refer to the
discussion of potential geologic impacts and avoidance measures (e.g. stabilization of cut and fill
areas) for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.2.3 and 2.4.8. The potential for
debris to enter the river and a containment system at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 is
discussed on page 2.4-38, Section 2.4.8 of the Draft EIR/EA. Additionally, preliminary
geotechnical reports prepared for the project and which the Draft EIR/EA is based upon, are
listed on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the
Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent
City.

The Department takes all practicable measures to assure that our projects have a minimal impact
on water quality and minimize geologic instability, for both environmental and safety concerns.
Department geologists assess every site and make recommendations as to the best and most
stable roadway designs. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding proposed cut
slopes and geological stability.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

The comment recounts several specific hazardous materials spill events that affected the Smith
River. The survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in
hazardous material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land
uses (producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state
that they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or
the safety improvements. In addition, the project will improve the highway geometrics increasing
safety for all users and the ability of STAA trucks to carry larger loads, including lightweight
hazardous materials, is another attribute that could lead to a reduction in trucks needed to
transport lightweight hazardous materials. Therefore, an increase in hazardous materials spills is
not anticipated.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

The comment requests consideration of tourism, that the proposed project runs through a
National Recreation Area, and that Del Norte County has experienced economic growth without
STAA trucks. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for an explanation regarding
the potential benefits of the project in addition to how the Department must meet federal, state,
and regional programs, plans, and policies. This project is not anticipated to have a significant
effect on tourism, please see Grouped Response # 2 for a complete discussion of tourism effects.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states there are additional sites with safety concerns within the corridor. See
response to Grouped Response # 8 for an explanation of how the location of safety
improvements are chosen and implemented.
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter
states that he was Chief of the Gasquet Fire Department for 15 years and does not recall
accidents being caused by the road, but recalls that accidents were caused by weather conditions
or the driver’s speed. This project was not initiated as a response to collisions. The purpose and
need is to make the corridor STAA accessible. Please see Grouped Response # 1 for a full
discussion of the purpose and need for the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Zuehlke, Elmer

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/14/2010 01:08 PM -----

ERZuehlke@aol.com To kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/20/2010 10:26 AM Subject STAA access 197 199

Caltrans

Attention Kim Hayler
EnvironmentalCoordinator
P.O.Box 3700

Eureka, CA

Dear Ms. Hayler

Everything is backwards in CalTrans plan to modify North Bank Road (SR 197). 1
North Bank Road is a residential area with old growth redwood trees over it's full
length of 7 miles Also since there are no businesses along that road there is no
reascn for trucks to be on that rcad.  So put the trucks on the road where the
businesses are, US 199 and where it can best serve this vital function of

connecting | 5 to Crescent City.

This brings to focus another backwards aspect of the plan, calling SR 197 a short
cut. IT IS NOT. |can now drive south on the shortest side of the triangle and
back up on the other side and add only 2 more miles. When the section of US
199 through the park is relocated too protect the tourist attraction , both the prize
redwoods lining both sides of the road and the picture taking tourists who
wonder out on the road at the very popular sub park, as if there were no cars or,
worse still trucks , on it safety would be enhanced. Thus road safety would be
vastly better, the trees and tourists would be protected, the road could be a
strait high speed 4 lane one that might even be shorter than the present trip
around the triangle, thus shorter for trucks to get from US 199 to Oregon. But
who wants to drive a truck through Brookings? With this win / win plan trucks
would alse save driving time because the speed limit could be 55 mph. to CC or

Oregon.

The modification will force STAA trucks from | 5 to drive 7 miles on the converted
SR197 & 3+ more miles on US 101 to get to Crescent City unless they
continue 1o battle the slow speed & the twist & turns of US 199 through the park
with the high possibility of killing a

tourist . The truckers right now take that horse and buggy US 199 instead of
SR 197 and when the north end of US 101 is fixed up, the trucker going to
Oregon also will have clear sailing at 55 mph Oh yes, now the upper part of US
101 doesn't look suitable for the STAA but | think that band aides are being
applied right now, | hope, to rectify that problem. The question at this point is,
why is Caltrans so adamantly pushing changing SR197, one that is so

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-61




Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Zuehlke, Elmer

completely out of character for a 100 % residential area and one that is unsafe ::ont
beyond belief? Smells like money.
Now with our plan of fixing US 199 through the park, the trucker will love going
to CC . But what will he face going to Oregen? VWell he can then speed
around the 2 short sides of the triangle at 55 mph ignoring the long side., the
miss labeled short cut. Even that is an improvement over what he can do now.
For the residences on SR 197, even if the fixes started on SR 197 are not
completed, it will be a far safer road without trucks and it will still be a very
pleasant & a more safe one for the tourists going to the RED WOOD NATION
PARK, the only
life blood that seems to be left for CC. How is this for a win / win fix especially
when compared with the Caltrans 197 /199 plan?
There is yet another problem with putting trucks on SR 197. Touring bicyclists 2
constantly ride
on SR 197 to get to the pa rk. This situation would be so dangerous with the
change in SR 197 that bicyclists should not be allowed on it, as with freeways.
A MIXOF BIG TRUCKS &
BICYCLISTS ON SR 197 IS EVEN WORSE THAN CARS & TRUCKS ON
THE SAME
ROAD |
What is SR 197 ? | hope not special road 197, because it is not special, it is a 3
stand road with it's full length bordering the SMITH RIVER.
Also, how can | get a print out of the court reporter's notes 7 | have a hearing 4
problem & the
Trplicate's story was worthless .
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Responses to Elmer Zuehlke

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that neither US199 nor SR197 are suitable for trucks, and suggests an
alternative route. The Department is uncertain of the location of the alternative truck route. If the
proposed alternative truck route is to have trucks use all of Route 199 instead of the Route 197-
199 corridor, please see the “US 199 between US 199/SR 197 Intersection Alternative”
discussion in Section 1.3.7.1 of the DEIR/EA. That alternative was considered but eliminated
from further consideration because of the number of large trees that would have to be removed to
improve this segment to STAA standards. Also, SR 197 is the designated route for movement of
extralegal loads between US 101 and US 199, and there are no plans to change this.

If the proposed alternative truck route is in another location that requires new highway, or at
least new lane construction, the anticipated environmental impacts would be too great to consider
that a viable alternative. Environmental impacts would likely include water quality impacts,
including many acres of new impervious surface, potential erosion and sedimentation into creeks
and rivers; visual impacts; potential wetland impacts; cutting of many trees, some of which may
be large redwoods; habitat impacts to, and potential take of sensitive and listed animal and plant
species; and monetary costs that would be far greater than the currently proposed project. Please
see the Group Response #6 for more details on alternative routes that were considered but
eliminated from further consideration in the final EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states concern for safety. Thank you for your comment concerning the safety of
all users on our state highway systems. The Department agrees that the safety of all users is
important. While the primary purpose of this project is to accommodate STAA trucks, the
proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such as; wider lanes, wider shoulders,
longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances. These improvements would create more
recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide more space and visibility of
pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities. We also recently installed “Share the Road” signs
that display an image of a bicycle. Although there are locations along these highways with no
shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these highway facilities.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
This comment asks what SR197, and whether it is a “special road”. “SR 197" stands for “State
Route 197”. This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment asks where a print out of the notes of the public meetings can be obtained.
Environmental documents, including this one that contains the transcript of the public meeting,
are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the local library
in Crescent City. The Final EIR/EA will be available for public viewing at the District 1 office,
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the local library, the Del Norte County Local Transportation Commission office, and online for
viewing or downloading.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary
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Zuehlke, John
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Zuehlke, John

| SPRCIFIC COMMENTS
2
3
4
]
L] Part A:
-
£ ISSUES CONCERNING CALTRANS' PROPOSED PROJECTS ALDNG US-199
9 AND NORTH BANK RIDAD (SR-197)
L1}
i
2
i3
4 SECTIHON 1
4 -
{ THE ALLBGATION OF ECONOMIC BENEFIT TONCRESCENT CITY 2
i) CLAIMED BY THE DEIREA FOR THE
I8 =¥ 199 SAFE STAA ADCESS" PROJECTS
L] 15 BASED ON SEVERELY FLAWED RESFARCH.
My THE REFQORT PRESENTS A BIASED, FALSE, AND MISLEADING CLATM
1] THAT THE FROJECTS WILL BENEFIT CRESCENT CITY"S ECONOMY.
P
21
4 THE DEIR/EA ANALYSIS PRESENTS ONLY THE BYPOTHETICALLY
14 *FOSSBLE® ECOMNOMIK BENEFITS (OF THEIR PROPOSED FROJECTS
6 WHILE IGNORING THE VERY SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC HARM THAT
27 WILL BE CAUSED BY THOSE PROJECTS:
Tk
M THE DEIREA IGNORES THE SIGNIFICANT LOSS OF FROPERTY TAX
W HEVENUES resulting (rom the conssdenshle baia of property veluess that will be suffered
11 by ihe homes along Worth Bank Resd. Unless the least damaging “alicmative™ Is chosen
32 forthe “Ruby 2™ location, mosd ol ihe bomes hosalod there will suifer 3 propornionally
3} much grester docling in wales than woakd be sugpesied by the ansoust of property being
14 weived by CafTrans,
13
3 I The DEIREA cooncinbs asalysis does ool consider THE LOSS OF RUSINESS (ha
17wkl be suffeed BY THE RESTAURANTS AND MOTELS along ke project roule a4
I am-driven costimuosth-rolling inecks with on-board liviag quanizey replace the cuerend
W gmaller mllmq.lrih:r tnacks. Crescemt City will be especially hard it gioce THE
40  FROPOSED PRIMECTS ENCOURAGE TRUCKS TO COMPLETELY BYFASS
4] THECITY!
.
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Zuehlke, John

| 3 The DEIR/EA wtmtes thay T ST AA trisches are nof aliowed on the U15-15975R-197 oube, -
2 they wold have to be off-loaded o *Califomia Legal™ irucks 1o deliver (o Crescens =gl
3 Diiy's merchants, and thal this woudd kead 1o increased defivery cosis. The DEIREA

4 ipnides the Taet that if STAA trucks are allowed, iheir sserchandios will have o be ol

5 lomded g0 smaller trecks o safely navigate the city sreets and willize the merchani™s

& exkring loading docks. Unilizing “Califosmia Legal™ wrucks Far e eoire roule wiould

7  prohably be more economical sinee ey would not have o be off-lnaded for local

B delivery.

9
00 4 Semaller basinesses are the backbone of the ecanamy, edpecially in the smalier 1owins
£1  found in Del Newte Coanty, CA. These smealler basinesses would be placed 3t an
12 imcressed diandvaminge b the “big-box™ soret a3 the “big-bosens” derive savings froe
13 the use of noa-Califormis-Legal trucks. THANKFULLY, THESE BIG STORES
14 HAVE MMNED THE SMALLER STORES IN PECLARING THAT THEY HAVE
1 BOINTENTION OF CONVERTING T STAA THUCKING AT THE PRESENT
1t TIME!
it
Lk
%
. 1]
21
2 SECTION I: 8
21
24 THE DETRVEA ESSENTIALLY PGNORES
24 THE SERFOLUS THREAT TO CRESUENT CITY'E WATER SUFPLY
o] AND IEL NOHETE COUNTY'S FISHING INDUSTRY
F 4. WHICH COULD RESULT FROM A TRUCK ACCIDENT SPILLING
2R A HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INTO THE SMITH RIVER.
pa]
L1
i
T2 The Smih River s Cafifomnia’s ONLY “Wild™ river. ls wabets sne L0 parg that they are
1} pumped, with liithe “processing™ atfer thaa porealaling throagh the river's samd bank,
M right out of the faoucets in Cresceont Clity and the Pelican Bay facifiny. (izsqaet, Hiowchi,
3% and other lowis atong e Smith simikardy rely on the Wirs-pans walers of the Smith
3 River. Any apill of toxdc of odherwise hazerdows miserial info tiee Smiith could have &
37 desasiating effeet on thi population, md (serefore mos be prevesiied 2 oll cost.
kS
W Al of Monh Bank Road {SR=157), aud alf of US-190 n the project area, lies adjacent to,
40 or in wery close proximity 10, the Smidh River, and ihere i the EXTREME danger thl a
4] trecking sccidert would spill toxiehrrdousin zste matcrials into the river. It is
42 ABSOLUTELY IMPERATIVE thal such a4pill NEVER BE ALLOWED TO
i3 HAFPEM

1
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Zuehlke, John

| THE DEIREA DOES 30T CHALLENGE THE BANGER TO CRESCENT g
2 CITY'S WATER SUFFLY: INSTEAD IT SIMPLY DISMISSES IT! e DEIREA =
5. cssentisily claisns that cabirans’ profecs will nol make the alrcady extreme danges werse
4 bhooame CalTrans expects litthe change bn cither the volume of traffic of the quamity of
5 hacmedous material that woabd be shipped over the rowte. CalTrars i both
& UNRESPONSIVE 0o the Smith River safsy concemn commints submisiod 10 i prios to
7 the peepasation of the DEIREA, and TRRESPONSIBLE to propose progects that di mod
8 kesll regsonable sieps bo insune thal a dissier nod cecir.
4
1 CALTRANS MIUST, AR A MINIMUM:
11
1 1. BAN THE TRANSPORT OF TOXIC, HAZARDOUS, OR WASTE MATERIAL
11 abing the LES-10Norh Bank Road “emrridor™ Rooe 20, which is simisy adjstent o
4  aCalifornia river, kad such a ban, gl Crescent City deserves the same level of
15 probeciion,
&
17 I, CLEARLY POST AND DEMAND THE STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF AN
13 APPROPRIATELY REDUCED MAXIMUM SPEED lasits for bage trucks ot ail
I%  guck-challenging locations aloag the rote, and
i
21 3 Esgineer the road dosign s conlain any ol o similar splils, and FREVENT ANY
17 SPILLE FROM ENTERING EITHER THE RIVER OR THE GROUND WATER,
L
4
L
16
7
18
29 Pari B: 7
30
3 IESUES SPECIFIC TO THE “RUBRY 15 LOCATION
n
3
3 The “Ruby 2" location is a 0 8-mile stretch of North Benk Hoad rannitg nanfwest o
35 southoms: cssentially paralicl bo the Smath River, O il poad"s northeas [ farther (o the
3 wiver) skde, it curves ound an endeveloped hill, As B hilll was logged aver ia i
17 reladively reotnl past no “ald-growih™ iroes are heeated oa that side of the road
g
1% Spgparatbng the Seadth Biver (rom the soutbwest shie of Wornb Bank Rosd b a sail
H commisity of privale fresbdences, A Rafrow (oresied band separsles the ares slesred for
41 the bames From the foad, This fomesed band, russing aloag and qeite rear io Morth Bank
41  Road features several ancient gisnt redwioods that have been carefully protecied by the
43 bomeowners A small sireem nons throagh pant of this wooded band.  This siream
44 condsets water that emerges from sprimigs on hill and orosses undor Morth Bank Road via
45 oculvenw. ¢ parallels the road fof & distance, and Heer Dams towarst, and emgiscd imha, lho
4 Smith River.
i
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| THIS FORESTED BAND SERVES MANY IMPORTANT PURPOSES: ;m
2
1 1, The fonested band preverves ibe fonest viewscape for the peoplo driving along Morth
4 Bank Kosd by blocking view of the homes from the kighway, The raveier is grected by
5 Ruge, majestic redwiood trees .., some extimaded b0 be over [000 yoers old ... rather than
b woeing hooses. This is expeciably importam since this section of rosd b5 an imporfant pan
7 afthe coniguous fores) viewscape Hnking the Ruby Vam Deventer park 1o the Jodedish
5 Smith Redwood State Park. WHEN THE NORTH BANK ROAD WAS LAID OUT,
9 THE PLANNERS WISELY CHOSE TO PRESERVE THE NATURAL BEAUTY
i OF THE AREA WITH ITS IRREPLACEABLE ANCIENT REDWOODE BY
11 ROUTING THE ROAD AROUND THEM RATHER THAN CUTTING THE
12 TREES DOWN, ONE WOULD HOPE THAT CALTREANS WOULD DISPLAY A
171 SIMILAR RESPECT POR THE AREA.
14
15 1. The foresicd band shiclds ike homes from the sight of, and the solse generated by, the
16 eralfic on the road.
iy
18 3, The forested band creaies a “filter™ & capture moch of the polldion, especially déeel
19 paticulae cmissions, created by the traffic on the road. This prosecas both the health of
20 ehe homecwners. and the parity of (he Sanith River.
2
27 A The treek b the forssied band creaie a very sbrong mechanécal barrier & keep tnicks
23 that fail (o negotiale tha curve from everiuming and spalling their chrgs mbo the strcarm,
4 Anything dumped into the stream will guickly be conducied imta the Smith Bhver,
24
26 5, The stremm that Mows through the fercsscd band helips 8 protect she homies snd yands
27 foosn Being focded as rainwnicr casendes domin the hidl.
18
29 Inits DEIR/EA, CalTrans proposes to construct one of three “ahernative™ projects for the
30 “fuby 2° loeation. 15 designates these ss the “Fose-Fool Shoalde Allersative,™ the
3 “Two-Foot Shoulfer Allermative,™ dnd the “Two-Fool Wilening ls Sclected Locations
32 Alemative
L
3 Acconding to the DIV A, any one of the throe altermatives will pravide the @ roed curve
35 radios of 400 foel or mone, which will allow (e sale passage of oversize STAA trodks
3
37 TUHE“FOUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE,S AKX CURRENTLY
i FROPOSED BY CALTRANS IN IT5 DEIREA, IS BY FAR THE MODST
3 ENVIRONMENTALLY DESTRUCTIVE OF THE ALTERNATIVES. This
4 gliernaiive calls for the nmediate destruction of 49 trees, including I7 redwoods,
41 CalTrens admits that the redwoods 10 be sacrificed includs anciont “old-growih™ troes of
43 apia J0feet in clroemference! All of these giant anchents are locsied on 1B developed
43 residential properties
5
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Zuehlke, John

==}

1 Inpddition, this abicraative calls for pemsaneotly seiriog a 50-fool “Right of Way™ fom
2 the homoownors, This appean to inciude much, if nol all, of the vital frrested band. £om
3 THE CURRENTLY PROPOSED “FOUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE™
4 IS5 FAR TOO ENVIRONMENTALLY DESTRUCTTVE AN DAMAGING TO

5 OTHE RESIDENTS TO WARRANT ANY FURTHER CONSIHERATION.

[

7 IF CALTRANS RE-ALIGNED THE ROADWAY SLIGHTLY MORE INTO THE
$  UNDEVELDPED HILLSIDE, AND DII NOT SEEZE ANY OF THE

0 HESIDENTIAL PROPERTY ON THE RIVER SIDE OF THE ROAD, FOUR-

0 FOOT SHOULDERS WOULD BE POSSTALE WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT

11 ENVIRDNMENTAL DAMAGE TOTHE AREA. EVEN THOUGH THIS

12 CHANGE WOULD PROBABLY SOMEWHAT INCREASE THE O0ST OF THE
11 PROJECT, IT WOULD ALS0 ALLOW AN EVEN CREATER CURVE RADILS
14 AND BETTER VISIBILITY FORR THE DRIVERS,

I3

16 The “TWO-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE™ inirially desroys oply 22 trees (17
17 ol which sre redwoeds). N0 OLB-GROWTH THEES WOULD BE DESTROYED
18 beemese all of the troe which CalTraes proposss 1o removal Hic of the previousdy kipged
19 ide of fhe rond.  FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE, CALTRANS PROPOSES TO

M PERMANENTLY SEIZE A 40-FOOT “RIGHT OF WAY™ from the homeownes
2 thet g6l appcars B ncluds mich of the forcsied band.
FE
11 The "TWO-FOOT WIDEXING IN SELECTED LOCATIONS ALTERNATIVE™
M appeans 1o be the ot exologically damaging of the allematives presented by CalTmes
2% lesdistroys he fewesi trees: |8 roes total snd enly 5 redwoods. For this aliennsiive,
6 CalTrans proposes to seife a 15 12 8% foot "Right af Way" lrom fhe residoncss, g5 wicll
237 s sdditional Slemporary consinection cascmeni™ from foar of the propertios. IISTAA
2 agcess in pranted, this would be the alfomative of chedce peovided thal noos olithe 3
1 redhwonsd irees i be destroyed i “old-prowth,” and that Cal Trune relures the fenposary
50 egsement properties in the condiion bl CalTrans gos 1hewn.
il
3

i1 THE DEIREA IHIES SOT PRESENT AMY JUSTIFICATION FOR CALTRANS
0SS0 GREATLY INCREASE ITS “RIGHT OF WAY™ FUR 50CH MENGR

3 WIDENTNG OF THE ROAIWAY.

16 Aoguiring hod sod chaadkng vepetation on the IFSTDE radics (hill-side ) of the roadway
57 allpws the curve radiug io be enlarged aod improves the wistbility of oppeaing taffic

M Howewer. ROTHING CAN BE DONE TO THE OUTSIDE RADILS OF THE

32 CURVE (HOME AND RIVER SINE) -- shopl of putting sp mimors - THAT

A0 WL MAVE ANY EFFECT ON THIS VISIBILITY! DOES CALTRANS

4] HAVE SOME FUTURE AGENDA FOR THES SIGNIFICANT FPERMANENT

4]  SEBRURE OF THE HOMEOWNER'S FROPERTIEST POSSESSING THIS

41 ADIUTEONAL “RIGHT OF WAY" WO LD GREATLY FACTLITATE MORE
44 FENVIRONMENTAL BAMAGE ON THIS LAND THAN 15 CURRENTLY

45 PROFOSED IN THE DETR/EA.
dn
&
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Zuehlke, John

I CONCLLUSIONS
3 b CALTHANS [5 DELIBERATELY MISLEADNG THE PECILE AND a
4 GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS BY ATTEMPTING TO SELL THE 19719 SAFE
4 STAA ACCESS PROJECT A% BEMNG BENEFICIAL TO THE RESIDENTS OF
O CRESCENT CITY AND DEL NORTE COUNTY WHILE DOWRPLAYING THE
7 TRIF REASON FOR THE PROMECT. The project’s maia chicctive [s 10 provide a
8 shoricul rowte Bypasting Urescent City 1o Tnking 1-3 wigh US- 101 for the leng-Bual
49 pocking indeiry. The drivers and their comparics are cverwhelmingly, if mit ertlely,
i feven guiside vhe cowsty, and, when the provisions of WAFTA are fully implemcibed.
11 eomc of the ks traveling the route will be drven by inclods noa-LiS driven
14
i1 2 THE 1919 SAFE STAA ACCESS FRIMECT WiLL NOT BENEFIT THE <]
14 ECONOMIES OF CRESCENT CITY NOR BEL SORTE OOUNTY. The orly
14 Budnesses in ibe ¢ounty that MEGHT bencfin from the e of STAM tricks ane the
I Eendiisl of “hig:bax™ retailers and the Smith River farm of a multi-rational fly bulbs
17 growcr! SMALL BUSINESSES FORM THE RACKBONE OF THE ECOROMY,
I3 AND GIVING “BIG-BOX™ GIANTE A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE WILL
19 SIGNIFTCANTLY HARM DEL NORTE'S ECONOMY.
20
2] 1 CONTINUDUSLY ROLLING, TEAM-DRIVEN TRUCKS SHTILD BE 11}
77 PANNED FROOM OPERATING ON WINTONG MOUNTALN OR FOREST
11 ROADS The consant swaying of the trucks &5 they wind back and fonth along o
M serpenting road hes 8 serinws adwenc impact ¢a the quantity and quakity of slecp
1% sumissble by the “off-duty” drivers. [hiver Btigue b il number oor casne of trcking
26 sccidents,
7
H 4 ENCOURAGING THE CONVERSION TO LONG-HAUL, TEAM-DRIVER
% TRUCKS, AS 15 COMMON IN STAA FLEETS, SOT ONLY TAKES JOBS
30 AWAY FROM THE LikAL TRUCKING INDUSTRY, IT ALSOSUBSTITUTES
il DRIVERS THAT ARE FAR LESS FAMTLIAR WITH DRIVING IN THE
37 CHALLENGING MOUNTAINOUS AND PORESTED TERRAIN OF THIS AREA
11 FOR THE LOCALS, THIS, COMBINED WITH THE INCREASINGLY
M COMMON PRACTICE OF LONG-HAUL TRUCKERS WHO ARE SOUEEZED
15 HETWEEN RISING FUEL PRECES AND DECLINING EUSINESS TOr BGNCORE
3 SYANIMUM SPEED LIMITS IS A RECIPE FOR DISASTER.
17
A 5 CALTRANS MUST MAKE SAFETY THE PRIMARY GOAL of any project, n
. expeclally one Ul com have such scricen adverse impacty on the health aisd welfase of the
i cummnity, The water mpply of Crescerd City, Gasguoet, Miouchi, and Saith Hrver z1c
4] pot eAe increased peril by the propsned projects TRUCKS CARRYING
43 POXBCOHAZARIMMIS WASTE MATERIALS SHOULD BE BANNED FROM
41  OPERATING 0N ANY ROUTE RIPYNING ALONGSIDE A MAJHE FISHING
44 RIVER OR ONE SUPFFLYING DRINEING WATER. The Smith River qualifies in
05 Bt catepemicn, Thess cargos sho hanned from slmiler noanss elsewhers in Califbrmia,
46 they must be banesd aloay US- 199 and Neeth Bank Road shaf
7
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]
i
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i
]
8
]
i
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i3
14
5
16
17
L]
1%
|

e

6 CALTRANS SHOULD CONCENTRATE THEIR EFFORTS AND REVENUES
ON CORRECTING THE WORST STRETCHES OF ROADWAY, SUCH A% TIE
EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS 81507 ALDRG US- 1% WHERE A THUCK
ACCIDENT IN 1008 CALSED A MAMH SPILL. THAT SPILL, EVEN
THOUGH OF RELATIVELY BENIGN OIL, SERIOUSLY THREATENED TIHE
SMITH RIVER AND TOOK ABDUT A YEAR TONOONTAIN AND CLEAN LUF.

T.THE BEST CHIOACE FOR TTIE =1%71%9 SAFE STAA ACUESS” PIIMECT 1%
THE “MO BUILD (O ACTION) ALTERNATIVE™. The sccidents (all, thankiully,
mone fntal) q.;l-uq; Morth HBank Hosd have overwhelmenply been camscd h;«' ERCERIVE
spoeds especizlty when the pavemeni was wet, Posting a feduced speed Vimi as well e
=Slippery When Wet™ waming sigrs would probably have o greser ¢ffect on reducing
avldenin than the very conly widening and re-alipnmenl. OPENING NORTH BANK
ROAD TO EVEN LARGER AND LESS MANEUVERABLE TRUCHS, AND THE
INCHEASED SFEEDS THAT WILL FROBABLY RESULT FROM THE OTHER
CHANGES, WILL INCREASE BOTH THE NUMBER, AND THE SERIOLUSNESS
OF FUTURE ACCIDENTS,

£ THE =POUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE™ FOR “RUBY 2,” A5
CEHRRENTLY OONFIGUTRED, WOULD CAUSE TOTALLY UNACCEFTABRLE
BAMAGE TO THE ENVIRONMENT, BOTH BIOLOGICAL AND HUMAN,
AND MUST BE SCRAPPED. HOWEVELR, WITH MINOR REALIGNMENT
TOWARD THE UNDEVELOPED IILLEIDE, IT PROEABLY COULD BE
BADE ACCEFTABLE.

% THE BEST ALTERNATIVE - OTHER THAN NOT BUILDING THE “RURY
IV PROJECT AT ALL - WOULD BE “TW0.FOOT WIDENING IN SELECTER
LOMCATIONSS

10, NO MATTER WHAT 13 DONE AT “RUBY 1," THE CALTRANS PROPOSAL
TORELOCATE ALL OF THE MAIL BOXES TO THE INTERSECTHON OF
MORTH BANK AND KASPERKEENE BOAIDS IS ABSGLUTELY
RIPMICULIOES! FORCTNG HOMEOWNERS, INCLUDING SENIOR CTTIZENS
AND THE HANIHCAPPED, TO BIKE LONG DISTANCES (SOME OVER ONE
MILED) ALDNG A NARROW AND BUSY TRUCK ROUTE 15 CRUEL AND
ARSURD!

11, THE DETREA ADMITS TUHAT THE REMOVAL OF TREES, ESMECIALLY
SOLD-GHROWTH® REDWIOHIDS CAN HAVE A FERMANENT ADYERSE
EFFECT ON PHOTECTED SPFECIES. CALTHANS ATTITUDE, AS
EXPRESSED IN THE DETRFEA, THAT THESE ENDANGERED SPECTES
SHOULD RE-LOCATE TO MORE SUITABLE HARITATS VIOLATES THE
SPIRIT, I¥ NOT THE LETTER, OF OUR ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTHON
LAWSD

Zuehlke, John

12

13

14

15
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Zuehlke, John

I 1L In s DEIREA, CalTrans proposed several “enit] gation” medsaires thad il claions will T4
1 compensate for the dostrsction of “old-growth™ rdwoods incliding ancients up 1o 37 fiest cont
3 incircumderonce thad have lived sinee before Cobumbus "dissovensd™ Amial THE
4 MEASURES THAT CALTRANS PROFOSES IN ITS DEIREA RANGE FROM
§  THE LAUGHABLE TO THE POSSIBLY CRIMINAL, AND DO NOTHING TO
& LIMOTT O =MITIGATE™ THE ENVIRONMENTAL HARM OF THE PROJECT,
T bt ralher rsge from off-site compensation 1o apparcnl cunright bribery;
7
9 120 In s DETREA, CalTrams propeses 1o provide some secanc trash hins o ibs Ruby L
[ Wapdeventer county park & proven “corsid™ Binda such dx crows, ravens, magsics, and
11 jays froes feoding in the garbage. This, fs claims will deter thesé birds from cating the
12 eges of om endanigered bird, e markied marrelel. APPARENTLY CROWS AND
11 RAVENS THAT HAVE GORGED THEMSELVES ON GARBAGE ARE MORE
14  LIKELY TO EAT MURRELET EGGS TUAN MUTNGRY BIRDSY O, bt
14 CalTrans beleves that crows, ravens, fars, efe are anly in ibe foned becatie hissans
16 have brought in wasie bins, snd will leave iF that fiod source becomes unavailable
)
IR 112 CalTrans proposss b ohear ivasive “avatic™ plands from their “Rights of Way.” T
f8  fsm't sweh cleapsp nommad overy-day road maknicaance work? IT 15 BITTERLY
O TRONIC THAT CALTRANS PROMISES TO REMOVE I'LANTS FROM THE
21 SEIFEDRIGHT OF WAY™ [N ORDER T0 PROTECT THE REDWIHWIS AND
27 DTHER =NATIVE™ SFECTES, AND THEN CUT D0OWN MANY OF THE VERY
131 REIWODDEIT CLAIMS TO BE PROTRECTING!
|
35 (A3 CalTrand” ETR/EA proposts i thind “mitigation” meacure: USING TAXPAYER'S 18
6 MONEY TO FURCHASE “OLD-GROWTH™ TREES from private parties — protably
27 lumbering vorporations — AKD TRANSFERMING THEM T 2 “comervation
28 onpenition” The DEHUEA specifically aemes THE “5A VE-THE- RUEIW M ks
M LEAGUE" Clearly, i the “Seve-the Redwoods Leages™ or smilar organkration (o
W reedlsd e vaboable "gif,” the UalTrns projeces wonld have b be gpproved. This sabon
3 by CalTrans WOULD SEEM T BE TO WE A (TR PRO QUG CASE OF
32 ATTEMPTING TO BRIBE THE “SAVE-THE-REDWOODS LEAGUE™ IN
§i  ORDER TO STOF THEIR OTHERWISE EXFECTED OFFOSITION TO THESE
14 ENVIRONMENTALLY DESTRUCTIVE CALTHANS FROFECTS:
L
14
31 Rospectiuliy Submitied,
if
n
40
41 John fushike
42 5526 Murioks Ao
43 Shermen Oaks, Califtenia
44 9p400-5T0
44 [(XIE] THETSR
4 [pruchike@Eprodigy.no
a
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Responses to John Zuehlke

Response to Comment 1

This general comment states that STAA trucks will have an overall damaging effect on the
economies and lifestyle of Crescent City and Del Norte County summarizing specific comments
made in comments 5 and 9. Please see the responses to those comments for a discussion of
specific issues raised by this commenter. The Draft EIR/EA addresses impacts on the human
environment, including land use, growth, community, and visual/aesthetic resources in Section
2.1, “Human Environment.” The Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project (Trott
2010) evaluates both the adverse and beneficial socioeconomic effects of the project, concluding
that the project would result in temporary adverse effects on communities and businesses due to
construction delays and other construction-related effects, permanent minor community-level
effects resulting from a small increase in truck traffic on the SR 197/US 199 route, and small
permanent regional economic benefits, including increased employment and income, resulting
from lower shipping costs in Del Norte County. Additionally, the traffic analysis indicates no
substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian systems or their
operation within the study area. Traffic would generally travel at free-flow speeds on US 199
through Hiouchi and Gasquet. Based on the anticipated small increase in heavy-truck traffic
through these communities under with-project conditions, the existing barrier between parts of
these communities created by US 199 would not change appreciably and community cohesion
effects are anticipated to be minor. The results of this analysis are reflected in Section 2.1,
“Human Resources,” of the Draft EIR/EA. Also, see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of
safety and anticipated increases in truck traffic and how that is anticipated to affect the local
communities.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment summarizes concerns regarding health, safety, and recreation as well as the Ruby
2 improvements location. These issues are discussed in greater detail within other comments
raised by this commenter. Please see the response to comments 6 and 7, below.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations is the best Ruby 2
alternative and that the Four-foot Widening alternative is too environmentally destructive. The
Department has chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for
Ruby 2.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states that Caltrans is engaged in “unscrupulous” and criminal behavior. The
proposed project is being considered by the Department to be in compliance with federal and
state legislation and regional programs, plans, and policies. Please see Grouped Response #1.
Purpose and Need for an explanation of the above.
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment states that the DEIR/EA ignores significant loss of property tax revenues. While
the comment is correct in noting that the Draft EIR/EA does not include information on the loss
of property tax revenue attributable to the acquisition of additional right-of-way for the project,
this economic effect was addressed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project. As discussed on pages 4-86 through 4-88 of that report, right-of-way acquisitions from
private properties would result in the estimated annual loss of property tax revenue ranging from
$7,120 to $10,940 annually, based on the countywide 1% property tax rate. On average, Del
Norte County receives about 18% of the property tax revenues generated by the 1% tax levy on
the value of properties within its jurisdiction. Therefore, property tax revenue losses to Del Norte
County would range from an estimated $1,280 to $1,970, representing less than 0.1% of its total
property tax revenues. Although adverse, this loss would not be substantial.

Property value effects resulting from the narrow strip acquisition of right-of-way from residential
properties along SR 197 (North Bank Road) were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA, although
the size of the strip acquisitions and potential effects of the acquisitions on affected residential
properties are evaluated in Section 2.1.1, “Land Use.” Homeowners would be compensated for
the value of property acquired for right-of-way, which would presumably offset the property
value effects of the acquisitions on individual property owners. See the response to EPIC’s
Comment #8 for further discussion regarding impacts due to right of way acquisition of
residential parcels.

The comment states that there will be an economic loss by business which cater to truckers
stopping, specifically restaurant and hotel businesses. This was decrease in business was
determined to be minor and not significant, see Grouped Response #2.

This comment states that STAA trucks would need to be offloaded to California Legal trucks to
make deliveries to Crescent City businesses, resulting in increased delivery costs. In most cases,
STAA trucks would be able to access local businesses without first offloading cargo.

This comment raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County
could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study area, drawing sales
away from existing retailers. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located
in the Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka, and
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project, large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along
the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do little to change their operations and would not likely
generate expansion of their businesses. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower
transportation costs provided by improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a
dominant role in attracting new big-box retailers to Del Norte County and effects on smaller
retailers would be minimal. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44
of the Community Impact Assessment.)

The Draft EIR/EA makes no specific claim that the project would generate economic benefits to
Crescent City, although, as discussed on page 2.1-44 of the Draft EIR/EA, providing STAA
truck access on SR 197 and US 199 could result in the creation, in the near term, of 30 or more
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jobs in Del Norte County (a 0.3% increase in employment compared to existing county
employment levels) and an estimated $1.4 million in annual personal. Some of these jobs would
likely be located in Crescent City. The comment does not identify in what way research
conducted for the Draft EIR/EA is “severely flawed” or in what way the findings of the Draft
EIR/EA are “biased, false, and misleading; therefore, no response is possible to this general
comment.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment asserts, in part, that the Draft EIR/EA ignores the potential for hazardous
materials spills that would impact the water supply and fishing industry. While spills caused by
traffic collisions have resulted in pollutants reaching the Smith River in the past, the proposed
project improvements will likely improve safety for all users. Please refer to the response to
Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for potential increase in
hazardous material spills.

To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith River are protected from the proposed improvements, the
Department will implement Best Management Practices (BMPS) at each project location to
minimize or avoid degradation of storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its
tributaries. The Smith River beneficial uses include: municipal and domestic water supply; water
contact recreation; commercial and sport fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare,
threatened, or endangered species; migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction,
and/or early development; and others. See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 for a discussion of water
quality issues. In addition, mitigation measures such as implementation and adherence of
regulatory control measures and implementation of Contract Standard Specifications, Special
Provisions, and Permit Requirements will reduce any potential water quality impacts.

The commenter states that the transport of hazardous materials should be banned from US 199.
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA, however, it should be noted
that the scope of this STAA project does not change the status of the Hazardous Materials
transportation routes currently approved and that the STAA improvements included in the
proposed project will improve road conditions and provide for a safe roadway for all users.

The commenter thinks that strict enforcement of a reduced speed limit for large trucks is
appropriate. The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state
highways. And while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law
enforcement, resources for all state agencies are limited. See Grouped Response # 8 for a
discussion of speed limits.

Finally, the commenter also states that the roads should be designed to prevent spills from
entering the Smith River. The Department will follow the Highway Design Manual for all
signing and drainage design. As discussed in Section 2.2.4 of the DEIR/EA, a collision leading
to accidental release of hazardous materials could happen unexpectedly, regardless of whether
the proposed project is constructed and the corridor is re-designated as STAA accessible.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 7

This comment, in part, discusses each Ruby 2 alternative and the potential take of both property
right-of-way and large growth redwoods and that the commenter prefers the Two-Foot Widening
in Spot Locations alternative as it’s the least damaging. The Department has chosen the Two-
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for Ruby 2. The commenter also
asserts that the Department does not provide any justification for right-of-way takes as proposed
by the Ruby 2 alternatives. The proposed approximate 35-ft right of way acquisition was
developed to be consistent with the Department’s Highway Design Manual, but the reason this
right of way acquisition is important to the Department and is being proposed is to allow
maintenance and repair of drainage facilities and slopes adjacent to the highway without needing
to obtain a permit to enter or temporary construction easement.

The commenter’s suggestion of cutting into the hillside would involve potentially significant tree
take, additional environmental effects, constructions of earthwork or walls due to steep slopes,
and the potential to destabilize slopes that are well-vegetated and relatively stable. The
centerline of the new road will be very close to the existing centerline in the vicinity of the large
trees that the comment is concerned about, meaning that there would be minimal change or
ground disturbance on the roadside. In the areas where the alignment diverges from the existing
alignment, such as near the reversing curves at the center of the project, cutting into the slope is
not necessary to provide truck access.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states that Caltrans is misleading the public, and the true objective of the project is
to provide a shortcut that bypasses Crescent City. The purpose and need of the project was stated
in the Draft EIR/EA, Section 1.2. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need. This
project does not provide a shortcut to bypass Crescent City, as both SR 197 and US 199 connect
to US 101 north of Crescent City. The remainder of this comment is not regarding the Draft
EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment states that the project will benefit large retailers. As discussed in detail on pages
4-78 through 4-80 of the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project, most
producer/exporter businesses surveyed for the project’s traffic study indicated that the proposed
project would lower their transportation costs and provide financial benefits to their firms. As
discussed, 15 producer/exporter businesses responded in some fashion to the survey, with nine
reporting that opening the SR 197-US 199 route to STAA trucks would reduce their
transportation costs to some extent. The survey found that lily bulb producers were the most
likely producer business to benefit from project improvements, but other Del Norte County
businesses, including a wood-product producer and a dairy, also would benefit from project
improvements. Conversely, large retailers are not anticipated to substantially benefit from the
project. As discussed in the response to Comment 5 and in detail in the Community Impact
Assessment prepared for the project (pages 4-42 through 4-44), large retailers surveyed for the
traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do
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little to change their operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses.
Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by improved
STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a dominant role in attracting new big-box
retailers to Del Norte County, nor would it substantially affect the existing competitive
relationship between small and large retailers in Del Norte County.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 10

This comment states that “Team Driven” Trucks will contribute to driver fatigue due to poor
sleeping conditions in the back of a moving truck. The level of use of Team Driven vehicles and
fatigue levels of drivers is speculative

In response to the comment that “driver fatigue is the number one cause of trucking accidents”,
we offer the following information. During the five year time period between 10/1/2002 and
9/30/2007 the segment of DN 199 from the intersection with DN 197 to the Oregon border had a
total of 42 collisions that involved large trucks or buses. None of these collisions were reported
to have a primary collision factor of “fell asleep”.

In response to the comment that “truckers...ignore maximum speed limits”, we have the
following information to offer. The California Vehicle Code (CVC) Basic Speed Law (Code
22350) states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and
width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or

property.”

When the California Highway Patrol codes a collision with “speeding” as the primary collision
factor, it may not be that the motorist was driving faster than the posted speed limit, but they
could also be cited for driving too fast for conditions, and breaking the basic speed law. Of the
42 truck/bus collisions on DN 199 during the 5 years, 22 had a primary collision factor of
speeding.

The CVVC Code 22406, Maximum Speed for Designated Vehicles, states that “no person may
drive any of the following vehicles on a highway at a speed in excess of 55 miles per hour; a
motortruck or truck tractor having three or more axles or any motortruck or truck tractor drawing
any other vehicle.”

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary

Response to Comment 11

This comment reiterates concern regarding hazardous materials spills. See response to Comment
6 above, and the response to Vern Powers” Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for
potential increase in hazardous material spills.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 12

The comment states that the Department should direct their efforts to other areas of concern. This
comment is not regarding the Draft EIR/EA specifically. The Department agrees that safety for
all roadway users is a priority. Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center
for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for discussions regarding safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

This comment expresses support for the No Build alternative and submits that posting a reduced
speed limit and additional hazard signs would be more effective at improving safety than
roadway improvements. The No Build Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need of the
project, see Group Response #1. The Department follows the law and established policy in
setting speed zones that ensure the safe and orderly movement of traffic on state highways. This
includes continuing to work in consultation with local agency and community transportation
groups and in coordination with the California Highway Patrol. See Grouped Response # 8 for an
explanation regarding the process for reducing speed limits below the state maximum.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 14

This comment reiterates that the No Build alternative is ideal; however, the Ruby 2 Two-Foot
Widening in Spot Locations Alternative is preferred to the Ruby 2 Four-Foot Shoulder
Alternative. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred
alternative. The comment also states that moving resident’s mailboxes is absurd. Caltrans
coordinated with the Post Office to find reasonable, safe and convenient locations for the
mailboxes.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15

This comment states that the mitigation measures for removing large redwood trees are not
sufficient. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed. Where
excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be
taken to protect the roots. See Grouped Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large
redwoods. Caltrans is following all laws and is consulting with appropriate agencies to ensure
compliance with all environmental regulations. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of or
significant impacts to large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

This comment questions the effectiveness of the corvid control measures proposed as mitigation
for the removal of large redwoods. Studies have shown that crows, ravens, jays, etc. are more
abundant where humans have made food more available for them. Reducing food availability
(corvid proof trash containers) will reduce corvid density. It is also known that corvids are
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predators on marbled murrelet eggs. Therefore, covered trash containers may reduce local
corvid densities and thus reduce corvid egg predation rates. Additionally, Caltrans selected the
Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no
significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped
Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17

This comment questions the effectiveness of the removal of invasive plants proposed as
mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Removal of invasive non-native plants will improve
habitat quality at the location by decreasing competition for native plants and increasing the
amount of native habitat for wildlife. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be
removed. Where excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches,
measures will be taken to protect the roots. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot
Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of large
redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped Response # 4 for a
discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods.

The DEIR/EA states that Caltrans would implement a 3-year program of invasive weed control
in all areas of disturbed soil, this effort would not necessarily extend to the limits of the Right of
Way. Caltrans does have limited funds for general control of invasive weeds on a project specific
basis based on need.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

This comment questions the effectiveness of the preserving old-growth redwood stands as
proposed mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Save the Redwoods League is just one
example of an organization which could potentially managed such lands if such a mitigation is
pursued. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations alternative, which
had no significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. No
redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed. Where excavation is planned
near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be taken to protect the
roots. See Grouped Response # 4 and the PRDEIR/SEA for a discussion regarding impacts to
trees.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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3.4 Public Meeting Transcript

A meeting to provide the public an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR/EA was
held on July 13, 2010 at the Crescent City Cultural Center. A court reporter was present to take
comments directly from individuals before and after the meeting (commenters 1-9) as well as to
record the entire public comment session (commenters 10-27). The transcript of that meeting, list
of commenters, and responses to comments is below.

Individuals Who Commented before or after Public Meeting

Zuehlke, Elmer

Brown, Daniel

Pass, Don

Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group)
Gillespie, Don (representing Friends of Del Norte)
Johnston, Meagan

Rupert, DeAnn

Kasbohm, Janet

Sullivan, Mike (Del Norte County Board of Supervisors)

Bruce, Donald

Individuals Who Commented during Public Meeting

Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group)
Olson, Curt

Zottola, Gina (rep CC-Del Norte County Chamber of Comm.)
Johnston, Meagan

Rupert, DeAnn

Bruce, Dori

Noble, Katherine

Zuehlke, Elmer

Gillespie, Don

Reichlin, Dwayne

Rupert, Jean

Smaller, Gary
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Rupert, Jean

e Rupert, DeAnn

e Johnston, Meagan
e Zuehlke, Elmer

e Compton, Charlie
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TRANSCRIFPTION OF PUBLIC HEARING RE:

197/1%% SAFE STAA ACCESS

TUESDAY, JULY 13, 2010
CRESCENT CITY CULTURAL CENTER
1001 FRONT STREET

CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA

BROOKS & BROWN REPORTERS
1018 Second Street
Eureka, California 95501
(707) 268-0233

Reported by:
SHERYL A. BROWN
CS5R No. 3908
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Public Meeting Transcript

1 CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA; TUESDAY, JULY 13, 2010

2 5:00 P.M.

3 -—-clo---

4

5 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

G

11 7 MER. ZUEHLEKE: The first thing is a guesticn.

3 YTou see, I want to know 1f they have checked any

9 alternate routes to 197. See, I live on 127. And 197,
10 other than parks and a gravel pit, which is a nething, 1is=s
11 a hundred percent residential. It sghould not have trucks
12 on it. T will -- with STAA trucks, even now with heavy
13 trucks, because of the lack of wisibility, I'm in

14 jeopardy of driving cut of my driveway ontc the road.

15 And trucks and cars, especilally the modern cars,

12 la do not belong together on the road. T live in

17 Los Angeles half of the year and half of the yvear up

18 here, beautiful spot cocn 127. ind Leos Angeles, to a

19 reascnable degree, already realizes that they'wve got to
20 minimalize, at least, truck traffic and wehicle traffic
21 on the same road. We have a number of cases of actual
22 restriction on residential roads, of trucks. The other
23 thing iz, in my book, 1t's an abksolute necessity for any
24 mountainous road to have at least two lanes each way; in
25 other words, a four-lane road.

Brocks & Brown Reporters
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So, right now, as an alternative, 1f they want
to save money, Jjust forget about 197. 4 lot of people
don't like that, but I think that's an easy way out.
Forget about 197. And fix the little bit of 19% that
goes through the park. Build a new four-lane rocad,
parallel to the present 19%7.

Leave 197 for the tourists, because there's a
beautiful tourist spot there. And the tourists,
especially, when they back cut in the road to take a
plicture, are in real Jjecpardy, and the driver 1is, also.
In fact, my neighbor =zays that he would just rather not
drive on that part of -- see, we're in the middle of 197,
s0 we can go to 101 or 199, I always go to 199 because
it's shorter. I think he's an Oregonian. He lives 1in
cur place period- —-- just a week or two at a time. And
so, he, I think, tends to go the other way, even though
it's longer.

See, vou know, this i1s the easy way for me. I
have been putting all ¢f this in my computer, but at my
age I don't type properly. So, this i1is really very easy.

MR. BROWN: My name 1s Daniel Brown. I've been
a commercial driver for 22 years. I've driven a oh-focot
tractor-trailer on Route 195 over 50 times. Whatever 1t
takes to make this better for larger trucks 1s what needs

to happen. The roads were made for commerce, not

Brocks & Brown Reporters
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cont.
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leisurely trawvel.

Using a 53-fcot trailer, as opposed to a 48,
adds four additional pallets per load. For approximately
every five to six truckloads, you eliminate another
truck. So, 1t's an ecclogically sound decision to
eliminate the number of trucks that have to come through,
due to the smaller loads they are reguired to carry at
this point.

MR. PASS: I'm in faveor of the retaining walls
on Washingteon Curve and the alternative bridge with the
fake arch. I think that's what really looks nice.

That's really the only comment I have is the wvisual
treatments are very well done.

I'm a recreaticnal planner, and I was cn a field
trip when I went up there. Yeah, the box girder design
with the retaining wall on the bridge is probably my
favorite.

ME. REICHLIN: I'm the president <f the
Hambre Group, and we own businesses in Crescent City,

Del Norte County, and Humboldt County, and in Lenoir,
North Carolina. And we have been working on the STAA
truck access for about 12 vyears. And we are fully in
favor of having STAA access, both through

Richardson's Grove and up 199 and on 1%7, in order to

provide jobs for voung working families that I kbelieve
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are being denied that opportunity now.

MER. GILLESPIE: I represent the Friends of
Del Neorte, a local environmental group. And, vou know,
my main concern, I guess, 1s5 the safety considerations of
increasing truck traffic, especially the big STAR trucks
on Highway 129, And even though i1t says in the Draft EIR
it's only going to increase it by, like, 17 trucks per
day, but by 2030 that goes up to 92 trucks per day. And
so, I think that's a significant safety 1ssue con a road
that's already fairly dangercus, regardless of the
improvements you Jguys are Jgoling to make. It still
remains fairly dangerous.

And it said in yvour Draft EIR that the second
pricrity of this project, the second-most important
pricrity, iz safety of the motorists. and with truckers,
truck drivers, who are used to driving freeways, as
opposed to highways like 199, I think it's going to —--
encouraging STAA trucks 1s golng to just increase the
safety hazards.

I'm alsoc concerned about increased possibilities
for spills ©of teoxic chemicals into the Smith Riwver.

There was just a letter to the editcr today by a
citizen -- I'm not sure who -- but just worried akout
increased hazards of chemicals and toxic substance into

the river.
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And then, in the EIR, for the Friends of
Del Neorte, I asked for a gecotechnical study be made
public for the projects on Milepost 23.92 and 24.8, which
i5 both The Narrows and the Patrick’'s Creek Curve. And I
haven't seen the gecotechnical study. I would like to
know where that 1is, or I would like to be able to read
that, because if the =zlcpes are highly unstable and some
of the projects, like Washington Curve, might create
increased s¢il erosion over the next decades, it seems
like that ought to ke addressed in a geoctechnical study.

Ancther thing I haven't really seen addressed,
that T asked for in our comments to start with, 1is that
we are really creating a loecp from Richardson Grove to
the Ccllier Tunnel, or yvou could say the I-5. And that's
not -- vou know, the increased traffic flow isn't just
the 199 project, but it's everything coming from the
Bay Area to Eureka, and trucks are golng toc keep on
coming north. And I haven't seen anvthing at all
addressing that issue of the STAA loop that i1z being
created and what kind of forecast for the increased
traffic that way. And then -- so, anyway, I weuld like
to see that addressed.

And then, in reading vyour econcmic analysis of
the draft EIR, I was impressed that, vou know, there

might be a slight beneficial economic improvement to

Brocks & Brown Reporters
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Del Nocrte County, but it’'s not really a major
improvement. In fact, I think, over 50 percent of the
businesses said that it wouldn't affect them at all, the
businesses in Crescent City and Del Norte County.

So, those are issues that I have kind of already
raised, and I have read a goocd part of wour Draft EIR and
still have scme of these same concerns that -- especially
the geotechnical study. Maybe I'm wrong, but I haven't
found that vyet. So, 1f somebody could point that cut to
me, I would appreciate 1t.

And I feel like Caltrans has done a pretty good
job of taking care not to pollute the river during
construction, but, wvou know, the pristine guality of the
Smith River and its corridors, of course, is a huge
concern to evervbody, I think, here. ind =so, I just want
to point that out, although I think Caltrans 15 sensitive
to that.

And so, thank vyou. Oh, wait. One more thing.

I would like to see the trees on Highway 127 that might
be cut -- I would like to see those trees flagged to
create a visual for people who are interested in that, to
see what trees actually are goling to be cut, even though
I understand yvet there are several choices to be made
first. But as soon as that could be done, the soconer

people would have a visual what's goling to actually
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happen in the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 areas.

And then, of course, on the bridge replacement,
Middle Fork Bridge, The Narrows Locaticon 3, I would like
to see the downstream bridge with an arched bridge for
the aesthetic wvalue of that. It would ke important.

Oh, ancther thing I really haven't seen much 1is=,
I guess 1t's -- I'm not sure how vou're going to police
Highway 199 from the Hicuchi Bridge to Highway 101, where
STAA trucks are not allowed. But I'm noct sure Che
drivers are goling te really -- vou know, how are they
Jgoing to be aware of that, and how are they going to be
kept out of that area where 1t's just a natural
progression of 1997 That seems like a flaw in the
overall idea of how are vou goling to direct truckers up
127, instead of Hiouchi to 101 up 19927

I think that's 1t.

MS., JOHNSTON: My concern with this 1is, this is
also used as school bus routes, and there's children
walking on the road. And heow is that going to impact
their route to school? And 1if we are already
constructing these areas, are we goling to allow —--
because right now they do neot have anywhere to walk,
except on the side of the road where there 1s no walkways
or sidewalks or anvthing. So, when this is being done,

are they going to take that intc consideration, the
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10

children's bus routes and things that are actually
fitting in place for pecple to walk along this road?
Because 1t's not safe at all.

In addition to that, the construction during the
time of scheoel isn't a very safe thing to do te the
school. I just hope that they have considered that as

one of their concerns, the children that have to walk on

these routes. It's very unsafe. How we do 1t right now
is5 walk in between vards. Well, those yvards are golng to
be taken away a little bit. And so, where are these

children going to walk now, and how 1s 1t going to be
safe for them to get to and from their bus stops?

And that's akbocut 1it.

MS. D. RUPERT: The $480,000 that they have for
the one secticon on 197 I feel should be used to hire at
least two more CHP's and install speed limit signs,
because there aren't any, te speak of. I mean, there's
one 45, one 55, two 55's. And then, Jjust around the real
tight corners, thevy only hawve, like, 30, and that's where
they want to straighten them out.

And I live in the middle o©of one of them. And
from the locks on the map, thev're goling to take half my
front vard. My front vard is only mavbhe 50 feet,

60 feet. If they take half of that, I have already got

belly dumpers —-- constructicn trucks -- belly dumpers,
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11

dump trucks, doing 50, 60 miles an hour in front of my
house. TIf Caltrans makes this road wider, they're golng
to do 60 or 70, ki1l off more of my pets for me.

I object to the road being widened. T bhelieve
that people live in Crescent City because they like the
remoteness, and the road hitting here is 1ike hitting
through your mother's birth canal and you're popped cut
at the very end to God's backyvard. And I want to leave
it as God's backyard, not as Eureka or Santa Rosa or
San Francisco. Thank you.

MS. KASBOHM: I would like to state that I am a
resident of Gasquet, California. I'm a homecwner and a
taxpayer for 30 vears there. And my main concern with
the project is the potential for a hazardous material
spill into the Smith River. The document, the
environmental document, establishes that the STAA trucks
can carry a larger amount of lightweight hazardous
material, and there will be an increase of a minimum of
17 trucks per day, which will increase the potential for
transporting hazardous materials through the Smith River
Canyon.

It's -- several years ago, the Gasgquet Water
District had to shut down its intake of water while the
river was contaminated by a spill from a big rig.

Fortunately, the water was shut down, the intake valve
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was shut before our local water was contaminated.

I have no doubt that this project will go
through in scme shape or form. It's been in the works
for many, many years. I would recuest that funds be made
availlable toc the Gasgquet Volunteer Fire Department, the
Hiouchi Volunteer Fire Department, Fort Dick Fire
Department, and stipulated tc ke used for envircnmental
disaster cleanup when that river is polluted.

This is a multi-million-dollar preoject, and 1t
seems that funds shcould be set aside to mitigate the

impact of environmental destruction when a hazardcocus

spill goes into the river. It's not a matter of if; i1t's
a matter of when. It has happened several times in the
last ten years. It would be nice to sees our

Smith River corridor ready to be proactiwve, and we have
the recent Gulf oil spill to reflect on.

So, again, I would request that contingencies be
put in to make us prepared for whatever disaster might
happen to the envircnment of our river. Okay. Thanks.

MER. SULLIVAN: I'm Michael Sullivan. I'm with
the Del Norte Cocunty Board of Supervisors. We, as a
community, feel this is essential for us to grow cur
economy to at least compete and getting STAA access on
these roads, and it will improve the safety of it. This

is5 essential to Del Norte Ceounty and the health of the
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13
9-1 1 community. It's one of the main -- five main projects 1in
cont. ‘ ‘
2 cur ceounty te just give us -- allow us to compete. And
3 50, TLransportation is one, kroadbrand, wastewater
4 treatment plant, the airport, and Highway 199. And
5 without -- even people that would oppose Lthe projects
G would still agree that making -- improving these spots
7 that we have talked about and making a safer highway 1is
3 essential.
] So, 1t's one of the main projects, and it's
10 right through my District. So, I think it's essential,
11 and without it we're golng to be put backwards, =so -- and
12 it should have been done ten years ago.
13 (Mike Halverson introduces himself as the
14 facilitator and then welcomes Kim Havler. Fim Hayler
15 introduces herself, thanks participants for coming,
la states comment responses will be in the final
17 environmental decument; comments are due by August 2Z23;
18 explains how to submit comments [e-mall, mail, may be
19 left tonight in writing or with court reporter], then
20 introduces Caltrans staff, consultants, and
21 Tamera Leighton.)
22
23 PUBLIC COMMENT SESSION
24
25 MER. HALVERSON: All right. Thank you wery much.
Brooks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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14

Okavy. Well, let me ask a couple of guestions here.
First of all, thank vou for coming, and I would like to
ask vou, how many <f vyou have had a chance to meet
Shervyl, the court reporter, and give her any testimony or
statement? Can you raise your hand for me? A few of
you? Okay. Great. And then she'll be available at
7:00 o'clock.

I would like to explain a few of the ground
rules here. Since she is going to be recording
everything we say now, I want to ask you, 1if yvou would
have a comment, when vou make it, that I want veou to
start by giving us vyour name, speak it loudly and
clearly. She™ll nod 1f she got it. Watch her. And
then, 1if she needs wvou to spell it, she'll ask vou to.
If it's Smith or something, =she'll probkably figure that
one out. But, anyway, so I want you to speak slowly,
distinctly, and clearly, so that she will ke able Lo
hear.

I have two pecple here that are goling to be
helping with the microphones, kind of like the
Oprah Winfrey Show, and so, they will shuttle around and
come around and talk to esach one or allow you to make
yvour comments.

The purpose of this portion of the meeting is

for yvou to make any kind of open statement you would like
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to make in front of yvour community. And in order to help
us out with that, I wculd ask, how many of you are
planning on making a statement in front of vour neighbors
tonight? Raise vyour hand. Okavy. A few of vyou. And
let's see. We have cone here. Raise yvour hand high.
Let's get a lecok at 1t there.

So, in order to try to do this in a reasconable
fashion, let me try to -- we have until, like,

7:00 o'clock, and that is the schedule for this pocrtion.
Bt 7:00, we will pick back up with private statements
over here. Iz that a good word, "private™? You know,
it's not confidential, obwviocusly. It's going into the
record, but wvou get the drift, in case you're shy like I
am. You can go ahead and see her.

And then, also, let's see. The schedule of this
also says that we have to be ocut of here by 8:00 o'clock.
So, by 7:30, the Caltrans staff will start taking down
all of these easels and display cards and everything like
that. knd feel free to stand and chat with them as they
move out, but by 8:00 o'clock the deal is that the hall
is5 returned teo its original condition, which will involve
some furniture moving and scme other things. ind we will
be cut the docor by 8:00, and the lights will be off. So,
that's the plan for tonight.

This first portion of the meeting went very well
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so far. There are ccookies up here. At 7:00 o'clock, I
Jguess you can come kback up and get some. I've been
eating them, 5o thevy're pretty good. ind let's see what
else we have here.

In terms of the ground rules, the other -- I
guess, everybody has been to meetings before. Anvbody
never been te a meeting? So, everybody knows what you're
supposed to do at meetings. So, the ground rules I'm
golng to ask yvou to held to here are, the main thing,
really, that's important is, because we have a court
reporter and it's our effort to try to get everything
down in the record, we want to ask you to have one
conversation at a time. Just make sure that we have only
cone person speaking at a time so that we can get it for
the record.

Other than that, pretty much do the things
vou're supposed to do and den't do the things yeou're not
supposed to deo, and 1t should work ocut pretty well. And
vou probably can all figure that out as we go along.

So, in order to try to work this ocut so that
everybody has a chance to participate, that's enough from
me . Does anvbody have any gquestions for me before we go
any further? oOkay.

My background is behavicoral science. I'm not an

engineer. I'm not from this community. I did spend the
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day lcoking around. I went intc the museum today. That
was very lnteresting. knd it's my pleasure to be here to
serve your community and the Department of
Transportation.

In corder to help you cut, I have my friend, the
stopwatch, and I want tc ask vou -- we have, 1t lcoks
like, about a half a dozen pecople who wanted to talk. I
would like to ask that what we want yvou to do is make a
statement, and I'm thinking that maybe I can help you by
asking that if vou have guesticns that need followup,
that vou can hook up with the Caltrans staff at the
7:00 o'clock portion again.

But cother than that, I would like to ask you to
make wvour statement to the microphone. We'll get 1t down
over here. ind how much time do you want me to give each
one of you? We have until 7:00. That's 50 minutes. It
it was Tten minutes apiece, that would only be five
people. Right? BAbout -- I'm gocing to suggest -- I don't
know -- 1s five minutes an ckay place to start with the
statements? Is that all right?

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC: Sure.

MER. HALVERSON: Everybody can live with that?

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC: Sure.

MER. HALVERSON: Okay. Good enough. And IT11

use Mr. Stopwatch and remind vou when yeour time is up.
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And, of course, we won't give you the hook, but, you
Enow, remember, 1f wveou do go over, you'll ke taking time
from vour neighbors. Iz that all right?

So, okavy. Well, with that, I'm going to ask my
microphone crew, we're golng te take the front rows here,
and I arbitrarily breocke vou up. There's ten rows. But,
perhaps, however you guys want to work 1t cut, vou want
to take three and three or something? Okavy. Well, from
the front first three rows, somebody raise your hand who
would like to make the first statement, and I'm goling te
ask Kim to come hold the microphone.

So, who would like to go first? Are we shy? We
have one over here. Like an art auctiocn. And, remember,
start with vour name.

MER. BRUCE: My name 15 Donald Bruce. I'm a
resident of Gasguet, California. And I support the
no-build alternative on this plan. And the reasons 1is, I
don't feel that 2¢ and a half millicn deollars justifies
the =zmall ecconomic gain that could possibly happen from
this. I don't see any evidence that it would improve the
economics of the county, all except mavybe for a few
businesses, and 1t might even hurt it in the long run
through tourism and the effects it would have on the
road.

I think, even with these improvements, I don't
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believe that 199 1s conducive in having these monster
trucks coming through here. I think it's golng to create
a lot of prokblems. Even though vou make it fairly legal,
vou're golng to have a lot of time when these trucks are
golng to be over-tracking, and it could cause some
sericus problems.

I don't know. I had a few other thoughts, but I
can't think of them.

MR. HALVERSON: Well, I'11l tell vou what, since
yvou're the first guy, 1f wvou want to go ahead and =sit,
and, like, vou come kack up again, 1f vyou want, because I
know this 1is a nervous -- public speaking —--

MR. BRUCE: I was golng to say, to me, 1f vou're
going to invest this type of money, why not find an
alternative route? I know peoprle have told me there 15 a
better route that could be done somewhere in the
mountains over through the Rowdy Creek, over in that
area. ind then you can have a -- heck, vou could build a
freeway, and these trucks coculd fly over and get kack and
forth a lot faster. It seems like a lot of money to
invest in scmething that is -- still really 1isn't going
to be fixed, so to speak.

And, of course, ancother issue I am afraid of, I
have reviewed a ten-vyvear California Highway Patrol

report, and the main cause of accidents on 199 is
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10-4 1 speeding. The second main cause of accidents is
cont.
2 over-tracking into the other lane. It seems like
3 having -- widening these corners Jjust might exacerbate
4 that problem. Perscnally, I would like to see more law
5 enforcement cocn the road and money spent in that
3 direction.
7 Thank vou for listening.
3 MR. HALVERSON: Thank vou wvery much for vyour
] statement. Thank veou. Go ahead, give him a round of
10 applause.
11 What I want to do before we go ahead, just to
12 coach all of you, remember, speak into the microphone and
13 speak slowly, sc that our court reporter can get it.
14 Sheryl, how did we do on our first one?
15 THE REPORTER: Good.
la MR. HALVERSON: Did you get it?
17 THE REPCORTER: A little hard toc hear, a little
18 quiet, but -- it could ke louder.
19 MR. HALVERSON: A little hard to hear, a little
20 quiet. ©Ckay. So, don't be afraid of the microphone. Tt
21 helps everybody.
22 And so, we're golng to see 1f we can pick
23 somebody from the back three right now. There's one
24 right there. Yes, the gentleman in the -- okay.
11-1 25 MR. REICHLIN: Yes, my name 1s Dwayne Reichlin,
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and I'm the president of Hambre Forest Products and
Snoczie Shavings, Inc. And we are the evil truckers that
run up and deown the 139 highway. We have been in
business for some 40-s0me vyears.

And what I would add is that one of the reasons
that we do have 1ssues ¢on the roadways are because we
have not spent the money on those rcadways over the vears
to make the areas safer. We have been after folks for a
long time teo straighten out curves and do different
things to try to make this area safer for trucks.

Regardless of whether vou have a 70-foot truck
or a 65-foot truck, the highways needs to be safer, not
only for truckers, but they also need te be safer for the
tourist population that I have kbeen hearing for the last
45 vears 1s goling teo solve our econcmic problems. That
hasn't happened. And we will never have economic
develcopment in Del Norte County, Humboldt County, or
Curry County, for a fact, 1if we don't do something with
what I call cur highway or cur driveway to the rest of
the world, which is Highway 193.

Our drivers probably drive somewhere in the
neighkborhood of 4 te 5 millicn miles a vear, and we have
very few incidents on Highway 129. We have driwvers that
drive that road every day at least twice a day. We need

to make that road a lot safer, not only for trucks but
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alsc for the -- for the passenger cars, for pecple that
need to go te the hespitals, and some of the other places
that thev need to get out of Del Norte County to go to.

Thank vou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much.

MR. REICHLIN: Oh, wait a minute. Can I add --

MR. HALVERSON: Yeg, sir.

MR. REICHLIMN: Can I read one thing real guick?

MR. HALVERSON: Feel free.

MR. REICHLIN: Let me get my glasses on so I can
see. This has to do with something I downloaded today
about the State of California and the state that it's in.

MER. HALVERSON: Remember teo speak slowly, now.
Go ahead.

MER. REICHLIN: California's manufacturing base
has eroded by 34 percent since 2001, a loss of over
630,000 manufacturing jocbs that paid, on an average,
$25,000 a year more than service Jjobs. These losses have
cost California nearly 75 billicn a vear in wages and
5 billion annually in tax revenue, money that once helped
ray for scheoels, infrastructure, and other services.
Califernia aerospace and autc manufacturing has
practically disappeared, and, as a result, the State now
has one of the highest unemployment rates in the U.S. and

is5 currently at 12 and a half percent.
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Thank vyou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much. Okav. You
can all applaud at the end. How's that?

And we have the guy back there in the red and
white T-shirt has got a statement he wants to make, and
the lady up here in the black sweater has raised her
hand, too. S0, let's go ahead with that back there.

Remember, start with your name.

MR. OLSON: Curt QOlson. I live at Ruby 2, and
I'm concerned about that area not being considered a
residential area. There are residences there. I'm
concerned that -- I think, improving the road needs to be
done. I'm just worried that pecple going by my house at
65 miles an hour, when I'm trying to enter the roadwavy,
is not a fair situation.

I'm with Rumiano Cheese. We send three trucks a
week up and down that road, and we we need 1t. We use
that corrideor.

I'm also concerned that the plan has nothing in
it to take care of the water runoff, the streams that are
there, that that has not been addressed. And that's
start of your plan. No one has come and talked to us,
really, about that.

And so, I just wanted to —-- I think that they

could widen the road. I think that's fair. The truck
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drivers are great operators. Tc me, we just need to slow
people down in front of our house.

When vou go by, one thing I suggest vou do 1z Jgo
over to the Highway Patrol and lcocok at their wall, and
vou're golng to see Ruby 2 there has 32 pictures of
accidents in the last five years. And you guys are not
Jgoing to slow that down. That tree 1is not leaving. The
old growth redwood tree 15 going to stay, and that's a
visual problem and it seems to cause prcoblems.

So, I want tc see it -- I'm not seeing vyou
address it, as far as residences. You could see our
houses are there, and you come and you talk to us; vou
ask us Lo come. And I'm at Ruby 2, and vyou can lcck all
along there. ind everyone that drives up there savs,
"Bovy, these are nice pecple that lived here,”™ except that
we have to go from zero to 65 in front of our house.

It's not very gocod. And s0, I would like to see that
added to the list when vou test these roads.

Thank you wery much.

MR. HALVERSON: Thank vou.

Shervl, how are we doing? Good?

Hold vour applause until the end. I know. I
Enow. We have over here a lady that raised her hand owver
here. Okavy.

MS., ZOTTOLA: Okavy. Thank vou. Gina Zottola,
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and I'm the executlive director of the

Crescent City-Del Neorte County Chamber of Commerce. And
the Chamber o<f Commerce fully supports this project, and
T just want to get that on the record and make sure vou
have my comment. Thank vou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much.

Over here, so we can catch up to right here.
Thank vou.

MS., JOHNSTON: Hi. My name 1s Meagan Johnston,
and I Jjust recently moved here, actually, from Boise,
Idaho, and I also live off of 197 and enter that area
with trucks flying at 75, 65 miles an hour all the time.

I just think that, with this plan, that
something that people really need to think about is that
children alsc walk on these roads. And this 15 actually
an area for bus stops. And we really need to consider
that, vou know. You guys say that tourism i1s the major
industry here. And in Idaho, we have a very bike safety
area.

And there's no sidewalks. There's no safety on
this road, whatsoever. Right now, our children have to
go freoem yvard to yvard to vard to get to bus stops. So, 1f
we're goling to be making this even larger trucks keing on
this road, which I do understand that there is a need to

get materials where they need to go, we need toc think
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about the safety issues of children, the residents that

live on this road. And that's what I wanted toc say.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank vyou wvery much.

Hands, please. Right here. Thank vou.

MZ. D. RUPERT: My name 1is DeAnn Rupert. I,
too, live on 197.

MR. HALVERSON: DeAnn, 1z that right?

MS. D. RUPERT: DeiAnn.

MER. HALVERSON: She'™ll hold the microphone. You

don't have to worry. There you go.

MS. D. RUPERT: I, too, live on 197. And I have

looked at the maps there. And the tail end of one of

their projects looks like 1it's going to end up in my

front vard, sc¢ I'm very concerned. And a lot of the

peoprle have already said issues that I, too, am concerned

about. I have children. I have pets. My bus stop 1is a

mile away. And either way to the bus stop, she has to go

through tight curves. S0, ghe doesn’'t walk, veou know.

She's in high school. She doesn't walk, because....

5488, 000, $480,000 for Ruby 1 to make that a

wider way, vyou know, and that deces need to be improved.

There's no doubt about that. But I think, 1if we took

some of that $480,000 and put up speed signs, speed limit

signs —-—-there's three speed limit signs on 197, three,

and then there's some adviscry speed limit signs. If we
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put up more speed limit signs and hired a couple meore
cops with that money, vou ceould leave 127 alone.

You know, and the people that live here, we know
what it's like, that it takes two or three weeks to get
our stuff from Home Depct, 1f vou want to shop at
Home Depot, you know, but we live here because of the
remoteness, kecause of the pristine. Where elge is there
redwoods? Where else do we have the Smith River? And
where else can 1t get mucked up but here, doing this?

I vote no. I don't want it teo happen, vou know.
We like 1t remote. That's why we're here. You all go
home.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much. Thank veou.
Okavy. Hold wyveour applause. I appreciate that.

Who else? Who else has a statement they would
like to make in front of the rest of the community?
Anvone else? Yes, ma'am. Right here.

MS. BRUCE: My name 1s Dori Bruce, and I live in
Gasdguet. I have liwved there for 17 vears. And we have
property along 199. I have read a portion of the EIR
that I was akle to pull up con the computer. I haven't
seen the whole document. It wasn't in the library, as 1t
was supposed to be. But I appreciate seeing the
magnitude, the size of the study. A lot of work went

inte that.
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One of the things that I did notice on the
computer, when we pulled it up, the -- there was -- 1t
appeared that the amcunt <f economic impact and growth to
Del Norte County, by vour own admissions in your report,
is minimal, fclks, minimal.

S0, we are having this very extensive project,
costing 26 million-plus dollars, covering years of delays
and construction and all sorts of impediments to people
using 1992 and traversing between the Rogue Valley and cur
county and, when it appears 37 businesses were surveyed
in -- just recently, 2010 -- I forget the consulting
company that did that, but 20 percent of the 37
businesses surveyed, which i1s around seven of 20 -- 37,
sald there would be scome —-- possibly scme galn to their
business and they might possibly hire some more people.

I mean, folks, that's —-- that's not like a major
boom to Crescent City or Del Norte County, at a stake of
possikbly greatly damaging our beautiful tourist draw
along a scenic byway into our county, coming head to head
with monster trucks, creating a much more dangerous
situation with a few, seven, areas that vou have
identified on 199 and 157 to do some modificaticns to.

So, I am opposed to this project, alsco. Thank
vou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much. And back

Brocks & Brown Reporters
{707y 268-0233

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project

April 2013
3.4-30



Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

171 2

10
11
12
13
14
17-2| 15
16
17
13
19
20
21
22
17-.3] 23
24

25

Public Meeting Transcript

25

there in the corner.

MS. NOBLE: Hi, I'm a drop-in person. I haven't
read about this plan. My name 1z Katherine Nokle. And
I'm here because I was born in a bedroom community of
Los Gatos, and that bedroom community had a highway built
right through the heart of 1it. So, now 280, that's how
people from San Jose get to San Francisco. It's =ix or
eight or I don't know how many lanes of ugliness, and the
community that was my home 1is gone. And there is a big,
huge highway, =s¢ that, ultimately, people who have liwved
in San Jose can then go t£to the redwoods and create
something, vou know, where they'wve got a little part of
the bliss that I moved moved up here to find, bkecause
they're all deown there.

And I really don't gsee that road repairs we
really, really need, like what was done south of here, on
101, it's a good thing, but how many pecple here went to
work? Maybe ten truckers? Not a lot of pecople here,
because 1t was all jocbhed out from other places. And so,
the work -- if we're going to expect people here to do
this work, I don’'t think it's gcing to happen. It's
going to cost a small fortune.

The tourists can come to them, and mavbe
sidewalks are a good thing and maybe there can be some

improvement. But, vou know, the golden four-lane needs
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to be in the heart of the walley, where evervybody wants

to go. And I just think this is not the place to make

cur little, guiet teourist area into Disnevyland.
Thank vou.
MER. HALVERSON: Thank vyou.

Anyene else? Would you like to make a

statement, sir? Let us get a microphone up here, a

microphone right here. She™l11 hold it for vyou,
She'll hold it.
MER. ZUEHLEKE: My big problem is --

MER. HALVERSON: Dkay. Start with vour

sir.

name.

MR. ZUEHLEE: Oh. Elmer Zuehlke. You probably

all have seen me here before.

MER. HALVERSON: Spell vour name for the record.

MR. ZUEHLEKE: She has it.

MR. HALVERSON: You have it? Okavy. Thank vou.

Okay. Go ahead. We'™ll start your clock over.

Go ahead.

MR. ZUEHLEKE: I'm an old ceodger, 92 vyears old,

and I'm having a terrible hearing problem. So,
try not to ke redundant.

But I have a plan, which, accocrding te

I will

a lot of

people who =zaid, "You're very radical." But, you see, I

live in Los Angeles for six months of the vyear,

and T

have a beautiful house here on 197, right at the key spot
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of the interchange. And I fought with Caltrans in '64,
and I think I'm prokably responsible for the road getting
lousy right at that point, kecause I have a beautiful set
of trees. My double tree next to the road is over

50 feet in diameter. I don't think the park has anything
any better. And in those davs, Caltrans wanted to cut
them down. And my entire family said, "Absolutely not.™
We wouldn't let people get on our property to make a
measurement to cut them down.

Now, another kbad thing about Caltrans is that
the road condition there iz =20 kbad that I had to improve
my driveway to make a better slope. And would vou
believe what I learned -- later learned was my property,
Caltrans charged me for making that slight road change.
That's Caltrans.

Now, what I'm proposing so radical, but since
I'm an englineer I'm used to seeing into the future, I'm
saying, let's leave 192 threough the park -- or let's
change the rcad through the park. Let's leave 197 alone
and put a four-lane road up the side of the mountain in
parallel with 139 through the park.

Because in the c¢ity, Los Angeles, we recognlize
that nothing less than a four-lane road on a mountain is
safe. If vou have a truck losing its brakes here, vou

have no way of getting around them. You've got a rock
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and the river. And what are vou going to do 1f they lose
their brakes? And that is a common situation. So, 1n
Los Angeles, we have nothing less on a hill but four
lanes. And of course, I live in the city, so we have
five and six and sewven, and they're adding lanes all the
time.

Trucks -- oh, on I-5%, when I drive -- and now

I'm flving, because I can't afford to take a chance on

the road. On I-5, approaching Los Angeles, trucks are a
terrikble menace. They're even using more than the three
lanes allocated. And look at the history of accidents.

We have a tremendous number of accidents on our 197/199
complex. So, our goal should be, ultimately, four lanes
all the way te I-5 and four lanes through the park.

And, by the way, a lot of people think yvou can't
cut a redwood Ltree. Well, think of it a little
differently. You can't replace a redwood tree. So,
therefore, maturity 1=z the important thing. I have loads
of spindly trees, maybe a foot in diameter, and I'll cut
them at a moment’'s notice. But if yvou want to come over
with a saw and try to cut one ¢f my mature trees, you'll
see a different action.

I've got a million things to =zay, but I just
can't remember all of them. Safety, we all think of

safety. But right now everything that Caltrans has
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done -- and mavke I should tell vou about the bad part
about 199 near 101. You know, vou --—

MER. HALVERSON: You go ahead and make a kind of
a summary statement. Go ahead.

MR. ZUEHLKE: Pardon?

MER. HALVERSON: Find ¢f make a summary statement
there. We're getting to the edge of the five minutes.
Go ahead.

MR. ZUEHLEKE: Well, briefly, vyou have no space
between the edge of the road, the white line. It slopes
directly to the river abkout 45 degrees. Can vou imagine
what will happen 1if vyvou dewviate from the road that much?
Tou'll be dead.

Thank vyou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much, =sir. A11
right. We have one back here? Thank you very much.
Thank vou.

MER. GILLESPIE: Hi. My name is Don Gillespie,
and I'm speaking for myself. I just wanted to polint out,
T heard earlier a comment about somebody representing
"the evil truckers of Del Norte County." And I don't
think that's the issue at all. I think that our loccal
truck drivers are very -- and I think the people here
have some very genuine concerns that shouldn't be just

put off.
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Our local truck drivers, I think, know this
highway, they know Highway 101, and they do a wvery good
jokb of driving 1it. But with the =TAA trucks, we're
really eliminating the stop-off point in either
Grants Pass or Medford. I'm not sure where. And so, we
are inviting truck drivers who are used to driwving the
freeways, who get pald by the miles they drive, and then
asking them to come and drive Highway 199.

And even with the improvements vou're making, I
think that we are creating a safety situation. We're
making safety situations worse by inviting unskilled
drivers, driving these big rigs over a highway that
theyv're not familiar with. And some of them will become
familiar with it. It's not -- vou know, they will get
better at 1t.

But in the meantime, I think that vour report
says by 2030 there will be 592 more trucks a day driving
129, conly 17, like, in 2014. But that's something to
think about. Az our population increases, we're Lrying
to -- we're bringing more trucks, bigger trucks, and T
think that's going to create a safety issue that is of a
concern.

Your report does state -- that's the cne -- 1it's
difficult to read your Draft EIR, when it's just on a

computer disk, because it's hard to get a feeling for the
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whole thing. But vour econcmic state says that there
will be nominal econcmic benefit to Del Norte County.
And it is a benefit. It is an economic benefit. I can't
deny that. But 1it's nominal. So, what's —-- as far as
safety issues are concerned, what is the price you're
Jgoing to be paving?

I have a concern that -- vou know, I made a
suggestion that guardrails be established around
Milepost ©.1 and 6.2 on Highway 197. There's a stretch
there of about a guarter of a mile, maybe closer to half
a mile, where yvou have a steep kbluff and then a drop-off
into the river, and there's not a single guardrail. And
I was told by Kevin Church that there has been no
accidents reported there at all, so those guardrails will
not kbe part of the project. And, vet, when vou start
adding larger trucks that might sweep slightly wider, vou
know, 1it's just accidents walting to happen, and I'm
sorry that that can't be addressed in this process.

And so, thank you for hosting this open house
and for all the work yvou have done for the Draft EIR.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much.

Anyveone else would like to make a statement?
Yes, sgir.

MR. REICHLIMN: I had just a guick rebuttal.

MER. HALVERSON: Again, start with yvour name.
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MR. REICHLIN: I just, vou know —-—- oh,
Dwavyne Reichlin with Sncocozie Shavings.

MER. HALVERSON: And we're looking for
statements, not rebuttals.

MR. REICHLIN: We are —-- Lthere's absolutely no
question that the highway needs to ke taken care of. And
it iz a trucking issue. It's also an automobile issue,
because the safer vou make the highway, the safer it's
golng to be for everybody on it that has to get in and
cut of here.

So, we're making a lot of assumptions kased on
what we don't know what the road is going to look like 1f
we can get this infrastructure taken care of. We need to
get this infrastructure taken care cof. We're not going
to —-- you're not goling to stop change. Change 1z going
to take place. What we need to do 1is figure out how to
make change in a reascnable manner and try to emplocy some
of these yvoung pecople in this community that deon't have
anything but welfare to turn to or leave this area.

I'"ve been involved in economic development in
this country -- in this county for about the last
40 vears, and I always the hear, "We're going te try te
figure out how Lo generate more jobs in
Del Norte County." And I'm not —-—- I'm in the wood

products business, but I'm nct saying that we have to be
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in the wood products business.

But what we have to do is, we have to ilmprove
the infrastructure in this community so that we can fully
develop what the potential i1s in this community. If it's
tourism, that's fine. If it's wood products, that's
fine, also, because I'm a firm believer that not
everything and just cone thing in this community, like
tourism or wood products or farming, 1s going to solve
the problems that we have from an economic standpeoint.

But all of these things, a small percentage of
all of these things, over a long term, are goling to offer
a lot more people a lobt more opportunity. And mavbe we
won't be chasing our kids out ¢f here because we belong
to the crowd oL, "I got mine and to hell with evervbody
else.” And I'wve been hearing that for the last 25 or
30 vears around here.

So, we are at a crossroads right now. We're
going to have toe figure out what's going to happen. I
just read an article about the State of California. If
vou don't think the State and the federal government are
in trouble, vou know, ask Mike Sullivan here frem the
County what he's trying to do. And unless we can
Jgenerate some jobs in this community and every other
community in this country, this country is in for a hell

of a ride for the next five to Len vyears.
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Thank vyou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much. And what I
would like to ask vou now 1s to remember we're not goling
to open this into an open forum for debate. We're
looking for comment. So, 1f vou have a comment that vyou
would like to offer and somecne hasn't already made 1it,
feel free.

She'll hold the microphone for vou, please.

M2. J. RUPERT: My name is Jean Rupert, J-e-a-n.
And I have heard a let ¢f talk abkout the safety factor of
this. And I also live in Gasguet, and I wasn't goling to
make a comment, because I agree with a little bit of what
I heard everybkbody say.

I have heard a lot about the safety, wveou know,
and the report, like vyvou said, 17 -- 17 trucks, with the
increase of 17 trucks by 2014. I think, the larger
trucks, vou know, there's beocund to be some shipping costs
reduction for businesses by being akle to bring in bigger
trucks. Obwvicusly, their prices are going to go down. I
don't think the prices are going to go down to the
consumer. I don't think there's goling to ke that much of
an eccnomlic improvement to waste 27 million on improving
these stretches that yvou're talking about.

My thing with the safety factor is, vou know,

like, we had the spill a couple of years ago with
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Mike Renner. He did a fantastic job of cleaning it up.
But what I haven't heard, vou know, this monevy kbeing
spent to do this, there's ne money to increase cur local
search and rescue —-- or search and rescue —-- our local
emergency responders, f[ire departments and whatnot. What
Eind of safety features are golng to be put intc place
with these new trucks, vou know? And thev're talking
about lightwelight hazardous materials and heavy hazardous
materials and this and that.

You know, we'we had our water system shut down
for davs and davs at a time from spills before. ind so,
vou know, my concern would be what safety features are
golng to be -- vou know, new safety features are goling to
come into play with these larger trucks?

And I agree with Bruce that we definitely need
more law enforcement. People don't respond to signs, and
it is only sc much, so more law enforcement would be
handy.

And I'm one <f these people that left this
county because there wasn't a lot of opportunity as a
voung person, and I came back. And every young person
that leaves this county has -- can come back, vyou know.
And sayving they don't come kack because 1it's a small
town, the majority of people I know who didn't come back

and don't want to live here 1s because of the size of the
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town. Okavy? They want to ke in the city. Okavy? It has
nothing to de with jokbs -- well, it has something to de
with jobs, I'm sure, but the majority of them want to be
in the city. If they wanted to come back, they could.

Those ©of us who do come back, come back because
of the area. This is a wild and scenic river, the only
wild and scenic river in California. ind we're golng to
do what to 1it?

You cught toc be more concerned with the
envircnmental impacts of spills and damages and what kind
of features are golng to be put intc place to help
protect that, talk about retaining walls, vou know,
different stuff. What about spills? So, I'm neot in
faver of this.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank vou. Thank vyou wvery much
for vyvour comment.

And how are we doling cover here? Good? All

right.
Thank you wery much. Who 1s next? Over here?
Okavy. And, sir, start with vour name for the record.
MR. SMALLER: I'm Gary Smaller. I live on
North Bank Road. And I am in a funny position here. I

find myself agreeing with evervthing that evervbody savs.
MR. HALVERSON: Don't talk too fast, now. We've

got a court reporter here.
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MR. SMALLER: I believe 1n the environmental
CONCEerns. I feel the same thing. But I also kelieve we
need economic development. There's critical need for a
reasonable truck route. I just have a problem with
running the truck route down the North Bank Road. I
think that’'s a mistake.

I guess I would ask Caltrans, isn't there a
better route? And I'm imagining a route that goes up
Rowdy Creek and over the mountains and comes out at the
Oregon border. The historical guesticon is, why can't we
consider that? It's a reascnabkle answer that makes
everybody happyv. T understand it's expensive, but 1t
will never happen 1if we never get started.

That's 1it.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank vou. Thank vyou.

Anyone else would like to make a statement?
Yes. Anvyone else? Going once. I know this 1s an
important issue to yveour community, and I appreciate with
a passion the way vou feel for the issue.

I want to encourage vyvou to remember that vyvou can
file comments with e-mail. Lock on the back of the
brochure, on the bottom, and there's informaticon on the
Welb zite for the wvaricus things that you can access. You
can get copies of the environmental document, which

someone can heold 1t up. I den't know. It's akeout this
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thick (indicating);. You prekabkly don't want te print it,
unless vou're really interested. There's a copy 1in the
back of the room held by a strong guy. Yeah, weak guys
like me can't hardly pick it up. But it's all online.
You can download 1t. You can get coples of 1t available
in the library and alsc a ceocuple of other locations,
including the Caltrans cffice, if vou're ever down there
in New York City -—- I mean Eureka.

MS. J. RUPERT: Why isn't 1t here, in ocur
Caltrans office? Why isn't it here?

MR. HALVERSON: Oh, 1t is=. In the library?

MS. J. RUPERT: In the Caltrans office.

MER. HALVERSON: Oh, I'm sorry.

MS. J. RUPERT: There isn't any in the librarv,
but why isn't it in cur local Caltrans office?

MR. HALVERSON: Ah. Could vou address that,
rlease?

MS. HAYLER: Well, I guess we hadn't thought of
that cption. It was delivered to —-- I apologize that
it's not at the library at this moment, it sounds
like, and I den't know what happened. I can guarantee 1t
was delivered by our executive staff members, and
sometime between when it was delivered and when it was
looked for, apparently, today, it was not findable by the

library statff.
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So, what's geoing to happen 1s, Tamera Leighton
has cffered to deliver a copy tomorrow morning, and so,
there will be a copy there. Again, Tamera alsc has
copies and the DVD's at her office, the local
Transportaticon Commissicn Office here in town.

There is a ceopy at the District Cffice, which 1is
the =standard place that we have a copy. If it's been
developed by District 1, the draft environmental document

is at our District Office and the public library. But I

don't know akout -- I'm looking at my senior. I den't
know. We can look into 1t.
The honest truth, actually, I know -- I have

some family members who have worked out of that office,
and I'm not sure that it's always staffed. There might
not always be scomeone there, because most of the time
they're actually in the field a lot of the time.
Sometimes there 1is an office engineer present, but not
always . So, 1t prokably wouldn't be the best convenient
place for the public t£to have a copy there. I would say
the library would be the best.

And so, preobably, what I would ask of any of
vou, 1if wvou do go to the likbrary and a copy 1s not there
again, please definitely e-mail me or call me, or call,
even, the front office and let someone know that the copy

isn't there anymore, and we can have another copy
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delivered. But that's really too bad that that copy 1is
missing.

{(Discussion off the record.)

MR. HALVERSON: Yes? Could we get a microphone
over here? Did vou want to make a statement?

MZ. D. RUPERT: Yes.

MER. HALVERSON: Dkay. Start with your name
again. It's for the record.

MS. D. RUPERT: DeAnn Rupert, with a capital
mpm

MER. HALVERSON: Thank vou.

MS. D. RUPERT: The only thing -- well, what T
want to know 1s, were vou guys involved with the new
freeway that bypassed Richardscn Grove -- no, not
Richardson --

MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC: Pralirie Creek.

MS. D. RUPERT: Pralrie Creeck. Thanks.

Were vou guys involved in that new freeway,
four-lane, up over the mountain that bypassed
Prairie Creek?

MER. HALVERSON: Well, we're trying to get the
comments on the envirconmental document tonight. That's a
fair gquestion, to which vyou can get an answer.

MS. D. RUPERT: I'm getting to that. TI'm

getting to that.
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MR. HALVERSON: Zo ahead. YTour comment is?

MS. D. RUPERT: The comment 1is, let's do it
again, like what the gentleman over there said, from,
like, O'Brien to Rowdy Creek, vyou know. Don't touch the
redwoods . Leave the rcads as they are. Let pecple go
down there 1if they want. Same thing with 192 and 127.
Build a new mountain -- build a new four-lane up over.
Let's do that.

MER. HALVERSON: Okay. Thank you very much.
Thank vou.

Yes? Start with vour name, please.

MS. JOHNSTOMN: My name, again, 1is
Meagan Johnsten. And I just wanted to say, this place I
came to as a c¢hild with mv grandparents to visit, and it
was just a pristine, beautiful place I alwavs wanted to
come back to. And as an adult -- I'm now 372 years old —--
I have brought my children kack here to raise my children
here. So, 1f vou want to come to this place and vyou want
to work in this place, vou can find work and vou can find
a job. We don't need to make every beautiful area of the
redwoods intc a Disneyland. Sc, that's my comment.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank vyou. Thank you wvery much.

Anveone else? We have a couple more minutes for
this portion of the meeting. Anvyone else would like to

make a statement?
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26-1 1 MR. ZUEHLKE: I haven't given you all the
2 information I see akbeout this place. 211 this discussicn
3 involves a small triangle just a few miles long, south of
4 Crescent -- oh, okay. I'm sorry, I'm getting mixed up.
5 There is a triangle that’'s invelved in this and the park.
G But let me try to get vou to think that yvou're
7 dealing with traffic from I-5 to Crescent City. That's
3 the most important. Oregon 1s important, too, but not
] nearly as much as Crescent City. But wisualize a
10 straight line from I-5 to Crescent City, high-speed, four
11 lanes, 55 miles an hour. Can vou beat that? There's
12 nothing better than that.
13 Now, 1f vou wanted to go Lo Oregon, vyou go up
14 101. Who, in their right mind, <an ever think, 1f wvou
15 want to go north and szouth, that vou're going to take 127
la east and west? Utterly ridiculous.
17 MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much.
18 Yes, sir. Right here.
271 19 MER. COMPTON: My name 1z Charlie Compton. I'm
20 the sales manager fTor Hambro, so I have to deal with all
21 the economic i1ssues assoclated with selling particle
22 board out of cur plant in Crescent City and Arcata. And
23 these trucks will help cur kusiness. I'm for the
24 changes.
7.2 25 I'm for it for a number of other reasons,
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though. There have been a number of voung people that
have died on ocur highways because they're not safe. No
vehicles were involwved, other than drugs, alcohel, and
stupidity, and yvou're not golng to change that, anyway.
You're goling to continue to have those kind of problems.

A straight rcad from Grants Pass to
Crescent City, from my perspective, would be absoclutely
boring. I have driven on roads that are straight.
There's many, many accidents on straight roads, whether
they're four-lane or whether thev're two-lane.

My only regquest, and I agree with a lot of the
people in here, safety i1is a request for me. I have two
voung children that will be driving on this highway. And
the way that vou address safety 1s, vou ilmprove the
conditions of the roadway. And vou have less traffic.
That's a just a statistical fact. You have a lot less

traffic with less accidents con it.

So, my parents have an RV. They will not come
over. They deon't visit this area anvwhere near as much
as thevy used to, because the road is dangerous. They've

had several close calls. My wife and I have a 30-foot RV
that we take over to Hornbrook, California, and I don't
even like pulling it on the highway because of the safety
of the roads.

So, I see other issues. I see, actually, the
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road that we have 15 a beautiful road. I love driving
129 and 197 and goling over to I-5. But even my driving,
it's just -- 1t's just not safe, and 1t needs to ke
improved. That's my feeling. Thank vou.

MER. HALVERSON: Thank you wvery much. Anvyone
else? We have time for a couple more comments here,
please. Anveone? Anyone? Anything at all? What I would
like to do, then -- you're sure. I'm not being too
pushy, am I7?

Okay. What I would like to remind you about is,
public comments this way, public comments by e-mail. I
would like to ask for us to try to figure out, the
Caltrans staff that's going to meet with the lady about
access to the document. And so, what we have are
three -—- I'm goling te turn 1t over to you in just a
second to go ahead and take 1t from there. I guess, 1s
there anything else anvybody wants to say?

Okay. Then, what I'm goling to do is, I'm going
to say thank yvou wvery much, as vyour facilitator. Tou
have been very patient with me, and all of vou have been
very cooperative. I know this is a very important issue
to all of vyou. I apprecilate you working with this little
bit of structure that we have prowvided.

So, at this point, I'm going to turn it back

over to the Caltrans staff for the next portion of the
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meeting. Thank you wery much. And give yourselwves a
round of applause. Come on.
MS. HAYLER: Thank yvou all wvery much for coming,

again, and thank you for everyone who stood up and spoke

tonight. We really appreciate recelving your comments,
and all of them are reallv important to us. End we'll
get them from the court reporter. And, like I =aid, vour

comment will be included in the fTinal environmental
document, and our response to that comment will be
included in the final envircnmental document.

So, thank you wvery much again. Fleasze feel free
to stay and chat with us until about 7:30. Have some
cookies and water. And we would be happy to answer any
questions we can for vou. So, thank yvou again.

MR. HALVERSON: Coockies, cookies.

MS. HAYLER: Thank vyou.

{(The public hearing was concluded at 7:00 p.m.)

-—-clo---
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 1. EImer Zuehlke

Response to Comment 1-1

This comment states concern for safety of the residents along SR 197 if the proposed project is
constructed, states that safety is currently an issue, and proposes an alternate route to SR 197.
Alternate routes were considered but determined to be infeasible, please see Grouped Response #
6. Please see the response to the Environmental Protection Information Center’s (EPICs)
Comment 8 for a discussion of how the local communities would not be significantly affected by
the propose project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 1-2
This comment suggests several alternative routes, including a 4 lane bypass for 197. Please see
Grouped Response #6 and #7 for further discussion on alternative routes.

Also, see the revised Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for a detailed
explanation of the purpose and need of the project

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 2: Daniel Brown
Response to Comment 2-1

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support
for the proposed project and suggests it provides ecologic benefits.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 3: Don Pass

Response to Comment 3-1

This comment indicates support for the retaining wall at Washington Curve and the box girder
design with the retaining wall on the bridge at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. Please see the
revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding the preferred alternatives and
see Grouped Response #3 for a discussion of visual impacts.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 4. Dwayne Reichlin (President of
Hambro Group)

Response to Comment 4-1
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support
for the proposed project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 5: Don Gillespie (representing Friends
of Del Norte)

Response to Comment 5-1

This comment states concern about safety with increased truck traffic and truck drivers
unfamiliar with US 199. See Grouped Response #8 for an explanation of how the anticipated
increase in trucks would affect safety for local communities, and see response to EPICs
Comment 8 for a discussion of how anticipated truck traffic would affect community cohesion.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-2

This comment states concern for a potential increase in spills of toxic chemicals into the Smith
River. See the response to Vern Powers” Comment 1 and the response for John Zuehlke’s
Comment 6 for a discussion this topic.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-3

The commenter requested the geotechnical study for The Narrows and Patrick Creek Narrows
locations. The preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed on page 2.2-17
of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the Department’s office located at
1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent City. Please refer to the
response to Comment 13 for the Friends of Del Norte for more information regarding the
anticipated cut slope conditions at Washington Curve. In general, preliminary geotechnical
investigations and studies do not provide information on potential for erosion. Potential erosion
is considered by the Design Engineer in coordination with the Landscape Architect and
Environmental Engineers that assess stormwater and water quality concerns. The Design
Engineers for Washington Curve, The Narrows, and Patrick Creek Narrows do not anticipate a
significant increase in soil erosion at the proposed new cut slope areas. This is because some
portion of each of the cut slope locations are rock, which do not discharge sediment as a soil
slope might. The portions of the cut slope locations that would be soil after construction would
be stabilized with an erosion control seed mix with regionally appropriate, native plant species
and a bonded fiber matrix (i.e., wood or wood/paper fiber blanket bonded together by a polymer
tackifier to help seeds stick to the slope until they can germinate) (see Appendix R, Enhanced
Erosion Control Seeding and Revegetation Plan for more information). The Department’s
projects must comply with the new statewide Construction General Permit that strictly regulates
erosion potential and requires Best Management Practices during construction.

Please see the Grouped Response #10 regarding concerns over geologic stability for more
information.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 5-4

This comment suggests that the DEIR/EA did not address the connection of the project to the
Richardson Grove Improvement Project in terms of traffic flow. The Richardson Grove
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Improvement Project was considered in the 2030 analysis for future traffic impacts (see
DEIR/EA 2.1.4), see the response to Friends of Del Norte Comment 1 for a discussion on this
subject.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-5

This comment states that there will be only be slight economic improvement in Del Notre
County as a result of this project. As discussed on pages 4-73 through 4-80 of the Community
Impact Assessment prepared for the project, the proposed STAA truck access improvements
along the SR 197-US 199 corridor would lower transportation costs by about 15% for an
estimated 20% of the trucking firms and about 60% of the producers in the two-county study
area, based on a survey of trucking and producer firms. This would represent less than 50%
(46%) of the trucking and producer businesses located in the two-county area.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-6

The comment does not address a specific part of the DEIR/EA or project, and no specific
concern is stated other than the topic of the geotechnical study and that the commenter is
concerned about the pristine quality of the Smith River and its corridors. The geotechnical
reports referenced in Appendix S, List of Technical Studies of the Draft EIR/EA are available for
viewing at the Caltrans District 1 Office on 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library
in Crescent City. Section 2.2.2 of the DEIR/EA discusses and potential impacts and addresses
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, and Section 2.4.7 discusses water quality and
stormwater concerns and BMPs during construction. To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith
River are protected from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best
Management Practices (BMPS) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. The Smith River beneficial uses
include: municipal and domestic water supply; water contact recreation; commercial and sport
fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare, threatened, or endangered species;
migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction, and/or early development; and others.
See the response to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments 2, 3, and 4
for a discussion of BMPs and anticipated methods of protecting water quality and waters of the
state.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-7

The commenter would like the trees slated for removal at the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 locations to be
flagged in order to allow the public to visualize the area. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 5-8
The commenter prefers the downstream arched bridge replacement alternative for the Patrick
Creek Narrows at the Middle Fork Smith River. This comment has been noted.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5-9

Professional truck drivers and companies are responsible for routing their loads on legal routes.
Various truck routes and their limitations are provided on the Department’s website (Caltrans
2012). Signs are also installed at intersections to guide these trucks onto the proper routes.

CHP has responsibility for enforcement activities on the State Highway System and they are very
active and informed with regards to current and new regulations and enforcing those regulations.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2012. Truck Size & Routes webpage.
Caltrans Legal Truck Size & Weight Work Group, Revised 5/2/2012. Available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/trucks/routes/truck-routes.htm. Accessed: October 31, 2012.

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 6: Meagan Johnston

Response to Comment 6-1

Thank you for your comments and concerns. The request to improve the routes that children use
to get to school is outside the scope of this project and does not meet the purpose and need. See
Response to Donald Bruce’s Comment 2 for a discussion about school bus accommaodation.

For clarification on how truck traffic is anticipated to increase after construction and under future
conditions if the project was constructed, please see the Grouped Response #8. For a discussion
of how the anticipated trucks per day would affect local communities, please see the response to
EPICs Comment 8.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6-2
See response to comment above.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 7: DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 7-1

This comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA; it suggests hiring additional CHPs
and installing speed limit signs. This comment indirectly refers to the Basic Speed Law, on
which all fifty states base their speed regulations:
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“No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is reasonable or
prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the
highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or property.”

Adherence to the Basic Speed Law can be increased by traditional law enforcement; however,
resources for all state agencies are limited. These suggestions would not meet the purpose and
need; see the revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for a discussion
regarding purpose and need. As the commenter noted, the only reduced speed zone on Route 197
is near the junction of 199/197; 45 mph from PM R0.10 to R0.56. This speed zone was set in
accordance with the vehicle code; see Grouped Response # 8 for more information on how speed
zones are determined. The rest of the highway has a maximum speed limit of 55 mph, which is
the maximum speed limit per the vehicle code for two-lane, undivided conventional highways.
Regulatory speed zones cannot be applied to spot locations.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-2

This comment it states concern for the amount of right of way acquisition on the commenter’s
property and concern that truck speeds might increase. See response to EPICs Comment 8 for a
discussion regarding right of way acquisition. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of
safety.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7-3

The commenter objects to the road being widened and states concern that the region might
become a larger city and lose the sense of remoteness. See response to EPICs Comment 8 for a
discussion regarding how the proposed project would affect the rural character of the local
communities.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 8: Janet Kasbhohm

Response to Comment 8-1

This comment states concern that the project will increase the potential for hazardous materials
spills and proposes that funds be set aside for spill cleanup efforts. See the response to Vern
Powers” Comment 1 and the response to John Zuehlke’s Comment 6 for a discussion of
hazardous materials. Spills caused by traffic accidents have resulted in pollutants reaching the
Smith River in the past. However, proposed improvements will enhance safety for all road users
and reduce the likelihood of accidents and potential hazardous material spills that might be
related to the existing road condition.

Regarding the commenter’s proposal to allocate funds for local fire departments for
environmental disaster cleanup when a river is polluted with a hazardous material spill, the
Department has a Spill Contingency Plan for District 1 (updated in 2012), which includes Del
Norte County, that would be implemented in the event that a spill occurred on a state highway
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facility in District 1. The plan contains contact information in case of such emergencies, the
requirement to develop and maintain verbal agreements with spill management groups to help
ensure that the Department and these groups are prepared to act quickly if a spill occurs, and
actions that would be implemented at various stages of spill cleanup. Among the actions are
measures that the Department’s Hazardous Materials Coordinator would follow to ensure that the
spill would be cleaned up quickly and that the party responsible for the spill was involved in the
cleanup process as required, including payment of cleanup activities. If the party responsible for
the spill is unable or unwilling to pay for spill cleanup, the Department’s Hazardous Materials
Coordinator would then follow the protocol in the Spill Contingency Plan to ensure that the spill
was still quickly cleaned up, and then follow the protocol to ensure that the cleanup activities
were paid for. After the spill site is cleaned up, the site is reviewed and declared clean and safe
by the county’s Environmental Health representative. The Department’s District 1 Spill
Contingency Plan is available for review at the District 1 office at 1656 Union Street in Eureka,
or it can be made available electronically or in hard copy form upon request.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 9: Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS)
Response to Comment 9-1

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support
for the economic benefits and safety enhancements of the proposed project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 10: Donald Bruce

Response to Comment 10-1

This comment states support for the no-build alternative. See the revisions to Chapter 1 in the
Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response to Comment #1 for a discussion and clarification regarding
the purpose and need of the proposed project. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion
regarding potential economic gains as a result of the project. See response to EPICs Comment 8
for information regarding impacts on tourism, which are essentially anticipated to occur on a
temporary, and not a permanent, basis.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 10-2

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically; it states concern regarding safety of
the highway, even after improvements are made, if STAA trucks are allowed. The Department is
designing the roadway specifically to accommodate STAA vehicles and does not anticipate
increases in collisions due to off tracking. See Grouped Response #8 for issues concerning
safety.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 10-3

This comment suggests finding an alternate route, such as Rowdy Creek. Alternate routes were
considered but determined to be infeasible due to environmental effects. See Grouped Response
#6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199. No changes to the
Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 10-4

This comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA, it states that the commenter has
reviewed a ten-year California Highway Patrol report, and the main cause of accidents on 199 is
speeding, followed by offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane. The comment states the
concern that widening some corners might heighten the problem and states a preference for more
law enforcement instead. Additional law enforcement alone would not meet the purpose and
need of the proposed project; see revisions to Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA and Grouped
Response #1 for clarification of the purpose and need. Also, widening the road and increasing
curve radii at the seven pinch-point locations, as proposed, would actually minimize the potential
for offtracking of a long vehicle, including an STAA truck, into the oncoming traffic lane. The
proposed improvements would allow an STAA truck or long vehicle to navigate a turn while
staying on the correct side of the road. Please see Grouped Response #8 for more information on
how the proposed project locations were determined and designed.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 11: Dwayne Reichlin (President of
Hambro Group)

Response to Comment 11-1

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically; it states that one of the reasons there
are issues on the roadways is because money hasn’t been spent on road improvements. The
Department agrees that safety for all users is a priority.

Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s
Comment 6 for discussions regarding safety. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11-2

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically. The commenter thinks that the
highways need to be safer for everyone, not just trucks, and that a better local economy will
never occur without roadway improvements. The comment indicates support for the economic
benefits and safety enhancements of the proposed project. Please see Grouped Response #8:
Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for discussions regarding
safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11-3
This comment is an extension of the previous comment, TC11- 2 and does not provide a
comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment offers support for the project. Please see Grouped
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Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for
discussions regarding safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 11-4

This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment refers to the
overall state of the California manufacturing economy. No response is required.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 12: Curt Olson

Response to Comment 12-1

This comment states concern regarding safety of residents near Ruby 2 and speeding traffic. See
the response to DeAnn Rupert 7-1 above and Grouped Response #8 regarding safety, local
communities and regarding speed limits. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12-2
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA; it states that Rumiano Cheese trucks use SR 197
at least 3 times a day. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12-3

The commenter states that water runoff and streams were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA.
The DEIR/EA did address water quality and storm water impacts and BMPs to protect water
quality and waters of the state. Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff describes
the affected environment and potential impacts to water quality. Mitigation measures for impacts
is discussed in Section 2.2.2.4, Avoidance Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures starting on
page 2.2-13 which describes how best management practices would be implemented at each
project location to minimize or avoid degradation of storm water runoff flowing to the Smith
River and its tributaries.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12-4

This comment states concern regarding speed along SR 197 in front of residences and accidents
that have happened nearby. Please refer to the response to Grouped Comment #8 for a discussion
of traffic safety and impacts from the anticipated trucks per day, how speed zones are
determined, and the Basic Speed Law.

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are needed.

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 13: Gina Zottola (rep CC-DN Co Chamber
of Comm.)

Response to Comment 13-1
The comment indicates support for the project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Public Meeting Commenter 14: Meagan Johnston

Response to Comment 14-1
This comment expresses concern for safety of children walking to school bus stops. Please see
Donald Bruce Response # 2 for a discussion on this topic.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 15: DeAnn Rupert
Response to Comment 15-1

This comment concerns safety of school bus stops. See Bruce Donald Response # 1 for a
response to the issue of school bus stops and safety.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15-2

This comment repeats the comment in Comment 7-1 of this chapter suggesting lower speed
limits and more signs. Please see the response to comment 7-1 for more information and
Grouped Response # 8 for more information on speed limits and safety.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15-3

The commenter prefers the region remain remote and does not support the proposed project. See
the response to EPICs Comment #8 in Chapter 2 of the response to comments volume for a
discussion of the proposed project and maintaining the rural character of the communities near
the proposed project locations.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 16: Doreen Bruce
Response to Comment 16-1

This comment introduces the commenter and explains that she has not read the entire document
but appreciates the size and effort of the study.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16-2

This comment states opposition to the proposed project, questions the rationale for the proposed
project, and states concern for tourism, the scenic byway, and safety. See revisions in Chapter 1
of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Comment #1 for a discussion of purpose and need. See
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion regarding anticipated benefits of the project. See Chapter
2 of the Draft EIR/EA for a discussion of potential impacts and measures to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate impacts to tourism, visual resources, and safety.
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No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 17: Katherine Noble

Response to Comment 17-1

This comment makes a comparison between the proposed project and Interstate 280 through Los
Gatos, CA. The comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA. See the response to EPICs
Comment #8 regarding how the project would affect the rural character of the proposed project
and Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project. No
changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17-2

This comment questions the need for the project. Please see the revised Need statement in
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project purpose
and need. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed
project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17-3

This comment does not support the proposed project and states that four lane highways should
stay in the valley. The comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA. See Chapter 1 of the
Draft and Final EIR/EA for proposed project descriptions, none of which include proposed four
lane highways. See response to EPICs Comment #8 regarding how the proposed project would
affect the rural character of local communities. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 18: EImer Zuehlke

Response to Comment 18-1

This comment proposes an alternative to “put a four lane road up the side of the mountain in
parallel with US 199 through the park.” See the Grouped Response #6 for more information
regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to I 5. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.

Response to Comment 18-2

This comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA; it states there a tremendous number of
collisions on 197 and 199 that have occurred and that a four land highway to I-5 through the park
would be the best decision. See the Grouped Response #6 for more information regarding an
alternative route linking 1-5 to US 199. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of how the
Department responds to collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18-3

This comment expresses concern over cutting down mature redwood trees. The Department has
chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for Ruby 2. This
alternative will have less of an impact on trees than the other Ruby 2 alternatives. No redwoods
with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed or substantially affected by the preferred
alternative. Where excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36“,
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protective measures will be taken to protect the roots. See Grouped Response #3 regarding the
project’s impact on visual resources.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 18-4

This comment states a concern for the close proximity of the road to the edge of the slope that
goes toward the river. See the Grouped Response #8 for information regarding safety.

This comment is likely referring to the narrow section of Highway 197 above the river between
PM 5.5 and PM 6.0. On 3/2/2012 Caltrans initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on DN
197 from PM 5.5 to PM 6.0. We will be investigating this area to determine if any changes are
necessary. This is however, outside the scope of this project and this DEIR/EA

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 19: Don Gillespie

Response to Comment 19-1

This comment states concern about safety and truck drivers that are inexperienced with the route.
See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding the projected increase in truck traffic and
safety with regard to the local communities and road users. Also, see Grouped Response #2 for a
discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.

Response to Comment 19-2

See Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for discussions of purpose and
need of the proposed project. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits
of the proposed project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 19-3

This comment states that there is an unsafe turn at PM 6.1 on SR 197. On 3/2/2012 Caltrans
initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on DN 197 from PM 5.5 to PM 6.0. We will be
investigating this area to determine if any changes are necessary. See response to Center for
Biological Diversity’s comment #6 for an explanation of how the Department responds to
collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 20: Dwayne Reichlin
Response to Comment 20-1

This comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA, it states that the safer the highways are
made for trucks, the safer they are for all vehicles.
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No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 20-2

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA directly. The commenter states that change will
take place regardless and that it’s important to improve the infrastructure while keeping local
people employed. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 21: Jean Rupert

Response to Comment 21-1

This comment questions the economic cost versus benefit of the project. Please see the revised
Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of
the project purpose and need. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of monetary costs of the
project versus anticipated economic gain. Please see Grouped Response #8 regarding safety of
the proposed project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21-2

This comment asks what safety measures might be implemented if STAA trucks are allowed on
the SR 197/US 199 route, particularly if hazardous materials are being transported, and
especially considering past spills and multiple days that the community’s water supply was
affected after a spill. See the response to Vern Powers” Comment 1 for further discussion
regarding hazardous material spills. Also see the response to Transcribed Comment 8-1 (Janet
Kasbohm) for a discussion regarding the Department’s Spill Contingency Plan for District 1,
which includes Del Norte County.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21-3

This comment suggests more law enforcement. See response to Transcribed Comment 7-1 in this
chapter of the responses to comments volume of the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding
more law enforcement, and Group Response # 8 on safety and speed limits.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21-4

This commenter is expressing the opinion that young people leave the area as a personal choice,
not due to the lack of employment and career opportunities. It also states concern for the wild
and scenic river. It does not directly address the DEIR/EA.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21-5

The comment states concern for spills and associated impacts. See the response to Vern Powers’
Comment # 1, and Transcribed Comment 8-1, above, for discussions regarding hazardous
material spills and clean up.
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No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 22: Gary Smaller

Response to Comment 22-1

This comment suggests the alternative route through Rowdy Creek. See Grouped Response #6
for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199. No changes to the
Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 23: Jean Rupert

Response to Comment 23-1

The commenter asked why the Draft EIR/EA was not available at the local Caltrans office.
Environmental documents are made available at the Department’s District 1 Office at 1656
Union Street in Eureka as well as the public library in Crescent City. The Draft EIR/EA was
made available for public viewing at the District 1 office, the local library, the Del Norte
Transportation Commission office, and online for viewing or downloading. The Caltrans office
in Crescent City is not open to the public and is not staffed to provide the public with documents
on a regular basis during business hours.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 24: DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 24-1

The commenter favors an alternative route over the mountains to the proposed project. See
Grouped Response #6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199.
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 25: Meagan Johnston

Response to Comment 25-1
The commenter states that if one wants to find work in the area, they can and that the beauty of
the area should remain untouched. The comment does not address the DEIR/EA directly.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 26: Elmer Zuehlke

Response to Comment 26-1

The commenter states that a four lane freeway from I-5 to Crescent City is preferable to the
proposed project. See Grouped Response #6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route
linking US 101 to US 199. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 27: Charlie Compton

Response to Comment 27-1
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment states the
importance of the economic benefits of the proposed project and support for the project.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 27-2

This comment is regarding the safety of the roads and how improvements are needed to make
them safer. See response to Center for Biological Diversity’s comment 6 for an explanation of
how the Department responds to collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized.
Also, see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of safety.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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3.5 Form Letter

A total of 27 form letters were received, five of which were modified from the original form

letter. One representative copy of the form letter is presented below along with each mod
copy of the form letter that contained additional, unique comments.

e Ausman, Candi

o Bell, Jackie

e Brown, Devaney

e Coughenour, Michael
e Crawford, Ryan

e Donohue, Karen

e Fehrenbach, Anne

e Flowers, Bobbie

e Hergenrather, Harry
e McSweeney, Charles Otter
e Mitchell, David

e Morgan, Linda

e Nelson, Jill

e O'Conner, Meave

e Ornelas, Bob

e Rahn, Paul

e Rebman, Rick

o Saalfield, Katherine
e Scott, Celia

e Shearer, Robert

e Stebbings, Barrie

e Stocks, Doug

ified
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Form Letters with Additional Commentary
e Blakeley, Sheila +

e Farmer, Tim +

e Jamieson, Amber +

e Perricelli, Claire +

e Rahn, Paul +
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Form Letter

To
kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov
cc

Subject
Stop the Highway 199 & 197

The "Safe STAA Access Project” in Del Norte County recently submitted by 1
Caltrans sheuld net be approved.

The project is unnecessary and only caters to a few large corperate interest groups.

Widening and realigning Highways 199 and 197 through a wild and scenic river corrider and through 2
ancient redweed groves will damage the reot and canepy structures of ancient redweced trees, and will
negatively affect one of the last undammed rivers in the US.

The environmental assessment is toe bread and includes teo many lecatiens te serve as the basis fera 3
single environmental analysis. Please extend the comment deadline te give the public an adequate
oppertunity te review all of the different alternatives propesed in this project.
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Responses to Form Letter Commenters

Response to Comment 1

The comment is not a comment on the DEIR/EA,; it states that the project should not be approved
and is unnecessary. See the revised Purpose and Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final
EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project purpose and need, and see
Grouped Response #2 for anticipated benefits of the proposed project..

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment expresses concern regarding damage to redwood trees and the Smith River. The
Preferred Alternative for Ruby 2 is the Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations. No large
redwoods (>36 inches) would be removed or substantially affected by the proposed project at the
Ruby 1 Location or the Preferred Alternative at Ruby 2. See Grouped Response #4 for a
discussion of potential effects and the measures which will be taken to protect large redwoods.
Caltrans consulted with the Forest Service and the National Park Service on potential impacts to
the Wild and Scenic River. See grouped response #5 for information regarding the Wild and
Scenic River status of the Smith River and the potential impacts.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

The comment states that the DEIR/EA is too broad and includes too many locations, and requests
that the comment deadline be extended. The document encompasses multiple locations because
they have the same purpose and need, and thus must be analyzed as one project under NEPA and
CEQA. See Grouped Response # 1: Purpose and Need. The Draft EIR/EA and supporting
technical studies were available at the Department’s District 1 office starting on June 29, 2010
and were also available at the Del Norte County Library in Crescent City. Public comments on
the Draft EIR/EA were officially accepted through August 23, 2010. The California
Environmental Quality Act mandates a minimum of 45 days be provided for the public review of
an Environmental Impact Report (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15105). The
National Environmental Policy Act and the Federal Highway Administration require a minimum
30-day review period (Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.119). The actual review
period for this project was 56 days, which is longer than the mandated durations.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.54



Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Blakeley, Sheila

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/14/2010 02:13 PM -----

Sheila Blakely

To ki
<eikon_renasci@hotmail.com> kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/21/2010 10:31 PM Subject Stop the Highway 199 & 197

Please respond to
eikon_renasci@hotmail.com

Please, don't continue to turn the whole of our beautiful 1
state, our beautiful lands, into a freeway. We need quiet
and isolated places - not a fast way to get more cheap
products form China ncor more traffic speeding through guiet
and tranquil stretches.

Flease, stand on the side of life and respect, rather than
on the side of someone elses dollar and profits.

CalTrans has no right to callously and indifferently kill 2
lifeforms that were living here before this nation
existed... standing for a thousand cr more years. Yet, vyou
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

have the audacity tco have no respect for this. Seemingly so 2
full of entitlement that vou could destroy such a cont.
magnificent and amazing national treasure, found nowhere

else in cur sclar system... perhaps the universe.

How rare and preciocus a thing to chip away at for some 3

temporary monetary gain. Some things, when lost, are never
had again.

It's the right of the people who live with this beauty and
pay for these rcocads to have the say as to whether or not
the rcads are widened; as opposed to the corporations who
stand to profit and send their profits outside of the
community.

What good is this for ocur communities?

It isn't.

You've already ignored the interests of We The Pecple in
regard to Richardson Grove, please don't continue to make
ancther similar decision and prove your disdain for those
who live in these communities.

Please. Don't continue with this project.

The "Safe STAA Access Project" in Del Norte County recently
submitted by Caltrans should nct be approved.

The project is unnecessary and only caters to a few large
corporate interest groups.

Widening and realigning Highways 199 and 197 through a wild
and scenic river corridor and through ancient redwood
groves will damage the root and canopy structures of
ancient redwood trees, and will negatively affect one of
the last undammed rivers in the US.

The environmental assessment is too broad and includes too
many locaticns to serve as the basis for a single
envircnmental analysis. Please extend the comment deadline
to give the public an adequate opportunity to review all of
the different alternatives proposed in this project.

Sheila Blakely
1814 A st
Eureka, CA 95501
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Responses to Sheila Blakeley

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern for the beauty and isolation of the area and sees the project as
validation to monetary profit rather than preservation of the environment. The comment does not
address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project specifically. Please see the response to
Environmental Protection Center’s (EPICs) Comment 8 in Chapter 2 of the responses to
comments volume of the EIR/EA for a discussion regarding anticipated minimal changes to the
rural character of the area in the vicinity of the proposed project and community cohesion.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project specifically. The comment is
unclear regarding what life forms are being discussed, but the Department assumes that the comment is
regarding removal of large redwoods at Ruby 2 under the Two-Foot Widen Alternative and the Four-Foot
Widen Alternative. The Department considered the removal of large redwoods (>36 inches) a significant
impact under CEQA, and selected the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative, which does not
remove or substantially impact any large redwood trees. See Group Response #4 for a discussion of large
redwoods.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA,; it states opposition to the project. See the revised
Purpose and Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for
clarification of the project purposes need. Also, see Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of
anticipated benefits of the project. Also see Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact
on visual resources.

No further changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Farmer, Tim

————— Ferwarded by Kim Floyd /D01 /Caltrans/CAGov on 08/23/2010 09:26 AM -
Tim Farmer <tjxfarmer@yahoo.com:

08/21/2010 10:47 AM

Please respend te

tjxfarmer@yahoo.co

m

To
kim_floyd @dot.ca.gov
cc

Subject
Questicning propesed prejects: Hwy's 199 & 197

Dear Kim

Highways 199 and 197 in Del Norte County in Northern California pass through incredible, even 1
precious, natural beauty and should be not be medified for the benefit of the few and at the expense of
the many. Inshort, the "Safe STAA Access Project” in Del Norte Ceunty recently submitted by Caltrans
should not be approved.

Widening and realigning Highways 199 and 197, which pass through a wild and scenic river cerridoer 2
and through ancient redwoed groves will, unavoidably, damage these groves te varicus degrees,
including but not limited to their roct and canopy structures. These prejects will, without question,
negatively affect one of the last undammed rivers in the United States.

The environmental censiderations of these project propesals are toe broad to be well-served by a 3
single environmental analysis. Please extend the ccmment deadline te give the public an adequate
oppertunity te review all of the different alternatives propesed in this project.

Thank you for censidering this peint of view.

Tim Farmer

404 N. Mount Shasta Blvd.
#117

Mount Shasta, CA 96067
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Responses to Tim Farmer

Response to Comment 1

This comment states opposition to the project because of potential effects to aesthetics. See the
revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for
clarification of the project need. Also see Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact
on visual resources.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #2 above.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #3 above.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Jamieson, Amber

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov an 09/14/2010 01:10 PM -----

amber Jamieson

To ki
<tahoeamber@yahoo.com> kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/20/2010 05:41 PM Subject Stop the Highway 199 & 197

Please respond to
tahoeamber@yahoo.com

The "Safe STAA Access Project" in Del Norte County recently 1
submitted by Caltrans should be rescinded.

Widening and realigning Highways 199 and 197 through
ancient redwood groves will damage the root and canopy
structures of ancient redwood trees, threatening some of
California's few remaining cathedral redwocd groves. This
project will alsc forever alter the character of the wild
and scenic Smith River.

The environmental assessment 1s too broad and includes too 2

many locations to serve as the basis for a single
envirconmental analysis. Caltrans has igncored poctential
alternatives, failed to provide critical information about
impacts to endangered species, improperly address the
project's potential c¢limate impacts, and downplayed the far-
reaching effects of allowing STAA truck traffic into Del
Norte County.

State and federal legislators should step in to rescind 3
this unnecessary and destructive project. The risks to
imperiled species like the markled murrelet and the ancient
redwoods upon which they depend are simply unacceptable.
The project could also facilitate additional big-kox
development and urbanization, forever altering the human
and natural environment of Del Norte County. The Smith
Eiver and the ancient redwood groves along the river are
toc important to be sacrificed te big trucks and the big-
box stores that will follow close behind.

anber Jamieson
kingston
Fieldbrook, CA 95519
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Responses to Amber Jamieson

Response to Comment 1
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #2 above. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA
are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment claims specific failures in the DEIR/EA. For questions on potential alternatives,
see Group Response # 7. Potential impacts to endangered species are discussed Section 2.3.5 and
Section 2.4.16 of the Draft EIR/EA. No significant impacts are anticipated for endangered
species with the selection of the preferred alternatives (see revised Chapter 1 in the Final
EIR/EA) and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, as discussed in the Final
EIR/EA (see FEIR/EA Sections 2.3.5, 2.4.16, and 3.2.1-3.2.2). The project’s effect on climate
change is discussed in Chapter 3 on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR/EA, and in the revised Section
3.2.4 in the Final EIR/EA. Grouped Response # 2 discusses the potential costs and benefits of the
project including general effects of STAA access. No further changes to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA. This comment raises the issue that providing
improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County could attract more large retailers (so-called
“big-box” stores) to the study area. See the response to Ken Miller’s Comment 1 for a discussion
on this subject.

No large redwoods will be removed, as Caltrans has chosen the Ruby 2: Two-Foot Widening in
Spot Locations as the preferred alternative. See also the avoidance and minimization measures as
described in Sections 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.5.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA, which would reduce
potential effects on redwoods and marbled murrelet to a negligible level. No significant impacts
are anticipated for any environmental resource with the selection of the preferred alternatives
(see revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA) and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures, as discussed in the final EIR/EA (see avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation
measures sections of each topic in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA plus Section 3.2.1
and 3.2.2 in the Draft and Final EIR/EA). See Grouped Response # 4 for information on
potential impacts to trees.

Please also refer to Grouped Response #1 for more information on purpose and need and
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion regarding anticipated benefits of the proposed project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Perricelli, Claire

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov an 09/14/2010 02:07 PM -----

Claire Perricelli

To ki
<ceperr@sbcglobal.net> kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/21/2010 12:41 AM Subject Stop the Highway 199 & 197

Please respond to
ceperr@sbcglobal.net

We need to focus con short sea shipping and cother such lower 1
impact alternatives to more truck pollution and habitat
destruction for rcads.

The "Safe STAA Access Project" in Del Norte County recently
submitted by Caltrans should not be approved.

The project is unnecessary and only caters to a few large
corporate interest groups.

Widening and realigning Highways 199 and 197 through a wild
and scenic river corridor and through ancient redwood
groves will damage the root and canopy structures of
ancient redwood trees, and will negatively affect one of
the last undammed rivers in the US.

The environmental assessment is too broad and includes toc
many loccaticns to serve as the basis for a single
environmental analysis. Please extend the comment deadline
to give the public an adequate opportunity to review all of
the different alternatives proposed in this project.

Claire Perricelli
2259 leth
Eureka, CA 95501
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Response to Claire Perricelli

Response to Comment 1

This comment suggests studying short sea shipping rather than trucking and “other such lower
impact alternatives” but does not provide specific alternative suggestions. Studying short sea
shipping and alternative shipping methods is beyond the scope of this project and would not
meet the purpose and need. See the revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for clarification of the
purpose and need and Grouped Response #1 for details regarding the purpose and need of the
project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rahn, Paul

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/29/2010 08:50 AM -----

Paul Rahn
<paul_rahn@cashmanequipment.
com:> ce

Subject Stop the Highway 199 & 197

To kimberly hayler@dot.ca.gov

09/29/2010 08:21 AM

Please respond to
paul_rahn@cashmanequipment.com

The "Safe STAA Access Project" in Del Norte County recently
submitted by Caltrans should nct be approved.

The project is unnecessary and only caters to a few large
corporate interest groups.

Widening and realigning Highwavys 199 and 187 through a wild
and scenic river corridor and through ancient redwood

groves will damage the root and canopy structures of
ancient redwood trees, and will negatively affect cne of
the last undammed rivers in the US.

The environmental assessment is too broad and includes too

many locations to serve as the basis for a single

environmental analvsis. Pleasgse extend the comment deadline

to give the public an adequate opportunity to review all of

the different alternatives proposed in this prcject. My 1
wife and I drive this hiway all the time and drive it
specificly for its pristine beauty. cutting down these
trees and widening this higway is not needed. surely vou
can find better ways to improve California without
destroyimg the awesome beauty of this hiway. Paul D. Rahn
Reno, Nv.

Paul Rahn
5557 cornflower ct
sun valley, NV 89433
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Response to Paul Rahn

Response to Comment 1

The Department has chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred
alternative for Ruby 2. This is the least damaging alternative of the Ruby 2 alternatives and no
large redwood trees would be removed as a result of construction of that alternative. The
Department strives to strike a balance between preserving the natural beauty of the area and
addressing the purpose and need of the project. No significant impacts would occur to visual or
other environmental resources if the proposed project is constructed.

See Grouped Response #1 for a detailed explanation of the purpose and need of the project and
Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact on visual resources.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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