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This chapter is organized as follows: 

• 4.1 Public Agencies and Governments 

• 4.2 Organizations 

• 4.3 Individuals 

• 4-4 Form Letters 
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4.1 Public Agencies and Governments 

One public/government agency, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), submitted 
comments in response to the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EA. Comments 
submitted by CDFW, as well as responses to those comments, are provided below.   
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Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response to Recommendation 1 
This comment recommends that the EIR/EA change significance determinations for impacts to 
1) late seral Douglas-fir forest, 2) riparian forests, and 3) wetlands. The Department believes that 
impacts to these resources have been avoided, minimized and mitigated to less than significant as 
described in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA), 
Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment (PRDEIR/SEA) and Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
(FEIR/EA). 

The Department agrees that the mature (or late-seral) Douglas-fir forest habitat is important, but 
does not concur with the conclusions or analysis presented by CDFW based on CalVeg data. 
CalVeg is a GIS based vegetation classification system maintained by the U.S Forest Service 
which includes information on the major habitat classification, seral stage (maturity and canopy 
structure) and size class of forest. The analysis by CDFW found 1599 acres of mature Douglas-
fir forest, and 41,833 acres of mature redwood forest in Del Norte County. The Department’s 
analysis of the CalVeg data shows there are 130,304 acres of mature Douglas-fir/Mixed 
Hardwood/Conifer Habitat, and 19,380 acres of mature Redwood habitat in Del Norte County.  

The CalVeg database uses fields based on definitions in the California Wildlife Habitat 
Relationships (WHR) database. The fields used in the CDFW and Department analysis are:  

WHRSIZE = This variable represents the dbh (diameter at breast height) size class of 
the forest habitat type, with largest size class (5) was used for the 
analysis representing stands with trees > 24 inches. This size class was 
assumed to be “mature” for this analysis, because the CDFW letter 
states that 24 inch dbh Douglas-fir should be considered mature. 

WHRTYPE =  This variable represents the dominant vegetation community based on 
WHR habitat type definitions, the values used in this analysis were 
RWD = Redwood, DFR = Douglas-fir and MHC = Mixed 
Hardwood/Conifer.   

NWSTRUCT = This variable represents forest structure and is from the U.S Forest 
Service for use with the Northwest Forest Plan. The values represent 
single-storied (1) or multiple-storied canopy (2). 

The canopy structure field (NWSTRUCT) is an incomplete data set. While the data is well 
populated for the coastal strip (within approximately 10 miles of the coast line), it is not 
populated for the inland areas surrounding the US 199 sites. The Department is not inclined to 
use this field in the analysis, because it would eliminate all stands outside of the coastal zone, 
regardless of canopy structure, and the does not accurately represent multistoried habitat across 
the county.  

The forest type (WHRTYPE) at the Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 area in question is listed 
as WHRTYPE=Mixed Hardwood/Conifer (MHC). This is a common forest type with Douglas-
fir and other conifers mixing with the hardwood species such as tanoak and big-leaf maple. This 
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habitat type fits what Department surveys found in the area, as the Douglas-fir stands did have 
components of tanoak and big-leaf maple, as well as alder closer to the river. The Department 
included both the Mixed Hardwood/Conifer (MHC) and Douglas-fir (DFR) forest types in the 
analysis. 

The size class (WHRSIZE) of “5” represents trees greater than 24 inches dbh. This is the largest 
size class in the database, and while trees present may be much larger than 24 inches, at this size 
forests will begin showing signs of maturity such as stem exclusion and a more complex canopy 
structure. The was the largest size class in the database and was used for both the CDFW and 
Department analyses. It should be noted that within the north coast region timber operations are 
regularly harvesting trees from 12 to 40 inches and greater. 

The Department did not include NWSTRUCT in the analysis, and combined the WHRTYPEs 
DFR and MHC. Based on this broader analysis, the Department found 19,380 acres of mature 
Redwood Habitat, and 130,304 acres of mature Douglas-fir/Mixed Hardwood/Conifer habitat in 
Del Norte County. Thus there are substantially more acres of mature Douglas-fir than Redwood 
within the county and even more within the region if this analysis were to extend outside of the 
county. It should be noted that there is also a substantial Douglas-fir component within the 
protected mature redwood stands. This is not to minimize the importance of mature Douglas-fir 
forest habitat, but to demonstrate how the Department reached its significance conclusions. 

The 1.2 acre amount in the PRDEIR/SEA is the total impacted Douglas-fir habitat, but not all of 
that habitat is mature, some of it would be young and mid-age Douglas-fir habitat. Additionally, 
the design has since been refined, reducing the necessary hillside cut areas. The area of mature 
Douglas-fir forest was calculated following Recommendation 8, that trees greater than 24 inches 
dbh be considered mature. The area of late seral forest impacted east of the bridge at the Patrick 
Creek Narrows 2 site is approximately 0.1 acre. The area west of the bridge between US 199 and 
the river is a strip of trees where the project would impact approximately 0.02 acres of mature 
Douglas-fir with two trees greater than 24 inches dbh. The area west of the bridge uphill from 
US 199 would be excavated, removing approximately 0.3 acres of mixed Tanoak/Douglas-fir 
habitat, of which 0.12 acres may be mid- to mature, the area of impact in this location was 
substantially reduced after further geotechnical studies. This slope is sparsely vegetated and 
contains two Douglas-fir trees greater than 24 inches dbh. The project would remove 
approximately 0.2 acres of mature Douglas-fir habitat at the Washington Curve site. As currently 
designed, the preferred alternative of the proposed project would remove approximately 0.42 
acres of mature Douglas-fir forest habitat, and approximately 0.12 acres of early- to mid-seral 
Douglas-fir habitat. 

The project impacts approximately 0.42 acres of mature Douglas-fir habitat, under the 
recommended CDFW definition. The following avoidance, minimization and mitigating 
measures were considered in the significance determination: 

1. The small area of mature habitat to be permanently affected. 

2. All large trees removed by the project will be used as large woody debris in salmonid 
restoration projects.  

3. All disturbed areas will be revegetated with native species. 
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4. A program of invasive removal will be implemented to improve the resiliency of mature 
forest within the project vicinity. 

While the Department does consider the large Douglas-fir trees at these sites to be an important 
ecological component, given the acreages of large size class Douglas-fir present within the 
county, the Department does not consider impacts to less than 0.00001% of the mature Douglas-
fir habitat in Del Norte County to be a significant impact under CEQA.  Nonetheless, the 
Department recognizes the importance of improving the resiliency of this natural community.  
One way this can be achieved is through the control of non-native invasive plant species.  
Therefore, the Department will enter into a cooperative agreement with the U.S. Forest Service 
to help fund ongoing weed eradication projects in the mature Douglas-fir forest community on 
U.S. Forest Service land in the Middle Fork Smith River watershed in the project vicinity.     

Impacts to riparian habitat (red alder and big leaf maple) and wetlands will be minimized, 
avoided or mitigated as outlined in the DEIR/EA Section 2.3.2.4, with exact impacts and 
mitigations to be determined after final design is completed during the permitting phase of the 
project. Approximately 0.08 acres of riparian habitat will be impacted by the project at Patrick 
Creek Location 2. The project will restore an equivalent amount of riparian habitat in footprint of 
the old bridge after it is removed, and will detail this information in the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife’s Stream and Lakebed Alteration Agreement (1602). The 0.0006 acres of 
permanent wetland impacts at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. 
Details of mitigation measures will be negotiated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) during the 
permitting phase of the project, and will be detailed in the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 
Permit and Water Quality Certification (CWA Section 401). Based on the level of impact and 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures, together with the requirements of the 
necessary permits, the Department determines that these impacts to wetlands and riparian areas 
are not significant under NEPA or CEQA. 

The FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 was updated to reflect this information. 

Response to Recommendation 2 
The three primary sources of tree count discrepancy within the recirculated draft document and 
specialist reports are:  1) Multiple-trunk trees were counted by initially Caltrans as a single tree 
and later by the Arborists as individual trees ; 2)  On the steep slope cut areas of The Narrows, 
Patrick Creek Location 2, and Washington Curve tree surveys were initially conducted from the 
roadway with binoculars and 3 years later surveys by foot were conducted;  3) From when the 
first tree surveys were conducted in 2009, Caltrans engineers have modified and refined the 
project design resulting in changes in tree impact estimates. The Department believes that the 
estimates of acreages and number of trees provided are adequate to characterize and evaluate the 
potential impacts and make a significance determination. The inconsistencies in the numbers of 
trees would not change any significance determinations. The discrepancies were minor and still 
allowed for an analysis and comparison of impacts. 

This information has been added to the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1. 
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Response to Recommendation 3 
The Department concurs that the removal of mature trees is a long-term and permanent effect to 
the natural community, but does not agree that it rises to the level of a significant effect under 
CEQA for the reasons stated above in the Response to Recommendation 1.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 4 
Caltrans has provided a best faith effort with the methodology currently available to identify the 
projected Carbon Dioxide emissions that may occur as a result of this project. Currently there is 
no widely accepted scientific methodology to calculate the change in emissions due to removal 
of the identified .6 acres of mature Douglas fir habitat.    

Caltrans remains committed to reducing CO2 emissions through various activities as outlined in 
the climate change section of the environmental document.   

In addition, the re-vegetation of all disturbed areas will help offset potential CO2 emissions 
increase.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 5 
The Department will restore and enhance an equivalent amount of riparian habitat in the 
footprint of the old bridge after it is removed. The habitat will be restored at a 1:1 ratio because 
the habitat to be lost adjacent to the highway and bridge, and is not exceptional or high quality 
habitat. The acreages listed in the DEIR/EA and PRDEIR/SEA are approximations based on the 
potential footprint of the project at the time the DEIR/EA was published (2010).  The designs 
used to evaluate environmental effects are preliminary, and the footprint of the project can often 
be reduced during the final design process after the FEIR/EA is complete and signed. Acreages 
for mitigation will be determined based on final design, and permitted through the CWA Section 
404 Dredge and Fill Permit, CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification and Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreement 1600 processes with the appropriate agencies (USACE, 
NCRWQCB, and CDFW respectively).  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 6 
Department’s Office of Field Surveys surveyed the roadways, including tree locations in 2008 
and 2010. Consultant staff conducted additional surveys in 2009. Department design and 
environmental staff conducted surveys in 2010, 2011 and 2012. Details by site are in the 
FEIR/EA. 

These dates and surveyors have been updated in the FEIR/EA in Section 2.3.1. 

Response to Recommendation 7 
Under the preferred alternatives, no large (greater than 36 inch dbh) redwoods would be removed 
at the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 sites on SR 197. 
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Under the preferred alternatives 8 large (greater than 24 inch dbh) Douglas-firs would be 
removed, and one would have potentially substantial root damage and need removal at the US 
199 sites. 

Changes have been made in the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 to clarify this information. 

Response to Recommendation 8 
The Department has included information on which trees would be removed and which large 
trees would have root impacts in the text describing tree impacts for each site and alternative. 
The Forester/Arborist Report includes a table with all impacts to all trees potentially affected by 
the project. 

These changes have been made in the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1. 

Response to Recommendation 9 
Approximately 0.42 acres of low quality mature Douglas-fir would be impacted by the project. 
Overall, the habitat value of the Douglas-fir habitat in the project area is diminished by previous 
logging and a fire that killed many trees. Additionally, the wildlife habitat value of this forest 
community is reduced by the proximity of the highway and the associated noise and human 
activity. Nonetheless, after the project is completed, all temporarily disturbed areas will be 
revegetated with native local plant species characteristic of Douglas-fir forest community.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 10 
This recommendation is for mitigation to occur concurrent to and/or within 2 years of project 
completion. All revegetation and invasive plant removal will begin within one year after 
construction completes ground disturbing activities at a site. Riparian restoration activities will 
be detailed in and be conditional of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife Stream and 
Lakebed Alteration Agreement (1602 permit).  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 11 

1. Use of Large Woody Debris for enhancement. 

The Department will make all Large Woody Debris available for restoration projects.  

2. Invasive species removal. 

The Department will conduct invasive species removal to enhance the resiliency of mature 
forest within the watershed. 

3. Use same avoidance on Douglas-fir as proposed for Redwood. 

The Department will implement the Redwood root avoidance and minimization measures 
(FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.3) when conducting work near Douglas-fir. 

4. Re-establish native species in disturbed areas.  
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The Department will re-establish native species in disturbed areas. This is described in the 
FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.1.3, and Appendix R. 

5. Use same avoidance on Riparian as proposed for Redwood.   

The Department will implement the Redwood root avoidance and minimization measures 
(FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.3) when conducting work near riparian trees. 

6. Create snags with removed trees?    

The Department will not create snags. There are sufficient snags in the area already due to 
the past fires.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Recommendation 12 

1. Protect unreserved late seral Douglas-fir.  

The Department found that the other measures (stream restoration, invasive plant removal) 
were more appropriate given the level of impacts. 

2. Increase ecological connectivity: fish passage, wildlife crossings 

The Department considered these concerns and may find ways to incorporate wildlife 
crossing into other projects in the future. 

3. Provide large stumps and woody debris to DFG for enhancement projects. 

The Department will make all Large Woody Debris available for restoration projects.  

4. Invasive species control along corridor.  

The Department will conduct invasive species removal to enhance the resiliency of mature 
forest within the watershed. 

5. Late seral management on reserved public lands. 

The Department considered this approach, but has settled on the invasive species removal 
measures. 

6. Create snags on nearby reserved public lands by anchoring tree boles.  

The Department will not create snags. There are sufficient snags in the area already due to 
the past fires.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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4.2 Organizations 

Two organizations, Environmental Protection Information Center (EPIC) and Friends of Del 
Norte, submitted comments in response to the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA. Both organizations 
submitted two separate comment letters. Comments submitted by EPIC and Friends of Del 
Norte, as well as responses to those comments, are provided below 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) 
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Responses to EPIC (Andrew Orahoske) 
This letter included 2 attachments. The first, (Smith Engineering) is addressed below. The 
second attachment (Caltrans District 1 Pilot Fish Passage Study: Vol. 1 – Overall Results) is over 
198 pages long, and is not included here. However, it is available for viewing online and upon 
request as a technical study. 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that Caltrans must consider all new information presented during the NEPA 
process. Under the CEQA guidelines for Recirculating an EIR, the agency need only recirculate 
the chapters relevant to the new information [15088.5(c)], and need only respond to the 
comments on the new information [15088.5(f)(2)]. Under NEPA, we are required to review all 
materials submitted, but we are not required to provide a written response to all comments. The 
Department meets these requirements by reviewing all comments submitted, and is providing 
written responses to these comments. It should be noted that the primary reason for the 
recirculation was to open public discourse on the methods and results or the Arborist/Forester 
study and the potential effects to large trees. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states opposition to the project and is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that this project in association with other projects in the region are to 
establish an STAA transportation network in Northern California. This is correct, please see 
Group Response #1. The comment also states that to projects pose significant risks. The risks, or 
effects, of this project were analyzed in the DEIR/EA and RDEIR/EA and determined to be less 
than significant under NEPA and CEQA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that the funds for this project should be used on different projects. Please 
see Grouped comment #1 and #2 for a discussion of the purpose and need, and costs vs. benefits 
of the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. 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).   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that the project would have significant impacts on various resources. The 
DEIR/EA and RDEIR/EA analyzed all of these resources and determined that there would not be 
significant impacts. For Wild and Scenic Rivers see DEIR/EA Section 2.1.1.3 and Chapter 4 of 
the FEIR/EA for the consultations with the Forest Service and National Park Service on potential 
effects, and Group Response #5. For effects to large trees see Grouped Response #4. For effects 
to endangered species see the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5, and Chapter 4 of the 
FEIR/EA for consultations with USFWS and NMFS. For effects to tourism, recreation and parks 
see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Sections 2.1.1.4 and Appendix B (4f) Evaluations and the FEIR/EA 
Chapter 4 for 4(f) consultations with the Forest Service and Del Norte County Parks. For 
geologic stability concerns see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.2.3. For rare plants see the 
RDEIR/EA Section 2.3.3 and the Response to DFG comments on the DEIR/EA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states there will be increases in large truck traffic between the Bay Area and 
Grants Pass. The Traffic Study for the project considered these effects found there would be a 
small increase in the amount of traffic along the 197/199 route. This increase was determined to 
not be significant, please see DEIR/EA Section 2.1.5. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states there will be increased safety hazards from cargo spills. Please see the 
response to Vern Powers comment #1 for a discussion of cargo spills and hazardous materials.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states there will be increased safety hazards from collisions. Please see Grouped 
Response #8 for discussion of safety concerns. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that Department’s Route Concept Report recommends leaving SR199 a 2-
lane, conventional highway. This is correct, and the highway will remain a 2-lane conventional 
highway. STAA access can be achieved on a 2-lane conventional highway.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states support for the “no project” alternative. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.2-11 

 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states that the Department conducted an additional study to investigate the 
potential impacts to large trees, but failed to address the concerns of the commenter. The 
Department did conduct an additional study, incorporated the information into the RDEIR/EA 
and circulated it for public review. The Forester/Arborist Report did consider the issues raised in 
the Richardson Grove Operational Improvement Project when developing a methodology. It is 
not clear which specific concerns were ignored. 

No revisions in the FEIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states that data in internal technical memo, the Arborist/Forest, and the 
RDEIR/EA are not consistent. There are some discrepancies within the counts of trees to be 
removed at the various sites. The discrepancies are due to the data coming for different surveys 
being conducted under different methods and the project footprint changing slightly as the design 
is refined. The three primary sources of tree count discrepancy are:  1) Multiple-trunk trees were 
counted by initially Caltrans as a single tree and later by the Arborists as individual trees ; 2)  On 
the steep slope cut areas of The Narrows, Patrick Creek Location 2, and Washington Curve tree 
surveys were initially conducted from the roadway with binoculars and 3 years later surveys by 
foot were conducted;  3) From when the first tree surveys were conducted in 2009, Caltrans 
engineers have modified and refined the project design resulting in changes in tree impact 
estimates.  Some surveys focused on trees to be removed and the Forester/Arborist Report 
focused on the potential impacts to the trees that would remain. The larger impact (higher 
number of trees) for each site was used to ensure the full potential impact was analyzed and 
disclosed. It is likely that through final design the project the project footprint will be refined and 
the impacts may be decreased. The Department believes that the estimates of acreages and 
number of trees provided are adequate to characterize and evaluate the potential impacts and 
make a significance determination. The minor inconsistencies in the numbers of trees would not 
change any significance determinations.  
 
The FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 was changed to address this concern and updated with the most 
current tree numbers. 

Response to Comment 14 

This comment states that the Forester/Arborist Report only analyzed four of the seven project 
sites. The Forester/Arborist Report was primarily to address potential impacts to large trees 
adjacent to the project sites. The Patrick Creek Location 1 and 3, and Narrows did not have large 
trees adjacent to or potentially affected by the project and thus were not included in the analysis. 
This focus was due to concerns over large trees and late seral habitats. The north coast of 
California has extensive timberlands, both private and public, and younger seral stages are well 
represented within the region and thus were not considered as a sensitive resource requiring 
additional analysis.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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Response to Comment 15 
This comment questions the Potential Effects Zone and differences between which trees were 
addressed in DEIR/EA and the Forester/Arborist Report. The DEIR/EA discussed trees that 
would be removed by the various alternatives. The Forester/Arborist Report analyzed only the 
preferred alternative, and focused on potential effects to the trees which would remain. Thus 
there were trees potentially identified previously in other alternatives which were not included in 
the analysis, because they were not close enough to the project (based on the Root Health Zone). 
Also, the Forester/Arborist Report did not analyze potential impacts to individual trees that the 
Department had already determined would be removed by the preferred alternative. Trees which 
were over 5x dbh from the project footprint were not included in the Forester/Arborist Report. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 16 
This comment states that there was no analysis of the current status of the trees relative health 
and ecological communities. The current health of the trees was recorded in Forester/Arborist 
Report as described on pages 16 through 18. Ruby 1 was described as being in a “remarkably 
healthy condition” on page 19; Ruby 2 is described as “fragmented yet healthy very large old 
trees” on page 27; the various stands at Patrick Creek Location 2 are described on page 40; and 
habitat at Washington Curve is described beginning on page 48. Data recorded on the current 
condition of the trees is reported in the Appendix at the end of the Forester/Arborist Report. The 
focus of the report was to analyzed the potential effects of the project on the individual trees, not 
to extensively characterize their current condition. The Forester/Arborist Report did state that in 
the overall context of forest resources within the region the effects of the project were not 
substantial. The DEIR/EA, RDEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 discusses the natural 
communities and ecological significance of the potential effects of the project. The DEIR/EA, 
RDEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.3, 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 discuss potential effects to specific 
plants, animals and federal and state listed threatened and endangered species. These effects 
were determined to be less than significant under NEPA and CEQA for the preferred 
alternatives.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 17 
This comment states that the Forester/Arborist Report does not consider the effects of fill due to 
road projects. The Forester/Arborist Report states on page 8, under “c. Fill in the Root Zone” that 
“Fill soil is one of the most damaging construction operations affecting root systems.” It 
continues to discuss the impacts that soil compaction can have on root systems. Fill within the 
Root Health Zone was one of the primary impacts analyzed. 

Response to Comment 18 
This comment questions the analysis and impacts to “old growth” Douglas-fir at Patrick Creek 
Narrows Location 2. This stand east and northeast of the bridge was described as an old-growth 
stand. The portion of the stand that was not evaluated was the portion uphill from the project site, 
outside of the zone of potential impacts. The trees to be removed and impacts to remaining trees 
are described in the RDEIR/EA Page 2.3-18. The trees to be removed are along the highway and 
constitute approximately 0.1 acres of a stand which is at least 70 acres, thus removing 
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approximately 0.14% of the stand. Thus, the character of the stand would not be affected because 
of the small portion of the stand which would be affected by the project. 

Response to Comment 19 
This comment states concern about effects to the trees and slope surrounding a 33 inch dbh 
Douglas-fir (45_PAT in the Forester/Arborist Report) which would have substantial root impacts 
and may not survive the implementation of the project. The tree does not provide shade to the 
river. It does not represent contiguous habitat, in that it is part of a narrow strip of trees between 
the highway and the river. Across the river is a slope which suffered a stand replacing fire and is 
currently in an early seral stage of shrubs. The slope is not geologically such that the loss of this 
tree would compromise the slope. Thus, potential effects of the loss of this one tree are 
insignificant.  

Response to Comment 20 
This comment states that the number of trees to be removed is not internally consistent within the 
Forester/Arborist Report. Please see the response to EPIC 2012 Comment 13 above.  
 
Revisions have been made in the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1 to update these numbers. 

Response to Comment 21 
This comment states that there are no standards for protection of tree roots, and the construction 
engineer is authorized to approve alternative methods of excavation. Because the exact location 
of underground roots is unknown until excavation begins, it is difficult to account for all 
instances which may be encountered during construction. The intent with this language is for the 
construction engineer and the arborist monitoring the construction to confer and come up with 
reasonable solutions to logistical problems during construction within the Root Health Zones of 
large trees. The measures in the FEIR/EA have been updated to reflect that the other excavation 
methods must be authorized by the on-site monitoring arborist. 

Revisions were made in the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.3 to update the protection measures. 

Response to Comment 22 
This comment states that protecting large redwoods off-site is not sufficient mitigation for 
removal of large redwoods. The Department does not consider these trees to be representative of 
pristine old-growth redwood ecosystems, because it is a thin strip of edge habitat adjacent to a 
highway, residential, quarry and industrial timber activities. If the Ruby 2: Four-Foot Widening 
or Ruby 2: Two-Foot Widening, which would remove large redwoods, were selected, it may 
require a Statement of Overriding Considerations. However, the Department selected the Ruby 2: 
Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations alternative, which has no significant removal of large 
redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 23 
This comment states that the removal of a large Douglas-fir should be a significant impact. The 
Department does not consider the removal of large Douglas-fir to be a significant impact, please 
see the response to CDFW 2012 Comment #1 for a discussion. Effects on the visual character of 
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the Wild and Scenic Smith River were evaluated in the DEIR/EA Section 2.1.6 and in 
consultation with the Forest Service (see FEIR/EA Section 4.3) and determined to not be 
significant. 

The FEIR/EA Section 4.3 was updated to include consultations with the Forest Service for 4(f) 
and Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Response to Comment 24 
This comment states that the project will have negative impacts on salmonids within the Smith 
River at Patrick’s Creek Narrows Location 2. The project described in the DEIR/EA included in 
stream work which had the potential for lethal take of Coho Salmon. The design and construction 
techniques have been modified to avoid in-stream work and through consultation with NMFS it 
was determined the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the coho salmon or 
their critical habitat.  

Revisions were made to the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 to reflect this change. 

Response to Comment 25 
This comment states that the project will have negative impacts on salmonids within the Smith 
River at Patrick’s Creek Narrows Location 2. The project described in the DEIR/EA included in 
stream work which had the potential for lethal take of Coho Salmon. The design and construction 
techniques have been modified to avoid in-stream work and through consultation with NMFS it 
was determined the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the coho salmon or 
their critical habitat. 

The Department does not anticipate an increased incidence of spills, see response to Vern 
Powers Comment 1. The Department does not anticipate a significant increase in truck traffic 
over the route, and there is no evidence that increased truck traffic on the roadway would lead to 
an increased impact to fish in the river. 

Revisions were made in the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 to reflect the new information on impacts to 
salmonids. 

Response to Comment 26 
This comment states that the Department is not meeting its obligations under NEPA assignment 
by the Federal Highway Administration to meet Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(1) to carry 
out conservation programs. The Department has designated District Fish Passage Coordinators, 
and is part of the Fish Passage Advisory Committee (FishPAC), which meets quarterly and 
includes USFWS, NOAA-NMFS, CDFW and the California Coastal Conservancy. The 
Department commissioned the Lang 2005 report to prioritize efforts to address fish passage. This 
report is being used, and under Senate Bill (SB) 857 the Department keeps track of projects 
which improve fish passage. The Department is required by SB 857 to improve fish passage 
when a barrier is within the limits of a project. However, there are no fish barriers listed in the 
Lang report that fall within the boundaries of the project sites. The Department also worked with 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to implement the Chadd Creek Fish Passage 
Modification. Thus, the Department is actively working to improve fish passage and is meeting 
the requirements of ESA 7(a)(1).  
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 27 
This comment states that the highway cannot physically accommodate the STAA trucks without 
design exceptions. The project was specifically designed to accommodate the STAA trucks, even 
with the design exceptions. Please see the response to the Smith letter below for a discussion of 
design exceptions.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 28 
This comment states that there will be an increased safety hazard after implementation of this 
project. The improved roadway design will offer safety enhancements to all drivers along this 
route such as, improved geometry, increased sight distance, wider lanes, and wider shoulders.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 29 
This comment states that Smith Engineering and Management was asked to comment on the 
Draft Project Report. The Smith letter is discussed below. EPIC filed a California Public Records 
Act request during the circulation of the RDEIR/EA, the Department is responding to this 
request. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 30 
This comment states that there is an increased safety hazard associated with this project. The 
improvements in this project will enhance safety through improved roadway geometry, greater 
sight distance, wider lanes and wider shoulders. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 31 
This comment states that there are impacts associated with increased traffic along SR 197/US 
199 when Siskiyou Pass closes due to winter weather conditions. Please see the response to 
Friends of Del Norte 2012 response to comments 1-23 below for a full discussion of potential 
impacts. 
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Responses to EPIC (Smith Engineering) 

Response to Comment 1 

The letter asserts that by not designing the roadway to the standards laid out in the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual, and by taking exceptions to the Manual, the roadway will not be safe 
for STAA vehicles. It argues that there is insufficient “margin of error” to account for driver 
error and imperfect driving conditions, and proceeds to provide detailed geometric critique of 
various project components. This response outlines the legal and logical basis behind the project 
design, which should address most of the comments put forth in the letter.   

STAA Information 
The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23 requires that states allow STAA trucks reasonable 
access to terminals. In the 1980's, California evaluated all State routes and allowed STAA 
vehicles immediate on those routes that could readily accommodate them. These are called 
Terminal Access routes. State routes are continuously re-evaluated as improvement projects are 
completed. Local governments also evaluate local roads for STAA access to create local 
Terminal Access routes.  

When highway improvements are implemented, routes may be re-evaluated to analyze whether 
they can accommodate STAA trucks.   The evaluation of a route may also be initiated when 
requested by a local agency or business owner.   The Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Topic 
404, is recommended as a guide for analyzing and evaluating routes for STAA access.  When the 
local Caltrans District is satisfied that a route meets the guidelines for STAA design vehicles, 
based on engineering analysis, a request is made to Caltrans Headquarters for review and 
approval.  Upon approval, Terminal Access signs are installed and maps are updated on the 
Caltrans website to reflect the change in the route’s classification.  District 1 has opened STAA 
routes since the 1980's evaluation, including US 101 from the Oregon border to Benbow, CA in 
June of 2008 and a portion of Highway 175 in Mendocino County in January of 2004.  

The Route 199/197 Safe STAA Project balances STAA access, ease of operation, cost and 
environmental impacts in an area with challenging terrain.  At each location, engineers weighed 
cost, environmental impacts, highway design standards, and the goal to provide for STAA 
access.  Once project geometrics and constraints were established, alignments were tested for 
STAA compatibility with “Autoturn” software, using an STAA truck with a 1 foot “buffer” on 
either side as a template to allow for driver variability.  At all project locations, the result of the 
proposed widening and alignment improvements will be that an STAA truck, with its greater size 
and swept width around curves, will have more maneuvering room than the smaller California 
Legal trucks presently have on the existing highway.  The maneuvering room for any vehicle 
smaller than an STAA truck will be improved considerably.  This project will fully satisfy 
requirements for STAA access, and the improved roadway will be similar to the remainder of 
Routes 197 and 199, and to other STAA Terminal routes.   

Safety 
On two-lane, rural routes such as Route 199 and 197, there is a clear statistical relationship 
between additional shoulder width, curve improvement and reduced collision rates.   Even 
though these projects were not initiated for safety reasons, existing collision concentrations, 
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where present, were taken into consideration during project design.  The proposed designs all 
provide substantial geometric improvements over existing conditions, and the improved 
roadways will be similar to adjacent sections of the Routes.   

In response to the “Improper Use of Accident Statistics” comment: It is true that the statewide 
collision rates include curves as well as tangents. However, not all curves have collision rates 
that are significantly greater than the statewide average. Thus we strive to decrease collisions at 
curve locations where the collision rates are significantly greater than the statewide average 
collision rates. 

The primary purpose of the project is to provide for STAA Terminal Access.  The curve and 
shoulder improvements that will enable STAA access should have a positive effect on overall 
collision rates at the project locations.  

Design Exceptions 
Design exceptions are a way of documenting and justifying deviation from the Caltrans Design 
Manual on specific geometric standards.  Design exceptions will be needed for all project 
locations in the Route 199/197 Safe STAA Project, due to economic, environmental and physical 
constraints.  The following passages were taken from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.  
Emphasis is added where appropriate.  

“Highway Design Manual guidance allows for flexibility in applying design standards and 
approving design exceptions that take the context of the project location into consideration; 
which enables the designer to tailor the design, as appropriate, for the specific circumstances. 

The design standards used for any project should equal or exceed the minimum given in the 
Highway Design Manual to the maximum extent feasible, taking into account costs (initial and 
life cycle) traffic volumes, traffic and safety benefits, right of way, socio-economic, and 
environmental impacts, maintenance, etc. . . . It is not intended that current manual standards 
be applied retroactively to all existing State highways; such is neither warranted nor 
economically feasible.  A record of the decision not to upgrade the existing non-standard 
mandatory or advisory features shall be provided through the exception process.” 

Per Highway Design Manual guidance, design standards are intended to be taken in context with 
the route, and it is expected that there will be instances where design standards will be 
impractical or infeasible.  While some project features do not meet design standards due to 
severe terrain and the desire to minimize environmental impacts, at each location engineers 
strived to strike a balance between safety, environmental and aesthetic impacts, design standards 
and economic concerns. This project will provide for safe STAA access along the Route 199/197 
corridor, while enhancing driver comfort and safety by improving geometrics in ways that are 
statistically proven to reduce collision rates. Since the improvements will be at spot locations, 
minimal change in the overall operation of the Route 199/197 corridor is expected.   
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Responses to Friends of Del Norte (Don Gilespie) 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that the project area contains significant tourist sites, parks and visual 
resources. The Department is aware of the value of the resources within the area and attempted 
to minimize impacts to all resources while meeting the purpose and need of the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 sites have reasonable tree removal guidelines.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that compaction of redwood roots was not considered in the report. The 
Forester/Arborist Report discusses soil compaction and tree roots on page 8, Section 4.b. and 4.c. 
Soil compaction causes negative impacts to root by preventing roots from obtaining water and 
nutrients and also slowing the growth rate of roots. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that it is reasonable to remove the trees listed at Patrick’s Creek Narrows 
Location 1. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment discusses the Patrick’s Creek Narrows Location 2 bridge replacement and cut 
slope. The bridge, although currently structurally sound, is nearing the end of its design life and 
will need to be replaced in the near future. Geotechnical engineers are currently investigating the 
downstream cut slope area and will make recommendations on the slope and extent of the cut. 
Stability of the slope is a major factor in this process. The Department will minimize the cut to 
the extent feasible as this will reduce the cost and environmental impacts of the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that Patrick’s Creek Narrows Location 3 seems appropriate. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment questions the tree removal at the Narrows. The slope is primarily rock and thus 
not held together by tree roots, in contrast to how a soil slope may be stabilized by tree roots. 
The excavation will be into the slope on the uphill side, away from the river. The trees will be 
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removed if they are in an area where the slope will be cut. Trees outside of the cut will only be 
removed if they are an immediate safety hazard due to proximity to the cut. This will be 
determined on an individual tree basis. There are no trees proposed for removal on the river side 
of the roadway. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states that the proposed project at Washington Curve seems reasonable. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states concern for redwoods between PM 4.5 to PM 4.0 due to increased truck 
traffic through the area. The area under the roadway was compacted during initial construction. 
The STAA trucks have the same weight limits as the current California Legal trucks. The 
forecasted increase in volume of traffic fits within the current design of the roadway and no 
additional impacts would be expected due increased traffic. Potential effects to Last Chance 
Grade are not anticipated because: there would be no increase to the weight of the individual 
trucks; and increase in the volume of trucks would not be significant. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that the proposed project creates a “barely legal” status for STAA access 
along the route. The roadway improvements were designed to have a safety margin. See the 
response to the EPIC/Smith comment above for a discussion on design, safety standards, and 
design exemptions. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states that the Traffic Study for this project was flawed. Please see Grouped 
Response 9 for a discussion of the Traffic Study. This comment also states that the benefits to the 
citizens of Del Norte County are negligible. Please see Grouped Response 1 and 2 for 
discussions of the purpose and need and costs vs. benefits of the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. 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).   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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Responses to Friends of Del Norte (Eileen Cooper) 

Response to Comment 1 through 23 
The Department does not dispute the facts brought forth in these comments, and thus will not 
discuss them individually here. However, the Department reasoned to a different conclusion. 

Frost Free Coastal Route: 
This letter lays out an argument for additional impacts associated with diversion of traffic from 
I5 to a US 199/US 101 route due to winter weather closures at Siskiyou Pass. This phenomena 
likely already occurs for CA-Legal vehicles. However, this detour would add approximately 50-
60 miles and approximately 2 hours of drive time to a trip between Oregon and the Bay Area. 
The additional miles are committing the truck driver to the narrow winding route of US 101 and 
US 199, a two lane conventional highway with occasional passing lanes, versus I 5 which is a 
Principal Arterial/Interstate four-lane freeway. The I 5 route will still be the preferable route for 
through traffic. The Department does not anticipate major changes in national transportation 
routes for through traffic between California’s Bay Area and Oregon. 

There is the potential for diversion of through traffic due to winter weather, road closures and 
chain restrictions. In addition to Siskiyou Pass, there are other passes I 5 north of Grants Pass 
which are subject to winter conditions. If a true frost free route is pursued it is likely that truck 
driver’s will consider bypassing all the passes and heading to the coast from Eugene along ORE 
126, then taking US 101, which would not increase traffic on US 199/SR 197. Thus if drivers 
were to bypass winter weather on a coastal route, US 199 would not be the most favorable 
bypass route. Even so, the additional traffic associated with a winter weather diversion would be 
an occasional event, occurring only a few times a year. While traffic levels would be increased 
during the event, based on approximations from Comment 14, this would only lead to an annual 
increase of approximately 1% above the current traffic levels. Overall maintenance costs would 
not increase based on a 1% increase in annual traffic. 

Pavement Management System and Maintenance: 
The comment also expresses concern that the Department is not meeting the standards of the 
Pavement Management System and that there will be additional maintenance costs associated 
with increased truck traffic on the roadway. The Department does not follow the Pavement 
Management System, but follows a similar system to calculate the structural and materials 
parameters of the roadway. The current specifications allow for a higher volume of traffic than 
what is estimated based on the traffic study. 

Mara Feeney Comment Letter: 
These comments stated concerns about the truck traffic analysis, economic analysis, safety, 
recreational resources and cumulative impacts. None of the comments in the letter were 
comments on the RDEIR/SEA. Please see Group Response #9 for traffic study errors, see Group 
Response #8 for safety concerns, see Group Response #5 for concerns about the Wild and Scenic 
River, see Group Response #2 for effects to tourism, and see Group Response #1 for a discussion 
of the purpose and need. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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Other Comments: 
For safety concerns please see Group Response #8. It is difficult to make estimates about future 
collision rates along the route based on potential traffic volumes and road conditions (winter 
weather I 5 diversion). Any forecasts on collision rates would be speculative in nature.  

Response to Comment 24 
This comment states that the Traffic Study failed to survey through traffic for the route. The 
Department does not anticipate that the project would change major shipping routes, and that I 5 
will remain the major north-south shipping route. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 25 
This comment states concern for maintenance costs and design standards. The Department does 
not anticipate additional maintenance costs, see Form Letter 2012 #1 Comment #12. For 
concerns about traffic safety and design see both Group Response #8 and the response to the 
EPIC 2012 Smith Letter. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 26 
This comment states concern for winter safety, please see the response to Form Letter 2012 #1 
Comment #4. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 27 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 28 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8 and the response to Form 
Letter 2012 #1 Comment #6. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 29 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8 and the response to Form 
Letter 2012 #1 Comment #5. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 30 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8 and the response to Form 
Letter 2012 #1 Comment #9. 
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 31 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8 and the response to Form 
Letter 2012 #1 Comment #5. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 32 
This comment states concern for safety, please see Group Response #8. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 33 
This comment states concern for the design exceptions. Please see the response to the EPIC 2012 
Smith Letter. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 34 
This comment states concern for geologic stability. Please see Group Response #10. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 35 
This comment states concern for communities in Oregon. The DEIR/EA and RDEIR/EAS are 
both NEPA documents available to communities in Oregon along SR 199. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 36 and 37 
This comment states concern for spills in the river. Please see the response to Vern Powers 
Comment #1. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 38 
This comment states that pavement designs should consider impacts to trees. The Department is 
aware of the adverse impacts of roads and compaction on tree root systems. The Department has 
minimized impacts to tree roots where possible, as described in the PRDEIR/SEA and updated in 
the FEIR/EA Section 2.3.1.3. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 39 
This comment states that the department failed to adequately disclose increased traffic levels to 
trustee agencies. The Department used the traffic volumes estimated in the 2010 Fehr and Peers 
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study as well as Department expertise to develop estimates of future traffic levels. The 
Department believes these estimates to be scientific and reasonable. Please see Group Response 
#9. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 

Response to Comment 40 
This comment summarizes the arguments brought forth in the body of the letter. The Department 
does not anticipate major impacts from induced traffic from I 5, see the response to comments 1-
23. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA were necessary. 
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4.3 Individuals 

Following is the index to 21 individual written comments. All written comments submitted by 
the following individuals can be found in alphabetical order by last name. 

• Bertrand, Wendy  

• Bowman, Bill  

• Bruce, Donald 

• Bruce, Doreen 

• Campbell, Bruce 

• Cipolla, James 

• Estefan, Lars 

• Evermoore, Eileen 

• Harestad, Patrick 

• Hughes, Gary 

• Hunt, Ann 

• Johansen, Ralph 

• Lips, Stu 

• Lotus, Trisha (10/12/2012) 

• Lotus, Trisha (10/25/2010) 

• Moses, Todd 

• Pappalardo, Sue 

• Tays, Kimberly 

• Zegart, Margaret Kettunen 

• Zuehlke, John 
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Bertrand, Wendy 
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Bertrand, Wendy 
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Response to Wendy Bertrand 

Response to Comment 1 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states concern for the fiscal costs of the project, please see Grouped Response #2 
for a discussion on costs and benefits. This comment states that there is negligible local 
economic benefit from the project. Please see Group Response #1 and #2 for discussions of the 
purpose and need, and the costs vs. benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states concern for increased traffic due to winter weather closures on I5 at 
Siskiyou Pass. While there may temporary spikes in traffic when the pass closes, these temporary 
high traffic periods will not lead to other significant impacts. This concern was addressed in 
detail in the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 comment. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for safety hazards associated with winter conditions, increased 
traffic (due to I5 winter weather closures), and larger trucks. The 197/199 route was evaluated 
for STAA truck access, and this project was initiated based on geometric deficiencies in the 
roadway. Upon completion of this project, STAA trucks will be able to safely navigate the route 
without crossing the center lane. Please see the response to EPIC/Smith Comment for a full 
discussion of the safety of large trucks along the route. Please see Group Response #8 for 
concerns about safety, and Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a discussion of the safety implications 
of increased traffic during diversions. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comments states concern over the lack of improvements between Hiouchi and Gasquet. 
Please see Grouped Response #8, and EPIC response #15 for discussions of how sites were 
selected for the project. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states speed management should be used. Please see Group Response #8 for a 
discussion of how speed limits are set. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states that collision rates on US 101 are higher than state averages. This is outside 
the project area, but the project does have the potential to affect travel volumes on US 101. The 
Department acknowledges the fact that the actual collision rates are higher than the statewide 
average collision rates south of Crescent City. This segment of highway 101 traverses through 
Redwood National and State Parks, coastal area, and a historic landscape district. The area is an 
environmentally sensitive and resource rich area, and thus creates numerous challenges for 
standard geometric improvements. 

The Department has implemented a number of non-conventional strategies to reduce collisions 
and minimize impact on the areas resources. This balance of safety and resources has been 
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challenging. Although there has been a reduction in collisions, we strive to further decrease the 
number of collisions in the area. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states there will be potential water quality issues. Please see DEIR/EA and 
FEIR/EA Section 2.2.2 for water quality concerns. The project is not anticipated to increase the 
potential for spills. Please see Vern Powers Response 1 for concerns about spills. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states that there are unresolved issues with tourism. The Department consulted 
with the National Park Service, County Parks and the Forest Service for potential impacts to 
recreational resources. Please see FEIR/EA Section 4.3 for 4(f) consultations and concurrence 
letters. Potential effects were determined to be de minimus or temporary occupancy for all 
project locations.  

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states concern for public safety on SR 197 due to increased truck traffic. Please 
see Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states concern for community cohesiveness and safety due to increased traffic and 
states that the DEIR/EA failed to engage the communities. Effects to communities were analyzed 
in the DEIR/EA 2.1.3 and determined to be less than substantial. Please see EPIC response #8 
for additional discussion on community impacts. There was a public meeting on April 17, 2008 
in Crescent City. There was an official Notice of Preparation and scoping meeting in 2008, a 
public hearing 2010 during the circulation of the full DEIR/EA, notices of availability were 
published in local papers for these meetings and the circulation of the DEIR/EA and Recirculated 
DEIR/EA. The department has followed the CEQA guidelines for notification and engagement 
of the public throughout this process. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states that the California Transportation Policy Priority is to maintain existing 
infrastructure rather than construct new projects. Please see Group Response #1 and #2 for 
discussions of purpose and need, and cost vs. benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states that there will be an increase in maintenance projects that will impact 
riparian vegetation. Caltrans does not anticipate an increase in maintenance due to this project. 
Maintenance projects to not generally cause additional impacts to riparian vegetation. This 
project is not anticipated to have effects on riparian vegetation other than the direct removal 
described in the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 2.3.1. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states that there will be an economic burden to maintain US 199 and US 101 due 
to the increased impacts from increased heavy truck traffic. The weight limit on STAA trucks is 
the same as the current California Legal trucks. The additional traffic is not anticipated to be 
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substantial. Thus the increased maintenance costs associated with the implementation of this 
project and opening the route to STAA trucks is not anticipated to be substantial. 

Response to Comment 15 
This comment states concern over the increased traffic volume due to diversion of traffic due to 
the closure of I5 at Siskiyou Summit. While there may a temporary increase in traffic volume 
during the event, the overall increase in annual volume will not be significant. Please see 
response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 response to comments 1-23 for a full discussion.  
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Bowman, Bill 
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Response to Bill Bowman   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states concern for driveway access to US 199 near Hiouchi. The increase in  
traffic is not anticipated to significantly affect safety, please see Group Response #8.  

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states speed is the primary safety concern in this area. Please see Group Response 
#8 for a discussion of safety and setting speed limits. Please see Group Response #5 for a 
discussion of Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment questions the purpose and need, construction time and potential for induced traffic 
from I 5 during winter weather. Please see Group Response #1 for a discussion of the purpose 
and need. Please see Groups Response #2 for a discussion of the costs and benefits, particularly 
disturbance from construction. Please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a 
discussion of the potential effects of induced traffic from I 5 during winter weather.  
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Response to Donald Bruce 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states support for the no project alternative and states concern over safety of 
STAA trucks on the route. Please see the response to EPIC/Smith letter for concerns over 
roadway geometry and safety of the route. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 1. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 2. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 3. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 4. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 5. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states concern for increased traffic due to I 5 closing. Please see the response to 
Friends of Del Norte 2012. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment was addressed in Donald Bruce 2010 Comment 6. 
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Response to Doreen Bruce 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states concern for induced traffic from I 5 during poor winter weather conditions. 
Please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 response to comments 1-23 for a discussion 
of potential induced traffic. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states there are additional comments attached to the letter. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment is the letter submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA, please see the 
response to Doreen Bruce 2010. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states support for the no project alternative. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that the route will not be suitable to STAA trucks, even after completion of 
the project. The project was initiated and designed to be suitable for STAA vehicles. Please see 
the response to EPIC 2012/Smith for a discussion of the design parameters and suitability of  the 
route for STAA vehicles. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that the project does not address other areas of concern. Please see Grouped 
Response #8 and EPIC 2010 response to #14 and #15 for a discussion of why other areas were 
not included in this project. The comment also states that there is an unstable slope at mile post 
20.50. Geotechnical recommendations were followed in the design decisions at this site. See 
FEIR/EA Section 2.2.3 for discussions of geotechnical information. 

Response to Comment 7 and 8 
This comment states concern for residential access along SR 197 after the project. Please see 
response to Donald Bruce 2010 comment #2. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states concern for public safety in Gasquet. Please see EPIC 2010 response #8 for 
a discussion of community impacts, and Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states concern for the Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response 
#5. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states concern about spills in the Smith River affecting the quality of downstream 
drinking water supplies. Please see Vern Power’s comment #1 about spills. 
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Response to Comment 12, 13 and 14 
This comment questions the purpose and need, and potential benefits of the project. Please see 
the Grouped Responses #1 and #2 for discussions of the purpose and need, and cost vs. benefits 
of the project. 

Response to Comment 15 
This comment addresses the purpose and need of the project. Please see Grouped Response #1 
for a discussion of the purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 16 through 28 
These comments were submitted during the scoping period and were considered during the 
design and environmental analysis of the project. These are not comments on the Recirculated 
Draft EIR/EA. 
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Response to Bruce Campbell  

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses gratitude for the Departments maintenance of the highways along the 
Smith River. The Department appreciates the comment. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment questions the purpose and need of the project. Please see Group Response #1 for a 
discussion of the purpose and need of the project. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that it would be better for the Department to construct safety improvements. 
Please see Grouped Response #1 for a discussion of purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and proceeded to prepare a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that the Department must consider impacts to the Wild and Scenic Smith 
River. Please see Grouped Response #5 for a discussion of the Wild and Scenic Smith River. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states concern about toxic chemical spills in the Smith River. Please see the 
response to Vern Powers Comment #1. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states there would be a substantial increase in truck traffic. There is no evidence 
that there would be a substantial change in routing patterns for the trucking industry. Overall 
mileage from the Bay Area to Portland, Oregon is approximately 699 miles along US 101/SR 
197/US 199/I 5 and 633 miles along the I 80/I 5 route. The coastal US 101/US 199 route is 
longer and most of the route is curvy mountainous 2-lane highways, thus it is not likely to be the 
preferred route for through trucks, compared to the 4-lane interstate highway I 5. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states additional concerns over impacts to anadromous fish. The Department 
follows Clean Water Act regulations through the North Coast Regional Water Quality Board 
which ensure that no sediments or erosion from project enters waterways untreated. A small 
amount of riparian habitat will be removed at the Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 bridge site, 
which would result in a small decrease in food availability to fish in the river. Impacts to 
anadromous fish were reviewed in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service and 
the agency concurred with the Departments finding that the project may affect, but it not likely to 
adversely affect Coho salmon or their critical habitat. There are minor temporary adverse 
impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), which are offset by measures included in the project, 
see Section 2.3.5.4. 
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Response to Comment 9 
This comment states concern for marbled murrelet and forest fragmentation. Please see both 
DEIR/EA Section 2.3.5, the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion for more information 
on Marbled Murrelet. The project is not likely to interfere with nesting activities because the 
stands within which the project is planned are not high quality nesting habitats. Construction 
activities have the potential to disturb murrelets using the river corridor to migrate between 
nesting sites and the ocean, and thus there are temporal restrictions on construction activities. 
The forests adjacent to the project activities are already fragmented and the project will not 
increase the level of fragmentation. The Biological Opinion from USFWS states that the project 
may affect, not likely to adversely affect marbled murrelet. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states concern for spotted owls and the removal of potential foraging habitat in 
turnouts. The flat turnouts adjacent to the roadway are not high quality foraging for owls, nor are 
they high quality habitat for prey of owls. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment questions whether other STAA access projects are related, and expresses concern 
for marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl. STAA access projects along the north coast of 
California are related as the various routes do connect, and separated because the routes have 
specific termini. Thus access to the south on US 101 is a separate project than access to the north 
along SR 199/US 199. The cumulative impacts analysis and economic growth analysis did 
consider the other projects for overall impacts. Impacts to marbled murrelets and spotted owls 
were seriously discussed in the DEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 and in consultation with USFWS. 

Response to Comment 12 through 15 
These comments are from the Form Letter 2012 #2, please see the responses to that letter. 

Response to Comment 16 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Response to James Cipolla  

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states opposition to the project and concern for safety. For safety concerns please 
see Group Response #8. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states concerns over safety, please see Group Response #8 for a discussion of 
safety. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there will be a safety concern on US 101 south of Crescent City due to 
STAA truck access. This area is currently open to STAA vehicles. Please see Group Response 
#8 for a discussion of how collision rates inform safety projects. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for toxic chemical spills. Please see Vern Powers response to 
comment #1 for a discussion of spills. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that SR 197 is a rural residential road. State Route 197 is defined in the 
route Concept Report as a 2-lane conventional highway, and classified as a Rural Minor Arterial. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment questions the purpose and need of the project, please see Group Response #1. 

Response to Comment 7 
This is not a comment on the REIR/EA. 
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Response to Lars Estefan   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states the project is unnecessary. Please see Group Response #1 for a discussion 
of purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states there would be significant impacts to various resources. The DEIR/EA, 
RDEIR/EA, and FEIR/EA clearly state that all impacts were avoided, minimized or otherwise 
mitigated to less than significant levels. Please see Group Response #5 for a discussion on the 
Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response #4 for a discussion of large tree 
impacts. Please see Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 for information about protected species.  

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states there would be significant impacts to tourism and parks. Please see Group 
Response #2 for a discussion of impacts to tourism and parks. See also DEIR/EA Appendix B: 
Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) for an evaluation of effects to 
public resources. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that there would be an increase in truck traffic from Grants Pass, Oregon to 
the Bay Area, and there would be safety hazards due to spills. Section 2.1.5 discusses the 
increase in truck traffic associated with this project. There is no anticipated safety hazard 
associated with the project. Please see Group Response #8 for safety concerns and Vern Powers 
Response #1 for a discussion of spills and water quality. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment cites the Route Concept Reports for SR 197 and US 199. These routes will remain 
a “2-lane, conventional highway, with passing lanes” after the project. There are no plans for 
extensive upgrading of this facility to a 4-lane highway at this time. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that STAA access already exists on other routes and questions the funding 
allocation. Please see Group Response #1 for a discussion of purpose and need, and Group 
Response #2 for a discussion of the cost vs. benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and proceeded to prepare a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  
 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.3-35 

 

Evermoore, Eileen 

 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.3-36 

 

Evermoore, Eileen 

 
 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.3-37 

 

Response to Eileen Evermoore  

Response to Comment 1 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states there is a current safety hazard with CA Legal trucks on the route.  Please 
see Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety.  

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that diverted traffic from I 5 was not evaluated. The DEIR/EA Section 2.1.5 
discusses the project’s impacts on traffic. Please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that increased traffic from I 5 during winter weather will be a safety hazard. 
Please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states concern over the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet. Please see the 
response to EPIC 2010 Comment 14 and 15, as well as Group Response #8. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states concern for spills and water quality. Please see the response to Vern Powers 
Comment #1 for a discussion of spills. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states there would be negligible benefits to residents of Del Norte County. Please 
see Group Response #1 for a discussion of purpose and need, and Group Response #2 for a 
discussion of the cost vs. benefits of the project.  

Response to Comment 8 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Response to Patrick Harestad 

Response to Comment 1 through 5 
These comments express concern for the Smith River and general opposition to the project. This 
is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Response to Ann Hunt   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that the project is not necessary. Please see Grouped Response #1 for a 
discussion of the purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that STAA access already exists for Crescent City. Please see Group 
Response #1 for a discussion of the purpose and need for the project. Please see Group Response 
#2 for a discussion of the cost vs. benefits of the project.  

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there would be significant impacts to scenic and recreational resources. 
Please see Group Response #2 for discussion of impacts to tourism and parks. Please see Group 
Response #5 for a discussion on the Wild and Scenic Smith River. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment questions the purpose and need for the project, please see Group Response #1. 

Response to Comment 5 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that the project should be abandoned. 
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Response to Ralph Johansen 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states general opposition to the project. This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Lips, Stu 

 
 

Response to Stu Lips  

Response to Comment 1 throught 3 
These comments were from the 2010 Form Letter, please see the responses to the 2010 Form 
Letter in Section 3.5 of this volume. 
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Lotus, Trisha (October 12, 2012) 
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Response to Trisha Lotus (October 12, 2012) 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that alternatives to impacts to various resources. Please see Group Response 
#5 for a discussion on the Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response #4 for a 
discussion of large tree impacts. Please see Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 for information about 
protected species.  

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states general opposition to the project, and is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there are alternative routes for STAA vehicles. Please see Group 
Response #1 for a discussion of the purpose and need for the project. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for the roadway, traffic congestion and suggests short sea shipping 
as an alternative. Please see the response to EPIC’s Smith letter for a discussion of the adequacy 
of the roadway. Please see DEIR/EA Section 2.1.5 for a discussion of how traffic congestion and 
Level of Service are not anticipated to change due to the project. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment questions whether larger trucks will lead to fewer jobs. Please see Group 
Response #2 for a discussion of the economic costs and benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that the funding should be used for maintenance and safety projects. Please 
see Group Response #1 purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 7 
This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and proceeded to prepare a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  

This comment also states that the project would have significant impacts on various resources. 
The DEIR/EA, RDEIR/EA, and FEIR/EA clearly state that all impacts were avoided, minimized 
or otherwise mitigated to less than significant levels. Please see Group Response #5 for a 
discussion on the Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response #4 for a discussion 
of large tree impacts. Please see Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 for information about protected species. 
Please see Group Response #2 for discussion of impacts to tourism and parks. Please see Group 
Response #10 for a discussion of geological issues. 
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Response to Comment 9 
This comment expresses concern for tourism and recreation. Please see Group Response #2 for a 
discussion of impacts to tourism and parks. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states concern for geologic instability, potential spills and lily farmers. Please see 
Group Response #10 for geologic stability concerns. Please see the response to Vern Powers 
Comment #1 for a discussion of spills. Concerns about lily farming techniques are not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment cites the Route Concept Reports for SR 197 and US 199. These routes will remain 
a “2-lane, conventional highway, with passing lanes” after the project. There are no plans for 
extensive upgrading of this facility to a 4-lane highway at this time. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment requests maintenance of existing facilities. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 
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Response to Trisha Lotus (October 25, 2012)   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states support for the no project alternative. This would not meet the purpose and 
need of the project, please see Group Response #1. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states concern for the roadway, marbled murrelets, spotted owls and the scenic 
route. The STAA vehicles, while slightly longer, are not heavier than CA Legal vehicles. 
Increased truck traffic is not anticipated to be significant. Thus no additional impacts to the 
roadway are anticipated. Impacts to marbled murrelets and spotted owls were addressed in the 
DEIR/EA Section 2.3.5, as well as the Biological Assessment, and Biological Opinion from 
USFWS. The anticipated increase in traffic is not expected to be substantial enough to affect the 
visitor experience of the scenic area. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states concern for pesticides, water quality in the Smith River, riparian vegetation 
and old growth trees. Pesticide use by lily farmers is not within the scope of this RDEIR/EA. 
Impacts to riparian vegetation are discussed in DEIR/EA Section 2.3.1, and determined to be less 
than significant. Please see Group Response #3 for a discussion of visual impacts. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that old growth trees provide geologic stability. Please see Group Response 
#4 for concerns about large trees and Group Response #10 for concerns about geologic stability. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states concern for maintenance and lack of benefits of the project. This project is 
not anticipated to cause an increase in maintenance. For concerns about benefits, please see 
Group Response #2 cost vs. benefits. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states concern for cultural resources. DERI/EA Section 2.1.7 discusses impacts to 
cultural resources and Native American Consultation. No cultural resources were identified 
within the Area of Potential Effects. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states there was not full disclosure in the NEPA and CEQA processes. Initial 
scoping meetings were held in 2008, the DEIR/EA was circulated in 2010 and there was a public 
meeting during the circulation. A Notices of Preparation was filed and Notices of Availability 
were published. Please see FEIR/EA Section 4 for descriptions of the public participation 
process. The Department releases environmental documents when they are determined to be 
complete, and according the regulations within NEPA and CEQA. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment reiterates the scenic and tourism value of the area. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 
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Response to Comment 9 
This comment states concerns over large old trees, please see Group Response #4. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that the route is a Scenic State Route not meant for large trucks and that 
traffic will increase due to redirected traffic from I 5 during winter weather. The route is eligible 
for designation as a State Scenic Highway, however this designation does not restrict use by 
large trucks for goods movement. Please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a 
discussion of induced traffic from I 5 during winter weather.  

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states concern for public involvement, geologic stability, and cumulative impacts. 
This project has conducted full public involvement, please see the response to 2012 From Letter 
#1 comment #10. For concerns about geologic stability, please see Group Response #10. 
Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the DEIR/EA Section 2.5. The proposed project would not 
result in significant cumulative impacts to any resources under the preferred alternatives.  

Response to Comment 12 
This comment proposes short sea shipping and a railroad as alternatives to meet the purpose and 
need of the project. Alternative shipping technologies are speculative and not a reasonably 
foreseeable alternative to this project.   

Response to Comment 13 
This comment questions the economic cost and benefit in local trucking jobs. Job losses for local 
truck driver does not appear to be great, and overall, the project is expected to provide a small 
amount of economic growth for the county. Please see the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 
2.1.3.1 for a discussion of potential economic impacts. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and proceeded to prepare a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  

Response to Comment 15 
This comment states that the increased truck traffic will damage the roadway. The STAA 
vehicles, while slightly longer, are not heavier than CA Legal vehicles. Increased truck traffic is 
not anticipated to be significant. Thus no additional impacts to the roadway are anticipated.  
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Response to Todd Moses 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states general opposition to the project. 
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Response to Sue Pappalardo 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that the project would cause environmental damage. The Department 
appreciates the public input and involvement on this project. Please see the DEIR/EA, 
PRDEIR/SEA and FEIR/EA (available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/197-
199_staa/) for extensive discussion of potential environmental damage. 
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Response to Kimberly Tays 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states concern for environmental impacts and general opposition to the proposed 
project. This is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states the project would negatively affect communities and way of life. 
Community impacts are anticipated to less than significant, please see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 
Section 2.1.3. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states STAA access is not legally required. Please see Group Response #1 for a 
discussion of the purpose and need of the project. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment requests that the Department abandon the project. 
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Response to Margaret Kettunen Zegart 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states concern over the Scenic River and tourism. Please see Group Response #5 
for concerns about the Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response #2 for concerns 
about the potential impacts to tourism. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states concern for residents and the community. Please see EPIC 2010 Comment 
response #8 for community impacts, and Group Response #8 for the safety aspect of traffic 
impacts to the community. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there are noise impacts. Traffic levels are not anticipated to increase 
due to the project, thus there are no anticipated increases in noise levels associated with the 
project. The DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.2.6 and 2.4.11 discuss noise impacts and 
minimization measures.  

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that there is an impact to Forest Service campgrounds. Noise impacts to 
Patrick Creek Campground from the Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 site are discussed in 
Appendix B: Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) Section B.4.2.2. 
These impacts are temporary disturbance due to blasting, and would occur a few times per day, 
during daylight hours. These impacts were determined to be temporary and less than significant.  

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states there would be impacts to wildlife, endangered species habitat, and spread 
of sudden oak syndrome and Port Orford Cedar blight. The DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 
2.3.4 and 2.3.5 discuss potential impacts to wildlife and endangered species. For effects to 
endangered species see the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5, and Chapter 4 of the FEIR/EA 
for consultations with USFWS and NMFS. Spread of Sudden Oak Death and Port Orford Cedar 
root disease are addressed in the Natural Environment Study (Caltrans 2010) Section 4.6. Best 
Management Practices included in Appendix E: Minimization and/or Mitigation Summary 
include the following: washing heavy equipment before and after ground disturbing activities, 
removing Port Orford Cedar from road areas, directing water runoff away from Port Orford 
Cedar areas, and using pathogen free water for dust control. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that there will be significant impacts to water quality and salmonids. The 
DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.2.2 and 2.3.2 discuss impacts to and minimization and 
avoidance measures for water quality, stormwater run-off and waters. These impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. Potential impacts to and minimization and avoidance 
measures for salmonids were addressed in the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 as 
well as the Biological Assessment and Letter of Concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 
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Response to Comment 7 
This comment states concern about climate changes, increasing rainfall and tsunami effects. The 
project areas are outside of the tsunami zone and sea level rise zones. Potential effects on the 
hydrology of the Smith River are discussed in DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.2.1. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states that the route is not suitably for commercial truck traffic. Both SR 197 and 
US 199 are currently in use for commercial truck traffic. The Route Concept Reports list these 
routes as 2-lane conventional highways. After implementation of this project, the routes will 
meet the necessary specifications of for designation as STAA accessible. For as a discussion of 
highway design see the response to the EPIC 2012 Smith letter. Please see Group Response #10 
for a discussion of geologic stability. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment is not a comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that various parks will have significant impacts. There will be no permanent 
impacts to parks. There may be temporary impacts to accessibility of parks during construction 
due to traffic delays and construction at Ruby Van Deventer County Park. The temporary 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. Please see the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 
Section 2.1.1.4 and 2.4.2.3 for more information on potential impacts to parks. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states that the Department should construct access along an alternate route. Please 
see Group Response #6 for a discussion of alternate routes. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states concern for safety on US 101 south of Crescent City. This area is outside 
the project area. Please see the response to Form Letter 2012 #1 Comment #6. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states concern about rock slides and large trees. Please see Group Response #4 for 
concerns about large trees, and Group Response #10 for concerns about geologic stability. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states that there will be little economic benefit to the local community. Please see 
Group Response #2 for a discussion of costs vs. benefits. 

Response to Comment 15 
This comment states concern for safety. Please see Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety 
concerns. 

Response to Comment 16 
This comment discusses alternative routes. Please see Group Response #6 for a discussion of 
alternative routes. 
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Zuehlke, John 
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Response to John Zuehlke 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states the DEIR/EA is deficient. Individual issues are listed and discussed below. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states the RDEIR/SEA failed to address comments on the DEIR/EA. The 
RDEIR/SEA was produced and circulated to the public to disclose new information the 
Department had collected in regards to impacts to trees and plants. The Department does not 
have additional information to circulate to the public and has prepared responses to comments in 
this document. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states concerns about the economic and physical need for STAA access. Please 
see Group Response #1 for a discussion of the purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states individual businesses should be listed in the DEIR/EA. Please see Group 
Response #1 for a discussion of the purpose and need for the project.  

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that increased maintenance costs should be considered. There are no 
increased maintenance costs associated with this project, because STAA vehicles have the same 
weight limits as CA Legal vehicles and the anticipated increase in truck traffic is not substantial 
enough to affect maintenance costs. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states an opinion about “good engineering practice”. Many highways across the 
state and nation are alongside rivers. Please see Group Response #5 for concerns about the Wild 
and Scenic River, DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 for concerns about salmonids, 
and the response to Vern Power’s Comment #1 for concerns about spills. These routes are 
designated as conventional 2-lane highways. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states that there should be walls to prevent vehicles from leaving the highway and 
falling into the river. The project implements metal beam guard rails where appropriate to ensure 
vehicles remain on the roadway. The project will also provide improved sight distance and 
improved shoulder widths in areas to enhance safety. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states the roadway should be designed to contain any spills. Please see the 
response to Zuehlke 2010 comment #6. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states that Caltrans does not ban the transport of hazardous materials. This is 
correct, this project does not change the status of Hazardous Materials transportation routes 
currently approved. 
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Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that there is no contingency plan for a spill response. Please see the 
response to Transcribed Comment 8-1 for a discussion of spill response. The Department’s 
District 1 Spill Contingency Plan is available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in 
Eureka. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states concern for safety along SR 197. Please see Group Response #8 for a 
discussion of safety. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states concern for safety along SR 197 and residential mailbox access. Caltrans 
coordinated with the Post Office to find reasonable, safe and convenient locations for the 
mailboxes. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states concern for the Right of Way construction easements. For an explanation of 
Right of Way and construction easements please see EPIC 2010 Comment #8 and Zeuhlke 2010 
Comment #7. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states concern for large redwoods within the Right of Way. Please see Group 
Response #4 for concerns about large trees.  

Response to Comment 15 
This comment reiterates the above comments on engineering, safety, economic justification and 
deficiency of the DEIR/EA and RDEIR/SEA. These comments were addressed by the responses 
above.  

Response to Comment 16 
This comment states that the project should be abandoned or redesigned. The Department is 
satisfied with the current design and environmental analysis. 
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4.4 Form Letters 

4.4.1 Form Letter #1 

A total of 16 form letters #1 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 modified 
copy of the form letter that contained additional, unique comments. 

• Brown, Scott  

• Brown, Susan  

• Dahlhoff, Patricia  

• Griffin, Judith 

• Kennedy, Barbara  

• Olsen, Donna (Tri-City Ecology Center) 

• Pieffer, Gordon  

• Powers, Nancy  

• Reynolds, Stephanie  

• Roope, G  

• Souza, Ted  

Form Letters with Additional Commentary 

• Boyer, Tracy + 

• Castor, Inez + 

• Cooper, Eileen + 

• Quigley, April + 

• Rhodes, Joanne + 
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Form Letter #1 
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Form Letter #1 
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Responses to Form Letter Commenters 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses concern for safety and old growth trees. Please see Group Response #4 
for concerns about trees and Group Response #8 for a discussion about safety. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that there is negligible economic benefit to Del Norte County from this 
project. Please see Group Response #1 and #2 for discussions of the purpose and need, and the 
costs vs. benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there will be an increase in traffic due to diversion of traffic around 
Siskiyou summit during winter conditions. The Department does not anticipate significant effects 
due to traffic diversion, please see the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a discussion on 
the potential amount and effects of diverted traffic. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for safety hazards associated with winter conditions, increased 
traffic (due to I5 winter weather closures), and larger trucks. The 197/199 route was evaluated 
for STAA truck access, and this project was initiated based on geometric deficiencies in the 
roadway. Upon completion of this project, STAA trucks will be able to safely navigate the route 
without crossing the center lane. Please see the response to EPIC/Smith Comment for a full 
discussion of the safety of large trucks along the route. Please see Group Response #8 for 
concerns about safety, and Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a discussion of the safety implications 
of increased traffic during diversions. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comments states concern over the lack of improvements between Hiouchi and Gasquet. 
Please see Grouped Response #8, and EPIC response #15 for discussions of how sites were 
selected for the project. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that collision rates on US 101 are higher than state averages. This is outside 
the project area, but the project does have the potential to affect travel volumes on US 101. The 
Department acknowledges the fact that the actual collision rates are higher than the statewide 
average collision rates south of Crescent City. This segment of highway 101 traverses through 
Redwood National and State Parks, coastal area, and a historic landscape district. The area is an 
environmentally sensitive and resource rich area, and thus creates numerous challenges for 
standard geometric improvements. 

The Department has implemented a number of non-conventional strategies to reduce collisions 
and minimize impact on the areas resources. This balance of safety and resources has been 
challenging. Although there has been a reduction in collisions, we strive to further decrease the 
number of collisions in the area. 
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Response to Comment 7 
This comment states concern for water quality through the potential for spills of hazardous 
chemicals. The project is not anticipated to increase the potential for spills. Please see Vern 
Powers response #1 for a discussion. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states concern for public safety. Please see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion 
of safety. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states concern for public safety on SR 197 due to increased truck traffic. Please 
see Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states concern for community cohesiveness and safety due to increased traffic and 
states that the DEIR/EA failed to engage the communities. Effects to communities were analyzed 
in the DEIR/EA 2.1.3 and determined to be less than substantial. Please see EPIC response #8 
for additional discussion on community impacts. There was a public meeting on April 17, 2008 
in Crescent City. There was an official Notice of Preparation and scoping meeting in 2008, a 
public hearing 2010 during the circulation of the full DEIR/EA, notices of availability were 
published in local papers for these meetings and the circulation of the DEIR/EA and Recirculated 
DEIR/EA. The department has followed the CEQA guidelines for notification and engagement 
of the public throughout this process. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states that the California Transportation Policy Priority is to maintain existing 
infrastructure rather than construct new projects. Please see Group Response #1 and #2 for 
discussions of purpose and need, and cost vs. benefits of the project. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states that there will be an economic burden to maintain US 199 and US 101 due 
to the increased impacts from increased heavy truck traffic. The weight limit on STAA trucks is 
the same as the current California Legal trucks. The additional traffic is not anticipated to be 
substantial. Thus the increased maintenance costs associated with the implementation of this 
project and opening the route to STAA trucks is not anticipated to be substantial. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states that there will be an increase in maintenance projects that will impact 
riparian vegetation. Caltrans does not anticipate an increase in maintenance due to this project. 
Maintenance projects to not generally cause additional impacts to riparian vegetation. This 
project is not anticipated to have effects on riparian vegetation other than the direct removal 
described in the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 2.3.1. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states concern over the increased traffic volume due to diversion of traffic due to 
the closure of I5 at Siskiyou Summit. While there may a temporary increase in traffic volume 
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during the event, the overall increase in annual volume will not be significant. Please see 
response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 for a full discussion.  
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Boyer, Tracy 
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Boyer, Tracy 
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Responses to Tracy Boyer 

Response to Comment 1 
This is the Form Letter 1. Please see the main comment responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that they have a vacation home on in the area. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 
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Castor, Inez 
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Castor, Inez 
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Castor, Inez 
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Responses to Inez Castor 

Response to Comment 1 
This is the Form Letter 1. Please see the main comment responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that the area is important to the commenter and is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the lily farm trucks should not be on this road. These trucks are 
currently using this road, and the improvements proposed will make the road safer for these 
trucks. Please see Group Response #8 for a discussion of safety. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for toxic spills in the Smith River. Please see Vern Powers 
Response #1 for a discussion of potential spills in the river. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states concern over funding and safety of big trucks on the route. Please see 
Grouped Response #1 for purpose and need, Grouped Response #2 for cost vs. benefits, and 
Grouped Response #8 for Safety. 
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Cooper, Eileen 
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Cooper, Eileen 
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Cooper, Eileen 
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Responses to Eileen Cooper 

Response to Comment 1 
This is the Form Letter 1. Please see the main comment responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that there was a recent spill on US 199. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. For concerns about spills see Vern Powers Response #1. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states concern over induced traffic from I 5 due to winter weather at Siskiyou 
Pass. This concern is addressed in the response to Friends of Del Norte 2012 comment letter. 
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Quigley, April 
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Quigley, April 
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Responses to April Quigley  

Response to Comment 1 
This is the Form Letter 1. Please see the main comment responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that US 101 would not support the increased traffic associated with this 
project. The increase in traffic due to this project is not anticipated to be substantial. The STAA 
trucks have the same maximum weight limitations as the CA Legal trucks and thus there are no 
additional impacts per truck on the roadway. The small increase in truck volume is not 
substantial enough to cause additional impacts on the roadway. 
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Rhodes, Joanne 
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Rhodes, Joanne 
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Responses to Joanne Rhodes  

Response to Comment 1 
This is the Form Letter 1. Please see the main comment responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that allowing STAA trucks on US 199 and US 101 is not cost effective or 
safe. Please see Group Response #1 for purpose and need, Group Response #8 for safety 
concerns and the response to EPIC’s 2012 Smith Letter for the suitability of the route for STAA 
vehicles. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment questions the purpose and need for the project, please see Group Response #1 for 
a discussion. This comment also states concern for the Wild and Scenic River, please see Group 
Response #5. 
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4.4.2 Form Letter #2 

A total of 358 Form Letter #2 were received, 10 of which were modified from the original or 
contained additional comments. One representative copy of the form letter is presented below 
along with each modified copy of the form letter that contained additional, unique comments. 

• Hughes, Gary 

• Absher, Jonathan 

• Adkins, Julia 

• Alarie, Angélique  

• Alexander, Joshua W 

• Allaway, Theresa 

• Allen, Beth 

• Allenstein, Gudrun 

• Allison, Bill 

• Anderson, Christeen 

• Anderson, Mary Ella 

• Anderson, Wayne 

• Angulo, Kathleen 

• Armin-Hoiland, Joel 

• Armstrong, Rebecca 

• Ausman, Candi 

• Bailey, Gary 

• Barsotti, Susy 

• Beard, David 

• Beauchamp, S 

• Bechmann, Elisabeth 

• Becker, Carol 

• Beinlich, Brian 

• Bell, Stacey 

• Betz, Erik 

• Bien, Michael 
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• Binnie, Stanley 

• Bodine, Josh 

• Bohn, Jennifer 

• Borges, Maria 

• Borrege, Sharon 

• Bottorff, Ron 

• Brandtner, Jamie 

• Brown, Ashley  

• Brown, Joanne 

• Bryant, Ellen 

• Bsh, Sakina 

• Burtis, David 

• Burton, Julia 

• Buslot, Chantal 

• Butterfield, Lisa 

• Cain, Constance E 

• Carlson, Warren 

• Carpenter, Gary 

• Carro, Lina 

• Chague, Stephenie 

• Chandler, Daniel 

• Christopher, Stephanie 

• Churchill, Holly 

• Ciancutti, Francesca 

• Claudine, Bos 

• Cole, Corrine 

• Collins, Brenda 

• Connors, Chuck 

• Corbett, Craig 

• Cornelis, Chantal 
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• Corviday, Morgan 

• Cowan, Jodie 

• Curtis, James 

• Daniel, Donna 

• Daniels, Patricia 

• Darling, Dawson 

• Davidson, Laura 

• Davie, Dennis 

• Davies, Sue  

• De Rooy, Sylvia 

• DeJac, Loreli 

• Denton, Valerie 

• Derden, Jim 

• Dietrich, Beate 

• Diggs, Linelle 

• Dombrowski, Bonnie 

• Dreyer, Sharyn 

• Durant, Monica 

• Durchslag, Jimmy 

• Durkee, Carrie 

• Durston, Robin 

• Dyche, Norman 

• Edison, Miranda 

• Edwards, Bruce A. 

• Edwards, Virginia 

• Eis, Tamara 

• Elerick, Paul 

• Elkhart, Rio 

• Ellis, Rhea 

• Elvine-Kreis, Brenda 
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• Erdman, Barbara 

• Eschelbach, Claire 

• Evans, Simon J 

• Farmer, Tim 

• Fast, Yvonne 

• Felter, Bob 

• Felter, Virginia 

• Fergus, Jeri 

• Filipelli, Deborah  

• Flewelling, Tim 

• Flowers, Bobbie 

• Flowing, Flo 

• Foot, Susie and Jimmy 

• Force, Tom 

• France, Jeanne 

• Frazee, Cary 

• Frediani, Jodi 

• Freedom, Rea 

• Freiman, Howard 

• Gingrich, Nancy 

• Gladstone, Jean 

• Glavic, Danijela 

• Goff, Paul 

• Goodell, Barbara 

• Grant, David 

• Grant, John 

• Graves, Caryn 

• Green, Jacqueline 

• Green, Jason 

• Grobe, Nicola 
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• Gross, Margo 

• Groth, Nancy 

• Grove, Alyssa 

• Guerreiro, Mike 

• Guldin, Laura 

• Gustafson, Amberlee 

• Gutierrez, Freddy 

• Haje, Paul 

• Halbe, Denise 

• Halliday, Janice 

• Hanna, Franchesca 

• Harrington, Roxie 

• Harris, Karen 

• Harvey, Rob 

• Hatton, Ayris 

• Hayes, Tim 

• Haywood, Russell 

• Helsel, Daniel 

• Herbelin, Margaret 

• Hergenrather, Harry 

• Herr, Jeff 

• Hertz, Cade 

• Hill, Joe 

• Hinant, Susanna 

• Hire, Kathleen 

• Hoffman, Laurel 

• Holt, Jennifer 

• Hoppenbrouwers, Bart 

• Hostetter, Paul 

• Houston, Joyce 
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• Howard, Tim 

• Hrusa, Fred 

• Hughes, Heidi 

• Iodice, BellaDonna 

• Jackson, Dennis 

• Jarocki, Gail 

• Jarocki, Paul 

• Jochimsen, Travis 

• Johnson, Debbie 

• Jones, Bradley 

• Jurkowski, Julie 

• Karaba, Kelly 

• Karno, Rachel 

• Kavoyianni, Sandy 

• Kay, Rena 

• Kegler, John 

• Kegler, Lori 

• Kegler, Robin 

• Kegler, Tyler 

• Keisner, Cheri 

• Kellogg, Marlena 

• Kennedy, Barbara 

• Kessler, D 

• Kirk, Kristin 

• Kisio, Michal 

• Koessel, Karl 

• Kohr, Chery 

• Kowalak, Amy 

• Krause, Debra 

• Kreider, Philip 
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• Laiti, Jared 

• Landis, Linda 

• Lapointe, Jocelyn 

• Lasko, Angelina 

• Latham, Peggy 

• Laurence, Henot 

• Lautaro, Gabriel 

• Ledden, Dennis 

• Lee, Carol 

• Lee, Ryan 

• Lennard, S 

• Lerner, Shaina 

• Letton, Frank 

• Lieb, Louise 

• Lieber, Jean 

• Lieber, Robert 

• Lind, Pat 

• Lindemann, Stephen 

• Lips, Stu 

• Little, Judith 

• Little, Sandra 

• Loberg, Neville 

• Logan, Theresa 

• Louchard, O' Neill 

• Low, Grant 

• Luna, Jaclyn 

• Luther, Steve 

• MacLeod, Nancy 

• Madrone, Rose 

• Manela, Sara Prentice 
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• Mangels, Francis 

• March, Sara 

• Marie, Lynne 

• Marseille, Tanya 

• Marshall, Aquaea 

• Martinson, Tim 

• McCain, Rachael 

• McCann-Sayles, Alan 

• McCann-Sayles, Daniel 

• McEwen, Eric 

• McGee, Eileen 

• Mcguire, Will 

• McLaughlin, Michael 

• Mcsweeney, Charles Otter 

• Mefford-Hemauer, Apryl 

• Melerzanov, Vadim 

• Merriman, Joan 

• Metz, Ellen 

• Mikalson, Amanda 

• Mikasi, Ayani 

• Miller-Wolf, Lorraine 

• Moller, Jay 

• Mone, Carol 

• Moore, Melissa  

• Morey, Patricia 

• Morgan, Linda 

• Morison, Mariel 

• Morris, Teresa 

• Morton, Margaret 

• Mountjoy, Bob and Jan 
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• Murnig, Guido 

• Murnig, Guy 

• Murnig, Lacey 

• Nayyar, Rena 

• Nelson, Bill 

• Nelson, Christine 

• Nelson, Kevin 

• Oberweiser, Ed 

• Oliver, Lauren 

• Ornelas, Bob and Susan 

• Owen, Chris 

• Pace, Felice 

• Patton, Gary 

• Patton, Jason 

• Penfield, Ralph 

• Perricelli, Claire 

• Peterson, Davin 

• Petrone, Mary 

• Pollock, Janelle 

• Preston, Patricia 

• Quesnel, Nathalie 

• Ragland, Hannah 

• Rashall, Rosa 

• Ratcliff, Philip 

• Ratzlaff, Karen 

• Raybee, Elizabeth 

• Reese, Heather 

• Rennacker, Ann 

• Rich, Barbara 

• Richardson, Matt 
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• Rinne, Fred 

• Ristow, Barbara 

• Roach, Gabrielle 

• Roche, Maureen 

• Rosati, Allison 

• Schaefer, John 

• Scher, Sarah  

• Schillo, Noah 

• Schneider, Sarah 

• Schümmer, Sue 

• Scott, Celia 

• Scott, Peter 

• Shearer, Robert 

• Sheidler, Richard 

• Sherman, Lauryn 

• Shomer, Forest 

• Silvernale, Dana 

• Simpson, David  

• Slotnick, Scott 

• Smith, Donald 

• Smith, Doug 

• Smith, Phillip 

• Smith, Suzanne 

• Smits, Josine 

• Snow, Annette 

• Sorensen, Anna 

• Spenger, Constance 

• Spitz, Jon 

• Spitzer, Mandy 

• Sreiber, Andrea 
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• Stansfield, Lesley 

• Stebbings, Barrie 

• Stenberg, Anna Marie 

• Stender, Bill 

• Stephanos, Marika 

• Stewart, Billie 

• Stewart, John 

• Stewart, Tyler 

• Stuchlikova, Kristyna 

• Sunstein, Sara 

• Taylor, Jennifer  

• Teitelbaum, Geraldine 

• Tellez, Kim 

• Terry, Patricia 

• Thiel-Silver, Judi 

• Thompson, Ann 

• Thompson, Donna 

• Thompson, Jon 

• Tomcak, Clay 

• Tonn, David 

• Tonsing, Timothy 

• Van Rijn, Gerda 

• Vandegriff, James 

• Vanderbroek, Laura 

• Vanderbush, Terry 

• Vega, Elizabeth 

• Velasco, Stephane 

• Wadsworth, Myndy 

• Walker, James 

• Ward, Pamela 
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• Waters, Michelle 

• Weber, Nicole 

• Weil, Helene 

• Welling, Anne 

• Werner, Elizabeth 

• West, Barbara J. 

• West, Paul 

• White, Ann 

• White, Katherine 

• Wieland, Leslie 

• Wilke, Lorraine Devon 

• Williams, F 

• Williams, Joseph and Diane 

• Williams, Lawrence 

• Wilson, Jane 

• Wilson, Kelpie 

• Winkler, Mark 

• Wojcik-Tremblay, Kassi 

• Wolter, Manuela 

• Womack, Kristin 

• Wood, Wendell 

• Zimmer, Judy 

• Zuehlke, John 

Form Letters with Additional Commentary 
• Akerman, Fred + 

• Anaya, Zachary + 

• Gardiner, John + 

• Hall, Daniel + 

• Livingston, John + 

• Macy, Nancy and Ken + 
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• McCombs, Robert + 

• Pappalardo, Sue + 

• Raymer, Terry + 

• Thomas, Julia + 
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Form Letter #2 
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Response to Gary Hughes 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that the project is not necessary. Please see Grouped Response #1 for a 
discussion of the purpose and need. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that STAA access already exists for Crescent City and questions the 
funding decisions in regards to safety. Please see Group Response #1 for a discussion of the 
purpose and need for the project. Please see Group Response #2 for a discussion of the cost vs. 
benefits of the project. The proposed improvements will provide safety enhancing features for all 
drivers. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) under 
NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and proceeded to prepare a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI). 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that the project would have significant impacts on various resources. The 
DEIR/EA, RDEIR/EA, and FEIR/EA clearly state that all impacts were avoided, minimized or 
otherwise mitigated to less than significant levels. Please see Group Response #5 for a discussion 
on the Wild and Scenic Smith River. Please see Group Response #4 for a discussion of large tree 
impacts. Please see Section 2.3.4 and 2.3.5 for information about protected species. Please see 
Group Response #2 for a discussion of impacts to tourism and parks. Please see Group Response 
#10 for a discussion of geological issues. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that there will be increases in truck traffic and safety hazards. Section 2.1.5 
discusses the increase in truck traffic associated with this project. There is no anticipated safety 
hazard associated with the project. Please see Group Response #8 for safety concerns and Vern 
Powers Response #1 for a discussion of spills and water quality. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment cites the Route Concept Reports for SR 197 and US 199. These routes will remain 
a “2-lane, conventional highway, with passing lanes” after the project. There are no plans for 
extensive upgrading of this facility to a 4-lane highway at this time. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states that the project should be abandoned in favor of maintenance. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Ackerman, Frank 
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Response to Frank Ackerman 

Response to Comment 1 
These comments were addressed in detail in the Form Letter #2 responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment questions the purpose and need, please see Grouped Response #1. 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.4-41 

 

Anaya, Zachary 

 

 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.4-42 

 

Response to Zachary Anaya 

Response to Comment 1 
These comments were addressed in detail in the Form Letter #2 responses. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that the project should be abandoned in favor of maintenance. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Gardiner, John 
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Response to John Gardiner   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment generally states that the project is dangerous to the environment. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments were addressed in detail in the Form Letter #2 responses. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the project should be abandoned in favor of maintenance. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 
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Hall, Daniel 
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Response to Daniel Hall 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment questions the purpose and need of the project, please see Group Response #1. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the document should evaluate cumulative impacts and greenhouse 
gases. Please see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.5 for a discussion of cumulative impacts. 
Please see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 3.2.4 for a discussion of greenhouse gases and 
climate change. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that the project will have negative impacts on tourism and scenic values. 
Please Group Response #2 for a discussion of impacts to tourism. See DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 
Section 2.1.6 for discussion of visual impacts. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states concern over the character of the route. The current character of the route 
will remain largely unchanged after the project is implemented. See DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA 
Section 2.1.6 for discussion of visual impacts. 
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Response to John Livingston 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment generally states that the project is dangerous to the environment. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 
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Response to Nancy and Ken Macy   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment generally states disapproval of the project. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 
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Response to Robert McCombs  

Response to Comment 1 
This comment generally states opposition to the project. This is not a comment on the 
RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 
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Response to Sue Pappalardo 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states concern for increased truck traffic, noise and air pollution, safety hazards 
and impacts to large trees. Truck volume increases are expected to be small and not significant, 
see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.1.5. Please see DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.2.5 Air 
Quality and 2.2.6 Noise and Vibration for associated concerns. Please see Group Response #4 
for concerns about large trees. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 
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Response to Terry Raymer   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment generally states that the project is dangerous to the environment. This is not a 
comment on the RDEIR/EA. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.4-57 

 

Thomas, Julia 

 

 



Chapter 4. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report / 
Supplemental Assessment 

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 

April 2013 
4.4-58 

 

Response to Julia Thomas   

Response to Comment 1 
This comment questions the purpose and need for this project. Please see Group Response #1 for 
a discussion of why this project is necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
These comments are addressed in the Form Letter #2 responses. 
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