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Chapter 1 Introduction and Background

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

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

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

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

1.1 Organization of Public Comments

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

1. Public Agencies and Governments
Organizations

Individuals

Public Meeting Transcript

Form Letter

I

Comments on Recirculated Environmental Document

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

1.2 Format of Responses to Public Comments

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

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

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

e #1 Purpose and Need

e #2 Cost vs. Benefit

e #3 Visual Resources

o #4 Effects on Trees

e #5 Wild and Scenic River

e #6 Alternative Routes

e #7 Inadequate Range of Alternatives
e #8 Safety

e #9 Traffic Study

e #10 Geologic Stability

2.1 Grouped Comment #1: Purpose and Need

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

policy.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.3 Grouped Comment #3: Visual Resources

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

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 2-7



Chapter 2. Grouped Responses to Common Public Comments by Topic

231 Grouped Response #3: Visual Resources

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

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

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

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

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

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

241 Grouped Response #4: Effects on Trees

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.5 Grouped Comment #5: Wild and Scenic River

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

251 Grouped Response #5: Wild and Scenic River

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e Visual impacts

e Potential cultural impacts

e Potential wetland impacts

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

2.8 Grouped Comment #8: Safety

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

2.8.1 Grouped Response #8: Safety

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

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

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

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

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

Speed Limits

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Collisions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. Monitoring Programs to identify collision concentration locations

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

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

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

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

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

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

The three cut slope areas that had the greatest potential for geologic instability and rock fall if
excavation was conducted, including the cut slopes at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 and 3
and a portion of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 that would have been part of the
cut slope excavation for the Upstream Bridge Replacement Alternative and the Bridge
Preservation Alternative, were recommended to be avoided by the Department’s Geotechnical
Engineers prior to development of designs in the DEIR/EA to avoid exacerbating geologic
instability in these specific areas (see Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Patrick Creek Narrows,
dated April 2009). Recommended avoidance of these slopes resulted in the Department’s Design
Engineers developing plans that would avoid excavation in these areas. For Patrick Creek

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 2-23



Chapter 2. Grouped Responses to Common Public Comments by Topic

Narrows Locations 1 and 3, excavation of the cut slopes was avoided by widening towards the
river with retaining walls (see DEIR/EA Sections 1.3.2.3 and 1.3.2.5). For Patrick Creek
Narrows Location 2, the unstable portion of the cut slope was avoided by selecting the
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative as the selected preferred alternative, after
circulation of the DEIR/EA, review of public comments, and agency coordination. This was the
only alternative in the DEIR/EA for this location that avoided excavating the unstable portion of
the cut slope because this alternative required less of a slope cut, including avoidance of the
unstable area that is close to the existing bridge, to achieve an alignment that is downstream of
the existing bridge (see DEIR/EA Section 1.3.2.4).

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

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

e 3.1 Public Agencies and Governments
e 3.2 Organizations

e 3.3 Individuals

e 3.4 Public Meeting Transcript

e 3.5 Form Letter
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3.1 Public Agencies and Governments

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

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast

California State Lands Commission

Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

National Marine Fisheries Service - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association
North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

State of CGalifornia
Department of Fish and Game

Memorandum
Date: August 13, 2010

To Ms. Kim Hayler, Associate Environmental Pianner
California Department of Transportation -- District 1 xe. N -
Post Office Box 3700 : =S¥y
Eureka, CA 85502-3700 Cleow RECE =

o IVALLY AUG 1 8 2010

_ - _ . e.
From:  NEIL MANJI "'M‘Q ' e STATE CLEARTS HOUSE
Regional Manager SR

Department of Fish and Game
801 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001

subjectt  Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2008082128) for the 197/199 Safe
STAA Access Project, Del Noite Courity

Qn July 1, 2010, the Department of Fish and Gamé (DFG) received from the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) a draft environmental impact
regort/environmenital assessment (DEIR) for the proposed 197/199 Surface:
Transportation Assistance Act project {project). The project would provide safety
improvemenis to State Route 197 (SR 197) and US Route 199 (US 199} in Del Neorte
County.

The project combines five projects previously identified and proposed separately that
share the same general improvemerit.purpose. The five projects are known as Ruby
1, Ruby 2, Patrick Creek, The Narrows, and Washington Curve. The praject
locations, fisted by highway post milés, are: Ruby 1 on SR 197 at Post Mile (PM} 4.5;
Ruby 2 on SR 147 at PM 3.2-4.0; Patiick Creek Narrows on US. 199 at three locations
betwaen PM 20.5-20.8, PM 23.92-24.08, and PM 25.55-25.65; The Narrows on LUS
199 at PM 22.7-23.0; and Washingten Curve on US 199 at PM 26.3-26.5. Post miles
for-US 199 start at the intersection with U8 101. Post miles for SR 197 starts at the
intersection with US 199. Improvements at the Paifick Creek Narrows site include
bridge replacement over the Middle Fork of the Smith River.

As a trustee for the State's fish and wildlife resourcas, DFG has jurisdietion over the
cohservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants and the
habitat necessary fo sustain their populations. As a respensible ageney, DFG
administers the California Erdangered Species Act {CESA) and other provisions of
the Fish and Game Code {(FGC]) that conserve the State!s fish and wildlife public trust
resources. DFG offers the following comments and recommendations on this project
in our role as a trustee and responsible agency under the: Califothia Environmental
Quality Act (California Public Rescurce Code §21000 ef seq.).
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

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

Smith River and Patrick Creek

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

Take of Coho Salmon

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

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

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

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

Mz, Kim Hayler, Associate Enviranmanial Planner
August 13, 2010
Page Three

Biologlcal Study Area -
Numerous DEIR sactions and tablas refor to the projects’ Biological Study Araa
(BSA). Howaver, tha DEIR does not appear to map or otherwise describae the B34
hscation. OFG recommands the final EIR include & map or description of tha BSA.

Ruby 2 Bulld Alternatives and Removal of Old-growth Redwoods 4
The DEIR presents theee build altematives for widening a section of SR 197 at the
Ruby 2 site. DFG supparts the buld altemative that includas bwo-foot shoulders in
spot locations becausa thiz afternative would presarve old-growth trees by avoiding
removal of redwoaod trees with diamelers at breast hesght greater than 36 Inches.

Salvage of Large Woody Dabris 5
This project has the potential to ramove a number of Erge conifar treas and ofd-
growth redwood stumps during construclion. These tree bolos (espedially If root wads
arg laft attached) and stumps could provide LWD to be wséd for placameant in DFG
figh habital restoration projecis. DFG recommends Callrans consult with DFG bafore
conatruction begins o assess saivage options for large stumps and tree trunks to be
used for ongoing and fulure stream restoration projects in Del Nore County.

lmipacts to Sensitive Plant Species g

The DEIR describes likety project impacts 1o a number of non-isted sensitive plant
species. Transplantation and seed coection and reseeding, are discussad In the
DEIR as an experdmeantal mitigation measure 1o assist in the mintreduction of these
species Into project sites disturbed by construction activitios. As discussed in the
DEIR, sansitive plant fransplantaticn afforts are documented as having a low success
raté. Despite ils experimental nalure and [kelihood for success, OFG finds efforts io
colect and reestablish, soil, seed, and other plant propagules at areas impacted by
the project is appropriate ghven thal the project will primarily result in construction-
ralated disturbance o sensilive plant habilals as opposed to the loss and conversion
of thesa habitats.

DEIR Saclion 2.3 page 4 appears to have an important discrepancy regarding the
magnitude of impacts to the sensitive plant Cardamine nuftallil var, germmala (yellow-
tuberad tocthwort) at the Patrick Craak Mammows Location 2 site. Carnaming nutfali
var, germmata has a State ranking of “52.2" and a California Native Plant Sociaty
ranking of *1.B°, meaning that it is considared very rare in California and throughout
ils ghohal range. The DEIR stafes that the population af this site consists of 1,000-
2,000 planks.

=l

Throwgh meetings with Caltrans staff and from information elsewhera in the DEIR,
DFG understands thal approosmately 5=10% of the population in the projoct area wil
be impacted by the profec, However, two bulld alternatives doscribed on DEIR page
44, Saction 2.3, astimats that lass than 80-85% of thesa plants would ba ramoved.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Mg, Kim Hayler, Associate Environmantal Pienner
August 13, 2010
Page Four

This statemant indicales that up to 30-95% of tha Cardaming nultalif var. gemmals
plants at this site will be impacted or taken, DFG belleves that this secticn should
indicate that that up to 5-90% of the plants at this site will be impacted or laken,

If DF G is correct In this interpretation, the finad DEIR should consistently indicate this
levweer amount of mpac! to this species. If DEIR Section 2.3 page 44 16 accurate, and
up to 80-85% of the plants at this site wolld be removed, then DFG recommend thal
Cattrans re-cansult with DFG to develop additional mitigations for impacts to this

Spacias.

Invasive Plant Species &
Tha DEIR propases implamanting a thres-yaar invasive waed control program as
another means to mitigats for impacts to sensitive plant species. DFG suppons the
usa of irvashve species menagemeant and eradication plans as a means to mitigate for
impacis bo sansithve plants and natural communities,

Acacis dealbats (siver wattie) stands occaer withen or adiacent 1o the project area near
Hiawchi and elsewhere on US 289, This plart ks not targeted as an invasive spacias
o be managed or eradicated, or included in Table 2.3.6-1 Invasive Plant Spacies
Observed in BSA. I appears Acacia deadbala |s not documented within the project
B5A,

The Califomia Invasive Plant Councll (Cal-IPC) has created the Califomia Invasive
Planl Invaentory (inventony) to categoriza non-nativa invasiee plants that threaten the
state's wildlands. Categonization is based on an assessment of the ecological impacts
of each ptant. The Inventary reprasents the bast avallable knowledge of invasive plant
experts In the state. The CaHPC inventory threat category for Acacia dealbata is
*Moderate.” Specis with this designation have “substantial and apparent—but
generally not severe—ecological Impacts on physical processes, plant and animal
communilies, and vegatation strecture. Their reproductive biotogy and other attributes
are conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal, though establishment is
ganerally dapendent upon ecolagical disturbanca.”

DFG racommends Caltrans assass the occurmance of Acacia dealbela within its SR
187 and US 199 right-of-ways and includa this specias in s area invasive weead
control program,

cant

Bats

Poputations of many bat species in California, Norh Amarica, and globally are
dedining and currenlly approximataly 25% of the global bat fauna are listed as
threatenad by the Irternational Uinion for Conservation of Nature, In California, 12 of
25 bat species ame elther S5C, USDA Foresl Sernvice Sansitive, or Federally
Endangered. California Natural Diversity Database records show an ocourrancs of
siver-nadred bat (Lazionyclens noclovagens) naar the Patrick Croek project sita,
Colonies of othar spacias of bats may also occur in the project area. The DEIR stabes
that bal surveys were conducted in tha BSA for this project and no bats of any
spacias wara deteclad. Since bal colonias can change roosting and natal siles from
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Nes, Eim Hayler, Aesociale Enviranmenlal Planaser
August 13, 2010
Page Fie

year lo year. DFG recomendnds that bat surveys ba conductad in May of each year 9
prior to commancemeant of work at the Middle Fork Smith River Bridge and at other cont
natural features providing habital for bats. Mitigation measuses should be developed
in consultation with DFG if & bat coloay is identiied within the projfect impact area.

Altvough the present Middle Fork Smith River Bridge does not currantly suppen a bat 10
colony, this bridgs provides a good bat roostng o natal s%e bechuse of s location in
8 large riparian corrider surrgunded by exlensive conifer forests. According bo the
19099 rapon initiated by tha Federal Highway Administation (FHA), Bats in Amadcan
Bridges, “orly one percent of Amarcan bridges have ideal conditions for day roasting,
but ol e or no exdra cost @ much larger percantags could provide habitat for bets in
the future ® Acconding to this report, bal species praferably roast on cancrata beidges
with saaled crevices that are 10 feel or mone above he ground or water. The naw
bridge proposed for this site will be construsted of concrete and will have a height weall
ever 10 feel above the ground and river. Thus, pursuant to tha 2004 Calfrans repaort,
Calfornia Bal Mitgation Techrlques, Solutions, and Effectivenass, and the abowve-
mantioned FHA repod, DFG recommands the new bridge proposed al this sile be
desigred and mainkained (o provide for bat roosting habitat,

IFyou have sy questions or commants fegarding this matler, please contac! Stall
Emvironmanta! Scientist Gordon Lepoey 8t 619 Second Sireet, Eureka, California
5501 or telaphona (FO7) 441-2062

eg;  Ms Kim Hayler
California Depariment of Transparation
kimiery haylerfidot.ca,cov

Mr. Arthur Pesve
County of Dal Marte, Community Develapment Dagartment

ameveiico debnotecaus

Kesars. William Condon, Gordon Leppdg, Michael van Hatiem, and
Craig Martz

M=, Lewrie Harnsbemger, Jane Ameid, and Gayle Garman

Departmant of Fish and Gama

crmartz@dio.cagoy, [namsterganfidio.ca.goy, jamoldiddio.ca.oov,

paarman@dia.ca.gow

State Clearinghouse
Govarnor's Office of Planning and Research

stale clearinghousedope.ca gov
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Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Response to Comment 1

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

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

Response to Comment 2

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

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

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

Response to Comment 3

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

Response to Comment 4

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

Response to Comment 5

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

Response to Comment 6

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

Response to Comment 7

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

Response to Comment 8

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

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

Response to Comment 10

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

Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys for Bats

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

Provide Roosting Habitat for Bats

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

Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

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

August 23, 2010

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

Dear Ms. Hayler:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Surface Waters

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

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

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

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

Storm Water

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Waste Disposal

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

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

General Requirements for the Reuse of Low Level Contaminated Solids

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

+ Material determined to be non-hazardous solid waste or inert will be placed at an 4
elevation at least five feet above seasonally high groundwater elevations and be cont.
undetlain by the least permeable material available at the site. An impermeable
membrane will be used if low permeable material is not available;

+ Material will be placed under a cap (i.e. asphalt ,concrete, soil with vegetation)

that will act as a low permeability surface;

Material will not be placed in drainage ways or wetlands;

Caltrans shall comply with local grading crdinances;

Material is not transported or exposed during wet weather conditions

Materials shall be protected utilizing EMPs; and

Caltrans shall document the location of the placed materials.

* ® * » @

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

The following permits may be required for this project:

Construction General Storm Water Permit: Land disturbances on projects of cne 5
acre or more require coverage under the construction general storm water permit. If the
land disturbance will be one acre or more, the owner of the property will need to apply
for coverage under this permit prior to the commencement of activities on-site. This
permit requires the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPFP) that identifies BMPs to implement and maintain to minimize
pollutant discharges from a construction site. The permit also requires a risk level
analysis for the project based on erosion risk and sensitivity of the receiving waters,
inspections of construction sites before and after storm events, and every 24 hours
during extended storm events, storm event monitoring, and electronic document and
data submittal. The permit requires the use of Low Impact Development to treat post-
construction storm water runoff from impervious surfaces. Applicants may find the
permit at

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Jeremiah Puget
Environmental Specialist

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Storm Water Resources:

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

ater permit/

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

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

Response to Comment 4

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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July 21, 2010

File Rel SCHrR 2008082128

State of Califomia Depardmant of Transportiation
Adbe: K Hayler

P.O. Box 3700

Ewreka, CA B5502

Subjoct: 137199 Safe STAA (Burface Transporation Assistance Act) Access Project
Draft Envirenmental Impact ReportEnvironmental Assesament (EIRIEA) and
Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requiremonts of Section 4(f),

Cesar Ks. Hayler:

Staff of the California State Lands Commassion (CSLC) has recoived the above | 1
referenced Draft EIRVEA for the 1071198 Safe STAA Access Project Under the Califomia
Environmental Quahty Acl (CEQA), the C5LEC & a Responsible andior Trustes Agency for
any and all projects thal coulg directly or indirecily altect sovereign lands, thelr accompanying
Public Trgg! regounces or weas, and tha public sasemeant @ navigable watars,

The Swte of Calfarnia aoguirsd soveregn gwnarship of all tidefands and subrarged
lands and bads of navigab'e waterways upon its admission to the United States in 1850, The
Slata hodds these ands for the benefil of all people of the Siate for siatevede Public Trust
purpases, which inclede waterborme commerce, nevigation, flsheres, water-related
recreation, habitad preservation and cpen space The boundares of these State-owned lands
generaly are based upon the last naturally cccuiing keeation of (b ofdaary Righ e low
wiakar marks prior o adificial influances.  On tdal waterways, the State's sowarsign fee
ownershp exends landward o the Ordinary Figh Walar Mark as il last naturaly existed. ©n
ravigable non-tdal waterways, the Stale holds fes ownership of the bed landward 1o the
ardinary low water mark and @ Publc Trest easemen| [andward 10 the ordinasy high water
maik, as they lasl naturally existed. Sueh boundanes mey nol be eadily appaient rom
present day site mspeciions The State’s sovergign interests ans undar the jurisdickon of tha
CSLC,

CELGC stall has detarmined thal the man branch of the Smilh River adacent (o Rowles
197 and 188 ai this lecation is Slate sowereign lands under the Commission’s junsdictian  If
any portan of e project al e Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 5865 S fecaiod balow the Srdimany fow
water mark in ihe bed of the Smith River, a lease will be required

Al hs firne, the extent of 1he Stale's sovedsegn interast on thae Mddle Fork and Soulh
Fork of the Smith Riwaer & undelesmings and a lease for amy portion of work ower or in the bad
of thess forks will nof be required. This conciussan i wilthoul prejudica to any Tuiure asseon
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ol State Bwhershas &F pubhc pghls, should cocumglances thange, or should adamisnal 1
information come 1o oor athention

A= & responsiole agency, the CSLE wil nead to rely on thas CEQA documant for the '
mauance of & leese and, tharslore, plsase consder our commenia below and mpiement our
recommend ations prior to adentian af & Final EIRVEA

Greanhouse gag (BHG: emisgions information consistent with e Calfamia Glsbal
Warming Sahdiehs Act (AB 32 should £ moluded ip [he Deafl EIREA, Thig waadd inchugeé 3
determination of the GHGs that wall be emilted 25 & resut of canstruction of all facais of the
propased proies an evaluamsn of the cumulative eMects rEELiEng frarm generatgn of GHG
emissions, a determnation of the significance of lhese construclian-relalad and sumyiatye
impacis, and he deniifcaten of miligalion martweres o reouch any Fmpacis found 12 be
sagnifecant,

S8 recommends Mmilipatng the recopried s guality Fipacts dentified from a
recognizad andlyss program (URBEMIS, SacRCEM. or OFFROAD) used o evaluals
sonslruction-refated air quaiy discharges. Thase discharges iderdified in the bady of the ten
amd cumulative impacts will nead to be miigated. Based on the amourts of GHES craptad
by this projeci_as pan of 45 lease apglicabon process, the CELC slalf will nped 1o raview the
mitigation measues neadad to adcrass the iotal 4,473 01 malriz 1on equvalants of carbon
deowide (CO2e).

Any modification 1o any General Plan &8 & rasull of the levee improvemant projecs 3
must hove the appropriate GHG impacts rellecied 1o mchede 2t aspecis of the proposed
project, Fiease nclude ary apolicable changes in dhe land use. circulation, safety, and
conpetaten elemants afacting GHGE by the modification of thesa alemanis 1o the General
Flan. Please sso irclude 8 Climate Actian Plan which discusses inventony of juisdictional
ErMissions ang projacied emissions, an avaluation of the project within the reglon, reduclion
goals related o AR 32, and any spezdic policies o programs aimed 8o reduce GHGs A% a
regult of this profect

For guestions and comments related 10 the aswwonmantal reviow, please contast
Chnstophar Hultt 21 (918) 574-1838 o by e-mail at byitc@izic ca qov. Plasse contset Mary
Hays, Public Land Manager. al B18-574-1812 of by amail st havgmBelc =agov far
nfarmation aboul our leasing reguremeanis

Singerely,

Cy R, Oggnd, Chief
Division of Enviranmanial Planning and Maragemant

6. Offica of Planning and Regearch
M. Hays, C5LC
L. Hulgt, CSLEC
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Responses to California State Lands Commission

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary to address this comment; however, revisions
were made in Section 3.2.4 to update the document to provide the most current knowledge and
requirements of the Department for climate change.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.1-22



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

Response to Comment 3

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

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

il
DE l.ﬂ rtE Tarsca a Leiglaon, Favcwtive Deevan
1o Ml Broct, buatr B TR g e by
Urescord Uiy, Calibara 2w L".".'il. Hherpll P54VT | B g
wwwilide s Tramspartation Coinrssian Call-f307) 2195804

Augusy X3 i

Kim Hayler

California Departnert of Transpematinn
Morth Region Envirenmesizl, Uiz E1
ieLr. DBox 3700

Eurckn, Ca 93502

Rae: 190190 Safe STAA Aceess Project Dval} EIR/ZA

Dhear Me. Hayler

Miease consider this letler comment o the 19779 Bale STAA Access Project Diraft
EIR/EA. The Dl Morte Local Tramsportation Commission fully supports this projece,
which has been a 1o contmunity and regions] priotity foe well over g decade,

We apree with the concluslon in the Communily Impact Assessnsent that gvermll
impacts of the projects on employment and income are likely to be positive for Del
snatc County, 11's important for the State to keep in mind that we are not scoking
specind conpamic sdvaniayge but ane seeking 1o eliminaie a dissdvasiage resalting from
a decndes old 51 AA tronsporiation standard that we have yet 10 meet,

Additionaliy, we agree that the effects on busipesses, employment, and income ase
anticipated tn be beneficial, especially in the long term. Dal Norte County hosts the Six
fivers National Forest, Redwood Siaite and MNational Parks, Wild ard Scenic Rivers
and we have some of the kighest indicntors of paverty, low literocy and poos health.
We hive had the lowest or second-lowest per cupita income in Califomia since 2001
and the corresponding high mies of reporied sbuse and negleet, The exmulative
Ecenomic impacts may be fpassible fo know, but coming From a communily that is so
[ar behind, the anticipated poditive bemefits mean a lot Seventy-thres jobs and $3.95
eillion in Dl Norte and Humbaldt eourtics are significant in us.

April 2013
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Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

] Wearge Local Trowspsoriotbom Canimntining
Feays Tl 2

-l

It is alzo imporiant 1o consider b scomomis impacts o Curry County, Onegon, aur
narthern seighbor, who i3 equally dependant on this cormdar, Jusi 20 miles away,
BH‘:JHHE_& El'rq;un 1% s rnigch of a sisler conunuaily as are the commaunitics in
Humbsdils County, Califonsla. For our commurity's overal] health and well=being,
many bnvia actively worked to advamce this regiennl priority including:

- Califomia State Scrator, Sam Aanestad

= Alexandre Foollairy Fem

= Dropkings-Hoshos Chamber of Comsmence

= ahformia Redwood Company

= Califiornin Sinze Assemblymember, Pary Berg

= Califormin Trocking Associztion

= Calirars PAEsire |

= ity of Crescent City

= Couanty of Del Narre

= Crescont CeaviDel Mome Chamber of Commerce
- Curry Cownty Economic ard Comnnumity Development Departnsent
= Del Worke Cownty Unified School Disirict

- kl& Valley Rancheria

= Crrgen Digmond Besouree Company

=  Hambro Forest Products

- Hoime Dheport

= Lily Urowers Association

= Memdocina Comnetl of Governmenis

- Shasta Consnty Reglonad Tramiporiation Flasning Apency
=  Xmiih Rewver Barcheana

- Tri-Agency Econvanic Devebopment Componation
= Lhniteid States Congressman, Mike Vhempsun

- Yurk Trike

Direet STAA aceess to Inferstute 5 on the 19719 corridar has been a top priority in
onsr regian For over 10 years, I our goods movericn! cosls became normal and tourisis
were not afraisd g drive this roue. we would have o henbthior, mare vibmnl sconomny,

Frankly, we aren't copoerned ahowl owr asphaly Bighvay. We are concemad aboul gur
preaple ard providing safe access 1o our region and sur vast nafo] resoises,

Thank you for yeur dilipence in prepanng the EIRVEA for this essential project and fir

considaring o coammiends,

Eil.'r;-urnl_\, -~

r"-'_..-"D_ B | L .—'; 2
by e F i Lon ¢

i e
Tamera Leighton, Execulive Direstor
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Response to Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association

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

Kasey Sirkin <Kasey.Sirkin@noaa.
gov>

To kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov
cc

09/28/2010 06:53 AM Subject

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

Sincerely,

L. Kasey Sirkin

Fisheries Biologist
NMFS - Northern California Office

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

Dias Mirs. Hayler,

Gibven the lengthy eden of the propesed project and the draft envirenmental decument, | 1
forased rivy evaluation o the aspects of the project thal concern specres and halutats
listed unider the ESA under MOAA msdeton Therelos, mry commnents arg imanly
reganding napects of the project related to the Patrick Creek Location X, where the Middle
Smuith River Bridge is propossd for replecement of realignment. However, | am incheding
caonents fegandinig the project in s entitety and therefore have inclisded conmimeits
regancing propesed mitigafion and mmninzatien measures inall ancas where listed
species may be located, or instream habitat may be affecied

Alfber attending the site visit 1o all the projoct sibes it 18 apparent to me Dl cither the ne-
build of dowmstream alternatives woudd be best saited for the replacement of the Middle
Fork Srmath River bridge at the Patnck Creek Location 2 site, Selection of the no-buaild
(mas replacement) altamative wonld be preferable o the lesst emvremmerally damagng
alecmative, it seems that replacement would 5l be pecessary in the near fishure, and that
windd thien &l create the potential effects ns s2emin the ourent propesal. Addsticnadly,
afler alending the sabe visit, il beécume apparent thal constructon constmanls coour with
e ipetreamm allernabive, and so we suppont the dowrnstream replacement allermtive
This seems bo be the best baald altermative and would allow the lifespan of the brdgs to
e extended in one progect rather then bao

However. | would like 1o ses nwane ndfomation and detail about the bridge replacement o 3
betler imderstamd the effects that this part of the STAA project wall have on cmibicad
habitat and hsted species. | would like e have mors information on the follosing items
bir i @ proper assessmend when the L conses

1. ilthere wall be amy ples i the waber?

2. il proposed REP and wiachset budlding will be dosie below the Ordinary Hagh Waler
Lo

3. How do vou propose bo make a diverson in this area? There ssems fo be very liflks
roxsrn b work wath s nowlsere o divert the wider 1o, 1 read aboul 1he poliential to push
v wader 1o ot sade bt miors information would ba bhalpfia

4. Also, ifany of the REP that is 10 be placed of culvert catletz falls inder the OHWL. |
wondd ke 1o see the ameunt moniarnzed as mach as posabde. The less armonng the better
5. Whal are your polential nabgation aies fof tis project? Have tsess begion to be
exarmansd yet

&, | thonsghit at one point o Caltrans engineer of someene mentonsd they eonld do & single
span acrods — 15 tat sl possibde?

Thaend; you fior giving me the chanee to comament on this project proposal and | apologize
fior the delay inresponding. | lock forward to working with you further on this project
and bevper oy commmeils ase welil for A consadetabion Pleass [t me knew af you
have any other questions for me o 1 cando anvihing ¢lse 1o provide assistance.

Sincererly,

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

Kasey sitkini@noaa.gov
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Responses to National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

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

T nuwj-cm;unﬂhﬂ.-:d o, Wirasay_ haiee 3 aon £ gov

“m.ﬂh
|_gn:'|: 1:3 06 Pl
- nl‘m.mqrrrdﬂ:rg | .smml Fuabialcs Fgul s

M T s e e aeto e 25"

kimibssly andd Gary
1
Atinched please find the two State ATCMs for Nuturally Gecurning Asbestos (NOA), ad
the Federal; Nabenal Emission Stndesd for Hmsdous Adr Pollutants (NESHAP) for Asbestos
Flsese are the three regulaions we have have bion delegazed 1o enforee in the Morth Coast Air
[ strict,
{Humbaoldt, Deld Mawte ool Tromty Cownties),
Please dio mod hesitate to call this office with any questions you may have,
Y ouar first poind of contact shoukd be Inspectir Fric Brockner.
"Fric Bruckner” <ghnucknerincisagmd pres-
Al Sdeer
Complimnce & FEnfomement Manager
Morth Coast Unified AQMID
210k Ayrzle Avenue
Furekn, CA O5501-3327
(707) 4433093
alstecefinenmimslong
bt fowvew pegemd org
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This mesaage is a PRIVATE communication and 15 intezided
ondy fior e e of the individual or emity to which it is addressed. M omey contain informagion
thal 15 privileped, contidential, or otherwise protected from declosure ander ko, including the
Electrunie Compmanications Prvacy Act (18 USC 552500, at soquh. I ves ane nod the imtended
recipient, please do not read, copy or use it, and do not disclose it to others. Plense notify the
sender of the delivery amor by replying to this message, and then dabete it from your system and
destroy all coptes of this commisication, Thank youw
Mease consider your enmveroametal responsihalily belfore primfing this e-menl. A7T0H TR besl n
. -
g &
ATCM SI0E Fralpdf 8] CFAR! NEEHAPS ASSESTOS oot
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North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

PTZAZOI0 R0 M
Phmsy npwspond 15 | e

- Al Geowr To bty hirghe ol . goe, gay_bedriganiido ca.goe
@ <mstwer Ehnousgrd o = =
b e g Tl | Subjec Somy | akoukd hire ciuded s i e Srst emal

GEOLOGIC OCCURRENCE OF ASBESTOS IN CALIFORNIA 1 1
o
WA 15 meost commenly Sounsd in aml immedialely adjzoent to allzamafic rock formations. which
arc composed of W perce or more of dark-coluered, 1ron-magrs: wm-silicaie mineraks.
Califormin’s official stale mock, serpentine, eoours commaaly throughout the state, and NOA, i
affen associated with serpenteite. NOA sy alse be present in other geologeal seftings, such ax
Fault shear zones, metamorphic contaos, mélanges, alluwvial deposits, and 1o surfacing or fill
materiels derived From mafic and altramafic socks. bn the Salinas Valley, soils comadndng
elevated levels of NOA have been transporied 20 to M aibes downstrcaim by river sediments,
Stmnilacly in Coalinga, un ellavind fon deposit with elevaiad levels of NOA was found to have
been derived from sediments transpocted approzimately |3 miles downssream of the Allas Mine
Superfund Site.

Al Siecr

Cemplianse & FEnforcement Manager
Morth Coast Unified AQMD

XA0h Myrtle Avenue

Eurelca, CA 955013327

[TOT) 443-3003
ulsterpEneuagmd org

bt e neusgmd, org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is a PRIVATE communication amd is intended
ondy Tor the uwe of ihe individual or entity 1o which 1t 15 addressed. It may contuin infoamahon
that is privileged, confidential, or othervwase protected fromy disclosure under low, including the
Elecironic Commuanications Prvacy Act (18 USC 552810, &2 seg.). I you are not the intended
recipient, please do mal resd, copy of use il, and do ot disclose it to others, Please rotify the
sender of the delivery crror by replying 1o this messape, amd then delete i foom your sysiom and
distroy all copies of iy commumication. Thank you,

Meaze consider vour epvirenmental mpun\'ih'ili'._'r bl pr.i.l!i'Jlg this ¢-mnil,
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North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

Gary To Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
Berrigan/D01/Caltrans /CAG
av
0S/08/2010 09:04 AM bet:
Subject  Fw: Asbestos regulations

----- Forwarded by Gary Berrigan/D01/Caltrans/CAGav on 09/08/2010 09:04 AM -

Al Steer
<asteer@ncuagmd.org> To Gary Berrigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov>
07/21/2010 08:56 AM cc
Please respond fo . .
alsteer@ncuagmd.org Subject Re: Asbestos regulations

Gary

You arc absolutely correct.

The confidentiality statement is a standard part ot my emails and should have been removed on
the email to vou and Kimberly.

The attachments to the email are promulgated regulations, and as such are part of the public
domain.

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

Sorry 1 didn't think of it firsL.

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

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

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

Thank vou.

Gary Berrigan, E-1 Branch Chicf
North Region Environmental Management
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Response to North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District

Response to Comment 1

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

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

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

e Environmental Protection Information Center

e Friends of Del Norte — attachments

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

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

CENTER For BICLOGIGAL DIYERSITY

Anszist 23, 2010
Vig e-mrail: Gimberily havleritdod cg gov

Kimberly Hayler

Califormnia Depagtrment of T ransportation
Worth Region Environmerial, Urat E |
Pd, Bow 3T

Eureka, CA 95502

R 1901 Safe STAA Acoess Projec:
Dieaft Environmental Impact Beport! Envirenmental Assessneent and
Resources Evaluated Kelalive (o the Requirensents of Section 4(0)
{State O haringhouse Y umber: 2008082 125)

Diear M5 Hayler,

These comments are aibwmitad on balinlf of the Center log Ii-'inin.‘rﬂ:l:ﬂ ]Ji'l.'r.mi!‘].', 1
amd its staff and members, concerming Caltrans’ paroposal fo widen and realign portions of
Higbways 197 and 19 along the wild and seeme Smuth Biver in Del Morle Counby (the
“Project”™). The Center for Biclogical Diversity is a non-profit, pablic-interest
eiwvironmental crganuzation dedicated 1o the protection of native species and thar habitats
throagh science, policy, and environmental low, The Center has worked for the past 30
wiEars bo probect endangered species and their halitats. e onganization has mnode than
250,000 members and ondine activisls, many of whom reside in, travel fo, recreate in, or
oldisrnas use the ||.'|'¢|:|L1baa|:|]|: mahiiral resonirees foumd o the area :ffncl!-:d“:}' ipes
Progect. Becase climale changs poses such a sérious threat te biodiversity, the Center
also s greatly intsfested in efforts 10 undersiand, account for, and reduce greenbiouse gas
ernssons associated with both public and private projects.

We understand that o mambser of public agencies, organizations, and individials
have submitbed or will submit comments on the Draft Environmental [mpact
Report/Environmental Assessment ("DEIREA™) for the Project. We concur with the
conchsoms expressad in many of these conmnents that the DEIR/EA fails o meat the
procedural and substantive requirements of both the Mational Emvironmental Policy Act
(“MEPA™, 421150 & 4321 erseg., and the Califorrsa Ervironmental Ouality Act
(“CECQA™, Public Resources Code § 21000 er zeg.  Specific deficiencies in the docameam
are addressed bedow

Eawin P Burdy * Senior Mieney * 18] Cetslorning. § 1@ B} = San Fiweesii A -Gl 10
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Center for Biological Diversity

M Kumberly Hayler
Re: 197199 Safe STAA Access Project DEIREA
August 23, 2010

I. Legal Standards
A NEPA

Pursimnt 1o eongresaonal delegaison of authonty and a Memorandum of 2
Understancing betwean Caltruns and the Fedamal Highway Admmnastrabion, Caltrans bas
assmmed all legal responslality for compliance with NEPA and otlver applicalde federal
erwirommmental laws with respect to this Propaet. See 23 LLEC. § 327, Memworandum of
Understanding Between the Federal Highway Administration and the Califormin
Department of Transpostation Concerming the State of California’s Paricipation in the
Surfoce Transporation Projeot Delivery Prlot Program {June 29, 2007). Caltrans thos
aits as a “lederal agency™ For parposes of NEPA complimee lere.

MEPA is the “basic charter for protection of the enviromment,™ 40 C.F R §
1500, I{a). In MEPA, Congress declaredd a national policy af “creat[ing | and
mexmtainfing] condiions under which man and nature can exist in productive harnsony,™
e Nanral Dezert A25'n v, Biveas of Land Mgrmr, 531 F.3d 1114, 1120 (9th Cir. 2008}
(epacting 42 LSO, § 433 01a)). This policy i4 realized “not thiougl substentive srandates
but through the creation of & democratic decimommikang strocture”™ that 1s “stnctly
procedural ™ fd By mandaiing thes decisionmaking struciure, MEPA is infended o
“gnsume that [federal agencics] .. will have detailed information concerning significant
enviremnental impacts™ and “guararez] | that the relevan miommation wall be mads
available to the larger [public] andicnce.”™ Bliee Motaninins Blodiversiy Profect v.
Blochwesod, 161 F.3d 1208, 1212 (9th Cie. 1998Y, see alva, ep. Tnlard Empire Public
Landg v, 1.5 Foress Serv, 88 F3d T3, 758 (9th Cir. 1996 ), Klemanh Sistivou IFilcdlamds
Crr. v. Bures of Laved Mg, 2004 U5 Dist. LEXTS 10977 (D O Jan 12, 2004).
NEPAs policy goals are thiss “realized through a set of action forcing procedures ths
redquine it agencies ke a land look at emaronmental conssquences, s that provide
for browd dissemination of relovant ervironmental information.” Redertson v Wedooe
Falley Citizens Conmcid, 490 U5, 332, 350 1989) {citations and intemal quotations
omitted).

Under NEPA, before an agency takes a *magor [[ederal action| | significantly
alfectoeg the quality” of the ervinmnent,” the agency musl prepare an amvarommental
empact statemend (CEISTh Kew v 005, Burean of Land Mgme, 784 F3d 1062, 1067 {%h
Car, 2002} (quoting 42 LSO § 433202000, “An EI% 15 a theroush amalysis of the
potential environmental impaect that “provide[s] fall and fxir discussion of significam
environmnental impacts and | | . o] decisionmakers and the public of the reasomble
altematives which would avesd or minimize adverse impaets of enhance the quality of the
buaman emvironment.”™ Klamad-Sisktvon Fildloads O v, Breaw of Land Mgmt, 387
Fo3d 9, 093 (h Cir. 2004) {eatmng 40 C.F.R. § 1302.1). An EIS iz NEPA s “chael
tonl ™ il 15 “desgned as an “action-forcang device to [@jnsure that the policies and goals
difined inthe Act are infused inte the ongoing programs and actions of the Federal
Govemmeent.™ O, Motwral Desers Aax'’n. 531 F3d st 1121 {gueting #) CFR. §
150213,
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)

Certain actions categoncally require the prepamation of an E15, while others first
allew the agency to prepare an EA in order to make a prelomosey detemimabion as 1o cond
whether the propesed action will “sigmficantly affect” the envirorment. 40 CFR. §
15008 Metealfy. Daley, 214 F 3 1135, 1142 (9th Cir. 20000, MEPA repulations define
an EA as “a concise public document” that serves to “[blnefly provide sufficient
evidence and analysis for detesmaning whether to prepase an [E15] or a Anding of no
sigmificant impacl™ 40 CF K. § 15089, An EA “[s]lall include brel dscssions of the
need for the proposal, of altematives s requined by [42 US.C, § 4330E)], of the
eiwirombetal impacts of the propessd action and altematives, and a listing of agencies
and persons consalted ™ &

In prepanng an EA o assess whether o project wall have sigmi ficant ompacts on
the environment, Caltrans must evaluate bogh the “context™ and the “inbersity® of those
umpacts, A0 CF R & 15082 T(a), (. Among other things, Caltrans nus conader:
whelher a.-u;g;uf’:mlt anpmict exasts even though the agency may consider the Propect 1o be
beneficial; the unegue charsctenstics of the peographic area; whether the possible effects
of the Project & uncertain of imalve wague of upknewn ri.:f.k_-.. whether the action 15
related to other actions with individually insignificant bat curmulatively sipnificant
untpcts; and whether the action threatens o wiolation of Federal, State of local law or
reduitements imposed for the protection of the emvironmenl. 80 CF R § 1508 27k 1},
(3% {50 (71, (100, The EA must contain “sufficient evidence and analyss™ io detenmine
whether any of the Progoct’s impects ane sspmificant. See 36 CF R & 220 TbH 3xi)

ITthe EA revieads that the proposed actiom will s ficantly affect the
envirenment, then Caltrans must prepare an E1S. 40 C FR $§ 15014, 15089 Ifthe
agency determanes, based on the EA, not 1o prepare an EIS, the agency must adequately
expladn its decsion mot to do so by supplying a convineing stabement of rexsons in the
why the action's effects are insignificant, Blve Movsrsaing Biodiversity Profecr, 161 F 3d
at 1212, The statement of reasons is cnacial o determinang whether the agency fook a
buard lock at the potential emironmental impacts of the projet. Jd, see alzo Marble
Moumpatn Andubon Soc v v. Rice, 914 F.2d 179, 182 (oth Cir, 1990) (=Anagency mmst
sit fortha ressoned explanation for its decision and cannot simply assert that its decimon
will bave am imsagm fcant effect on the envaronment.”), Conclisions that are resched
witheut any study or supporting documentation are insufficient bo satisfy an agency’s
NEPA oligabons. & Moreover, i an EA raises “substantial questions™ & 10 whether a
propect ey case a sigmilicant degradation of soime mman enviromnmental Gctor,” the
agency st prépase an EIS, Mo, see also Creenpeace Actian v, Franddlin, 14 F 3d 1324,
1332 (9th Car, 1992 (a “plaintfT need not show that signdflcamt effects wil in fact ooour,
bt il the plainti T reises substartial questions whether a project may have @ significant
alfaet, an E[S murl'be]'rq.lura'l"] {quetalions caifled; emphass i enginal )

B.  CEQA

The Legislature enscted CEQA to “|ejnsume that the Jong-term predection of the 3
envvinomnent shall be the guding cntenon i pulblic deasions™ No O, fre. v, Oty of
Lo Angeles, 13 Cal. 3d 68, 74 (1974). The Supreme Court has repeatedly hueld that
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CEQA must be interpreted to “afford the fullest possible protection to the environment.” 3
Wildiife Alive v. Chickering, 18 Cal. 3d 190, 206 (1976) {quotation omitted). cont.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cont.

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

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

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

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

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

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

measames suflicient to reduce these polential impacts to o less-thanesignificant level. For
exanigle, the development of rmbgation messares for ool salmon 12 impermessibly
defermed.  Rather than identify specific, enforosabde measunes o offset the potential take
of eohio salmen, the DEIREA states that the Depantment of Fish and Garme may requare
unspecifed habatst improvements st some mnspecified locabion. DEIREA at 2367, 1 3%
71, Other mitigation mensiges identified for impacts to coboe ane fcially imadequats,
Abtheagl thess measures inicate that in-stream constructon will be avesded while adalt
coho are present, the document makes clear that juvenile cobvo ane present year-rosmed
Soe DEIRVEA ab ¥ 365, 3-19 10 3-20. Al the very least, Caltrans st deve o and
anmalyze an altemative that avedsds impacts to coho throughout their life eyels.

E.  The DEIREA Falls to Adequately Disclow and Anabyze the Project's 10
Conirilrution o Climate Change.

The DEIR/EA"s amalysis of the Project’s greenhouss gas couissions and its
resilting conbribution to climate change ks Batally Nawed. “The unpact of greenhouss gas
crenssions o climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative impacts analys=is that
MNEPA :r\¢-r|1.|:i:'u lgmn-:l. 1o comchsct. ™ {.’r.u‘l'.l-.r_.l"nr Bin'agmpf Difversiy v, Neatfowm/
Highway Trafic Sqfety Adminiziration, 338 F3d 1172, 1207 (9th Cie. 2008, CEQA also
requines ngenciss o exeraise “carehd judgment™ i making a “good- fath o™ 1o
cletermne whether a jrogect’s coqrinbiabion 1o chinmle :]unjp: % !.igr!lﬁnrﬂ. CEQA
Guodehines § 1506445 se¢ also CEQA Guidelines § 15026, 4] (ogencies must corsider
mitigation fof significant greenhouse gas empsaons),

The DEIR/EA discusses climate change, amnd even goes 50 far as to attempl to
qquantify the Project’s emissions. Vet the document witingtely fusls to determing whether
Hhose crmissions are sigroficant, labeling their effects 100 “speculative™ for analysis.
DEREA at 311 This is insafficient inder CEQA. See Commmmities for a Better Env'r
v ity of Riclomanad, 184 Cal. App. 4th T, 90-91 (20 10) (discussing agency’s recogmition
of weakasess of angurment that significance of dlimate change impacts is oo specilative fo
determine]. The absence of an adopted statewide threshold of sigmficance or
methockology for detenmning sigaficance does i relieve Collrans of s responsi bality
o make a significance detenmanation  See Protece the Flintorie Amador Baterways v,
Amodor Warer Ageney, 116 Cal App. Stk 1099 {2004). There are several propesed and
adopted thresholds of signaficance: that Caltrans coald have eonsulted in making a
determination’ See CEQA Guidelines & | 5064, 7c) {lead agency may consider other
agencies” thrashelds of signilicance),

' See. vz, Cal, Air Pollution Control Officers Ass'n, CEQA and Climate Change:
Evaluating and Addressing Greenhowse (ar Emixsions from Projects Subject o the
Califorria Emviroruremial Gavality Aed {Jan. 2008) ot £2-57 {evaluating thresholds of 2o,
Qe 25,000, an SO0 metric tons per vear) (attached as Ex. 1), see olee Cal. Air Res.
Bd.. Preliminary Diraft Stafl Proposal, Recammendrd Approaches for Seiting buerim
Sigrificance Thresholds for Greenloaise Gases Under the Califormia Emvirormental
ol At {Oct. 24, 2008 (attached as Ex. 2); South Coast Air Chmlity Mgmi. Dist.,
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Aungust 13, 2000
Finally, the DETR/EA"s quantification of emissions is fndty. The document once 10
again appears b rely on the wrong CEQA “tmssline” by companng the Priect's con

potential grecnhotse gas amissions o hypothetical fituse plarming scemanios rather than
preset plysacal conditions, Al of these omgssions and errors mist be comected, and the
DEIREA recirculated, before the Project can be approved.

F. The DEIR/EA Falls to Analyze 3 Range of Reasmnable Alernatives, 11

As previounsly disqsssd, the DEITRTEA Fmls to disclose and amalvze o ramge of
ressonable, potenially feasible allematives that could avoid the Project®s sipnificant
effects, In particudar, goven the potential lack of nead for the Propsct on economic
developiment and goods movement grounds, the DEIREA Bals to eonsider “non-biald™
altematives betier suited fo addressing Caltrans” safiety concerns, oecluding reduced speed
limmits, signage, imgproved lighting, and enhanced enforcement. The DEIRVEA also fuils
tior comsider whsther, in ight of the apparent low demand for STAA access, a begislative
exerpicn from STAA restichors sinalar o thal ausrently provided for moving vans
maght be extended to adikional categonies of vehicles. Absent analysis of these
altermatives, the DEIREA Bals fo piest the rﬁlﬁ.‘r\qn:‘rﬂ.ﬁ ol MEPA, CEQA, and Section
A0y of the Depastment of Transportation Act

ML Conclusien
For the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons idenhified by other commemers, 12

the Center for Biological Diversity obsects o the approval of the Progect on the basis of
the DETREA. Please feel free to contact me at (415) 436-9682 x31 3, or by email ai

kil ogical divesitv oag. with any questions of concems.
Lancerehy,
Kevin P. Bunhy
Senior Adtomey
Attachments

Diraft Giutdamice Drocrement — biterim CEOA Greemloase Gas (GG Significance
Threshold (Oct. 2008) (stached as Ex. 3, Bay Arca Air Quality Mgmt. Dist., Caljformia
Envirovmental Cuality At Cuidelines Update: Proposed Thresholds of Signifieance
(Dwex. 7, 2009 {attached as Ex. 4)
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Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

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

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

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

Response to Comment 5

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

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

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

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

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

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

No changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 8

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 9

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 10

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

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

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

Response to Comment 11

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

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

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

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

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

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

Envirommental Protection Information Center
#122 600 F Street Ste 3

Arcata, CA

95521

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

California Department of Transportation
District 1

P.O. Box 3700

Eureka, CA,

95502

Dear Kim Hayler,

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

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

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

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

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

While several, high priority road improvements along these routes may be necessary to
improve safety along the harrowing corridor along the steep cliffs above the Wild and
Scenic Smith River, no need exists to reclassify the Highways 199 and 197 for this
purpose.
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The reclassifications of the routes to “STAA accessible” and for them to be considered a 2
part of the “STAA truck route network™ may open the doors for Caltrans to receive cont.
federal funds for additional construction projects. The public does not understand the
relationship between additional truck access and Caltrans access to additional federal
monies for otherwise regional projects.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.2-20



Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment
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The Producers answered NO: Safeway said NO to #2, 1s restriction of truck size in DN an 6
impediment; and NO to #3, would STAA improvements create expansion opportunity, cont.
and so did Rumiano Cheese producer answer NO to all as well.

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

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

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

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

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

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

An additional 2.5 STAA trucks per day for lily producers seems very inaccurate as well. 11
Bulb producers have estimated a total 150 round trips for the entire year. They do this
over a two month period. That makes 75 (75/30) or 2.5 trucks per day, but only during
the two month shipping period. The rest of the months are not shipping months, and
register 0. But Fehr and Peers incorrectly indicate 2.5 new trucks per day for lily bulbs,
and then inaccurately project that figure out for long term yearly figures. This is no little
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mistake. 2.5 times 365 results in a yearly exaggeration of 600% more lily bulb trips than 11
exists. Please explain, and more appropriately show what the additional yearly truck rate
would be for the different categories, rather than the daily additional truck load. Then
extrapolate long term.

cont.

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

0.41 additional daily trucks on average. Other additions or reductions

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

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

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

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

199/197 daily on average now.

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

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

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

Long term predictions, about how fossil fuel will be used in the far off future secems very 13
precarious and uncertain. Will remote, agricultural communities rely less on shipping
and focus more on local self sufficiency, providing valuable food essentials, rather
than long distance shipping of luxury goods?
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Couldn't the current needs of the lily bulb producers, 150 trucks per year, each traveling 13
160 miles out of their way, be met by a simpler solution than spending as much as $34 cont.
million to fix the highway?

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

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

Public scoping requests for alternatives are not addressed

Public controversy for STAA 199/197 improvements ignored

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

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

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

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

Many residents from the Hiouchi community on Hwy 199/197 and Gasquet on Hwy 199
voiced opposition at mestings. And yet the DEIR proceaded merrily along, ignoring the
controversy, and actually proclaims:
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14

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

alternative.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

" A Mandatory design exception would be required.”

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

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

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

Significant impacts that cannot be mitigated: 17

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

significant scenic impacts that cannot be mitigated 17

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

One statement by truck users and critics alike is that it would be a good thing to make the 20
highway safer. And the public asked for an alternative that focused on highway safety
alone, without consideration of accommodating STAA trucks. Many residents view
putting large STAA trucks on our 199/197 road to be a significant road hazard. Such a
safety only alternative would use a more gentle approach, with slight widening of
shoulders in dangerous spots. Such a safety only alternative could significantly lessen the
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Environmental Protection Information Center

need for cut slopes on cobbled landslide prone hills. Such a safety only alternative would 20
not require transforming an essentially back country road like 197 into a super truck hwy. cont.
It would leave the neighborhood along 197 in tact. Please consider the public's request. It

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

expensive, but it is the people's choice.
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Responses to Environmental Protection Information Center

Response to Comment 1

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 2

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 3

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

Response to Comment 4

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 14

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 15

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 19

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 20

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Friends of Del Norte

Friends of :ﬂﬂ[ Norte

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

Carftrans BAupgust 20, 2010
Artrs: Elrm Haygler

Emvironmentall Coordinateds

PO Dew 3TOD

Eureks, Ca. 5503

Comments for the Draft Envirenmental Impact Report/Emironmental Assessment on the
Hury, 1500197 Project to dllew the padiage of STAA Trucks,

Dear Ms. Hayler and Project 512,

Thie membecy of the Friends of Del Narte deeply appreciate the profiasdens! approach and
hard werk demonstrated by Calrans staff to fulfll the guidelines for the DEIR/EA for your
gt on Scenle Highways 199 and 197. Beecause theze highways serve as the gateway o Del
Morte Courty and Redwoed National Park, it is Imperative that we all give our best effort to do
the right thing en this projest.

The follawing pages contain our obeervations based on the Information you have provided in 1
the DEIRSEA. We hope that Caltrans staff will ghve serious consideration 1o our obsarvations and
eoncems, Our foremast conoarn |5 the sedous Boking of o demonirated need by cur local
business and Industry for this project. Your DEIRSES shows that this project at best ghes
minirmal benefits to ower local economy, We are also deappointed to find that you have not
addressed the fact that this project on Hwy, 199,197 is directly tled the Hiemboldt County
project in Bichardson Growve 35 Bt oreates 2a STAA Trucking loop from Richardson Growe to the
Coflier Tunnel Lhat will have lasting impacts on local motorsts. The fellowing pages give
detailed informatien for these and ather concems.

-.I i
] _._.-".' ’
s
—_ e e e
A’ ,«’.i“l..r_.f"'-)ds«-i-:'u_h'-r :”;‘;7' o

Tha Friamuds of Dl Nost iy sone profit qrouy advotating semd envipeersntal pollces fue oor tegian
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Friends of Del Norte

STAA 199197 DEIR Comments and analysis
Contgnis:
Lack of Need for the purposs of the projects, STAA acoess

Scope of projects and ranpe of alematives inadequate:
Hwy improvemants betwsan Hisuchi and Gasgut s nided,
Project spot locations ame insufficient to provide safe STAA access

Public scoping Mequests for alternatives ane not addrassad
Public controversy for STAS 199187 Improvemenis ignomed

Mendatory axemptions for STAA improvements Exely o result in unsafe STAA conditions

Significant impacts that canncd be métigated:

Significant public safely hazard resuling from mandatony sxemptions;
Significant increased public safety hazard of lndelides and rock slides;
Significant scanic impacts

Significant propedy rght of way acquisitons of small privetely deweloped residentisl parcals;
disruption of 3 community;

Extended pedod of construction with aklgnificant dssuptian of traffic

Significant acolojical impacts;

Trea Rool impacts not adegquately identifiad, Fnpacts o oot exdangive

Frefered DEIR albemathvas have fewer Impacts, as lsiad;

Ruby2, 2'spot location mprovements

Patricks Creak Narmows 82 Down Siream bridge replacement with retaining wallfvia dues
Viazhington Cune, retaining wall

Fd

Tha DEIR has fafed io demonsirate nesd for t mein purpose of these highway projects: e
naed o provide access for STAA vahicles. [n fact, the DEIR traffic surveys have demansirated a
clear lack of substantive need. The DEIR treffic shudy makes eronescus and misieeding
caleulatons about addiional delly thucks.,

The total projact costs waid ba vary great, eapecially f the DEIR scope, of range of the projects
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Friends of Del Norte

Gimail - finad staa 199197 comments Pape 2 of 9

J

ia feund to be Insufficlent and sdditional Bght spots, milings, and ook slides are faund o noed
comectian. A Comprabenshe Study of Routea 1871158 dated June 1988, Del Morta Locad cont
Transporiation Commission. astmaied cosis b 528 million. A Repord o Impiowe Mobsity and

Accommodata Lange Vehiches on Rouies 187 and 168 in Del Norte, dated March 2006, Cal Trans
Disdrict 1, estimated the costy of projects in the DEIR 1o be about 534 mitlicn. The DEIR estimate,

with a limited scopa, is approximately S22 milion

To justify such a great expanss, the DEIR showd demonsirate a substantal need for STAA
trucks, Howaver, the DEIR Traffic Analbysis Stedy by Fehe and Pears 2010 reveals quite the
opposiie, The Fehr and Peers traffic stwdy conductad a detaded survey of businesses that use or
provide trucks. Both producens and shippers were asked many guestions about curman truck

e ard potantal use of STAM trucks, The results of this survey ane astcnishingly clear, the need
for STAA trucks ia lmiled and unsubstartiabed.

Most potential users such a8 Home Depod, Reddaway Shipping, United Van LinesMayfiower,
Safeway, Linifed Wastern (Grocers, Rumiang, Gresen Diamond, Custam Trucking, Joe Costa, ete,
cleady steted thal STAL access would not affect them, nor banedit them, and that they would not
b purting STAA trecks on the road.

The only user excaption thal would heve an apperant benefi is the |ocal lily Bulb ndustry. Fehr
and Pears summarny confirms this.

kst potential usars answered the sursey questions with & esgundsng MO

Home Depot indicated that they would naot change the number of shipments or ahipping paierss
in the evant of STAA improvements becauss shipping patiema 1o regional siores are already wall
esiabished,

For most prodicens, whan asked i a restrichion of tuck size in Del None is an impadiment- ey
answened MO, As stabed, this is bacauss most shipments max owt on weight, and the smaler
Cafifprnia legal trucks ane sufficlent.

kiost shippers stated they have no underwaight trucks, are cumently using CA legal trucks, and
wiaild contines 19 do so alie improvements an made.

For most producers, when asked would STAA 192157 improvements creats expansion
eppartunity- they answered NO o doubul,

FehriPeers traffic analysis estimates that a mers B STAA trucks per day under exsting conditions, | 5
would use the mpeowed highway (page £5 2-4 Fehr and Peers, latent demand), But this is an
inflatad, naccurata figure, as shown by the lodowing examination of the sundey.

0 page 11, FehaPeers, why was cna additonsl daily tneck added for wood products? Wood
chip, lumber, and grain shipper Joe Costa clearly stated that his trucks max out in waight so he
wauld not change to STAA, and nona of his trucks switch from STAA §o CA lefal now, Grean
Diamand lumbar survey stated thvey are maxed cut by weight, and they don't need or use [ager
trucks. (Gosalin Trucking stated no changas and thay would nod chain trucks. They ship lurmber out
and grocenes in.

?South Coast Lumber is the exception, and they do 10 joads per week with antcipated 10%
incraase with STAA accasa. That comes o ong mone truck per week, or 17 addmonal dasly
avarage truck. Why did the DEIR add more than this? This increase may ba offsel by
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Friends of Del Norte

Gmail - final staa | 99/197 comments Page 3 of 9

consslidation of loads by cument usars swch a5 Hembos,

Hambeos is & noted other sxcepton for being enthusiastic. And Opie cars in Ewndka is ancther 3
rddnd axcaption. cont

Fram the survey answers the wood and lumbar industry would nat for the most part ba making
changes, ms their California tucks are already maxed out in weight

70n pages 10- 11, FehnPeern, inaccuratsly add daily trucks for retadersigeneral shippers, when | 4
the major retailers and shippers cigarly stated that ihere would be no change in palieens or
number of shipments., fhat thers are no underveght trucks and Re combining opportunities, and
there i no impediment due 1o tneck size. Please explain this unsupported addition for
retailars/shippess.

Hiode Depol stated that uké Racdaway, and Reddawsy anwened NO 10 underioadsd trucks
{ey use a1 smaller E.‘tm triscks, bocause of weight max outh; MO to combining [oads
opporiunities; HO 1o changing rovies; and doubtful changa In number of trucks o demand with
STAA improvaments. Tha other shippers answered no a5 well: United Van Lines/Mayfiower uses
MO undanweight trucks; will have NO combine Inads opportunities and KO demand changes.
Cusiom Trucking, a shipper of grocenes, alse maxes out on weight and would not combing of
ehain oads onto STAL type trecks.

Goaslin Trucking stabed no changes, and subsiantiates a potential hazard concadm that the
Friends of Del Norte previously raised: that misny drivars out of the srea (STAA diivers) arent
usisdd 1o driving our narrow highway, Even f the spot fives are done, Hwy 158 will remain nadmow
and winding and imberenily dangerous. Local drrders know this.

The Prodiscars answenad S80: Sateway sald 80 19 #2: Is matriction of ruck siee in DN an
And fhey answersd MO to @3 Woukd STAA Improvaments creake expansion
opportunity? And so did Rumang Chasss producar answer MO fo all as wel,

An additional 2.5 STAA trucks per day fior Iy producers seems very inaccuraie as well, Bulb 5
producers have estimated a total 150 round kips for the entire year, They do this over a two
month pericd. That makes 75 (75/30) or 2.5 trucks par day, but only during the twa manth
shipping paricd. Tha rest of the months are not shipping months, and register 2. But Fahr and
Paars incomecdy indicate 2.5 new trucks per day for lily bulbs, and then inaceurately project that
figure out for lang term yéary figuras. This (s no inthe mistake. 2.5 times 365 results in & yearly
exaggeration of 800% maore liy b Irips than exits. Plaase axplain, and mofe apgropriately
show what the sdditionad yoarly truck rate would ba for the different categonas, mther than the
daity additional truck load, Then axtrapolate long team.

& mone accurate figere for daily average By bulb rips s & fmere 150/365=

041 eddtional daity trucks on average. Ofhwr additions or reductions from oonsolicaton ane nod
guantifiable, and may cancel each other out. it might be prudent to place the total increase at 1
addibonal average daily thuck.

Looking towards the fubune, to pradict how many STAA trucks wil be on the rmad in the year 2030,
Fahr and Peers uses an annual growth rete of between 1 and 2% per year, on average pracisety
1.44, 10 determing fulure use of tucks. Their results are again inacturate. They claim they use
Depatmant of Finance (DOF) Bgures. However, a call on Aug 15, 20110 1o lead plannar of Del
Morle, DOF for the last several years has been running at 984% for Del Norte County. Please
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CGimail - final staa 199,197 comments Page 4 of 9

comect e inEccUrecy.

The DEIR calculation of 8 new STAA trucks per day now, and 52 trucks by the year 2030 & o
inaccurate and bassiess cant

The sctual survey question results indicate ooly the lily bulb producers will be adding & skgnificant
rumbar of trucks o the new STAA highway during two months of the year. With few other
limibed exceptions, and the chence 1o consoikate current user oads, and s cancel axcepdioral
addiions the only clear additions ane the lily bulb usars. Thay would put 0.41 mem trucks on ey
19197 daily on anaragps How.

According to our calculations, there would be al most, 2 average dally addisional trucks by
2000, due ks STAA changes, using DOF 984% growth

Eahr ard Paers used a0 insccurale exaggerabed growsh rivte from the Del Norbe Genenad Plan
prsdictions, which have proved (o ba inflated, and cutdated. A phone call to Del Morte County
Flanning Dept. on August 18, 2010, lead planner stated that by the year 2010, a1 2% Del

Hore Ceneral PIan predicts & population of 41,000, However, we only have a population of about
20 547, And that for the very most recant years, Slate Depl of Finance figuras, as of July 1,
200%, the counlywite growth has been slightly under 1% or EB4%. So shouldn’ the DEIR
pracictions be recatculated at a realistic rae? Plaass racalculats.

a9

is it mazonable and prudent fo spand $20 1o 534 milllon dolans o accommodate 41, or &t most
1 additional daily average STAM truck now, and anly about 2 additionnl daly tnucks by the year
20307 Vwhat s the threshold of need for such an expensive project? How is this pdged? The
proposed achions do not ssem regsonable of prudent

Long term predictions, sbout how fossil fusl will ba used in the far off future seems. very
precanious and uncartain. VWil remode, agricultural communities raly ke on shipping and focus
more on local self sufficlency, providing valuable food essentials, rather than long distancs
shipping of lucury goods?

Couldn't the cumant needs of the Iy bulb producers, 150 trucks per year, sach traveling 180 mies
out of hair way, be mat by & simpler sclution than spending as much as 534 million o sighlty
incraase the radius of scme curies in the highsay?

st why [y bulb producers need STAA frucks, it appears thal Ity bulba requing
:Jlmﬂ:mmmigmummhuﬂMIhmmmmwmw
builss, and i circulation. So. the truck Space is taken up by peal moess and air gaps in the boxes,
ns well a3 liy bulbs. If we could cleverty redesign lily bulb packaging to reduce this aspace’peat
mm,ﬂi&mﬂ'ﬂgmnMﬂﬁmﬂﬁm.ﬂthﬂmﬂﬂMhtGAm
truck size, and ship mone efficeently, weight wise. Wouldn't it be prudent fo investgats this
alsemative? And is the sasber iy bulb need so gréal as 10 nacessitite these axpansive projects?

e

Public controveray for STAS 159/137 smprovemants was ignorned.
The mandatory cxsmptions for STAA improvements will result in unsafe STAA condifons.
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Cimail - final staa 199/197 comments Page 5of 9

During scoping for the DEIR, and David Bruce prasanted extenaive detabed traffic B
.pa;r;i'rl higtory and anstyais ﬁ?ﬂnﬂy idenifiad trauble spois between Hiowchi and Gasquet on Cd
hwy 199 that needed fodng. They raised concems ebout exensive narmow segrments without
mw,wughtmm.mﬂmhmnnmm.m_uMthmumu
acknowledged in the record. As you can see from their diagrams and traffic recards, soma of the
highes! accxdent rales exist betwean Gasguet and Hiouchi. And yat no improvemints are planned
for this area, YWhat s considered one of the most dangercus blind tumns on the road exdats at FM
&, 2- 5, near Monument drive, The winding grade o the sast of this blind furn is 8iso
trapchergus, Recenty 2008, 8 terrible dasel of spil occanred here at P 1138, that pud many
galions of fusl ino our Wid and Scenic Smith River, also the scurce of our drinking wates

see ateched news adides.} And yet no project altermatives ang proposad within this area, ir
concams were completaly ignored in the DEIR, There ame no explanations of why thess ansas are
not being addressed, and why the ssope o range of projects i so kmited, gaven the accident
hisbory snd the physical charactaristcs. that exdsl between Hiouch and Gasquit

Eilman Cooper submitted Brief commants asking for an aiemathve that focused on safety
improvements wilhout putting STAA trucks oh iy 199,

Many regidents frem the Hicuchl community on Hwy 1281 87 snd G:Ilq:l_ltﬂ'lﬂlﬂ"-lﬂg voicd

opposition at mestings. And yet the DEIR proceeded marily along, ignofing the contraversy, and
prociaims: e

*Ha signicant public controversy has been raised for a partioular project losation or altarnatiee

\hy doas the DEIR ignare these public concerns and requests for alternatives? Was the scops
and range of the project alisrmatives predetermined, regardiess of public inquiny?

W now submit past studies thet wese aimed at defining what needed 1o be done to fix highway g
188/197. Somewnara batwesn these past studies and the DEIR, improving the area betwean
Higuchi and Gasquet was droppad for no apparent reasan. Wy @ Ses? Flease explasn

TMlmnmlmLIEFEHmmMﬂueru.w'mﬂrn i ﬁg&mm;mm
} £ with da bitnd af Menurmant D and [ wh
H*Hmlﬂnm“ rmm _mummm btfier, and the river looms below on a straight
drop dowrward, You can irace the truck soratches on the towering rocks. It is one of the mane
spactacular places in Dal Norte, where views of the forks of the Smith River are breathtakingéy
basuliful, if Snly you could anjoy them, because you are litierally hoiding your braath arcund this
tumn. And now somehow, we ane gaing o put two STAA trucks passing sach other on this tum,
without any improvements. Please sxplain?

Thi Comprahanshe Study of Routes 187 and 198 by CALTrans Distric 1, June 1998, cleary
identified (page 15 attached) improvement needs hers at PM 6.2 to PM 12.87 costing 39
milian. What happaned o consideration of the Emprovemant naeds heme?

The DN 197/198 Corridor Extra Lega! Load and STAA Vehicle Accessibility Study, March 2008,
page 6, describes taped truck trials io determine dangerous tumd, stating _
“Although these tiels were conducted under CHP ascort &nd |
travel, the tapings dustrete the offiracking brucks demonstrate through Bght radius curves.

if you drive siowear, you can take turns much tightar Ewery driver knows this. S0, i&n it possible
that same dangenous spots might himve been overooked? Was thene anry compansaton for the
devietion due to slower speeds during the lests? What kind of compensation? Shouldn’t

cuastionatle spots be retesied at actual use speads for realistic results and recommendations?
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Cimindl = final sten 199197 comments Page 6 of 9

Thiz document, page T, also says:

“Input concaming af et isswes from public agencess, Caifemia Hegfway Patal (CHE),
franapartation muw?rﬂ:mmm and the public s essential befors the change can be cant
implamanted " What were the recommendations of CHP?

The i &ls0 had some great advice, reduce speeds on Hwy 1987187 b prenvarnit acckdents,
mﬁlﬂ sintes thet safety improvements can be considered when accident rates reach 1.5
firpes the national average for similar roaed conditisns, What axaclly doas similar moad
;:rnd?tiﬂmmn,m‘dﬂﬁﬂmnﬁﬂrmﬂwnhwjm1ﬂwumﬂmiﬁmrm
ratings 7 We should know this information spacifically 1o judpe as to whether a fair comparisan
was made,

Some of the ratings given for various sagments of 198 are much highar than the national aversge,
but thery am nof quite above 1.8 times.

Figass do not continue o ighens public input.

10

Even within (ha proposad project altematives, the goal of providing safe STAM access will nol be
met & two lecatons,

*A, Mandaiory design exceplion would be réquired ”

The DEIR mancatory exemplion reason is geologic instanility, prohibiting cutting nko the slopes
for adequats widesing of the road,

DEIR page 1-17, Patricks Creek Namows #3 location- .
*doas not meet Department atandards for shoulder widths and Clear reccvery Zonas

iR page 1-13, Patricks Creak Nammows 81 location-
?l::Enflnm mﬁrunpt standards for shoulder widihe ™ The slopes constst of "unconsolidabed
cobbies and boulders,”

11

Patricks Creak Namrows #2, DEIR page 1-15, The comman slarmant for all proposed
E::rlhlﬂﬂﬂf.rmm\ﬂﬂ excavahe 20,000 cubic yards from the exsting rock cut siope, 100
fest ahave the highway, exposing 1 acre of newhy adcavaled rock slope. Rock 1ol is axpacted
aftar construction, and permanant rock-fall mitigation will be required.

DEIR Page 2.2-20021- Patricks Creek Namows #2, All alternatives réquing excavition from the
mhﬂrm;"ﬂmu_ The natural hillsiope above the propoded retaining wall shows avidence of
pas! instabdity

T IR acknowiedges thal the upslopes along this river comidor have great geciogic instabiity,
HEEEMhMmﬁmmmm pxEmphtions, 1o reducs excavation. And yet, we ar
axmcerbating this probiem wherever sdensive cul slopas Ae proposed,
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12
DEIR Page 1-17 The Namows, widening toward the riwer was considened 190 Euﬂy'. 50 It was
dropped. Widening will ba by extavation info the cul slope- i “soft rmatedal,” with haights of up
to 15 feet on imeguar rock slopes with vertica! overhanging. Siiver cuts will be done,

DEIR Page 2.2-18 The Narows has moderately to intensaly fractured entiating cut slopes, and
rock falls affect this road.

DEIR Page 2 221 "Excavation of siiver cuts may decrease siope stabiliy resuliing in increased
potantial for rock fall and iandslides as wall a3 incraased sosen.”

; 13
DEIR Page 2 2-20 Washingion Curve- The cul siope allemative sesms very dangerous. Thede is
tmpnhlr?.h-h‘nrmuk fall and “pop-outs™ after constrection (s complete, Could you piease describe
2 pop-cul. The cument design has 2 - 8.5 foot wide paved shoulder and approxmately 3 fsol wide
unpaved dieh ko provide 8 catchmant for faling rock.

i i 14
Past highway improvemant cuts have already resulted in severs, continuous rocksiides, and
pmmuhtmummmw retaining mechanisms are progoansd as miigaton at vanous
locations. The Smith is designated as a Wild and SCENIC River, and the beauty of the river
cormidor is imporiant 1o us, and our langaly tourist sconarmy. We consides the sugesied
permanant rock rabaining curlain walls 1o be a sign®icant scanic detimant, and the increased
falling rock hazards due fo new axienalve excovations o be & sgnificant public kaalth hazand the
cannat be lully mitigated. The DEIR does nol acknowledge these significant impacts hat cannot

be mitigated,

W aek for 8 summary envmeration and total of all cut slope ansag for each glternathee, and tha
typa of rock or materal, and the quantity of material 1o be excaveied al sach of these
sitas/allematives,

The DEIR asserts rockelide hazards from slope cuts can be miligated using unatiractive nats. We
disages, and ask for data sbout Hwy 198 to substaniiabe such claims. There are confinual rach
umamwrmwmmm.duummm%luh

highway safety/patrol history data on rock shdes along Hwy 189187 throughaut the lasi twanty
years or 80. And we ask for a history of slops culting readwork on 196/167, and preventative
measures that were dona in response during this pericd of Bme, lqluhmnhhﬂutm:ardl
mmmmmmmmummmmmmmﬂuwmrdymmﬁmm
facings thal axists on Hwy 195

The cumilstive hacand impacts from existing and newly planned slops cuts B & substantial 15
hazard that cannot b mitgated adeguatbaly

statesmant by truck drivers and critics alike is that it would be a good thing to make the
ﬂ‘m‘:m-gr uﬁu.ﬂdmNHh-ﬂlﬂhmﬁm that focusod on highway salaty along,
withaul considaration of accammodating STAA trucks. Many residents view putting large STAA
mmh.-mw1w15?mmuqmnmmm&n_ﬁnmm-mmm
us® a more gente approach, with slight widening of shoulders in danpeous gpots. Such a safety
only sitemative could significanty lessen the nead for cut sapes on cobblad landslida prone hils
Such a safety only alematve would nol require transforming an sssentially back country poad e
167 inio & super truck hwy. i would feave the neighborhood along 187 in tact. Please consider e
publac’'s mguest, i may nol be your choice, it may not be as easily fundable, even though it would
be far less expenshe, bul it is many people’s choice,
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Friends of Del Norte

Cimail - final staa 199/ 197 comnnents Page Bof 9

18

The DEIR page 2 4-23, confirms that there will be signifcant impects of disruption of traffic,
Curve retaming wall will hawe 175 to 300 day of nightre dosunes.

Patricks Cresk Mamows #1-3, wil have B0 to 100 days of full hwy closures without detour fior 1

haur detays.

Thase cloaunes sre & significant hazand for emengency vehices. These ciosures will ba
signdficanty mﬂmmm tourist saonomy of Dal Norte. Most excavation wodk needs
o happen duing the dry summer months, vifien o tourist saason ts in full swing.

The DEIR claims that these will be no community discontinuity effects, as the residential
camenunity of Hisuehi slong hay 197 is not recognized as existing. Ve disagres, and considar tha
risidential neighborhood along 187 and close o 159 1o ba & part of the community of Hiouchi
Residants walk, bicycle and driva o-the nearby Jad Smith Park, and the Hiouchi Market. Along
167 residents croes frequendy o visil each other and o go for a mmthhbmr.nrmu_.@ﬂﬂw
fiverside parks. There is frequant agress across and along the road o do &l these activities.

This s not & good plete for a super tuck hwy, What ls the basle of conclusions about o
community ceniplion?

The 197 | mant project will requine exiensive Aght of way acquisitan of many smal 18
parcels MMWMM:MW' wil b rermowved, leaving homes mone axpossd o noise
and withoul vegatathm scrpening, mmwﬂb&mmnﬁrmuam

cannot always compensate for such significant disniption that such a tage projact an
have. Homes wll becoma lass privete and less enjoyabla. How are you gaing to mitigate for thass
affects?

I Caltrans has not carefully fisld marked the areas of intrusion, property owners may ol
b arware of tha full impacts. Hes the impact field been marked?

Adtho tha DEIR doed & didﬂnﬁfrh]whmﬂpﬁmﬁllbummm;ﬁlp.ﬂdﬂﬂ
nndmmywhmuurhwnﬁuﬁmﬂmnﬂﬂaﬂﬁd.ﬂrﬂrwpﬂlﬂmﬁﬂw
t fred root amage mitigation, stating hand tools will be used around tree rocls Howsiar, hand
tools can significantly damage and kill trees as weil. Miigation for tree ioss should take these
damaged trees into consideration as well. Mmmwmmm
mmmummmmuMmWﬂwrm_Hmmmm
likgly to have their roots damaged in the Ruby2, two foof spot location attarnathaa, which Is the
alternative of our choice? Whesa ara they located?

R0 LNAE BN0 TN o Srper s WS e
Enumerated an pages DEIR 2 4-75 through 2.4-77, is foreging and disparsal habitat permanenty | 20
taken from these listed endangered and threatened species. We ask for repiacement of these
losses. by lnd Sguisitions into profectsd status. No compensation for these losses has
besar affered or mitigoted. A anumarsted:
Ruby 1 .18 acres
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Friends of Del Norte
Gmail - final staa 199197 comments Poge ¥ o1y

Rukry2 .25 acress 2 spol iscations el
BON1 .00 acres

PCMNZ 100 acnes- downsiream with retsinmpg wall
PCH 3 30 acras

Marmews 40 acres

Wash C .60 pores- retaingng wall

Total 571 pcres
Eraferred DEIR alternatives a3 lisied: 21
The no build altemative s our preference. Howswis, wi 60 support salety enhancing projects

o make cwmant socess safer We reiterabe our prendous statements concaming & safehy only
alier natie,

Truck drivers and critics beth agree that 2 would be & good thing to make the highway safer. The
public asked for an altemative that focused on highwily salety alons, without considerntion of

socommodating STAA trucks,

22

The RubyZ, two foot shoulder spod location impravernents i prefemed because thers ane fewer
impacts to trees, including old growth trees, jess habitat impacts to andangered and threatened
species, less grading and sediment issues, Bnd fewer Empacts o the neighborhood in general,

Pabicks Craek Namws #2; Down Steam bridpe repiacement with retaining wall of via duct s our
prafamed altemative. Efther one is fine with an arched bridge, because there will be less
dangamus grading of sieap upsiopas, with leas peclogic hazard, and less patential sadiment and
tandaiide impacts. The scenic impacts ane imponani hare.

The Washington Curve retaining wall is our praferred attarnative, again becausa of significant
tandalde concams, resulten sadiment issucs. and scenic impacts from extensive upalope
grading, There would be gignificantly less total sxcavation necessary. Aesthetic trealment is
Enponant

Thank you far your consideration and atention 1o our comments,

S ———
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Friends of Del Norte

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

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

WMARCET 2008
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Friends of Del Norte

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

Mr. Daniel Wing

Truck Services Manager
Caltrans Iistrict 1

1656 Unien Street
Fureka, CA 95501

Telephone: (707) 441-5875
Email; dan_wing@dot.ca.gov

April 2013
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Friends of Del Norte

TRUCK TEIALS

Since 1983, videotaping of truck trias have been staged on various highways
within District 1. The Trafic Operations!Permits offices were involved in
tapings beginning in 1994, covering several routes within District 1,
including Routes 197 and 199 in Del Morte Counry. Pror o 1994, truck
trnls on various routes in Dostricts 1, 2 and 3 were mped by HD & CHP
personnel butl did not include the DN-197 /199 corridor. These tapings
rypically utilized longer wehicle combinations and did not address wide loads
umtil 2003,

EXTRA-LEGAL LOAD TRIALS

Two truck trials o simulate permitted wide loads were taped in January and
Mauy of 2003. The January trial used a wracior-low boy combination of 10
wide and 65" overall length and the May trial ulilized a 12" wide lowboy, 85°
long. As ecxpected, these trials demonstrated that when load widths
approach the Emits of existing lane widths, the oversiee trailers would off-
track onto the double yellow stripe and into the opposing lane.

ETAA TRUCK TRIALS

The two most recent STAA truck trials on Routes 197 and 199 took place in
August af 2003 and October of 2005. The August 2003 taping utilized a
tractor-trailer comhbination of 71.5' overall length with a 53" trailer with 40°
king pin to rear nxie setting (KPRA). The Ogtober 2005 taping employed o
longer tractor than used before 1o schieve a 75" long combination to better
illustrate the industry standard, The latest taping also used a 53° trailer
with 40’ KPRA setting. Results of the latest trial with the longer vehicle did
not produce evidence of additional efl-tricking incidents that had been
documented in earlier trials.

Evidence from these most recent trials validates the 1997 study of Route
19%, which identibied 12 arcas in need of improvement lor STAA acoess,
Although Lhese trinls were condocted under CHP escort and m gpecdls lower Commanis.

than typicsl wruck truvel, the tapings (llustrale the offtracking (rucks oMo
demanstrate throueh Hoht eedius cumres Route 197 was deficient al Lao
locations.
o=
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Friends of Del Norte

-LEGAL LOAD RECLASSIFICA

Route 197

While improvements to Route 197, especially in width clearance, would
assist in the overall safety of the route, nome are required, as it is currently
classified as & Modified Brown route with respect o permitted loads,

Route 199

The DN-197 /199 Route Review Commities improvement strategies identified
Four lecations in need of improvements in order for Route 199 to returmn 1o a
Modified Brown route, Three of those locations that have been completed
are as follows:

* A Minor B project to widen the noriherly approach to Bridge #01-0015
(PM 24.1/24.2) was completed in 2002,

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

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

+ The Narrows proposed project (PM 22.7/23.0) o widen the left shoulder
and achicve a 28" wotal width.

The fourth location at The Narrows® (PM 22.7/23.0] has been programmed
in the District 1 SHOPP program and is cuwrrently under design. 1t will
provide 12° lunes and 2' shoulders, this project is scheduled to go 1o
construction in the summer of 2008 and upon its completion, Routle 199 will
be reevalusted with regards to extro-legal load classificaton. It is
anticipated that this section of Route 199 from Bridge #01-0019 to the
Oregon border will be reclassificd back to the Modificd Brown rating.

Reclassification of mutes for permit loads required following guidelines et
forth by the Caltrans’ Office of Truck Services in HQ. Input concerning all
portinent issues Trom public Bgencies, Californds Highway Patrol (CHEPY. f:,:.',,":“
transportabion ihdusiry representatives and the public is casental before the
chunge can be implemented. The Office of Truck Servicea in HD has
developcd a  Route Color Ciassification Cuide for requests 1o
classify freclassify & State route. This guide may be viewed in Anachment A,
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Friends of Del Norte

COMPREHENSIVE STUDY

CALIFORNIA DEPARTHMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 1.

IN COOPERATION WITH

DEL NORTE LOCAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISZION
JUNE 1998
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Friends of Del Norte

Comprehensive Study of Roates 197 and 199

- Additional seenic overlooks: Caltrans would work with the US Forest
Service and the State and National Parks 10 establish addivonal scenic
| overtooks on Route 199, Scenic overlook locatiens should be identified
carly, 8o ikelr comstruction can be coordinated with ather highway
| improvesmest propects (e g, roadway rehabalitation projects).

‘The sirategy for the portion of Route 199 from Route 101 to Hiouchi (KP
T0.8/10.0 ar PM T0.56.2) would be “maintain and rebabilitate at existing wadth”
| Safety improvements should be made when justified under the safety program.
Most of this portion of Route 199 is within the Jedidish Smath Redwoods State
i Park, and widening for capacity or STAA trucks is not considered 10 be an aption.

#  Estimaied Coaf {upgrade to accommodate bong trucks)

I The follcwing is & summary of the estimated cost for improvement of
Route 197 and Route 199 (from Route 197 1o the California/Ovegon State Line) to

| 20, 75-m (32*) wide facility. This cost information is from Caltrans Traffic
Operation's gtaff in their “Large Truck Highway Improvement™ report. The 9.75-
m {12") width used for this estimate was based on kistoric 2-lane highway
development on Route 199; no concept width standard has been selected for these
Routes. Costs cited are preliminary estimates, and should oaly be used in gauging
the approximate magnitude of the cost of improvements. Such preliminary costs
are often low, mnce not all of the geological or eaginesriag problems that exist are
readily apparest

| A fiew shoulder obstruciions would continue to exist along Route 199
between Route 197 and Hiowchi (genenlly Redwood trees in Jedidiah Seith

l Redwoods State Pack), and the Collier Tuneel (7.92-m or 26" wide) would not be
widened. Estimates do nol include any work on Rowte 159 between Rouate 101

| and Rowte 197.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COSTS FOR IMPROVEMENT
ROUTES 197 AND 199
9.7%-m or 32' WIDE SECTION

LOCATION | ESTIMATED
IMPROVEMENT COST
DN-197-KP 5.26/11.39 (PM 3 27/1.08) | $ 4 MILLION T
| DIN-199-KP 59820 71 (PM 620012870 | SOMILLION | rcrapimorst
DN-169-KP 32.25/35.28 (PM 20.04R21.92) $ 1 MILLION
[DN-199-KP 35 S8/38.98 (PM 22.11/24.20) $ 12 MILLION
| DR-109-KP 40.25/44.26 (PM 25.01/27.50) | $3 MILLION

e e

TOTAL ESTIMATED
I IMPROVEMENT COST $ 29 MILLION

g
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Friends of Del Norte

Draft Comprehensive Study of Routes 197 and 199

s Consisency With Other Planning Efforts.  This type of improvement would be
Jeas compatible with Six Rivers Neticnal Forest, Redwood Mational and State
Parks, and Dl Mone Economie Developmeri Cocporation planning than ather
potential strategies.

» Public Suppor:: We heard little ar no support for this type of improvement
sirategy At our agency and public scoping meetings for Rowtes 197 and 159,

Route Reliabilicy

The hugh cost and environmental impacts 10 assure relisbility through unstable
areas of Rovte 199 Brats car sbility 1o do s0. Furtber, the sides of the past several years
were more active than previously experienced. When slides are active (continual rock
fall), maimtenance or consiracthon crews cannot start slide removal until it is sxfe to do so
Our Maistenance Engincering Branch is currently invessigating the use of remately
conrolled Joaders, which in the future may allow us to isitiate road-ocpening actmvities,
even during active rockfall pesiods. Under any strategy selected, Caltrans maintenance
s will work to minimize the length of road closures.

IMPROVEMENT STRATEGY SELECTION

| The Del Morte Local Transportation Commission recommended the “Upgrade
Routes 197 and 199 10 Accommodate Loag (STAA) Trucks” shternative improvement
strategy 1o Caltrans Management at their Apeil 8, 1998 meeting, with the following

| =gy i

l s Reduce the misimum widih requirement of 32" whese feasible, while 5l commarser.
pddressing safely concerns and sccommodating STAMA trucks R
BReduce the number of proposed addithonal passing anes.

[ » Echance the recrealional opportumties and expenences.

Caltrans management concwred with this srategy ia May of 1998, conditional a0 cenmus:

| further study of segments where environmental ficiors, including large Redwood trees,  Momanmsnm
cond preclide upgrading to STAA ruck nandards. H is anicipated that the study would
include & Project Study Repon (PSR) that would idemify and estimate the cost of

i projects 1o accommodate STAA tucks at these locations {Roate 197, KP53/08 ar PM

3.3/6.1 (portions) and Rowe 199, KP 36.0/37.3 or PM 12.623.2)

FUTURE FLANNING
Caltrans sail will idesitify and recommend prionitics for specific candidate projects
| 1o accampligh the “Upgrade Routes 197 and 192 10 Accommodate Long (STAA) Trocks™

alnermative selocsed by the Del Norie Local Transportation Comrmission and Calirans
Management.

i
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Responses to Friends of Del Norte

Response to Comment 1

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 11

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 12

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

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

Response to Comment 14

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 19

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

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

Response to Comment 20

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

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

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

foraging habitat will be affected.

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 21

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 22

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

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

197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House

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

Mie Sullven
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e s =

1
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Please return by August 23, 2010
e e

Response to Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS)

Response to Comment 1
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment expresses

support for the proposed improvements.

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

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

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

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

Brown, Susan

Bruce, Donald

Bruce, Doreen

Cooper, Eileen

Czapla, Carol

Devlin-Craig, Brenda

Elicker, Norberto — comment card
Hague, Joe

Miller, Ken

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

PoWeps, Vern

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

Zuehlke, Elmer

Zuehlke, John
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Bankston, Oedus & Solveg

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

BOB BANKSTON

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

cc

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

__Kim Hayler;

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

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

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

Oedus W.Bankston and Solveg Bankston.

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

Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston

Response to Comment 1

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

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

1977199 5afe STAA Access Open House

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

Name: (o= P L) L BANNKNSTeN
Address: ; _.i_ ;‘,._.- P 3 s : g
Ce “TRTA st O aw Y5O3]
Representing Name of Organization or Agency:
‘-';umment::...".'l' ‘“‘i_-‘} A _atwriclet fox 'f.'ﬁ-"’ 7 Abygrres 1
| ptfie- Mprar @ Aey o T 4 W I £y
| i-.llj pl - Fed £ :-'-f.r"-.'_:.-'r,.-_ Tk steve Fhoralol pecf®
| et EEEs e, ecty B vy tan Hee
| RN il Tl C O MO L Azpgaitei
' Please return by August 23, 11_'.'|l'!l'.l Moo tTas .-* _q_'h_v;__.l"’;?-n-.ﬂ Al
|;| _av b "-.:'-".':.-_'" rfm,_ 'I'_-n-'_“."!":r.. , _: &

Response to Oedus Bankston

Response to Comment 1

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

The comment also mentions that a tree at Ruby 1 could be easily bypassed, but there is no
reference to which tree is being discussed. The only Build alternative for Ruby 1 avoids cutting

large redwood trees.
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The comment also asks if the pictures of Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 are backwards. The Department

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.34



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

Bankston, Solveg

197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 201075:00- 7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street

" ! -
H.i.m.li i._".-n_l-".-"i-. !:{',a"-iNﬁEﬁF\J_
;55, = ".-'r_.-: 9 ,.-""'n""i:'f"?" 7 H 44 f'l.'rj"{ :;T_.,;"*_,

'.-L-l.'\-{'.i.r-lf._

f.l'hﬂ_..."-_‘-ndr,.__.,._.s!ﬂlii 7 Zip: &5 :e'ji_-‘

im:unums. iﬂ"#mw fa fvfrf”?“ :-r.?-:i;r»ﬂf .{,u !

Please return by August 23,2010 STl #) 2~ 2640 —07]
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Response to Solveg Bankston

Response to Comment 1

This comment states concern that a large redwood by the commenter’s driveway would be cut
down. See Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston’s Comment 1, above.

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

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

By Wendy Bertrand

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

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

HOWEVER.

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

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

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

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

By Wendy Bertrand

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

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

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

Wendy Bertrand, Architect
Resident of Gasquet since 1990

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

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

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

Response to Comment 4

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

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

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Bruce, Donald

Dorakl Bruce
450 Sierea Wood Hoad e
Crasquet, CA 95543 L R W N
(707) 2906423 Ai/ & AN
i BECEWEDR Y __.II
Augge 20, 2010 ! Mz 85 XD 'w;l
Kiriberly Hsyler ’#f / -/
Calitorria Department of Transporision _‘
P, O o 3700 -n.-- '|.|_'
Eureka, CA 95307

Comamends on e Draft Environmental Document slated June 2010 fise the V90199 Sale
STAMA Accoss Fﬂ'l-:lﬁl‘.'l

Deur Kimberly Haylker:

I support the no build eliemative to the CalTrans 19719 5TAA Access Projact. 1 de
salpport imparvemens and maintesanes s needed i keep the highway navignble. | olso
support the replecement of wny bridges that enginoers deem pecemary.  However, the
pragect will nod make 197199 safe enoogh for STAA trucks due to the long wheelbase of
e irack tracior. Too meny sdditiena) tghl cocves and short sghl distanees woulkd
remai

I a Setier 1o yoir (Kimberly Hayler) deted September 17, 2008 | pointed owl that the
highway between Hinuchi and Guaguet has ey light curves and mrmow or i souklers
making if yraafe for STAA trucks In fewl, in the June 1998 study Sided “Comprehenaive
Seudy of Routes 107 and 199 = by the Cahfornia Depanmend of Transpoitation, Distrac
Lit states thar one of the twa dress of corcemn on Rogte 199 = “helween Himehi and
Clasgquet.™ 10 dnted that rock cul widenbng wauld be required @ FIVE locations within
thiv arcs. The other orea of concem was (rom “wath of Peirck Creek omd south of
Bdlemribd.™ S, svhy b8 the arca bepween Heoueh] and Casgoe befng igooned™ Why wasn't
Uhe Peaeaviy 515 B dgnored oullined in the DEIR of hme 20007 The ebvicus nress of
voncermn ore o the fathowing kecstions: The caormer at Monamen Dirive at the Morth eid of
Hiouchl. 1i has an exirearely dharp curve mul o solid rock wall on one side with ik o
na shsukler op the fverside, Rocksiales are abso comennn bere eapecially s ibhe wisnter.,
This Is simply & very damperous spod nothe best of circumaaneces. 18°s frightening w think
of STAA tnecks coming nround this comer bt alone meeting sach other. The ek wall
ot i shke and A =efght deop o e Aver oa tbe oiber continees until milepest (WE P
672, At M P. 741 e 7.66 there i oo guardrail on s navow section of the road.  Any
over irecking of STAA trosks b this srea will Heerally send wou over (he adge. Ad
approximatshy M, P, .23 there is a very iight “5 shaped comer tha STAA trucks will
roaifinely avef track on. M. P. 8.76 has o peardrai] and drops dErectly to the river. Muoch
of the rond has gle or mo shoukler such as M, P, B8, which is also @ darp corner, M.
P. 03 md 9T wre dungperons curves. M. P 1028 has po poatdreads and s a straight drop
io ke river, My wide and T hive stopped 1o sesist aocident victims o laast three Times in
this wrea o b sl Poophe specsd here becaise 0% & stradphies section of road. Al
about k. P. 11.546 there B no graardmil end no shonlder for shout 100 o 150 yurds. Any
slight off tracking of STAA tncks will conse a collision with voverming (raflic or ran
them inte the river. More of these dangeroas aress wene addressed in the DEIR of hoe
2000 Why?
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Bruce, Donald

The DEIR of Jume 2000 did sor sdifiness fhe concenns & o lener 1o vou (Kimberly ayler) =
dated Seprember 16, MKI8 regarding (he foblowing: How resibents on North Bank Foad
(HWY 107} will be ahée 10 safely inpress and egress 197 Som therr drivesays, fud o
will the voad peoommadale pedestrans, bowcles, and school buses witl STAM tnicks
maving swiflly ibrough. Addiikenally, o puandrails sre heing placed on the secton of
197 thai drops straght 1o the river wilh no dhouiders on eliber side. B = endercud bank
and = guestionable wihstber B can wilhstasd the weight of STAM tracks.  Ar ihe April
2008 CalTrans public meeting in Crescent City, Kevin Church, Papect Manager, siated
there wmihd be mo medaction of the spead [mit acywhete upon completions of the pragect
A stody on "sight distances™ alse needs to he done mane thoroughly oa 197 and 199, 4z
there are many areas wil very limited visihilay.

The accident rate between Mouchs and Gosguet = very highe That imformetion wis 3
submiited with the September 16, 2008 letter 1o vou {Kimberly Hayerk Why was this not
tden inlo comsideradion and dscoised n the DETR of Jane 20107 What mitipsing
Exctors are present fo igeore thisT

The DEIR of Fuse 2010 also d5d not nddress specifics e how emergeicy vehicles will be 4
secoymasndutedd while ihe constnsstion phase is taking place.  The heavy maffic on 149
will resilt In Jong Yines during comstnsction making it m oserows pepediment for
emerpency vehicks Alao, what & the plan conceming the transportmn of high secarity
inmates from Pelbcan Day Stete Prisn? Level 4 and SHU inarates (the highest level of
inmates i the Staded are metinely mporied o the Rogee Vialley for medical
appidmeats. Also the Califoraia Deparment of Comeclions wes 199 o tmanspon
usboads of inmaies 1o and fom Pelican Bay State Prison fom other Califamin peizona,
Will this praciice cortinue? 1950, what addwional sevariy measises will be implemented
1o protect the public dunng the constnstion phase?

In mbddition, the DEIR of X0 does ood smbdress the effect the comtmction phise will 5

have on tourkst dollirs e Del Nere County, which couhl ks op to five yeors amd
possitly Janger,  The extemsive length of time of congrution as well a5 delays and
chosure periods may resull in omny people svoiding the aren.  Momy people from ihe
Feuge ¥alley that rowtinely viail Dl Node Cousty nay cartail thelr visits resulting oo
Toss aof reversoe. Why hasn™d this bheen considered, especinlly when the renson touted for
STAA trucks i for an coonomis henefi?

Lasthy, n review of o spporting document used in the DEIR tited “Traffic Analysis &
Report,™ which reconbad the mspenses of businesses, rovealed fhe ondy theee claimaed
aary significonl benefil v havimyg o STAA roule én 199010, It appears this is a lax-
shaldized project for & few select husinessew 11 oot illegal, # is cortninly inuppropringe
given thet there b oo compelling reason to hene o STAA rowte on bighways 197 or 190,

F‘.:qm[hll‘y_u_i_ii’milml.
Dimahl) iSecen

Ponakd Bruce
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Responses to Donald Bruce

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary based on this comment.
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Bruce, Doreen

e e -—fﬁ‘u
Doresn Braca l,:‘i.f/’ A By
S50k Sherra Wl Road |'I' gECENFED B
Gasquet, CA 93543 :{ gpgam o

Kim Hayler N\ W L
Califirmia Department of Transportton N, e
POY Box 3T o -
Eurelu A 93501

Anigust 20, 200K

COMMENTS 0N THE JUNE 2018 DETR REGARDING THE 1977199 SAFE
STAA TRUCK ACCESS PROMECT

Diear Kim Hayler,

After reviewing the 197/199 Safe STAA Acvess Project 2010 Dralft Environmental
Impoct Report {DLTR), 1 kave the fllowing concems, comments und questsns:

The nieed for this projoct us promoted G the residas of Del Norwe County is dulios, 1
Fle DEIR and subsequent comments made o e Daily Triplicate by Kevin Church
adimit that economic gain and growih fo Ul Noe Counly would be minimal, and the
coat of exsential good to residems woukd be unaffected by this project.  Who will profit
sl from this 5365 miltion tapaver lupded projoat?  Inthe DEIR, i appears ke local
lilv bule growers will. How & it that o public agency, Califirnia Deparmment of
Trangortaion, can cwhak on this bugely dismpine and costly prajeot wiva the
averwhelming beneficior i a peivate business? Tt this fllegal, or a conflict of interest?

Why doesit the public’s sebwnl nesd and safety take precederes n this project™

A review of the e 1958 CalTrans, fjﬂrﬂlﬂmﬁ.}gw !Lli]}!.ﬂ-fﬂﬂ!.liﬂ_ﬂh’l_qq 6% (u 2
suppartiog docament 1o the 2000 DEIR) astes dhat safety, environmental msves, high
imypsovenind costs, Aarmn damagetom clesares, roek fll ke, hazardous spills, acd
lastly large (STAA) Truck restrictions ax ongoimg concerns with Roule 199, “Wos
comcerns on Route 199 oxist i oeo gemeryl greas: betwoon Hiveche ard {iasquet
(MPEIVIZET ol between momh ol Parick Creek and sowth of [dlewikl
(PA20,04727, 500 Why deesn’t the DUTR address the ducumentod rosbway mpodiments
berween Hiouchi and Casgquet? The meost rooenl STAA Truck off tracking  rials
condusted  Ogtobor 2005, validoted the 12 previondy identified weas meeding
frprovenict o iecommadate STAA Trucks, vet the 2010 DEIR lgnored FIVE of these
right ruiblus curves, Why?

Why didn’s the 2000 DEIR adiénes (he specific sicly concems mied by the pulblic
dusing the 20 commen period?  MWinuchi and Gasquetl have many damgeraus
highway and read intersects. As stated in ihe Execative Summeary of Tl Analysis
Report (3 suppocting document of the 20080 DETR) iU was concluded, “due 1o the rursl
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Bruce, Doreen

retture of Hwy 1977199 sciual analysis of imerscction operations wore not performod as 2
part of' this traffic amlyzis report” Why? cont
Tne 1o poor sight visibifity (V). high rates of vehicke speeds (%), podestrinnhicycle use 5

(P, mnd highway crossings (C) a oraflic shidy pecds. o be conducted ol the following
antersectan with Hwy [99%:
BT 50 Baechwessd Seate {S- BTAT)
1liouchi Market husiness arca (5, PT.C)
BP 672 Mepumes Drive (5, Y, C)
P70 South Fork Road (5. %, VR, O
MP 1223 French Hill Rowd (5, Y, BB C)
MP 129 Margic's River Access Forest Bervice wagside (5, V, P, C)
MP I50 Villey View Rosd and Gasqoet Flad Road (5. V, FB, O
MP 134 Siorrm Wood Road (5. %, VE, )
MP 1366 Gusgquet Mobil Home Park enbraee {8,V P, C)
MP 1386 Fire Howse Road (5, ¥, VB, C)
pME 142 Middle Fork Chsgquer Road (5, PR, ©)
MP 148 Six Rivers Forest Service Hend Qniasters aid French Hill Trail {5, PR, O

Ewvessive velreubr speeds throngh Giasguel e Blipuchi, compourded wilk the achliten 4
ol larger, heavier STAA Trocks was raised as a safety concemns by residents during the
2008 public comment period. These comems were il adequalely sddressed in the 2010
DEIR. The bune 1998 CalTrus Compeebendye Study of Rowes 197 and 199 states
“Speed zones in the Hiouchi and Gasquet arens ore an ongoing issie’ Se in light of this
histarica] dovcumentation snd twelve morne vears of ipcresaad tmffic, development, ingress
and epresses opdo the highway, wore acehdonts/ Pualities umd near misses, why was this
concemn brushed o Kevin Chisch steted in public priop to the 2000 DETR tha speeds
on Hwy 1977199 could be, but will ot be, rediseed? Why? Ts CalTrams priority Lust
tranciportution of the time sensttive lily bulbs instend of buman safery? This defies poblic
senitivent and comamon semee,

Thee Trafic Count dzin collected i Seplember 2008 e ihis DETR in Goasquet did oot 5
capture a eomplete picture af the extremely dangerons sitmation created by excessive
vehiculir spoeds, poor siphi visibility, veldcular ones traflic, and podesrian o scycke
rraffic nbong the Iighway and crescing the kaghway, The worst areas through Casguct are
between MP 130 and MP 142, The March 2006, D-197709%0 Corridop Extro-Legn)
Load and STAA Veehicle Accessibility Stuly, (a supporting docament of the 2010 DEIR}
sated “Field oleevations indicnted some bicvcle ravel on US 1% concenbrabed in
Ciasquet and pedestrian activiey was only observed in urban arcas and within Redwood
ok W this“foekl obsermtion” mede on Goagle Panb? How coukl sich an ingceurate
asveszment be used to moke corifically impocin doclsions repganding safe speeds
enpreprale Spnage, sApieg of oiber safery measiwes needed in Gasquer and Hiowcha,
factormy in the added lishality of STAA Trucks? [0 & ieteresting (o onte that (asques bas
sigms. il roud sriping for Bicvelied aed Redwood Park has sigrs for pedestrian sctivity.
Was this the besis of this ficld observation? As an eigiteen voar reshlent of Gasquet who
lives abong [lwy 199 amd travels through Hiouchi inte Crescent City olmest daily, 1 can
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Bruce, Doreen

festify ot Gl ihol many residents m both commmitses walk! pig aml bieycls aloig 5
the hiplway for o varicty of reasens,  Alse (ourisis dash to cross the spocding highway cont
i Tic a0 Hiouchi Market, In Gasguet, aar regular walkers, oggers, Kids anl bicyelists
fooe real homsnds 2long highway 199 when trying (0 crss o e opposile side, The niost
damperons crossangs are: (1) Gasguet Flat Boad snd Valley Viow Road, (2} Skeria Wood
Toad, and (3] Gasquet Mobil home Park. The traffi speeils along this straight sineich of
highway m connmction with the grading dips makes opcomsng trat¥s become invisible w
wrising pedestrispshicycliis and other velicles attempting to cross the highaay, B have
wittiessed, o5 well o personally expericnced, nmany Tightening ear miss scckhents.
Flease do o surveyistudy of real people livieg in Gasquel sed Wiouchi o
determining sppropriste, and safe highway specds throsgh asr commnnitis?

What arc the Federn] standaids and miipsing rejuiremenis for nighttime mise smitted
by coammsercial tnugk sceelerating and divoctins i many arcas, | comime B uppaes he
o bixild sltornative for ks plm_iﬂ'l

decelmatmg oo highwoys rumnmg (hrosgh roskbeniil areas, aml b will the addsiiea of
S1AA Trucks add to this existing problem, and how will it be miziganed? This was mot
adequately addressed inthe 2010 DEIR

The Mionch 2006 STAA Truck trinks on HWY 197 sad 199 wene cimwducted undey CEHIP T
et aidl al speeds lwer then tvpical tmucks tmvel, How low were these speeds and
v did vou faecior il indo wciial gauck .'n_-:h'll.'l.'l":' Fursder :||J'-':i.|53 ETAA bk will e
pegotiate comery o sharply,  Many shoat sight distnnees exist. Wow This choaely koked
at? The 2000 DEIR does not adifress this. Why nm?

I ast mimaged sl disheartened thai s ot Bane, money, apd efon fe goos ot this
CalTrans work pmj-;::-q The 2010 DEIR fuls o F!'I:I".'!I:'I: k1 -:,nn'q:tl.llng neeid for this
prurpect, snd any reasimble dad prodect peeson would realiee after drivieg iplovays 199
ard 197, that theey mever will be sl for STAA Trocks meeting oo ancilicr in opposiie

Hawerely,

ié s g gt ]ﬂ%ﬂﬂ._—f

Doreen [ouce

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-18



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

Responses to Doreen Bruce

Response to Comment 1

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

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

One of the tools that the Department’s Traffic Safety Office uses is the calculation of collision
rates. Collision rates are based on the number of reported collisions in a certain time period and
the average daily traffic of that location. To insure that the limited funds available for upgrading
existing roads will be spent at locations where it will result in the greatest safety benefit to the
highway user, we compare the collision rates of specified locations to the statewide average
collision rates for similar facilities.

The collision rates for the locations the commenter mentions were compared to the statewide
average collision rates for similar facilities for the most recent 5 years of available data (1/1/2005
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to 12/31/2009). Collision rates and data for the 11 half-mile segments and 1 one-mile segment
(the Hiouchi Market/business area) were requested, as well as the eight intersections identified
by the Department’s Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) that lie within
these segments. Of these locations, three segments and three intersections had collision rates that
were greater than the statewide average and for each the collision history was reviewed. Of
these six locations, the Department recommended improvements for one intersection where a
“Side Road” symbol warning sign will be installed to warn southbound US 199 motorists of the
upcoming South Fork Road intersection. Of the other five reviewed locations, there were no
discernible collision patterns upon which to recommend roadway improvements.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment 4

This comment suggests reducing speed limits through some sections of 199 and 197 as a safety
measure. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of speed reduction in Hiouchi and Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment expresses concern over safety within the Gasquet and Hiouchi communities.
Again, the Department shares your concern over the problem of excessive speeds and traffic
safety. Accordingly, we have set the current speed limit through both Gasquet and Hiouchi at 50
mph because after conducting a series of studies, we believe this speed limit is appropriate to
best facilitate the safe and orderly movement of traffic through these sections. For the
community of Gasquet, four field surveys including speed studies have been conducted since
February 2008. Additional information on speed limits and safety can be found in the Response
to Grouped Response #8.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment requested information on federal standards for vehicular noise in residential areas.
For highway transportation projects with FHWA involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 CFR 772) govern the analysis and
abatement of traffic noise impacts. 23 CFR 772 provides procedures for preparing operational
and construction noise studies and evaluating noise abatement considered for federal and federal-
aid highway projects. Under 23 CFR 772, projects are categorized as Type | or Type Il projects.
FHWA defines a Type | project as a proposed federal or federal-aid highway project for the
construction of a highway on a new location or the physical alteration of an existing highway
that significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the number of
through-traffic lanes. A Type Il project is a noise barrier retrofit project that involves no changes
to highway capacity or alignment.

Type | projects include those that create a completely new noise source, as well as those that
increase the volume or speed of traffic or move the traffic closer to a receiver. Type | projects
include the addition of an interchange, ramp, auxiliary lane, or truck-climbing lane to an existing
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highway or the widening of an existing ramp by a full lane width for its entire length. Projects
unrelated to increased noise levels, such as striping, lighting, signing, and landscaping projects,
are not considered Type | projects.

This project does not meet the definition of a Type | project. Therefore, no noise analysis or
consideration of noise abatement is required for the operational impacts of this project. A Noise
Study Report was prepared however, to address construction noise.

No mitigation measures, such as a soundwall, are considered for this project because the type of
work or highway improvements involved in this project is unlikely to cause a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in traffic noise to the adjacent land users.

Pages 2.2-54 through 2.2-56 of the Draft EIR/EA discuss existing noise levels in relation to
future noise levels. Predicted traffic volumes and traffic noise levels as compared between the
2030 no build and the 2030 build condition indicate that the project will not result in a
perceptible increase in operational traffic noise.

In addition, the projected increase in truck traffic will not substantially increase ground vibration
caused by trucks because of the relatively small increase in truck volumes and the fact that trucks
with a proper suspension and pneumatic tires are not a substantial source of vibration unless
there are substantial discontinuities in the roadway surface. No operational adverse noise and
vibration impacts from traffic are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures are required.

A copy of the Noise Study Report provided to the interested parties upon request may be helpful
to further clarify any questions regarding the noise analysis for this project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

This comment states concern that slower speeds used in the truck trials in the March 2006 STAA
study may have resulted in some dangerous/questionable areas being overlooked. Trucks will
offtrack more at lower speeds. See Response to Friends of Del Norte Comment 9 for a discussion
regarding truck speeds during trials.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment questions the purpose and need for the project, states that the route will never be
safe for STAA vehicles and expresses support for the “No Build” Alternative. There are several
factors involved in the decision to pursue this project and the Department has strived to design
the proposed project so that it would meet the purpose and need while minimizing costs and
avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts. See Grouped Response #1 for details regarding
the purpose and need of the project. Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding
safety of STAA vehicles.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Cooper, Eileen

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/13/2010 03:30 PM -----

eileen cooper <upsprout@yahoo.

To igan < i ca.gov>
coms Gary Berrigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov

cc kimberly staa <kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov>,
Dori and David Bruce <tangleblue@charter.

net>
Subject Re: STAA 199/197 comments

08/10/2010 08:10 PM

Comments to the DEIR and review process, 8/10/2010 1
The documents that I requested are identified in the DEIR as being used
to identify the project areas. Therefore, they are an integral part of the
DEIR, substantiating the scope of the project. The public had strong
concerns regarding the range of the scope of the project. In 2008,
submital of comments by Dori and David Bruce gave strong voice to the
concern that areas between Gasquet and Hiouchi were very dangerous,
and were not being addressed. The DEIR ignored their concerns, giving
absolutely no information about why such safety records, with greater
accident rates and lower LOS than the predetermined pinch points, were
not being proposed for improvements. They submitted specific traffic
safety information. The DEIR has provided absolutely no information that
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Cooper, Eileen

sheds light on the dismissal or elimination of this area of road. It simply 1

states that the requested documents were used to substantiate the cont.

selection. The request for these documents should have been provided

along with the other Documents of the DEIR.

We confirm that your traffic safety officer who is familiar with this project

will not be available for questioning until after Aug. 16, 2010, and the

documents that you are providing to me personally as a public records

act request will not be available until about that date as well. These

documents are essential for evaluating the DEIR, as the DEIR sheds

absolutely no light on the process of elimination for improvements

between Hiouchi and Gasquet, even after specific scoping comments

requesting such.

Please be advised that such disregard and blindness of the DEIR to issues

raised by the public, together with the ommission of key documents

regarding their concerns raises substantial discordence to the purpose of

CEQA, and handicaps the public participation.

Thank you, Eileen Cooper

--- On Tue, 8/10/10, Gary Berrigan

<gary_berrigan@dot.

ca.gov> wrote:

From: Gary Berrigan <gary_berrigan@dot.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: STAA 199/197 comments

To: "eileen cooper" <upsprout@yahoo.com>

Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2010, 10:23 AM

Dear Ms. Cooper,

Thank you for taking the time to contact us regarding the 197/199 Safe

STAA

Access project.

Regarding your request to extend the deadline for review of the DEIR/EA,

we

understand your interest in extending the public review period, but it is

already longer than what is normally provided. Under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines the public review period for
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Cooper, Eileen

a
DEIR is 45 days where there is public agency review through the State
Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse review period for this project
ends

August 12, however, we have provided an extended period to August 23,
allotting 56 days that the DEIR/EA will have been available to the public.
Due to the time frame already provided to the public for comment
submittal,

we do not believe that an additional extension is warranted.

The Geotechnical reports you requested are in the public library in
Crescent City, along with the other technical studies that were used to
analyze potential environmental impacts of the project (Appendix S, List of
Technical Studies). We understand that hard copies and CD copies have
disappeared from the library, and we have been providing replacements
as

soon as we have been advised of those losses. We also have requested
that

the library staff attach bar codes to the technical studies and the DEIR/EA
to minimize the chances that these documents might be removed from
the

library.

Your request included documents that were not used to analyze potential
environmental impacts of the project, and are not part of the technical
studies of the DEIR/EA. These documents can be made available under
the

guidelines of the Public Records Act, and I understand that Kathy King,
Claims Officer, (707.445.6594) is compiling them to send to you. The
availability of these documents does not affect the deadline for comment
submittals on the DEIR/EA. The route concept reports you requested
can be

found at the following web links:

197 Route Concept Report -
http: //www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1transplan/r197.pdf
199 Route Concept Report -
http: //www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1transplan/r199.pdf

Thank you, again, for your time and effort to communicate concerns and
requests to us regarding the 197/199 Safe STAA Access project. We look
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Cooper, Eileen

forward to receiving your written comments on the DEIR/EA.

Sincerely,

Gary Berrigan, E-1 Branch Chief
North Region Environmental Management
707.441.5730

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 08/09/2010

08:28
AM -----
eileen cooper
<upsprout@yahoo.c
om> To
kimberly hayler@dot.ca.gov
08/05/2010 03:03 cc
PM kevin_church@dot.ca.gov,
upsprout@yahoo.com, Dori and David
Bruce <tangleblue@charter.net>
Subject
STAA 199/197 comments
Please extend the deadline for review of the DEIR/EA for hwy199/197 2
staa
improvements.

This is because I have tried to contact the safety engineer for this
project, but he is unavailable until very late in the month of August. I
need several safety evaluation documents, and understanding of safety
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Cooper, Eileen

engineering documents is impossible without assistance. We are 2
concerned cont.
that the number of tight spots and dangerous spots on hwy 199 is
severely
limited in scope. Qur original scope request expressed concern that this
hwy would remain unsafe even with fixing the particular recognized
spots.
Citizens know of several unsafe areas between Hiouchi and Gasquet, and
yet
this area remains untouched.
Why has this happened? We are also concerned about increasing 3
geological
instability in the proposed actions. Please supply records of rock slides
before and after the last decade improvements to the upsloped areas
along
hwy 199, patrick creek area.
Review of our concerns is impossible without the following being available 4
for public review, preferably in the library:
As stated in the DEIR, page 1-4:
The entire 197/199 road was evaluated and considered when need was
identified- Sept. 1989, "Route 199 Route Concept Report”
Individual spot improvement locations were identified for STAA access
"Comprehensive Study of Routes” June 1998
Two Concept reports SR197 and US199 for Dept, July 1999, describe long
range approach
Truck tracking trials by Caltrans District 1,
Traffic Operations/Permits on SR197 and US 199, dated August 2003 and
October 2005
Del Norte 197/199 Corridor Extra-Legal load and STAA Vehicle
Accessibilty
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Cooper, Eileen

4
Study, dated March 2006 cont.
The Geotechnical studies listed in the DEIR.
Thank you, Eileen Cooper 707-465-8904
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Responses to Eileen Cooper

Response to Comment 1

This comment informs that concerns were raised in 2008 regarding the area between Gasquet
and Hiouchi and that data presented highlighting these concerns was ignored in the DEIR. See
Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for a
discussion of the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet and Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion
about reduced speed zones in Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

The comment requests that the deadline for delivery of public comments be extended because the
Department’s safety engineer was not available to discuss the project until late August, 2010, and
the commenter stated that assistance was needed to understand safety engineering documents.

As explained in an email response dated August 10, 2010, the Draft EIR/EA and supporting
technical studies were available at the Department’s District 1 office and Del Norte County
Library in Crescent City. . Public comments on the Draft EIR/EA were officially accepted
between June 29 through August 23, 2010. The California Environmental Quality Act mandates
a minimum of 45 days be provided for the public review of an Environmental Impact Report
(Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15105). The National Environmental Policy
Act and the Federal Highway Administration require a minimum 30-day review period (Title 23
Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.119). The review period was a total of 56 days, which is
11 days longer than the mandatory 45 day review period allotted by the CEQA Guidelines. .

The comment requests documents that were not used to analyze potential environmental impacts
of the project and are not part of the technical studies of the Draft EIR/EA. These documents
were made available under the guidelines of the Public Records Act and sent to the commenter
on August 23, 2010.

The comment also expresses that previous comments provided on the scope of the project to
enhance safety at additional locations were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. See Response to
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on
investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet.
See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of how project locations were selected.

Response to Comment 3

This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project and geologic instability and
requests records documenting rockslides that occurred before and after improvements to the
upslope areas along US 199. Preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed
on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the Department’s
District 1 offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA 95501. See grouped response #10 for
a discussion regarding cut slopes and geologic stability.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 4

This comment requests additional information and reports, stating they are necessary for review
of the DEIR/EA. According to an email sent from Gary Berrigan to Eileen Cooper on August 10,
2010, the Geotechnical studies that the commenter lists were and are available for public review
at the Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, as well as at the Crescent City
Library. The other documents were stated as not being used to develop the DEIR/EA, so Mr.
Berrigan suggested that Ms. Cooper make a request for those documents through a California
Public Records Act (CPRA) Request. After the CPRA request was submitted by Ms. Cooper, the
Department provided the remaining information, excluding the video tape of the truck tracking
trials, on August 13, 2010. The cover letter for submittal of the CPRA documents to Ms. Cooper
stated that a separate request and fees would need to be submitted if the video tape was desired.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Czapla, Carol

----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/13/2010 03:19 PM -----

"Carol" <carolzap@charter.net> To <kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov>

cc
08/01/2010 11:07 PM Subject Hwys 197 & 199 Proposed Expansion
Ms. Hayler:

I've been following the articles in The Daily Triplicate regarding the proposed
expansions of Highways 197 & 199 to allow STAA trucks. | cannct seethatas a
justification for spending $26.5 million-plus on this road project, as well as
creating traffic delays and havoc for 4 to 5 vears during road construction on
Hwy. 199, the main east-west route in Del Norte County . | think you are totally
missing the point and not addressing the real problem, i.e. closures of this road
due to rockslides. There are numerous locations on Hwy. 199 where rockslides
have occurred repeatedly for many years resulting in repeated closure of this
important link between the Rogue Valley and the NW CA coast. A real solution
with substantial barriers like those erected on Hwy. 101, south of Crescent City,
need to be erected. As peinted out by David Bruce of Gasquet in his letter to
the editor of The Daily Triplicate, "If you want a freeway for the STAA trucks then

an alternate route over the mountains should be pursued.”

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.

Carol Czapla
carolzap@charter.net

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-30



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

Response to Carol Czapla

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that a road closures due to rock slides are the primary concern with 199 and
suggests that access for STAA trucks should be provided by either substantial barriers along the
roadway or a new highway over the mountains. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and
Need, grouped response #6 Alternate Route Linking US 101 to US 199 for further information
regarding an alternative over the mountains, and Grouped Response #10 regarding geologic
stability. Regarding the proposal to construct large barriers such as those south of Crescent City
on US 101, that proposal would not address the purpose and need of the project. Barriers were
not determined necessary to provide safe STAA access on SR 197 and US 199.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Devlin-Craig, Brenda
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Responses to Brenda Devlin-Craig

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern over traffic volumes on the route and the potential for increased
truck traffic to affect local commuting traffic. The results of the traffic analysis prepared for the
Draft EIR/EA for with-project conditions indicate that no substantial negative impacts on the
level of service (LOS) of roadways within the study area would result from the proposed project.
[LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic flow conditions that varies from LOS A (least
congestion) to LOS F (most congestion).] As discussed on pages 2.1-71 through 2.1-73 of the
Draft EIR/EA, all roadway segments on US 101, US 199, and SR 197 included in the traffic
analysis are anticipated to operate at or better than their selected concept LOS under both
existing and future (2030) conditions. Traffic is expected to continue to travel at free-flow speeds
on all study roadways. As a result, operational impacts on commute and travel times along the
SR 197/US 199 corridor are anticipated to be less than significant.

Substantial impacts on travel times, however, would occur during the project construction
period, as acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EA. The impacts of delays on travelers using the SR
197/US 199 corridor are described in the “Temporary Construction-Related Access and
Circulation Impacts” section of the Draft EIR/EA, on pages 2.4-14 through 2.4-19. As discussed
in that section, the lack of reasonable alternative routes between the US 101 and the I-5 corridor
means that many US 199 users would often face substantial delays during construction of the
project when traveling along US 199. The overlapping and long construction schedules for the
project improvements, spanning five construction seasons, also suggest that impacts on motorists
could be substantial. Measures to reduce temporary access and circulation impacts are described
on pages 2.4-20 and 2.4-21. Additionally, see Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of potential
impacts on the tourist economy resulting from delays during project construction.

Travel delays during the project construction period will be kept minimized and controlled by
measures included in the project's Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP will be
updated as the project progresses through the project development process as is typical for all

Department highway projects.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states that slower vehicles are not using the turnouts appropriately and alternate
signage would alleviate this problem. The State of California has published the California
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) to adopt uniform standards
and specifications for all official traffic control devices in California, in accordance with Section
21400 of the California Vehicle Code. Although changing standard signs might be useful at
certain locations, or bring more character to an area, we need to provide uniformity for the
traveling public so that we don’t confuse people, and so we are effective in conveying important
information.

The California MUTCD incorporates two documents, Federal Highway Administration’s Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition Revision 1) dated November 20, 2004 and the
MUTCD 2003 California Supplement dated May 20, 2004. The California Manual of Uniform
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Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) specifies that the TURNOUT sign shall be placed
at the entrance to a turnout. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS or SLOWER TRAFFIC
USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING sign shall be used in advance of the first turnout on a
route and at other locations as needed. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS and
SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING signs are not intended to be
used in advance of each individual turnout. This may help to explain why these signs are not at
each turnout location.

It is the law for certain vehicles to use turnouts, however it is not the law for all vehicles to use
turnouts. According to the State of California Vehicle Code, CVC 21656, “On a two-lane
highway where passing is unsafe...a slow-moving vehicle, including a passenger vehicle, behind
which five or more vehicles are formed in line, shall turn off the roadway at the nearest place
designated as a turnout by signs erected by the authority having jurisdiction over the highway, or
wherever sufficient area for a safe turnout exists, in order to permit the vehicles following it to
proceed.” Unfortunately, we cannot change the attitudes or etiquette of motorists using the
facilities, but if we could, driving everywhere would probably be much more pleasant.

In regards to the sizes and visibility of the existing turnout signs, we appreciate your suggestions,
and Traffic Safety has since performed a review of all of the turnout signs on DN 199 and 197.
In July of 2011 we ordered 20 new signs and we are awaiting their arrival. As soon as we receive
them, they will be scheduled for installation. We hope that you, and all other motorists, find the
new signs easier to see.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that it would be beneficial to have a ”Brookings” sign on US 199 at SR 197
to assist some motorists and reduce traffic on US 199. Traffic Safety has considered this
suggestion and a new sign panel will be placed below the existing sign with an arrow pointing
toward SR 197 that says ‘Oregon’ next to the ‘101’ Route shield. Caltrans has ordered and
received two of these signs (one for southbound Highway 199 and one for northbound Highway
199) and both signs are scheduled for installation. We appreciate this information (regarding
confused motorists) and your efforts in communicating these issues.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states the parking area for Redwood National Park Simpson-Reed grove on SR
199 presents a safety hazard and suggests lower speed limit, alternate signage and moving the
parking off the highway. This site is outside the scope of this project and this DEIR/EA; however
the following response is provided. The signing at this location has been enhanced to aid
motorists and warns of the presence of pedestrians. The parking at this location has also been
modified. In addition, State Parks has removed some of the trail head signing.

Also, see Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion regarding the process for reducing speed limits.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm

Elicker, Norberto

Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Please return by Audust 23, 2010

Response to Norberto Elicker

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that there is a safety concern at on SR 197 between PM 5.5 and PM 6.0. On
3/2/2012 Caltrans initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on SR 197 from PM 5.5 to PM
6.0. We will be investigating this area to determine if any changes are necessary. Thank you for
the comment. Our Department agrees with you that safety for all users is a priority.

Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s

Comment 6 for further discussions regarding safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Hague, Joe
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Response to Joe Hague

Response to Comment 1

The comment states concern that the Ruby projects will adversely impact his property due to
encroachment, noise and safety issues. This parcel is outside the limits of work for the proposed
project, thus there will be no road widening at this residence. See response to Doreen Bruce’s
Comment 6 for information about anticipated traffic noise as a result of the proposed project.
Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety.

The commenter also suggests that his property might be devalued. Effects to property valuation
are not part of the NEPA and CEQA process, and are not addressed in the DEIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Miller, Ken

————— Ferwarded by Kim Floyd /D01 /Caltrans/CAGov on 08/24/2010 08:44 AM -----
Ken Miller <tamerl®@suddenlinknet>
08/23/2010 04:54 PM
Te
Kim_Hayler@doct.ca.gov
cc
Kim_Fleyd@dot.ca.gov
Subject
199/197 STAA Safe Access DEIR comments
TO: CalTrans
RE: 199/197 STAA DEIR
8/23/10
(Kim, please ferward if I got the email address wreong, thank you)
Please respend to the following:
The traffic study cencluding there will be no increase in STAA traffic failed to evaluate the cumulative L
effects of cpening either or both Richardson Grove (RG] and 299 (and 20) to STAA trafficin the very
near future (foreseeable). This weuld be like comparing traffic with and witheut a deadend at the end
cftheroad. Please defend the validity of this study without these cumulative effects considered.
The pelluticn, noise, safety and growth induction potential of these trucks is very different when the
north-south through-way through Richardson grove is complete, or the connector to I-5 via 299 or 20
is opened for STAA traffic than without these. Home Depot and WalMart have both actively lobbied
yeur District 1 for epened STAA access through RG. Please include in your explanatien why these Big
Boxes would not benefit all along this route, opening up sprawl development petential that should at
least be evaluated. Why have ycu dismissed these impacts with the glib respense that bigger trucks
mean fewer trips, when this reasening obviously omits the effects frem through traffic.
Thank ycu
Ken Miller
1658 Ocean Drive
McKinleyville, CA95519
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Response to Ken Miller

Response to Comment 1

The cumulative growth assessment conducted for the Draft EIR/EA considered the effects of the
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project together with those of the Richardson Grove Improvement
Project (Draft EIR/EA pages 2.5-7 through 2.5-9). Considered together, the two projects would
improve economic conditions in Del Norte and Humboldt counties by lowering transportation
costs for some businesses. This would result in increased profitability for affected businesses,
increased employment and income within the region. As summarized in Table 2.5-2 of the Draft
EIR/EA, the cumulative effects of the projects are estimated to include about 130 additional jobs
and a $7.4-million increase in jobs-related personal income in the two counties. While beneficial,
these economic impacts would be relatively small in the context of the combined economies of
the two counties, representing a 0.2% increase in both employment and personal income over
2007 levels. Cumulative population growth induced by the two projects in the two-county area is
estimated at about 310 persons. This upper-range estimate of growth represents less than 0.2% of
both the estimated 2008 and projected 2030 combined populations of the two-county area, a
relatively minor increase and well within the growth levels anticipated for the two counties over
the next 20 years.

The traffic forecasts were based on these economic growth forecasts and therefore include the
cumulative impact of the Richardson Grove project on US-101. In a similar fashion, the traffic
forecasts also considered the additional population growth in both the North Coast and the
Northern Sacramento Valley, connected via SR 299.

The commenter also has raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to the
North Coast region could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study
area, leading to sprawl. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located in the
Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka and there is
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project (pages 4-80 and 4-81), large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that
providing STAA access along the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do little to change their
operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses. The information
provided by these retailers indicates that many retail shippers in the area would not change the
number of shipments or shipping patterns in the event of STAA improvements because shipping
patterns to regional stores are already well established; trucks often travel north along US 101,
delivering to stores along the route. For most large chain retailers, routes are determined by the
location of stores in the chain and would not necessarily change in response to new STAA truck
access. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by
improved STAA truck access to the region would play a major role in attracting new big-box
retailers to Del Norte or Humboldt counties, and effects on small retailers and the natural
environmental would be minimal. According to research conducted for the Community Impact
Assessment (pages 4-42 through 4-44), regional market size would play a much more important
role in attracting additional big-box stores to the North Coast region than would incrementally
lower transportation costs. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44
and 4-80 through 4-81 of the Community Impact Assessment.)

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Nowliss, Georgia

197/19% Safe STAA Access Public Hearing

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
Crescent City Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Response to Georgia Nowlis

Response to Comment 1

&, "'-"_") Cownbn Cp -ﬁ-'l.r-':l-l-ﬁﬂi.rﬂ"t:f

The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in
the Draft EIR/EA, the PREIR/SEA and FEIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse
effects of the project, including the project’s social, economic, and environmental effects. These

effects are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EA and in the Community Impacts

Assessment, both of which are available at the Department’s District 1 office, 1656 Union Street,

Eureka, and at the public library in Crescent City.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Pederson, Richard

197/199 5afe STAA Access Open House
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Response to Richard Pederson

Response to Comment 1
This comment opposes the project and expresses concerns regarding road safety and hazardous

materials spills and water quality issues and while it approves of widening at the Narrows, it
states it will never be safe for STAA trucks and therefore opposes the proposed project.

The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in
the Draft EIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse effects of the project, including
the potential for hazardous spills. This is described in Chapter 2 pages 2.2-31 through 2.2-33 of
the Draft EIR/EA. See Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety issues.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

April 2013
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Peterson, David
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Comments:
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Response to David Peterson

This comment card did not include any comments. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are
necessary.
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Pounds, Jacob

————— Ferwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01 /Caltrans /CAGov en 09/16/2010 08:22 AM -----
Jacob Peunds <siskiyousunphlewer@yahoo.com>

08/23/201004:21 PM

Te

Kimberly.Hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

Subject
NO Widening of HWY 197 /199

Dear CalTrans Representative,

How do y'all keep coming up with these ridiculous prejects in the face of the budget shortage? | 1
DO NOT CUT OLD GROWTH REDWOOD ALONG HWY199. | 2

1 oppose this preject, as a tax-paying citizen of California, The road is fine and usable in its | 3
current state to smaller trucks with equal payloads as STAA trucks.

Bestregards,
Tacob Pounds
Eureka, CA
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Responses to Jacob Pounds

Response to Comment 1

This comment questions the Purpose and Need for this project. Please see Grouped Response #1:
Purpose and Need for an explanation of why this project is being considered despite the State’s
economy and where the majority of funding will come from.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment suggests finding an alternative which does not involve the removal of old growth
redwoods on 199. There were no plans in the Draft EIR/EA to remove large redwoods on 199.
The alternatives selected as preferred alternatives along 197 do not involve the removal of large
redwoods. See Grouped Response # 4: Large Redwoods.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states opposition to the project and questions the purpose and need. Please see
Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for a detailed explanation of why the Department
developed the purpose and need, and see Grouped Response #2: Costs versus Benefits regarding
additional benefits of the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Powers, Vern

swilcanvern@charter.net () To Julie_East@dot.ca.gov

cc
08/01/2010 04:43 PM Subject traffic congestion/construction problem

Below is the result of vour feedback form. It was submitted by
{swilcanvernlcharter.net) on Sunday, August 1, 2010 at 16:43:41

question: I cannct see how the minimal benefits for the Hwy 197-129

project justify the costs. I1l be keeping this in mind next time I vote

for those involwved. Weve already seen what a spill in the smith river can

cost. Why would we risk this again? Many motorcyclist consider this one of

the best rides in the Country. I guess that would change (along with the

cash thevy bring)? I am opposed to this for too many reasons to name here.
Vern Powers, Gasdquet Ca.
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Chapter 3. Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Assessment

Response to Vern Powers

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern regarding the costs vs. the benefits of the project, the potential
loss of tourism revenue (motorcyclists, in particular) and the potential costs of hazardous
material spills near the Smith River. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for a
more detailed explanation of why the project is being considered despite the costs as well as the
potential benefits. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of benefits versus costs of the
proposed project.

Regardless of whether the 197/199 corridor is re-designated to allow STAA trucks, the potential
for spills is not likely to change dramatically or at all. A discussion of hazardous material spills is
provided in section 2.2.4, particularly starting on page 2.2-31, in the DEIR/EA. The trucking
survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in hazardous
material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land uses
(producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state that
they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or the
safety improvements. The projected number of trucks that would use the corridor each day is not
anticipated to increase significantly, and, likewise, shipping patterns of the local trucking
industry are not anticipated to change significantly; therefore, the risk of accidental release of
hazardous materials into the environment would not increase significantly due to the construction
of the proposed project and the corridor becoming STAA accessible. In addition, the project will
improve the highway geometrics, enhancing safety for all users. Therefore, an increase in
hazardous materials spills is not anticipated.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Quick, Erika & Tony

1 *JI? i199 Safe STAA Access Open House
Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm
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Please return by August 23, 2010

Response to Erika & Tony Quick

Response to Comment 1

This comment concerns the safety of all users on our state highway systems. We agree with you
that the safety of all users is important. While the primary purpose of this project is to
accommodate STAA trucks, the proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such
as; wider lanes, wider shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances. These
improvements would create more recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide
more space and visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities. We also recently
installed “Share the Road” signs that display an image of a bicycle. Although there are locations
along these highways with no shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these
highway facilities. Also, see Grouped Response #8 and the response to Center for Biological
Diversity's Comment 6 for more information regarding safety issues.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

197i199 Safe STAA Access Open House
Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00-7:30 pm
Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Straet
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Please return by August 23,2010

Response to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1

Environmental documents are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in
Eureka as well as the public library in Crescent City. The Draft EIR/EA was made available for
public viewing at the District 1 office, the local library, the Del Norte Transportation
Commission office, and online for viewing or downloading.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

197/199 Safe STAA Access Open House

Wednesday, July 13th, 2010 5:00 - 7:30 pm

2 ! Crescent City/Cultural Center, 1001 Front Street
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Responses to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1

The comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project directly. The commenter is
expressing concern that the remoteness of Crescent City would be lost and concern for “side
effects on the Smith” River. Please see the response to EPIC’s Comment #8 for a discussion
regarding community cohesion and anticipated impacts. To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith
River are protected from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. Please see Section 2.2.2 for
further information on water quality, measures to control storm water runoff, and BMPs. Also,
see response to Vern Powers # 1 for information regarding the project’s potential regarding
hazardous materials spills.

The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state highways. And
while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law enforcement,
resources for all state agencies are limited

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

Response to Comment 2

This comment is a request for speed limit signage and increased law enforcement on SR 197.
The proposed project would improve sections of SR 197 and US 199 by widening, improving
tight radius curves, and providing wider shoulders, allowing drivers additional room for recovery
and for negotiating tight curves with opposing traffic, or when bicycles or pedestrians are present
(DEIR pgl-3 and 1-4). And while increased speed limit signage and law enforcement could help
increase safety on SR 197, these measures would not address the primary need for the project.
See the revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for
clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits of the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Rupert, DeAnn

197/199 5afe STAA Access Open-House
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Response to DeAnn Rupert

Response to Comment 1
This comment suggests an alternate route for transportation between 15 and Crescent City and

US 101. The suggested route would be infeasible due to effects on the environment. See
Grouped Response #6 for a full discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US
199. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Simkhovitch, Perrianne
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Responses to Perrianne Simkhovitch

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that only general maintenance should be performed on US 199; it does not
address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. See Grouped Response #1 for a discussion
regarding the purpose and need of the project and Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of
anticipated benefits. See Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3 for further information regarding the geology
of the project area(s) and Grouped Response #10 for information on geologic stability. The
commenter’s proposed alternative of maintaining US 199, without further changes to the route,
would not achieve consistency with the federal or state legislation or local program, plan, and
route concept reports or the purpose and need of the project since maintenance would not affect
offtracking by STAA trucks. Additionally, the proposed wider shoulders, road curve and
superelevation improvements, and improved sight distances that would be achieved if the project
was built would enhance safety of the route for all users.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 2

This comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. It expresses concern
regarding speeding cars and that some areas (i.e. Ortega) are more dangerous than others. See the
Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits
of the project. Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and speed limits, and
the response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details
on investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and
Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Souza, Ted
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Souza, Ted
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Souza, Ted
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Responses to Ted Souza

Response to Comment 1

This comment expresses concern regarding the safety of areas between PM 13.00 and PM 6.55
not discussed in the Draft EIR/EA. The Department agrees that safety for all users is a priority.
Please see Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and a discussion
regarding the process for reducing speed limits, and the Responses to Environmental Protection
Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on investigations and new projects that
will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment questions the economic gains from the project. See Grouped Response #2 for a
discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project, including employment and personal
income.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
This comment states that the project does not straighten corners, but increases the radius of
curves. Off-tracking is addressed with roadway geometrics by increasing the radius of a curve.

This comment also states that there is a problem with signs at post mile 6.55. Traffic Safety has
reviewed the sign placement of the “End 50 Speed Limit” sign facing northbound traffic, and we
find that it is still appropriate. Also, the narrowing and curvature of the road in this location is
readily apparent to drivers, and a curve warning sign is posted to alert drivers to the sharp left-
hand curve ahead.

Speed zones are set in accordance with the vehicle code. The rest of the highway has a maximum
speed limit of 55 mph, which is the maximum speed limit per the vehicle code for two-lane,
undivided conventional highways. See Grouped Response # 8 for a full discussion of safety and
speed limits.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter
notes his feeling of safety as he travels the SR 197/US 199 corridor and states that SR 197 and
US 199 are “as safe as the drivers and the loads they carry.”

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

The comment recalls work by the Department in the 1960’s at specific locations that apparently
affected the Smith River and the fisheries. The comment also suggests that the Department
remedy environmental problems caused by past work by the Department. This comment does not
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pertain to or mention the proposed project or the DEIR/EA. If the commenter is concerned about
potential geologic impacts that might result from the proposed project, please refer to the
discussion of potential geologic impacts and avoidance measures (e.g. stabilization of cut and fill
areas) for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.2.3 and 2.4.8. The potential for
debris to enter the river and a containment system at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 is
discussed on page 2.4-38, Section 2.4.8 of the Draft EIR/EA. Additionally, preliminary
geotechnical reports prepared for the project and which the Draft EIR/EA is based upon, are
listed on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the
Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent
City.

The Department takes all practicable measures to assure that our projects have a minimal impact
on water quality and minimize geologic instability, for both environmental and safety concerns.
Department geologists assess every site and make recommendations as to the best and most
stable roadway designs. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding proposed cut
slopes and geological stability.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

The comment recounts several specific hazardous materials spill events that affected the Smith
River. The survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in
hazardous material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land
uses (producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state
that they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or
the safety improvements. In addition, the project will improve the highway geometrics increasing
safety for all users and the ability of STAA trucks to carry larger loads, including lightweight
hazardous materials, is another attribute that could lead to a reduction in trucks needed to
transport lightweight hazardous materials. Therefore, an increase in hazardous materials spills is
not anticipated.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 7

The comment requests consideration of tourism, that the proposed project runs through a
National Recreation Area, and that Del Norte County has experienced economic growth without
STAA trucks. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need for an explanation regarding
the potential benefits of the project in addition to how the Department must meet federal, state,
and regional programs, plans, and policies. This project is not anticipated to have a significant
effect on tourism, please see Grouped Response # 2 for a complete discussion of tourism effects.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states there are additional sites with safety concerns within the corridor. See
response to Grouped Response # 8 for an explanation of how the location of safety
improvements are chosen and implemented.
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter
states that he was Chief of the Gasquet Fire Department for 15 years and does not recall
accidents being caused by the road, but recalls that accidents were caused by weather conditions
or the driver’s speed. This project was not initiated as a response to collisions. The purpose and
need is to make the corridor STAA accessible. Please see Grouped Response # 1 for a full
discussion of the purpose and need for the project.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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----- Forwarded by Kimberly Hayler/D01/Caltrans/CAGov on 09/14/2010 01:08 PM -----

ERZuehlke@aol.com To kimberly_hayler@dot.ca.gov

cc

08/20/2010 10:26 AM Subject STAA access 197 199

Caltrans

Attention Kim Hayler
EnvironmentalCoordinator
P.O.Box 3700

Eureka, CA

Dear Ms. Hayler

Everything is backwards in CalTrans plan to modify North Bank Road (SR 197). 1
North Bank Road is a residential area with old growth redwood trees over it's full
length of 7 miles Also since there are no businesses along that road there is no
reascn for trucks to be on that rcad.  So put the trucks on the road where the
businesses are, US 199 and where it can best serve this vital function of

connecting | 5 to Crescent City.

This brings to focus another backwards aspect of the plan, calling SR 197 a short
cut. IT IS NOT. |can now drive south on the shortest side of the triangle and
back up on the other side and add only 2 more miles. VWhen the section of US
199 through the park is relocated too protect the tourist attraction , both the prize
redwoods lining both sides of the road and the picture taking tourists who
wonder out on the road at the very popular sub park, as if there were no cars or,
worse still trucks , on it safety would be enhanced. Thus road safety would be
vastly better, the trees and tourists would be protected, the road could be a
strait high speed 4 lane one that might even be shorter than the present trip
around the triangle, thus shorter for trucks to get from US 199 to Oregon. But
who wants to drive a truck through Brookings? With this win / win plan trucks
would alse save driving time because the speed limit could be 55 mph. to CC or

Oregon.

The modification will force STAA trucks from | 5 to drive 7 miles on the converted
SR197 & 3+ more miles on US 101 to get to Crescent City unless they
continue 1o battle the slow speed & the twist & turns of US 199 through the park
with the high possibility of killing a

tourist . The truckers right now take that horse and buggy US 199 instead of
SR 197 and when the north end of US 101 is fixed up, the trucker going to
Oregon also will have clear sailing at 55 mph Oh yes, now the upper part of US
101 doesn't look suitable for the STAA but | think that band aides are being
applied right now, | hope, to rectify that problem. The question at this point is,
why is Caltrans so adamantly pushing changing SR197, one that is so
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completely out of character for a 100 % residential area and one that is unsafe ::ont
beyond belief? Smells like money.
Now with our plan of fixing US 199 through the park, the trucker will love going
to CC . But what will he face going to Oregen? VWell he can then speed
around the 2 short sides of the triangle at 55 mph ignoring the long side., the
miss labeled short cut. Even that is an improvement over what he can do now.
For the residences on SR 197, even if the fixes started on SR 197 are not
completed, it will be a far safer road without trucks and it will still be a very
pleasant & a more safe one for the tourists going to the RED WOOD NATION
PARK, the only
life blood that seems to be left for CC. How is this for a win / win fix especially
when compared with the Caltrans 197 /199 plan?
There is yet another problem with putting trucks on SR 197. Touring bicyclists 2
constantly ride
on SR 197 to get to the pa rk. This situation would be so dangerous with the
change in SR 197 that bicyclists should not be allowed on it, as with freeways.
A MIXOF BIG TRUCKS &
BICYCLISTS ON SR 197 IS EVEN WORSE THAN CARS & TRUCKS ON
THE SAME
ROAD |
What is SR 197 ? | hope not special road 197, because it is not special, it is a 3
stand road with it's full length bordering the SMITH RIVER.
Also, how can | get a print out of the court reporter's notes ? | have a hearing 4
problem & the
Trplicate's story was worthless .
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Responses to Elmer Zuehlke

Response to Comment 1

This comment states that neither US199 nor SR197 are suitable for trucks, and suggests an
alternative route. The Department is uncertain of the location of the alternative truck route. If the
proposed alternative truck route is to have trucks use all of Route 199 instead of the Route 197-
199 corridor, please see the “US 199 between US 199/SR 197 Intersection Alternative”
discussion in Section 1.3.7.1 of the DEIR/EA. That alternative was considered but eliminated
from further consideration because of the number of large trees that would have to be removed to
improve this segment to STAA standards. Also, SR 197 is the designated route for movement of
extralegal loads between US 101 and US 199, and there are no plans to change this.

If the proposed alternative truck route is in another location that requires new highway, or at
least new lane construction, the anticipated environmental impacts would be too great to consider
that a viable alternative. Environmental impacts would likely include water quality impacts,
including many acres of new impervious surface, potential erosion and sedimentation into creeks
and rivers; visual impacts; potential wetland impacts; cutting of many trees, some of which may
be large redwoods; habitat impacts to, and potential take of sensitive and listed animal and plant
species; and monetary costs that would be far greater than the currently proposed project. Please
see the Group Response #6 for more details on alternative routes that were considered but
eliminated from further consideration in the final EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment states concern for safety. Thank you for your comment concerning the safety of
all users on our state highway systems. The Department agrees that the safety of all users is
important. While the primary purpose of this project is to accommodate STAA trucks, the
proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such as; wider lanes, wider shoulders,
longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances. These improvements would create more
recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide more space and visibility of
pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities. We also recently installed “Share the Road” signs
that display an image of a bicycle. Although there are locations along these highways with no
shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these highway facilities.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3
This comment asks what SR197, and whether it is a “special road”. “SR 197" stands for “State
Route 197”. This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment asks where a print out of the notes of the public meetings can be obtained.
Environmental documents, including this one that contains the transcript of the public meeting,
are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the local library
in Crescent City. The Final EIR/EA will be available for public viewing at the District 1 office,
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the local library, the Del Norte County Local Transportation Commission office, and online for
viewing or downloading.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary
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i SPRECIFIC COMMENTS

2

3

4

]

L] Part A

e

£ ISSUES CONCERNING CALTRANS' PROPOSED PROJECTS ALDNG US-199

b AND NORTH BANK RDAD (SH-197)

i

i

2

]

14 SECTHMN 1

i -
! THE ALLEGATION OF ECONOMIC BENEFIT TOCRESCENT CITY 3
it CLAIMED BY THE DETR'EA FOR THE

I8 “|97199 SAFE STAA ACCESS" PRIMECTS

L] 15 BASED ON SEVERELY FLAWED RESFARCH.
i ] THE REFORT FRESENTS A BIASED, FALSE, AND MISLEADING CLAIM
1l THAT THE FROJECTS WILL BENEFIT CRESCENT CITY'S ECONOMY.
i
1
4 THE DEIR/EA ANALYSIS PRESENTS ONLY THE HY POTHETICALLY
% *POSSIBLE" ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF THEIR FROPOSED FROJECTS
6 WHILE IGNORING THE VERY SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC HARM THAT
17 WILL BE CAUSED BY THOSE PROJECTS:
I8
1 THE DEIREA IGNORES THE SIGNIFICANT LOSS OF FROPERTY TAX
W HRFVENUES resulting (rom the conssdershle kasa of property veless that will be suffered
11 by ihe homes slong Worth Bank Read. Unless the least damaging “alicenative™ Is chosen
3! for the "Ruby 2™ bocstion, mosd of ihe homses hocalod thire will suffer 3 proponionally
3} miuch grester decling in valee than woald be supgesied by the amsoisi of property bemng
14 seived by CalTrans,
i35
3 L T DEIR/EA cooncimis asalysis does oof consider THE LOSS FF BUSINESS thai
37wkl be suffered BY THE RESTAURANTS AND MOTELS along the project roule a4
I wam-driven conimuossly-ralling inecks with on-boand liviag quaniers replace the currend
¥ senaller ii.nll.pq.h'ih:r tnacks. Cresocel City will be especially hard b giece THE
40 PROPOSED PROJECTS ENCOURAGE TRUCKS TO COMFLETELY BYPASS
4] THECITY!

z
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| 3. The DEIR/EA wiates thay i STAA trucks are nof alkowed on the 115-1595R-197 moube, -
2 they would have to be ofT-losded to *Califomia Legal™ trucks 1o deliver (o Crescent col
3 Cliys merchants, and thai this would kead 10 increased defivery cosis. The DEIR/EA
4 ignoves the Taci that if STAA trucks ane allowed, their merchandise will have o be ofl-
% bosded o smalier trocks to safely navigade the cify streets and wiilize the merchani®s
& exkting loading docks. Unilizing “Califormia Legal™ trucks For e embre roule wiould
7  probably be more economical sinee they would not have o be off-doaded for local
B delivery.
]
i 4 Smaller biasinetaes are the hackbone of the economy, especially in the smaller 1owns
£l found in Del Nerte Courdy, CA. These snealler businesses would be placed af an
12 increased dissdvamtnge to the “hig-box™ stores 2 the “big-hoxers™ desive savings from
I3 the use of nen-Cabiforsis-Legal trucks. THANKFULLY, THESE BIG STORES
14 HAVE MINED THE SMALLER STORES [N BECLARING THAT THEY HAVE
14 RO INTENTION OF CONVERTING TO STAA TRUCKING AT THE FRESENT
it TIME!
it
14
i
X
21
| SECTION I: &
23
24 THE DETRVEA ESSENTIALLY PGNORES
21 THE SERIOUS THREAT TO CRESCENT CITY'S WATER SUPPLY
26 AND DEL NORTE COUNTY'S FISHING INDUSTHY
17 WHICH COULD RESULT FROM A TRUCK ACCIDENT SPILLING
I8 A HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INTO THE SMITH RIVER.
n
L]
¥
T2 The Smith River s California’s OMNLY “Wild™ river. Its wabers sne o0 paire that (hey sre
3} pumped, wilh litke “processing™ atber than porcolating throagh the river's sand bank,
M right out of the faucets in Crescent City and the Pelican Bay faciliny. (izsqaet, Hiowchi,
35 and other lowns dlong e Smith stmilardy rely on the wiira-pane waters of the Smith
3 River. Any splll of toxic or otherwise hazerdows material into tise Smith could have g
17 devasating effect on the population, end berefore must be prevented of all cost
14
M Al of Monk Bank Road (SR-197), and all of 1S-199 in the project srea, lies adjacent b,
40 o in wery close proximity b0, the Smith River, and there i the EXTREME danger that a
4] tnecking accident would spill toxichurardoushn aste matcrials into he river. It s
42 ARSOLUTELY IMPERATIVE thal such aspill NEVER BE ALLOWED TO
i3} HAFPFEM.
3
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| THE DEIREA BOES NOT CHALLENGE THE DANGER TO CRESCENT &
1 CITY™S WATER SUPFLY: INSTEAD IT SIMPLY DISMISSES IT! he DEIREA o
3 essentially claims that cabiram projects will not make the alrcady cxtrenms danger worse
4 boemese CalTrans expects litide change in cither e volume of traffic of the quamity of
5 hamrdous moberial that wioald be shipped over the rowte. CalTrass is both
6 UNRESPONSIVE o the Smith River safety concemn commints subminiod 1o # prioe io
7 the prepasation of the DETR/EA, and IRRESPONSIBLE 1o propese projects that do mod
8  wakeall ressonable siepd bo insure thal & disisier nol oecir.
9
i CALTRANS MUST, A% A MINIMLUM:
i
12 1. BAN THE TRANSPORT OF TOXIC, HAZARDOUS, OR WASTE MATERIAL
13 abong the LiS-199Nosth Rank Road “cortider™ Route 20, which is similady sdjscent 1o
I4  aCalifornia river, kad such a ban, dod Crescent City deserves the same level of
15 protection,
&
17 I CLEARLY POST AND DEMAND THE STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF AN
18 APPROPRIATELY REDUCED MAXIMUM SFEED lnmits for Large trucks ot ol
1% wruck-challenging locaiions along the rinc, and
i
21 3 Engimeer the road design to conlain any oil o similar spllls, and FREVENT ANY
27 SPILLE FROM ENTERING EITHER THE RIVER OR THE GROUND WATER.
3
4
15
L]
27
18
L] Part B: T
0
i ISSUES SPECIFIC T THE “RUBY I° LOCATION
1
LE]
M The “Ruby I" location is a 0.E-mile streich of North Bank Road ranning noffwest 1o
35  southoast casendially panallel fo the Smith River, On the powsd"s norheas (farther (rom the
36 miver) side, it curves sound &n endeveloped hill, As this hill was logged aver ia ibe
17 relatively recenl past, Ao “old-growih®™ roes are bocated on that side of the road
M
1%  Scparaieng the Sradth Biver (roen the southwest shie of Wonh Bank Ropd b 2 sall
#l  commimity of privale reskdenees, A nasrow [Dresied band scparsies the ares clesred for
4] the bames from the fresd, This foresied band, russing along and quite near to Morth Bank
4)  Road, features several ancieni gisnt redwoods that have been cancfally protecied by the
431 bomeowners. A small sireem nens throagh pan of this wooded band.  This sream
44  comdiscts water thal emerges from sprimgs on hill and orosses under Morth Bank Road via
435 culvens. [iparallels the road for & distance, and ther pams toward, and emplics inhs, ibe
& Smith River.
4
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THIS FORESTED BAND SERVES MANY IMPORTANT PURPOSES:

1. The furesied band preserves ibe forest viewscape for the people driving alosg Morth
Bank Kasd by blackisg view of the hames firom the highway, The traveler is greeted by
huge, majestic redwood frecs .., some extimaded fo be over [000 yoers old ... rather than
weeing hosses. This is espeially important sinoe this section of rood is an Emporiant pan
o the contiguous forest viewscape linking 1he Ruby Van Deventer park, o the Jedodish
Smith Redwood State Mark. WHEN THE NORTH BANK ROAD WAS LAID OUT,
THE FLANNERS WISELY CHOSE TO PRESERVE THE NATURAL BEAUTY
OF THE AREA WITH ITS IRREPLACEABLE ANCIENT REDWOODS BY
ROUTING THE ROAD AROUND THEM RATHER THAN CUTTING THE
TREES DOWN, ONE WOULD HOPE THAT CALTRANS WOULD DISPLAY A
SIMILAK RESFECT FOR THE AREA.

2. The foresied band shields ike homes from (e sight of, and the notse generated by, the
erafTic on the road,

1, The Foresied band creaies & =filtar” ta capiure much of the pollaion, especially Eesel
particulae cmissions, created by the traffic on the rasd. This protects both the health of
the hameowners, and the parity of the Smith River.

4, The irees b the foresied band creaie s very sbrong mechanscal barrier i keep trucks
ehat fail (o negotisle the carve from overtuming and spilling their cingd nto the siream,
Anything dumped into the stream will guickly be condacied into the Smith River,

5, The stream that flows throngh the feresicd band helps 0 protect the homes end yank
from being Mocded as rainwaier casendes down the hill,

In its DEIREA, CalTrans proposes to construct one of three “alernative™ projects for the
=Huly 2* loextion. |3 designates these ms the “Fow-Fool Shoulder Allersative,”™ the
“Twn=Foot Shoulder Altermagive,™ and the “Two-Foot Wilening la Schocted Locations
Alpermative.”

Acconding to the DEIREA, any one of the throe allernatives will provide the @ roed curve
radius of 404 feet or mone, which will allow ibe sale passage of oversize STAA trucks

TUHE “FOUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE,® AKX CIFRRENTLY
FROPOSED BY CALTRANS IN IT5 DEIREA, IS 5Y FAR THE MOST
ENVIROMNMENTALLY DESTRUCTIVE OF THE ALTERNATIVES. This
aliernative calls for the immediate destruction of 49 trees, including X7 redwoods.
CEITresms admits that the redwoods to be sacrificed include snciont “cld-growth™ rees of
upiﬂ]ife:ti'nnhcun‘l"ﬂuwe! Al of these giant sncients oro leated of 1B developed

Zuehlke, John
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=]

1 Inaddition, this atemative calls for permanently seizing a 50-foot “Right of Way™ from
2 the homeowners. This appesns to include musch, if not all, of the vital forested band. com
3 THE CURRENTLY PROPOSED “FOUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE™
415 FAR TOO FNVIRONMENTALLY DESTRUCTIVE AND DAMAGING TO
5§ THE RESIDENTS TO WARRANT ANY FURTHER CONSIHERATION.
6
7 IF CALTRANS RE-ALIGNED THE ROADWAY SLIGHTLY MORE INTO THE
£ UNDEVELOPED HILLSIDE, AND DID NOT SEILE ANY OF THE
0 RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY ON THE RIVER SIDE OF THE ROAD, FOWUR-
i POOT SHOULDERS SWOULD BE POSSTALE WITHOUT SIGRIFICANT
i1  ENVIBDNMENTAL DAMAGE TO THE AREA. EVEN THOUGH THIS
2 CHANGE WOULD PROBABLY SOMEWHAT INCREASE THE COST OF THE
17 PROJECT, IT WOULD ALSO ALLDW AN EVEN CREATER CURVE RADILS
14  AND BETTER VISIBILITY FOR THE DRIVERS,
i3
6 The “TWO-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE® nitally destroys only 22 trees (17
17 el which sre redwonds). N0 OLD-GROWTH THEES WOULD BE DESTROYED
IR Becase all of the troes which CalTrass proposes lo removal kic on the proviously kogged
1% side of the road, FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE, CALTRANS PROPOSES TO
I PERMANENTLY SEIZE A 40-FOOT “RIGHT OF WA Y™ from the homeownen
21 that tilf appears o eludes much of the forcsied band.
11
2 The “TWO-FOOT WIDENING IN SELECTED LOUCATIONS ALTERNATIVE™
M appears o be the least seologically dampging of the ablemnatives presented by CalTmns
25 leclestroys ihe fewest trees: |8 troes tolal and enly 5 redwoods. For this altemstive,
26 CalTrans proposes to seire a 15- 1o 45-foot *Right af Way" from ihe residonces, a5 wiell
37 ss sddithonal Stemporary consirsction cascments™ from foar of the propertios. IISTAA
I8 mcccss in granbed, this would be the altomative of choice peovided that none of the §
1% redwood irees 10 be destroyed i “old-prowth,” and that CalTrams retunss the icmposary
3 easement properies in the condition (ks CalTrand pod them,
il
K
i1 THE DEIREA IHIFS NOT PRESENT ANY JUSTIFICATION FOR CALTRANS
4 TS0 GREATLY INCREASE ITS “RIGHT OF WAY™ FOR 500H MINGR
i WIDENTNG OF THE ROADWAN.
16 Acguiring land snd chearing vegetation on the INSTDE radiss (hill-side of the roadway
57 allows the curve radsus 1 be enlarged and improves the wisthility of oppoting tmflic
I Howewer, NOTHING CAN BE DOME TO THE OUTSIDE RADILS OF THE
19 CURVE (HOME AND RIVER SIDE) -- shorl of putting vp nirors - THAT
a0 WOITLD HAVE ANY EFFECT ON THIS VISIBILITY! DOES CALTRANS
41 HAVE S50ME FUTURE AGENDA FOR THIS SIGNIFICANT FPERMANENT
4]  SEBRURE OF THE HOMEOWNER'S FROFERTIEST POSSESSING THIS
4 ADDITIONAL “RIGHT OF WAY" WOHLLD GREATLY FACTLITATE MORE
44 FAVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE ON THIS LAND THAN 15 CURRENTLY
45 PROPOSED IN THE DETR/EA.
4
1]
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I CONCLUSIONS
1 | CALTRANS IS DELIBERATFLY MISLEADING THE PEOPLE AND &
4 COVERNMENT OFFICIALS BY ATTEMPTING TO SELL THE 1971% 5AFE
5 STAA ACCESS PROJECT A% BEING BENEFICIAL TO THE RESIDENTS OF
6 CRESCENT CITY AND DEL NORTE COUNTY WHILE DOWKPLAYING THE
7 TRUE REASON FOR THE PROJECT. The project’s maim chjective is 1o provide a
B shoricul rowte by pasting Cressest City to lnking -3 with US-101 for the lang-haal
0 fracking indetry. The drivers and their compardes are overshelmingly, 17 nol erdbrely,
il e cutside the cowity, and, when the provisions of KAFTA are fully implemented,
11 someof the insks raveling the roule will be drven by inclod noa-LiS drivens
14
i3 I THE 197159 SAFE 5TAA ACCESS FROMECT WILL NOT BENEFIT THE Q
14 ECONOMIES OF CRESCENT CITY NOR DEL SORTE OOUNTY. The only
149 Bustnesses fn ibe ¢ounty that MEIGHT bencli from the e afl STAA trucks ane the
It Fndfisl of “Big-bax™ retailers and the Smith River farm of o multi-rations] fly bulbs
i grower! SMALL BUSINESSES FORM THE BRACKBONE OF THE ECONOMY,
I8 AND GIVING “BIG-BOX™ GLANTS A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE WILL
19 SIGNIFICANTLY HARM DEL NORTE'S ECONOMY.
0
2] OIS TINUOUSLY ROLLING, TEAM-DEIVEN TRUCKS SINANL.D BE i0
77 HANNED FROM OPERATING ON WINTUNG MOUNTALN OR FOREST
21 ROADS The constant swaying of the trucks & they wind back and forth along
4 scrpenting road has 8 sefows adverse impact ca the quantity and quality of slocp
1% susisshic by the “off-duty” drivers. Diver Btigue i the number ooe casne of trucking
2t esccidents,
1%
M 4 ENCOURAGING THE CONVERSION TO LONG-HAUL, TEAM-DRIVEN
% TRUCKS, AS 15 COMMON IN STAA FLEETS, SOT ONLY TAKES JOBS
I AWAY FROM THE LiMCAL TRUCKING INDUSTRY, IT ALSO SUBSTITUTES
il DRIVERS THAT ARE FAR LESS FAMILIAR WITH DRIVI®NG IN THE
37 CHALLENGING MOUNTAINOUS AND FORESTED TERRAIN OF THIS AREA
13 FOR THE LOCALS. THIS, COMBINED WITH THE INCREASINGLY
M COMBMON FRACTICE OF LONG-HAUL TRUCKERS WO ARE. SQUEEZED
15 BETWEEN RISING FUEL PRICES AND DECLINING BUSINESS TO BENORE
36 MAXIMUM SPEED LIMITS, 15 A RECIPE FOR DISASTER.
Ly
5 CALTRANS MUST MAKE SAFETY THE PRIMARY GOAL of any projoct, LL
% expeclally one 1bat con have such soricey adverse impacts on the heealth and welfase of ike
4 evemmunity, The water smpply of Crescerd City, Gasquet, Miouchi, and Smith Hiver anc
4] pot e increassd pﬂil by the propescd project TRUCRS CARRY 1IN
43 POXMCHAZARMMIS WASTE MATERIALS SHOULD BE BANNED FROM
41 OPERATING ON ANY ROUTE RUPNING ALONGSIDE A MAJHE FISHING
44 RIVER OR ONE SUPFLYING DRINKING WATER. The Smith River qualifies in
I5  hath categonies. Thess cargoes shc hanned from similar routes elsewhere in Califbrnia,
4t they must be baneed aloay US- 199 and Negth Bank Road alsaf
7
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G CALTRANS SHOULD CONCENTRATE THEIR EFFORTS AND REVENUES
ON CORRECTING THE WORST STRETCHES OF ROADWAY, SUCH AS THE
FXTREMELY HAZARDGOUS S0T ALDNG US-19% WHERE A TRU'CK
ACCIDENT IN 1008 CAUSED A MAJOR SFILL THAT SPILL, EVEN
THOUGH OF RELATIVELY BENIGN OIL, SERIOUSLY THREATENED THE
SMITH RIVER AND TOMHK ABDUT A YEAR TOCONTAIN AND CLEAN LT

7. THE BEST CHIOUCE FOR TIIE =1%71%9 SAFE STAA ACUESS" FIIMECT 15
THE “MO BUILD (O ACTION) ALTERNATIVE™. The sccidents (all. ihankiu'ly,
mope fial) ﬂnq; Morth Bank Hoed have overwhelminply Been camsed Er;«' Eaoeasive
spoods expecielly when the pavement was wel. Posting a reduced speed imin s well ms
S [ippery When Wet™ wamning signs would probably have o gremer eifest on reducing
acoidenis than the very couly widesing and re-alipnmenl. OPENING NORTH BANK
ROAD TO EVEN LARGER AND LESS MANEUVERABLE TRUCKS, AND THE
INCHEASED 5P EEDS THAT WILL FROBABLY RESULT FROM THE OTHER
CHANGES, WILL INCREASE BOTH THE NUMBER, AND THE SERIOUSNESS
OF FUTURE ACTIDENTS,

£ THE “FOUR-FOOT SHOULDER ALTERNATIVE™ FOR “RLBY 2," A5
CURRENTLY CONFIGUTRED, WOULD CALUSE TOTALLY UNACCEFTABLE
DAMAGE TO THE EXVIRONMENT, BOTH BIOLOGICAL AND HUMAN,
AND MUST BE SCRAPPED. HOWEVER, WITH MINOR REALIGNMENT
TUOWARD THE UNDEVELOPED ITILLEIDE, IT PROBABLY COULD RE
MADE ACCEFTABLE.

9. THE BEST ALTERNATIVE - OTHER THAN NOT BUILIING THE “RURY
I PROJECT AT ALL - WOULD BE “TWO.FOOT WIDENING IN SELECTER
LOCATIONS.”

10, N4 MATTER WHAT 15 DONE AT “RUBY 1," THE CALTRANS PROPOSAL
TO RELOCATE ALL OF THE MAIL BOXES TO THE INTERSECTION OF
MORTH BANK AND KASPERKEENE ROADS IS ABSOLUTELY
RIMICULDUS! FORCENG HOMEOWNERS, INCLUDING SENIOR CTTIZENS
AND THE HANDICAPPED, TO HIKE LONG DISTANCES (SOME OVER ONE
MILED ALDNG A NARRDW AND BUSY TRUCK ROUTE IS CRUEL AND
ARSURD!

11, THE DETREA ADMITS THAT THE REMOVAL OF TREES, ESPECLALLY
SOLD-GROWTH® REDWOODS CAN IAYE A FERMANENT ADYERSE
EFFECT ON PFROTECTED 3PECIES. CALTHANS' ATTITUDE, AN
EXPRESSED IN THE DEIRFEA, THAT THESE ENDANGERED SFECTES
SHOULD RE-LOCATE TO MORE SUITABLE HABITATS VIOLATES THE
SPIRIT, IF NOT THE LETTER, OF (R ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION
LAWS!

Zuehlke, John

12

14

14

15
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Zuehlke, John

I 1L In s DETR/EA, CalTrans proposss several “enitigation” medoares Bl il claions will 15
1 compensate for the destrsction of “old-growih™ redwoods including ancicnts up 1o A7 flext cont
3 incircumicromce thad bave lived sinee before Cobombus “discovered™ Amcrika! THE
i MEASURES THAT CALTRANS PROPOSES IN ITS DEIREA RANGE FROM
5 THE LAUGHABLE TO THE POSSIELY CRIMINAL, AND DO SOTHING TO
& LIMOT O =MITIGATE® THE ENVIRDNMENTAL HARM OF THE PROJECT,
7 bt rather range fram off-site compensation 1o apparcnl culright hribery;
B
9 121 Inits DEMREA, Cal Trans proposes tio provide some secore frash hing 1o the Ruby 16
il apdeventer county park 1o prevent “corvid™ binds such e crows, mvens, magpci, dod
11 Jays fom feoding in the garbage. This, is claims will deter thess binds from cating the
12 egesof o endangered bind, the markled marrelet. APPARENTLY CROWS AKD
17 RAVENS THAT HAVE GORGED THEMSELVES ON GARBAGE ARE MORE
14  LIKELY T EAT MURHELET FOGGS THAN MIINGRY BIRDS O, is inihat
15 CalTrans believes that crows, ravens, jays, ete are only in ibe fonedl beeatse himsans
16 have brought in wasic bins, and will kesve if that food sturce bocomes umavailable.
I
I8 122 CalTrass proposes o clear pvasive "exotic”™ planis From chelr “Rights of Way.” L)
P8 fsm's such cleanup nommal overy-day road matnenance work? IT 15 BITTERLY
W TRONIC THAT CALTRANS PROMISES TO REMOVE IFLANTS FROM THE
1 SEIZED *RIGHT OF WAY™ IN ORDER TO FPROTECT THE REDWIHHIS AND
27 UTHER “NATIVE™ SFECTES, AND THEN CUT DOWK MANY OF THE YERY
13 REDYWOEHDS 1T CLAIVS TO BE PROTECTIMNG!
14
25 123 CalTrans’ EIR/EA propeses 3 third “mitigation” measure: USING TAXPAVER'S 18
6 MONEY TO FURCTIASE “OLD-GROWTH™ TREES from privale pastios - probsbiy
37 lumbering corporations - AND TRANSFERRING THEM T(} a “comervation
28 orgenizmtion” The DEIREA specifizally names TIE “5A4VE-THE- REIMWIH DS
M LEAGUE" Claarly. for the “Seve-the Redwoods Leages” or smmilar organiration to
W reedlve the valuable “gift,” the UalTmns projects waonld have lo be gpproved. This salon
3 by CalTrans WOULD SEEM T BE TO WE A <QUTD PRO QUG CASE OF
i3 ATTEMPTING T BRIBE THE “SAVE-THE-REDWOODS LEAGUE™ IN
¥ ORDER TO STOF THEIR OTHERWISE EXFECTED OFFOSITION TO THESE
14 ERVIRONMENTALLY DESTRUCTIVE CALTRANS FROJFECTS:
L]
16
37 Respectiully Submitied,
i
i
4
41 John Sushike
42 5526 Murieita Aven
43 Shermn Ouks, Califoanin
44 91400-5T00
48 [(XIE) TEE-TSR
46  fpruchlko@prodigy.nct
4
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Responses to John Zuehlke

Response to Comment 1

This general comment states that STAA trucks will have an overall damaging effect on the
economies and lifestyle of Crescent City and Del Norte County summarizing specific comments
made in comments 5 and 9. Please see the responses to those comments for a discussion of
specific issues raised by this commenter. The Draft EIR/EA addresses impacts on the human
environment, including land use, growth, community, and visual/aesthetic resources in Section
2.1, “Human Environment.” The Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project (Trott
2010) evaluates both the adverse and beneficial socioeconomic effects of the project, concluding
that the project would result in temporary adverse effects on communities and businesses due to
construction delays and other construction-related effects, permanent minor community-level
effects resulting from a small increase in truck traffic on the SR 197/US 199 route, and small
permanent regional economic benefits, including increased employment and income, resulting
from lower shipping costs in Del Norte County. Additionally, the traffic analysis indicates no
substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian systems or their
operation within the study area. Traffic would generally travel at free-flow speeds on US 199
through Hiouchi and Gasquet. Based on the anticipated small increase in heavy-truck traffic
through these communities under with-project conditions, the existing barrier between parts of
these communities created by US 199 would not change appreciably and community cohesion
effects are anticipated to be minor. The results of this analysis are reflected in Section 2.1,
“Human Resources,” of the Draft EIR/EA. Also, see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of
safety and anticipated increases in truck traffic and how that is anticipated to affect the local
communities.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 2

This comment summarizes concerns regarding health, safety, and recreation as well as the Ruby
2 improvements location. These issues are discussed in greater detail within other comments
raised by this commenter. Please see the response to comments 6 and 7, below.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 3

This comment states that the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations is the best Ruby 2
alternative and that the Four-foot Widening alternative is too environmentally destructive. The
Department has chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for
Ruby 2.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 4

This comment states that Caltrans is engaged in “unscrupulous” and criminal behavior. The
proposed project is being considered by the Department to be in compliance with federal and
state legislation and regional programs, plans, and policies. Please see Grouped Response #1.
Purpose and Need for an explanation of the above.
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 5

This comment states that the DEIR/EA ignores significant loss of property tax revenues. While
the comment is correct in noting that the Draft EIR/EA does not include information on the loss
of property tax revenue attributable to the acquisition of additional right-of-way for the project,
this economic effect was addressed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project. As discussed on pages 4-86 through 4-88 of that report, right-of-way acquisitions from
private properties would result in the estimated annual loss of property tax revenue ranging from
$7,120 to $10,940 annually, based on the countywide 1% property tax rate. On average, Del
Norte County receives about 18% of the property tax revenues generated by the 1% tax levy on
the value of properties within its jurisdiction. Therefore, property tax revenue losses to Del Norte
County would range from an estimated $1,280 to $1,970, representing less than 0.1% of its total
property tax revenues. Although adverse, this loss would not be substantial.

Property value effects resulting from the narrow strip acquisition of right-of-way from residential
properties along SR 197 (North Bank Road) were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA, although
the size of the strip acquisitions and potential effects of the acquisitions on affected residential
properties are evaluated in Section 2.1.1, “Land Use.” Homeowners would be compensated for
the value of property acquired for right-of-way, which would presumably offset the property
value effects of the acquisitions on individual property owners. See the response to EPIC’s
Comment #8 for further discussion regarding impacts due to right of way acquisition of
residential parcels.

The comment states that there will be an economic loss by business which cater to truckers
stopping, specifically restaurant and hotel businesses. This was decrease in business was
determined to be minor and not significant, see Grouped Response #2.

This comment states that STAA trucks would need to be offloaded to California Legal trucks to
make deliveries to Crescent City businesses, resulting in increased delivery costs. In most cases,
STAA trucks would be able to access local businesses without first offloading cargo.

This comment raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County
could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study area, drawing sales
away from existing retailers. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located
in the Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka, and
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the
project, large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along
the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do little to change their operations and would not likely
generate expansion of their businesses. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower
transportation costs provided by improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a
dominant role in attracting new big-box retailers to Del Norte County and effects on smaller
retailers would be minimal. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44
of the Community Impact Assessment.)

The Draft EIR/EA makes no specific claim that the project would generate economic benefits to
Crescent City, although, as discussed on page 2.1-44 of the Draft EIR/EA, providing STAA
truck access on SR 197 and US 199 could result in the creation, in the near term, of 30 or more
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jobs in Del Norte County (a 0.3% increase in employment compared to existing county
employment levels) and an estimated $1.4 million in annual personal. Some of these jobs would
likely be located in Crescent City. The comment does not identify in what way research
conducted for the Draft EIR/EA is “severely flawed” or in what way the findings of the Draft
EIR/EA are “biased, false, and misleading; therefore, no response is possible to this general
comment.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 6

This comment asserts, in part, that the Draft EIR/EA ignores the potential for hazardous
materials spills that would impact the water supply and fishing industry. While spills caused by
traffic collisions have resulted in pollutants reaching the Smith River in the past, the proposed
project improvements will likely improve safety for all users. Please refer to the response to
Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for potential increase in
hazardous material spills.

To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith River are protected from the proposed improvements, the
Department will implement Best Management Practices (BMPS) at each project location to
minimize or avoid degradation of storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its
tributaries. The Smith River beneficial uses include: municipal and domestic water supply; water
contact recreation; commercial and sport fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare,
threatened, or endangered species; migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction,
and/or early development; and others. See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 for a discussion of water
quality issues. In addition, mitigation measures such as implementation and adherence of
regulatory control measures and implementation of Contract Standard Specifications, Special
Provisions, and Permit Requirements will reduce any potential water quality impacts.

The commenter states that the transport of hazardous materials should be banned from US 199.
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA, however, it should be noted
that the scope of this STAA project does not change the status of the Hazardous Materials
transportation routes currently approved and that the STAA improvements included in the
proposed project will improve road conditions and provide for a safe roadway for all users.

The commenter thinks that strict enforcement of a reduced speed limit for large trucks is
appropriate. The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state
highways. And while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law
enforcement, resources for all state agencies are limited. See Grouped Response # 8 for a
discussion of speed limits.

Finally, the commenter also states that the roads should be designed to prevent spills from
entering the Smith River. The Department will follow the Highway Design Manual for all
signing and drainage design. As discussed in Section 2.2.4 of the DEIR/EA, a collision leading
to accidental release of hazardous materials could happen unexpectedly, regardless of whether
the proposed project is constructed and the corridor is re-designated as STAA accessible.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Response to Comment 7

This comment, in part, discusses each Ruby 2 alternative and the potential take of both property
right-of-way and large growth redwoods and that the commenter prefers the Two-Foot Widening
in Spot Locations alternative as it’s the least damaging. The Department has chosen the Two-
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for Ruby 2. The commenter also
asserts that the Department does not provide any justification for right-of-way takes as proposed
by the Ruby 2 alternatives. The proposed approximate 35-ft right of way acquisition was
developed to be consistent with the Department’s Highway Design Manual, but the reason this
right of way acquisition is important to the Department and is being proposed is to allow
maintenance and repair of drainage facilities and slopes adjacent to the highway without needing
to obtain a permit to enter or temporary construction easement.

The commenter’s suggestion of cutting into the hillside would involve potentially significant tree
take, additional environmental effects, constructions of earthwork or walls due to steep slopes,
and the potential to destabilize slopes that are well-vegetated and relatively stable. The
centerline of the new road will be very close to the existing centerline in the vicinity of the large
trees that the comment is concerned about, meaning that there would be minimal change or
ground disturbance on the roadside. In the areas where the alignment diverges from the existing
alignment, such as near the reversing curves at the center of the project, cutting into the slope is
not necessary to provide truck access.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 8

This comment states that Caltrans is misleading the public, and the true objective of the project is
to provide a shortcut that bypasses Crescent City. The purpose and need of the project was stated
in the Draft EIR/EA, Section 1.2. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need. This
project does not provide a shortcut to bypass Crescent City, as both SR 197 and US 199 connect
to US 101 north of Crescent City. The remainder of this comment is not regarding the Draft
EIR/EA.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 9

This comment states that the project will benefit large retailers. As discussed in detail on pages
4-78 through 4-80 of the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project, most
producer/exporter businesses surveyed for the project’s traffic study indicated that the proposed
project would lower their transportation costs and provide financial benefits to their firms. As
discussed, 15 producer/exporter businesses responded in some fashion to the survey, with nine
reporting that opening the SR 197-US 199 route to STAA trucks would reduce their
transportation costs to some extent. The survey found that lily bulb producers were the most
likely producer business to benefit from project improvements, but other Del Norte County
businesses, including a wood-product producer and a dairy, also would benefit from project
improvements. Conversely, large retailers are not anticipated to substantially benefit from the
project. As discussed in the response to Comment 5 and in detail in the Community Impact
Assessment prepared for the project (pages 4-42 through 4-44), large retailers surveyed for the
traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along the SR 197-US 199 corridor would do

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.3-77



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

little to change their operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses.
Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by improved
STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a dominant role in attracting new big-box
retailers to Del Norte County, nor would it substantially affect the existing competitive
relationship between small and large retailers in Del Norte County.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 10

This comment states that “Team Driven” Trucks will contribute to driver fatigue due to poor
sleeping conditions in the back of a moving truck. The level of use of Team Driven vehicles and
fatigue levels of drivers is speculative

In response to the comment that “driver fatigue is the number one cause of trucking accidents”,
we offer the following information. During the five year time period between 10/1/2002 and
9/30/2007 the segment of DN 199 from the intersection with DN 197 to the Oregon border had a
total of 42 collisions that involved large trucks or buses. None of these collisions were reported
to have a primary collision factor of “fell asleep”.

In response to the comment that “truckers...ignore maximum speed limits”, we have the
following information to offer. The California Vehicle Code (CVC) Basic Speed Law (Code
22350) states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and
width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or

property.”

When the California Highway Patrol codes a collision with “speeding” as the primary collision
factor, it may not be that the motorist was driving faster than the posted speed limit, but they
could also be cited for driving too fast for conditions, and breaking the basic speed law. Of the
42 truck/bus collisions on DN 199 during the 5 years, 22 had a primary collision factor of
speeding.

The CVVC Code 22406, Maximum Speed for Designated Vehicles, states that “no person may
drive any of the following vehicles on a highway at a speed in excess of 55 miles per hour; a
motortruck or truck tractor having three or more axles or any motortruck or truck tractor drawing
any other vehicle.”

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary

Response to Comment 11

This comment reiterates concern regarding hazardous materials spills. See response to Comment
6 above, and the response to Vern Powers” Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for
potential increase in hazardous material spills.

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

The comment states that the Department should direct their efforts to other areas of concern. This
comment is not regarding the Draft EIR/EA specifically. The Department agrees that safety for
all roadway users is a priority. Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center
for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for discussions regarding safety.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 13

This comment expresses support for the No Build alternative and submits that posting a reduced
speed limit and additional hazard signs would be more effective at improving safety than
roadway improvements. The No Build Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need of the
project, see Group Response #1. The Department follows the law and established policy in
setting speed zones that ensure the safe and orderly movement of traffic on state highways. This
includes continuing to work in consultation with local agency and community transportation
groups and in coordination with the California Highway Patrol. See Grouped Response # 8 for an
explanation regarding the process for reducing speed limits below the state maximum.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 14

This comment reiterates that the No Build alternative is ideal; however, the Ruby 2 Two-Foot
Widening in Spot Locations Alternative is preferred to the Ruby 2 Four-Foot Shoulder
Alternative. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred
alternative. The comment also states that moving resident’s mailboxes is absurd. Caltrans
coordinated with the Post Office to find reasonable, safe and convenient locations for the
mailboxes.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 15

This comment states that the mitigation measures for removing large redwood trees are not
sufficient. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed. Where
excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be
taken to protect the roots. See Grouped Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large
redwoods. Caltrans is following all laws and is consulting with appropriate agencies to ensure
compliance with all environmental regulations. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of or
significant impacts to large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 16

This comment questions the effectiveness of the corvid control measures proposed as mitigation
for the removal of large redwoods. Studies have shown that crows, ravens, jays, etc. are more
abundant where humans have made food more available for them. Reducing food availability
(corvid proof trash containers) will reduce corvid density. It is also known that corvids are
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predators on marbled murrelet eggs. Therefore, covered trash containers may reduce local
corvid densities and thus reduce corvid egg predation rates. Additionally, Caltrans selected the
Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no
significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped
Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 17

This comment questions the effectiveness of the removal of invasive plants proposed as
mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Removal of invasive non-native plants will improve
habitat quality at the location by decreasing competition for native plants and increasing the
amount of native habitat for wildlife. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be
removed. Where excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches,
measures will be taken to protect the roots. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot
Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of large
redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped Response # 4 for a
discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods.

The DEIR/EA states that Caltrans would implement a 3-year program of invasive weed control
in all areas of disturbed soil, this effort would not necessarily extend to the limits of the Right of
Way. Caltrans does have limited funds for general control of invasive weeds on a project specific
basis based on need.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.

Response to Comment 18

This comment questions the effectiveness of the preserving old-growth redwood stands as
proposed mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Save the Redwoods League is just one
example of an organization which could potentially managed such lands if such a mitigation is
pursued. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations alternative, which
had no significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. No
redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed. Where excavation is planned
near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be taken to protect the
roots. See Grouped Response # 4 and the PRDEIR/SEA for a discussion regarding impacts to
trees.

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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3.4 Public Meeting Transcript

A meeting to provide the public an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR/EA was
held on July 13, 2010 at the Crescent City Cultural Center. A court reporter was present to take
comments directly from individuals before and after the meeting (commenters 1-9) as well as to
record the entire public comment session (commenters 10-27). The transcript of that meeting, list
of commenters, and responses to comments is below.

Individuals Who Commented before or after Public Meeting
o Zuehlke, EImer

e Brown, Daniel

e Pass, Don

e Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group)

e Gillespie, Don (representing Friends of Del Norte)

e Johnston, Meagan

e Rupert, DeAnn

e Kashohm, Janet

e Sullivan, Mike (Del Norte County Board of Supervisors)

e Bruce, Donald

Individuals Who Commented during Public Meeting
e Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group)

e Olson, Curt

e Zottola, Gina (rep CC-Del Norte County Chamber of Comm.)
e Johnston, Meagan

e Rupert, DeAnn

e Bruce, Dori

e Noble, Katherine

e Zuehlke, Elmer

e Gillespie, Don

e Reichlin, Dwayne

e Rupert, Jean

e Smaller, Gary
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Rupert, Jean

e Rupert, DeAnn

e Johnston, Meagan
e Zuehlke, Elmer

e Compton, Charlie

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.4-2



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

Public Meeting Transcript

1
1 TRANSCRIPTION OF PUBLIC HEARING RE:
2 157/1%9% SAFE STAA ACCESS
3
4
5
&
7
]
9
10
11 TUESDAY, JULY 13, 2010
12 CRESCENT CITY CULTURAL CENTER
13 1001 FRONT STREET
14 CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA
15
16
17
13
19
20
21 BROOKS & BROWN REPORTERS
1018 Second Street
22 Eureka, California 95501
(707) 2e8-0233
23
24 Reported by:
SHERYL A. BROWN
25 CS5R No. 3908
Brooks & Brown Reporters
(707) 268-0233
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.4-3



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

Public Meeting Transcript

2

1 INDEX

2

3 PRGE

4 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS:
Commenter 1| 5 ELMER R. ZUEHLKE 3
Commenter 2| 6 DANIEL BROWN q
Commenter 3| 7 DON PASS 5
Commenter 4| 8 DWAYNE REICHLIN 5
Commenter 5| 9 DON GILLESPIE 5
Commenter 6| 10 MEAGAN JOHNSTON 9
Commenter 7| 11 DeANN RUPERT 10
Commenter 8| 12 JANET KASEOHM 11
Commenter 9| 13 MIKE SULLIVAN 192

14

15 -—-00o-—--

16

17 PUBLIC COMMENT SESSION: 13
Commenters 18 BEFORE KIM HAYLER, ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR,

10 thru 27

19 MODERATED BY MIKE HALVERSON

20

21 --—-ol0o---

22

23

24

25

Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 268-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

3

1 CRESCENT CITY, CALIFORNIA; TUESDAY, JULY 13, 2010

2 5:00 P.M.

3 -—-clo---

4

5 INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS

G

11 7 MER. ZUEHLEKE: The first thing is a guesticn.

3 YTou see, I want to know 1f they have checked any

9 alternate routes to 197. See, I live on 127. And 197,
10 other than parks and a gravel pit, which is a nething, 1is=s
11 a hundred percent residential. It sghould not have trucks
12 on it. T will -- with STAA trucks, even now with heavy
13 trucks, because of the lack of wisibility, I'm in

14 jeopardy of driving cut of my driveway ontc the road.

15 And trucks and cars, especilally the modern cars,

12 la do not belong together on the road. T live in

17 Los Angeles half of the year and half of the yvear up

18 here, beautiful spot cocn 127. ind Leos Angeles, to a

19 reascnable degree, already realizes that they'wve got to
20 minimalize, at least, truck traffic and wehicle traffic
21 on the same road. We have a number of cases of actual
22 restriction on residential roads, of trucks. The other
23 thing iz, in my book, 1t's an abksolute necessity for any
24 mountainous road to have at least two lanes each way; in
25 other words, a four-lane road.

Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

!
1-2 1 So, right now, as an alternative, if they want
cont.

2 to save money, Jjust forget about 197. 4 lot of people

3 don't like that, but I think that's an easy way out.

4 Forget about 137. And fix the little bit of 19% that

5 goes through the park. Build a new four-lane rocad,

G parallel to the present 19%7.

7 Leave 197 for the tourists, because there's a

3 beautiful tourist spot there. And the tourists,

] especially, when they back cut in the road to take a

10 plicture, are in real Jjecpardy, and the driver 1is, also.
11 In fact, my neighbor =zays that he would just rather not
12 drive on that part of -- see, we're in the middle of 197,
13 s0 we can go to 101 or 199, I always go to 199 because
14 it's shorter. I think he's an Oregonian. He lives 1in

15 cur place period- —-- just a week or two at a time. And
16 so, he, I think, tends to go the other way, even though
17 it's longer.

13 See, vou know, this i1s the easy way for me. I
19 have been putting all ¢f this in my computer, but at my
20 age I don't type properly. So, this i1is really very easy.

2.1 21 MR. BROWN: My name is Daniel Brown. I've been
22 a commercial driver for 22 years. I've driven a oh-focot
23 tractor-trailer on Route 195 over 50 times. Whatever 1t
24 takes to make this better for larger trucks 15 what needs
25 to happen. The roads were made for commerce, not
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

5
2.1 1 leisurely travel.
cont. 2 Using a 53-fcot trailer, as opposed to a 48,

3 adds four additional pallets per load. For approximately
4 every Tive to six truckloads, vou eliminate another
5 truck. So, 1t's an ecclogically sound decision to
G eliminate the number of trucks that have to come through,
7 due to the smaller loads they are reguired to carry at
3 this point.

3.1 O MR. PASS: I'm in favor of the retaining walls
10 on Washingteon Curve and the alternative bridge with the
11 fake arch. I think that's what really looks nice.
12 That's really the only comment T have is the wvisual
13 treatments are very well done.
14 I'm a recreaticnal planner, and I was cn a field
15 trip when I went up there. Yeah, the box girder design
la with the retaining wall on the bridge is probably my
17 favorite.

4-1 18 MER. REICHLIN: I'm the president cof the
19 Hambre Group, and we own businesses in Crescent City,
20 Del Norte County, and Humboldt County, and in Lenoir,
21 North Carolina. And we have been working on the STAA
22 truck access for about 12 vyears. And we are fully in
23 favor of having STAA access, both through
24 Richardson's Grove and up 199 and on 197, in order to
25 provide jobs for voung working families that I kbelieve

Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

&
4-1
cont. 1 are being denied that opportunity now.
5.1 2 MER. GILLESPIE: I represent the Friends of
3 Del Neorte, a local environmental group. And, vou know,
4 my malin concern, I guess, 15 the safety considerations of
5 increasing truck traffic, especially the big STAR trucks
G on Highway 129, And even though i1t says in the Draft EIR
7 it's only going to increase it by, like, 17 trucks per
3 day, but by 2030 that goes up to 92 trucks per day. And
] so, I think that's a significant safety 1ssue con a road
10 that's already fairly dangercus, regardless of the
11 improvements you Jguys are Jgoling to make. It still
12 remains fairly dangerous.
13 And it said in yvour Draft EIR that the second
14 pricrity of this project, the second-most important
15 pricrity, iz safety of the motorists. and with truckers,
la truck drivers, who are used to driving freeways, as
17 opposed to highways like 199, I think it's going to —--
13 encouraging STAA trucks 1s golng to just increase the
19 safety hazards.
5.2 20 I'm also concerned about increased possibilities
21 for spills ©of teoxic chemicals into the Smith Riwver.
22 There was just a letter to the editcr today by a
23 citizen -- I'm not sure who -- but just worried akout
24 increased hazards of chemicals and toxic substance into
25 the river.
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

7
53 1 And then, in the EIR, for the Friends of
2 Del Neorte, I asked for a gecotechnical study be made
3 public for the projects on Milepost 23.92 and 24.8, which
1 i5 both The Narrows and the Patrick’'s Creek Curve. And I
5 haven't seen the gecotechnical study. I would like to
G know where that 1is, or I would like to be able to read
7 that, because if the =zlcpes are highly unstable and some
3 of the projects, like Washington Curve, might create
9 increased s¢il erosion over the next decades, it seems
10 like that ought to ke addressed in a geoctechnical study.
54| 11 Ancther thing I haven't really seen addressed,
12 that I asked for in our comments to start with, is that
13 we are really creating a loecp from Richardson Grove to
14 the Ccllier Tunnel, or yvou could say the I-5. And that's
15 not -- vou know, the increased traffic flow isn't just
la the 199 project, but it's everything coming from the
17 Bay Area to Eureka, and trucks are golng toc keep on
13 coming north. And I haven't seen anvthing at all
19 addressing that issue of the STAA loop that i1z being
20 created and what kind of forecast for the increased
21 traffic that way. And then -- so, anyway, I weuld like
22 to see that addressed.
55 23 And then, in reading vyour econcmic analysis of
24 the draft EIR, I was impressed that, yvou know, there
25 might be a slight beneficial economic improvement to
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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Public Meeting Transcript

8
5-5 1 Del Nocrte County, but it’'s not really a major
cont.
2 improvement. In fact, I think, over 50 percent of the
3 businesses said that it wouldn't affect them at all, the
4 businesses in Crescent City and Del Norte County.
5.6 5 So, those are issues that I have kind of already
G raised, and I have read a goocd part of wour Draft EIR and
7 still have scme of these same concerns that -- especially
3 the geotechnical study. Maybe I'm wrong, but I haven't
] found that vyet. So, 1f somebody could point that cut to
10 me, I would appreciate 1t.
11 And I feel like Caltrans has done a pretty good
12 job of taking care not to pollute the river during
13 construction, but, wvou know, the pristine guality of the
14 Smith River and its corridors, of course, is a huge
15 concern to evervbody, I think, here. ind =so, I just want
la to point that out, although T think Caltrans is sensitive
17 to that.
5.7 18 And so, thank vyou. Oh, wait. One more thing.
19 I would like to see the trees on Highway 127 that might
20 be cut -- T would like to see those trees flagged to
21 create a visual for people who are interested in that, to
22 see what trees actually are goling to be cut, even though
23 I understand yvet there are several choices to be made
24 first. But as soon as that could be done, the sooner
25 people would have a visual what's goling to actually
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment April 2013
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project 3.4-10



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

Public Meeting Transcript

9
5-7 .
cont. happen in the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 areas.
5.8 2 And then, of course, on the bridge replacement,
3 Middle Fork Bridge, The Narrows Locaticon 3, I would like
4 to see the downstream bridge with an arched bridge for
5 the aesthetic wvalue of that. It would ke important.
5.9 G Oh, ancther thing I really haven't seen much 1is=,
7 I guess 1t's -- I'm not sure how vou're going to police
3 Highway 199 Ifrom the Hiocuchi Bridge to Highway 101, where
G STAA trucks are not allowed. But I'm noct sure Che
10 drivers are goling te really -- vou know, how are they
11 Jgoing to be aware of that, and how are they going to be
12 kept out of that area where it's Jjust a natural
13 progression of 1997 That seems like a flaw in the
14 overall idea of how are vou goling to direct truckers up
15 127, instead of Hiouchi to 101 up 19927
16 T think that's 1it.
6-11 17 MS. JOHNSTON: My concern with this is, this is
18 also used as school bus routes, and there's children
19 walking on the road. And heow is that going to impact
20 their route to school? And if we are already
21 constructing these areas, are we goling to allow —--
22 because right now they do neot have anywhere to walk,
23 except on the side of the road where there 1s no walkways
24 or sidewalks or anything. So, when this is being done,
25 are they going to take that intc consideration, the
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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10

6-1 1 children's bus routes and things that are actually

cont.

2 fitting in place for pecple to walk along this road?
3 Because 1t's not safe at all.

6-2 4 In addition to that, the construction during the
5 time of scheoel isn't a very safe thing to do te the
G school. I just hope that they have considered that as
7 one of their concerns, the children that have to walk on
3 these routes. It's wvery unsafe. How we do 1t right now
] is5 walk in between vards. Well, those yvards are golng to
10 be taken away a little bit. And so, where are these
11 children going to walk now, and how 1s 1t going to be
12 safe for them to get to and from their bus stops?
13 And that's akbocut 1it.

711 14 MS. D. RUPERT: The $480,000 that they have for
15 the one secticon on 197 I feel should be used to hire at
la least two more CHP's and install speed limit signs,

17 because there aren't any, te speak of. I mean, there's
18 one 45, one 55, two 55's. And then, Jjust around the real
19 tight corners, thevy only hawve, like, 30, and that's where
20 they want to straighten them out.

7.2 21 And I live in the middle of one o©of them. And
22 from the locks on the map, thev're goling to take half my
23 front vard. My front vard is only mavbhe 50 feet,

24 60 feet. If they take half of that, I have already got
25 belly dumpers —-- constructicn trucks -- belly dumpers,
Brocks & Brown Reporters
(707) 2668-0233
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11
7-2 1 dump trucks, doing 50, ©0 miles an hour in front of my
cont. 2 house. If Caltrans makes this road wider, they're going

3 to do 60 or 70, kill off more of my pets for me.

7-3 4 I object to the road being widened. I believe
5 that people live in Crescent City because they like the
G remoteness, and the road hitting here is 1ike hitting
7 through your mother's birth canal and you're popped cut
g at the very end to God's backyard. And I want to leave
9 it as God's backyard, not as Eureka or Santa Rosa or
10 San Francisco. Thank you.

8-1 11 MS. KASBOHM: I would like to state that I am a
12 resident of Gasquet, California. I'm a homeowner and a
13 taxpayer for 30 years there. And my maln concern with
14 the project is the potential for a hazardous material
15 spill into the Smith River. The document, the
16 environmental document, establishes that the STAA trucks
17 can carry a larger amount of lightweight hazardous
13 material, and there will be an increase of a minimum of
19 17 trucks per day, which will increase the potential for
20 transporting hazardous materials through the Smith River
21 canyon.
22 It's -- several years ago, the Gasguet Water
23 District had to shut down its intake of water while the
24 river was contaminated by a spill from a big rig.
25 Fortunately, the water was shut down, the intake valve
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8-1 1 was shut before our local water was contaminated.
cont. ‘ ‘ ‘
2 I have no doubt that this project will go
3 through in scme shape or form. It's been in the works
4 for many, many years. I would recuest that funds be made
5 availlable toc the Gasgquet Volunteer Fire Department, the
G Hiouchi Volunteer Fire Department, Fort Dick Fire
7 Department, and stipulated tc ke used for envircnmental
3 disaster cleanup when that river is polluted.
] This is a multi-million-dollar preoject, and 1t
10 seems that funds shcould be set aside to mitigate the
11 impact of environmental destruction when a hazardcocus
12 spill goes into the river. Tt's not a matter of 1if; it's
13 a matter of when. It has happened several times in the
14 last ten years. It would be nice to sees our
15 Smith River corridor ready to be proactiwve, and we have
la the recent Gulf oil spill to reflect on.
17 So, again, I would request that contingencies be
13 put in to make us prepared for whatever disaster might
19 happen to the envircnment of our river. Okay. Thanks.
9-1 20 MR. SULLIVAN: I'm Michael Sullivan. I'm with
21 the Del Norte Cocunty Board of Supervisors. We, as a
22 community, feel this is essential for us to grow cur
23 economy to at least compete and getting STAA access on
24 these roads, and it will improve the safety of it. This
25 is5 essential to Del Norte Ceounty and the health of the
Brocks & Brown Reporters
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Public Meeting Tr