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Response to Elisa Abelleira:   
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Beth Abels: 
 
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would likely discourage bicyclists.   
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for more 
information. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been 
dropped:  see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group Response 
I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised 
and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group Response II-B regarding 
maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
 
Bicyclists have non-freeway route options within Arcata and McKinleyville. 
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Response to Nan Abrams:   
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group 
Response II-B.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge 
Sanchez’s letter (part of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).   
 
The North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) owns and operates the Northwestern Pacific 
Railroad, which is parallel to Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata:  Caltrans cannot obtain, 
modify, or use the railroad prism without a formal agreement with the NCRA.   
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Response to Zac Abshear:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose. Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
The 40 to 50 million dollar project cost includes construction of various improvements and not 
just the Indianola Cutoff interchange. The proposed interchange included in Modified 
Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, is a compact diamond 
interchange that would substantially reduce out of direction travel after the Route 101 medians 
are closed and would enhance safety for all transportation modes. 
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Responses to Brian Acord: 
 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H. 
 
2.  The proposed extension of acceleration and deceleration lanes at intersections would be similar to the 
existing Route 101/Airport Road intersection, which has longer acceleration and deceleration lanes than at 
other Route 101 intersections.  The longer lanes are expected to help motor vehicles adjust speed and 
make lane changes and are not expected to adversely affect bicycling conditions.  After project 
construction all outside shoulders would be 10-feet wide within the project limits. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-1. 
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Responses to Jack Adams: 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the Route 101 
roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide outside shoulders with 
colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the project to enhance bicyclist safety. 
The proposed project also includes replacing the southbound Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a 
wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet 
wide separated area for bicyclists and pedestrians. After project construction, the posted speed limit 
would not be raised.  See Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 101 
intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as “Difficult 
Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at these Route 101 median 
openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata 
would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 
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101/Airport Road intersection, a half signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety.  For a 
discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 

 
 
 
Response to Jason Akana: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at 
Airport Road.   
 
An interchange at Bayside or a turnaround north of Bayside would not be feasible because the 
magnitude of wetland impact would not justify the relatively low demand for a turnaround. Trips 
originating along Old Arcata Road destined for southbound Route 101 would need to use the 
proposed Indianola Cutoff interchange; however the proposed interchange would substantially 
reduce out of direction travel and provide safer access compared to turning left from the Bayside 
Cutoff. Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no 
public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
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Response to Kirsten Hartlein Allen:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Donald D. Allen, Jr.: 
 
1.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed 
limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  The current posted speed limit of 50 mph south of Jacoby Creek Bridges and north of 
the Freshwater Slough Bridges would tentatively remain at the existing 50 mph, but is subject to 
change pending the outcome of further engineering and prevailing traffic speed surveys.  The 
California Vehicle Code requires a renewed engineering and traffic survey whenever substantial 
changes in roadway or traffic conditions have occurred.  If the prevailing 85th percentile of the 
traffic eventually rises above 55 mph after project construction, measures to address the 
condition will be considered and possibly implemented such as raising the posted speed limit. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel as well as enhance safety for all 
travel modes crossing Route 101 compared to the existing condition. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to David Ammerman:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal 
instead of a full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a 
full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in 
high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn 
moves from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow 
left turns from Airport Road. 
 
2.  Caltrans staff concurs that trips originating along Old Arcata Road destined for southbound 
Route 101 would need to use the Indianola Cutoff interchange; however the proposed 
interchange would substantially reduce out of direction travel and provide safer access compared 
to turning left from the Bayside Cutoff. 
 
3.  See Section 3.3.2 Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for wetland mitigation details. 
 
4. Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative 
since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would likely discourage bicyclists. 
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Responses to Anonymous:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  The current posted speed limit of 
50 mph south of Jacoby Creek Bridges and north of the Eureka Slough Bridges would tentatively 
remain at the existing 50 mph but is subject to change pending the outcome of further 
engineering and prevailing traffic speed surveys.  The California Vehicle Code requires a 
renewed engineering and traffic survey whenever substantial changes in roadway or traffic 
conditions have occurred.  If the prevailing 85th percentile of the traffic eventually rises above 
55 mph after project construction, measures to address the condition will be considered and 
possibly implemented such as raising the posted speed limit. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 
3A was designed based on suggestions from local businesses to enhance both access and safety.  
See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, 
II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Anonymous: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has 
been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group Response II-B 
regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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2.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. The proposed project also includes replacing the southbound 
Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed 
on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet wide separated area for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  
 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped. See 
Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 for more information.  Extending the posted 50 mph speed 
limit on Route 101 north to Sunset Avenue in Arcata would not be feasible since bicyclists have 
the option of using parallel surface streets instead of the Route 101 freeway segment. 
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 
101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as 
“Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing 
movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of 
Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half 
signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety.  For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-1.   
 
4.  Replacing or widening the northbound Eureka Slough Bridge is beyond the scope of the 
proposed project. 
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Response to Aaron Antrim: 
 
Thank you for collecting and forwarding the comments.  Responses to individual written 
comments are in alphabetical order by last names in the individual (not organization) comment-
response section. 
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Responses to Emily Arents: 
 
1.  The proposed project would not add additional through traffic lanes.  Modified Alternative 
3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
would enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements for all travel modes.  This 
alternative includes constructing a new interchange at Route 101 and Indianola Cutoff to 
enhance safety and provide a turnaround location approximately halfway between Eureka and 
Arcata. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 

1 
 
 
2 
3 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 16                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
Response to Andrea Armin:   
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange approximately midway between 
Eureka and Arcata as well as a half signal at Airport would reduce out of direction travel after 
the Route 101 medians are closed or modified.  For bicycle trips originating in Bayside and 
destined for southbound Route 101, would be able to travel southbound on the recently widened 
Old Arcata Road and use the Indianola Cutoff interchange. 
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2.  The proposed project was designed to maximize access while enhancing safety and 
minimizing wetland impacts. 
 
3.   Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes an expanded discussion of sea 
level rise. 
 
4.  As stated previously, the project was designed to minimize out of direction travel.  The 
segment of Old Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek Charter School has speed bumps, a 25 mph 
speed limit, and traffic circles to slow traffic.  In contrast, Route 101 is an expressway and a 
freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to 
efficiently carry high traffic volumes within both a local and regional transportation system: as 
such vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are encouraged to use Route 
101 rather than residential streets.   
 
5.  Please see Group Response II-C for a discussion of signalization options.  Also see Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S which includes a discussion of various conventional and non-conventional 
highway improvement alternatives. 
 
 

 
 
Response to Susan Armstrong:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to James Athing:  
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Linda Akins: 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the Route 101 
roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide outside shoulders with 
colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the project to enhance bicyclist safety. 
The proposed project also includes replacing the southbound Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a 
wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet 
wide separated area for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 101 
intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as “Difficult 
Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at these Route 101 median 
openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata 
would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 
101/Airport Road intersection, a half signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety.  For a 
discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Paul Bailey: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would enhance bicyclist safety by 
eliminating left turn movements that currently cross on-coming traffic and eliminate the need to 
cross acceleration and deceleration lanes at Indianola Cutoff.  In addition, the proposed 
interchange would reduce out-of-direction travel if uncontrolled left turns were eliminated. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part 
of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Robert Baker: 
 
1.  Please see Group Responses 1-A and II-B. 
 
2.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  The current posted speed limit of 50 mph south of Jacoby Creek Bridges and north of 
the Freshwater Slough Bridges would tentatively remain at the existing 50 mph but is subject to 
change pending the outcome of further engineering and prevailing traffic speed surveys.  The 
California Vehicle Code requires a renewed engineering and traffic survey whenever substantial 
changes in roadway or traffic conditions have occurred.  If the prevailing 85th percentile of the 
traffic eventually rises above 55 mph after project construction, measures to address the 
condition will be considered and possibly implemented such as raising the posted speed limit. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
4.   Please see Group Response III-A-3. 
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Response to Anika Baker Lawrence:  
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. 
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 
101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as 
“Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing 
movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of 
Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half 
signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety. 
 
The proposed project also includes replacing the southbound Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge 
with a wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed on the outside barrier and would 
have an 8-feet wide separated area for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Matthew Barry:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Joanne Barstow: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at 
Airport Road.  The interchange and half signal would substantially reduce the out of direction 
travel after the remaining Route 101 medians are closed. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 regarding the speed limit. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
4.  Please see Group Response III-B-2 for tree removal discussion. 
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Responses to Carole Beaton: 
 
1.  See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for an expanded discussion of sea level rise. 
 
2.  Please see Group Response II-C regarding signalizing intersections. 
 
3.  For a discussion of speed limit and enforcement, see Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  
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Response to Carole Beaton:  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to 
Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).  The 
proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  After project construction, the posted speed limit would not be raised.  See Group 
Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
None of the proposed project alternatives would convert the expressway portion of Route 101 to 
a freeway.  
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Responses to Stacy Becker:  
 
1. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   

 
2.   See Group Response II-E. 
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3.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Ellin Beltz:  
 
1.  The Route 101 roadway, which spans multiple counties, requires constant repair, 
maintenance, and improvements:  consequently on any given day, there are multiple projects in 
construction.  Unfortunately, in order to avoid water quality impacts, much of the highway 
construction occurs during summer months and the tourist season. 
 
2.  See responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter regarding bicycle improvements (part of the group of 
written comments submitted by Green Wheels). 
 
3.  After project construction, the posted speed limit would not be raised.  See Group Response 
III-A-1 for more information. 
 
4.  All feasible measures to minimize delay and maintain access during construction will be 
implemented.  During construction on Route 101, two lanes of traffic in both directions will be 
maintained during daylight hours. 
 
5.  Comment noted.  State Route 255 at Jackson Road is outside of the project limits. 
 
6.   See Chapter 2 in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for a discussion 
of how the proposed project evolved in the local, regional, and state planning process. 
 
7.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.   
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8.  Caltrans is composed of a diverse group of individuals many of whom are working in earnest 
to plan, design, and build balanced, effective transportation solutions in a challenging, unique 
setting. 
 
9.  Caltrans staff developed and implemented the Safety Corridor in 2002, which included 
lowering the speed limit from 60 mph to 50 mph.   At the time the Safety Corridor was intended 
to be a temporary solution until a long term solution could be constructed.  Based on the current 
vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 Corridor, the proposed 
project is still needed.  See Group Response II-B for more information. 
 
10.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Heidi Benzonelli:   
 
1. See Group Response I-B. 
 
2. Caltrans acknowledges planning goals and objectives of incorporated cities.  Generally 
building moratoriums are temporary and Caltrans staff is predicting increases on highways in 20 
years.  In addition, not all increases in traffic derive from population growth within cities.  For 
example, Humboldt State University within Arcata has expanded in the last ten years thereby 
increasing the number of trips from areas beyond Arcata.  Finally, predicting growth also 
encompasses the predicted growth in non-incorporated areas such as McKinleyville and Cutten.   
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3.  Caltrans staff did not use statewide population projections to predict future traffic volumes on 
Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata. See Group Response I-B for more information. 
  
4.  Since the approval and circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S), the median concrete barrier proposal has been dropped.  The existing metal beam 
guardrail would be reinstalled after pavement work.   
 
5.  Since Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata is one of the busiest highway segments in the 
entire County, avoiding and minimizing delay during construction is a very high priority.  During 
peak travel periods, two lanes of traffic in each direction on Route 101 will be maintained 
throughout project construction.  See Section 3.1.6 – Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 in 
the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
6.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, was 
suggested in part by some of the businesses within the Route 101 corridor.  This alternative 
would include signalization at Airport Road as well as provide an interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff, which is the approximate midpoint between Eureka and Arcata:  these two access 
features would substantially offset median closures (elimination of uncontrolled left turn moves).  
For more information see Section 3.1.1 – Land Use, Community, Businesses as well as Section 
3.1.6 – Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 in the Final EIR/S. 
 
7.  Caltrans staff recognizes the importance of visual resources adjacent to Route 101.  The 
proposal to remove segments of the Eucalyptus tree row on the west side of Route 101 has been 
dropped.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more information. 
 
8.  Acceleration and deceleration lanes are needed at this location since large commercial trucks 
accessing the California Redwood Sawmill need sufficient distant to accelerate or decelerate in 
order to avoid disrupting and delaying through moving traffic.  A signal at this location would 
either substantially degrade the level of service (LOS) on Route 101 or would require costly lane 
construction to maintain the LOS. See Group Response II-C for more information regarding 
signalization. 
 
9.  The project does not include widening any lanes.  Regarding fixed objects in the clear 
recovery zone, Caltrans is ultimately responsible for safe public travel for motorists, public 
transit, and non-motorized transit.  Removing fixed objects that can result in serious collisions 
has been a proven practice to enhance safety. In some instances, such as residential areas with 
schools and parks, narrow roads with trees may reduce traffic speeds, however Route 101 is a 
facility designed for longer distance travel—in part to divert traffic from residential streets.  
 
10.  The proposed project is not intended to increase travel speed. The Draft EIR/S did mention 
raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however after 
project construction, the posted speed limit would not be raised.  See Group Response III-A-1 for 
more information.  
 
11.  Rear end collisions at the south end of the project limit (Eureka Slough Bridge) have not 
been a recurring issue, nor is it anticipated to be an issue.   
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12.  Alternative 3 was not identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S because the 
County of Humboldt is opposed to the use of airport property to construct the signalized 
intersection.  However, Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative, does include a half 
signal at Airport Road and would allow left turn moves to and from Route 101. 
 
13.  It should be noted the distinction between intersection LOS and mainline LOS.  Currently 
the intersection LOS degrades when vehicles intending to turn left at intersections begin to form 
queues.  If the left turn moves were eliminated the intersection LOS would improve and an 
increase in out of direction travel resulting from the elimination of left turn moves would 
increase traffic volumes on Route 101 mainline; however, traffic modeling indicates that the 
Route 101 mainline LOS would not degrade from out of direction travel. Modified Alternative 
3A would provide access to businesses on Jacobs Avenue and the proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff would substantially reduce out of direction travel to the other businesses within 
the corridor. 
 
14.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
15.  See Group Response II-D. 
 
16.  Projected increase in bicycling along Route 101 was not considered in the EIR/S or the 
overall project development process since there are essentially no constraints on Route 101 that 
would affect an increase in bicycle use.  The railroad to the west of Route 101 is not part of the 
State highway and therefore preservation is not the responsibility of Caltrans or FHWA, but is 
owned and operated by the North Coast Railroad Authority. 
 
17.  Constructing or extending existing frontage roads and new Eureka Slough crossings were 
considered early in project planning and determined cost prohibitive.  See Chapter 2 of the EIR/S 
for more information.  Also see Group Responses I-D, II-G, and II-H for a discussion of 
bicycle/non-motorized transit. 
 
18.  Caltrans staff concur that minimal disturbance to existing swales and highway infrastructure 
shall be an objective in the design and construction of the project:  this would be in accordance 
with maintaining water quality and storm water runoff objectives as well as minimizing project 
cost. 
 
19.  It should be noted that although the proposed project would close roadway medians thereby 
restricting access, the project would also enhance safety.  By allowing the medians to remain 
open, it is possible that business customers may perceive an increasing safety concern and 
choose not to do business at certain locations.  Furthermore, without the proposed project, 
roadway medians may eventually need to be closed if collisions increase; but without the project 
access improvements such as the interchange, substantial out of direction would result. 
 
20.  Future projected traffic volumes during peak periods are used to evaluate the Build 
Alternatives. 
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Responses to Cliff Berkowitz:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would enhance bicyclist safety by 
eliminating left turn movements that currently cross on-coming traffic and eliminate the need to 
cross acceleration and deceleration lanes at Indianola Cutoff.  At the other intersection locations 
the acceleration and deceleration lanes would be extended to provide a longer distance for 
vehicles to safely make lane transitions. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 

 
 
Responses to Jennifer Berman: 
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1.  To avoid confusion, the following bikeway definitions are provided: 
 
A Class I bikeway consists of separate bicycle right-of-way. The Hammond Trail is an example 
of a Class I multi-use trail for non-motorized transit.   

  
A Class II bikeway generally consists of restricted bicycle right-of-way delineated from the 
traffic lane by a white stripe.  Sixth and Seventh Streets in Eureka are examples of a Class II 
bikeway. 
 
A Class III bikeway consists of a shared travel lane for bicyclists and motor vehicles designated 
only signs and often a wide shoulder.  The existing Route 101 highway between Eureka and 
Arcata is designated as part of the Pacific Coast Bike Route and is a Class III bikeway.  
 
Even though Caltrans received numerous public requests for a separated non-motorized trail 
(Class I bikeway) added to the project or built instead of the proposed project, Caltrans is 
constrained by the project need and purpose to enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transit modes on the Route 101 roadway. However, one of the California 
Coastal Commission consistency conditions for this project includes a trail.  See Group Response 
to I-D for more information. 
 
2.  After project construction there will 10-feet wide paved outside shoulders for both 
northbound and southbound Route 101 lanes--including adjacent to the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes.  However the project does not include the creation of a Class II bikeway.   
 
3.  Even thought the prevailing vehicle speeds have essentially leveled off, vehicle collisions 
remain a safety concern.  See Group Responses I-A and II-B as well as Chapter 1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised and includes pre and 
post Safety Corridor collision data. See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 regarding speed limits 
and enforcement. 
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Responses to Julianne and Art Bettini: 
 
See Group Responses I-A and II-B regarding the No Build Alternative or Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Bethany Joy Bierdeman:   
 
1.  The Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) evolved from a specific project need and purpose statement as well as a need to 
minimize cost and environmental impact.   
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
4.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
6.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
7.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
8. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
9.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise. 
 
10. Since the start of the EIR/S, Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource 
agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  Initially there were two build alternatives proposed in 2001, and 
subsequently three new alternatives were introduced and all alternatives were modified various 
concerns from the public.  
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Responses to Jessica Bigger: 
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would close the median crossings at California Redwood 
Sawmill, Mid-City Motor World, Bracut, and Bayside.  This alternative includes a half signal at 
the Route 101/Airport Road intersection as well as a proposed Route 101 interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff.  Unlike Alternative 3, the half signal at Modified Alternative 3A would only 
stop northbound traffic.  Alternative 3A would also include adding another northbound lane to 
prevent traffic congestion at the proposed signalized Route 101/Airport Road intersection. 
 
3.  Alternative 1A includes three U-turns within the Route 101 median.  This alternative was 
extensively evaluated.  Alternative 1A received very little public support and would be difficult 
for bicyclists and pedestrians to use the U-turns. 
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Responses to Kimberly Binnie:  
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
2.  For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 
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Response to N. Misha Blacker:    
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public project 
planning was initiated.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation 
for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-
D, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Charles P. Blake:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement, includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 101.  
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
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Response to Kathleen Bledron:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
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Response to Harry Blumenthal:    
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to John Bonham: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at the intersection of Route 101 and Jacobs Avenue/Airport Road and 
allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola 
Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of Alternative 3, but 
would have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound Route 101 at the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection. 
 
In order to meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety at all uncontrolled 
intersections and providing long term roadway improvements, the other elements of Modified 
Alternative 3A other than signalizing Airport Road are needed. 
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Response to Gary Boughton: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn 
moves from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow 
left turns from Airport Road. 
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Response to Jere Bob Bowden: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal 
instead of a full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a 
full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in 
high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn 
moves from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow 
left turns from Airport Road. 
 
2.  Starting from the earliest project planning phase, avoiding and minimizing wetland impact 
was one of the primary project objectives. See Section 3.3.2 Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR/S. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
4.  There are wildlife refuges on both sides of the Route 101 corridor; consequently only native 
trees, not eucalyptus trees, will be planted to offset tree removal. 
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Response to Kevin Boyle:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes safety enhancement and other highway improvements that 
would have long term benefits for all travel modes. 
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Response to Charlene Bradford:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Response to Lucinda Bradshaw:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  While it is true the traffic volumes at the Indianola Cutoff are relatively low, an interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 is needed to enhance safety while providing efficient access for 
both motor and non-motorized transit after the Route 101 medians are closed.   
 
3.  A half signal at Route 101 and Airport Road is included in Modified Alternative 3A, the 
Preferred Alternative.  This signal would provide left turns to and from Airport Road; there are 
several businesses on Jacobs Avenue as well as the airport that have stated access to Route 101 is 
critical. 
 
4.  There are no active short or long term plans for a Route 101 Eureka bypass, however a joint 
safety enhancement and long term maintenance are currently needed. 
 
5.  Alternative 1 would eliminate left turns without a signal and an interchange.  This alternative 
received almost no support from individuals, cities, public agencies, businesses, and 
organizations. 
 
6.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2.   
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Response to Jonathon Brody:   
 
Caltrans staff considered bicyclist safety in all phases of the proposed project. Regarding a bike 
path, see Group Response II-H. 
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Response to Josh Brown:   
 
1.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety 
Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  An interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 would remove left turn movements at this 
interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.   
 
3.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the post speed limits.   
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Marcus Brown: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn 
moves from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow 
left turns from Airport Road. 
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Responses to Leslie Bruggman: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), would not remove any eucalyptus trees on the west side of Route 101.  
Please see Group Response III-B-2 for more tree removal discussion and Group Response II-C 
for a discussion of signalization. 
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Response to Thomas Bruner:  

For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 
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Response to Chase Buchanan:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Sue Buckley:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, includes 
only one new interchange and no overpasses.  Closing or signalizing the existing Route 101 
median accesses would be the single most important safety enhancement.  The proposed 
interchange would substantially reduce out of direction travel (after median accesses are closed) 
and enhance safety for transportation modes.   
 
4.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
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Responses to Melanie Buehler:   
 
1.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
2.  The Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) evolved from a specific project need and purpose statement as well as a need to 
minimize cost and environmental impact.  As documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S, many 
alternatives were initially identified and looked at, but dropped from consideration because they 
did not meet project need and purpose or were too expensive in terms of cost or environmental 
impact.  The five Build Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Final EIR/S are similar 
because the improvements are basically extensions of the existing roadway which makes the best 
use of the existing facility while minimizing cost and environmental impact.  Conversely, 
alternatives that involve purchasing new highway right of way and building new facilities 
separate from the existing highway generally incur higher costs and environmental impacts. 
 
3.  While it is true that the existing Route 101 roadway is adjacent to wetlands, incurring sliver 
wetland fills for highway improvements directly adjacent to the shoulders and medians is 
generally far less destructive in terms of wetland value and function compared to highway 
construction such as new frontage roads through existing wildlife refuges. 
 
4.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
5.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion 
of bicycle safety. 
 
6.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise. 
 
7.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
8. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   
 
9. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits.  
 
10.  Please see Group Response II-C. 
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Responses to John Burgund:   
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes constructing a new interchange at Route 101 and 
Indianola Cutoff.  This alternative does not include widening for additional through traffic lanes. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-1 regarding the posted speed limit after construction. 
 

 
 
1 
 
 
2 
3 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 76                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 77 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 78                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Responses to Brian Bushnell: 
 
1. Table 3-3 in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) indicates out-of-
direction distances for all build alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative (existing 
condition).  The out-of-direction travel distance is roughly proportional to the travel delay. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 

 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
10 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 79 

3.  Even though Alternative 1 is predicted to result in a substantially higher traffic increase 
compared to the other alternatives, the traffic volumes on the local roads connecting to Old 
Arcata Road are relatively low (except for Freshwater Road).  Since the local roads would have 
low volumes, the level of service (LOS) at Old Arcata Road intersections would be similar 
despite the predicted volumes on Old Arcata Road.  In the case of the Freshwater Road and Old 
Arcata Road, both traffic volumes are high and the projected LOS is expected to be “F” for left 
turn moves from Freshwater Road onto Old Arcata Road for all build alternatives and the No 
Build Alternative. 
 
4.  See Group Response I-D. 
 
5. Without performing a thorough origin and destination survey of bicyclists both currently 
traveling on Route 101 and potential bicyclists who would ride if conditions were improved, it is 
not possible to reach an accurate conclusion.  However, given that there are more bicyclists on 
weekdays than weekends suggests that most bicyclists are commuters who prefer to ride on 
Route 101 which is a more direct route between Eureka and Arcata compared to Old Arcata 
Road or State Route 255. 
 
6.  Please see Group Response II-H for a discussion of a separate trail for non-motorized transit 
as well as Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, and II-G for a discussion of bicycle 
improvements.  
 
7.  See Group Response II-F. 
 
8. For over ten years, Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective 
transportation solution for the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata corridor. Modified Alternative 3A, the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S includes safety enhancement and other 
highway improvements that would have long term benefits for all travel modes including public 
transit and bicyclists. None of the build alternatives are designed to increase the traffic carrying 
capacity of motor vehicles.  In other words, the proposed project does not include constructing 
through traffic lanes.  
 
9. Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S now includes a sea level rise discussion as well as plans, laws, 
and regulations to reduce greenhouse gas production from motor vehicles by increasing fuel 
efficiency, developing alternative fuels, smart land use, and changing driver behavior.   
 
10.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
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Response to Edith Butler:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term improvements that would benefit all transit modes.  This 
alternative would require minimal widening and would not preclude future non-motor vehicle 
transit development adjacent to Route 101.   
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Response to Dennis Cahill:  
 
1.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4.   
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at 
Airport Road that would substantially reduce out of direction travel.  In addition, if there were no 
highway improvements, as traffic volumes increase there would be longer delays at intersections 
which in turn leads to additional out of direction travel and energy consumption.  See Section 
3.2.8 Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S). 
 
4. The City of Arcata is proposing traffic calming modifications at Samoa Boulevard and Route 
101 that is expected to enhance bicyclist and pedestrian safety. 
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5.  See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of sea level rise. 
 
6.  Caltrans actively coordinates transportation planning with the local governments (see Chapter 
2 of the Final EIR/S for more information).  In the case of the Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor 
project, a traffic computer model was used to determine the effect this project would have on the 
local and regional transportation network for a 20 year planning horizon.  See Section 3.1.6 in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
7.  There are no predicted substantial impacts to bicyclists resulting from Modified Alternative 
3A. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to 
address bicyclists’ concerns.  For more information see Group Response I-D. 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for information regarding the posted speed limit after 
construction.  Extending the posted 50 mph speed limit on Route 101 north to Sunset Avenue in 
Arcata would not be feasible since bicyclists have the option of using parallel surface streets 
instead of the Route 101 freeway segment. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
  
8.  In order to maintain a project schedule the comment period could not be extended.  However, 
the Caltrans project manager is available to discuss the project after the comment period. 
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Responses to Dennis Cahill:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4. 
 
3.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff regrets the inability to hear individual concerns and questions presented to an 
audience and panel. During the planning of the hearing, Caltrans staff decided the most effective 
outreach and presentation approach would be to provide an informal question and answer format 
at the meeting.  Individual questions and concerns can be found in this Volume of the Final 
(EIR/S). 
 

 
 
 
Response to Pamela Cahill:  
 
1.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4.  
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3. Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative in 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact.  
 
6.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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Response to Pamela Cahill:  
 
1.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4.  
 
3. Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative in 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact.  
 
6.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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Responses to Pamela and Dennis Cahill:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
cost approximately $46 million and does include constructing a compact diamond interchange 
(no cloverleaf or “flyover” ramps) at Route and Indianola Cutoff. 
 
4. See Group Response III-A-4. 
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NOTE:  This is a form letter submitted by Erzsi Willoughby, DVM;  
 
Responses to M. Calwell: 
 
1.  Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.  
 
2.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the transportation access needs of local businesses.  After 
constructing Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be 
safer than the existing condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements.  Left 
turns would be allowed to and from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction. 
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Response to David Campbell:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part of 
the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels). 
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Response to Joel Canzoneri: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn 
moves from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow 
left turns from Airport Road. 
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Response to Kelly Card:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Response to Darrell Cardiff:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Patrick Carr:  
 
1.  Public transit improvements alone would not meet the project need and purpose.  A rising 
vehicle collision rate within the Route 101 Corridor requires a long term solution.  See Chapter 1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), which has been revised, for more 
information regarding the project need and purpose.  Please also refer to Group Response I-A. 
The proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic operations at intersections as well 
construct long term roadway maintenance.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and 
responsibility to maintain the existing state highway system and above all else provide safe 
facilities to the motoring public.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative 
in the Final EIR/S, would provide a substantial safety benefit for the vast majority of both 
motorized non-motorized transit while balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. 
 
2.  Please refer to Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S which 
includes a discussion of the project in terms of public transit and non-motorized transit.  Please 
also see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part of the group of written comments submitted by 
Green Wheels). 
 
3.  Based on the vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 
Corridor, the proposed project is still needed even though the Safety Corridor was implemented 
in 2002. Predictions of increased bicycle and public transit use may very well occur, but are for 
now speculative. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff concurs transportation planning needs to evolve to meet the challenges of global 
climate change and sustainable development. (See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information.)  However, the proposed project was planned and programmed in a comprehensive, 
multi-agency regional transportation context and process to address safety and roadway 
maintenance concerns. See Chapter 2 for more information regarding the transportation planning 
process. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-B-5 and section 3.1.2 Growth in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
6.  See Group Response III-B-3.  Section 3.40(B)(5) of the County of Humboldt Bay Area Plan 
states in part the following: 
 

The Humboldt County Board of Supervisors shall initiate the preparation of a Scenic 
Route Study pursuant to the adopted Scenic Highways Element of the Humboldt County 
General Plan for the portion of Highway 101 between Eureka and Arcata and that 
portion south of Fields Landing, inclusively. 
 
The Scenic Route Study shall be prepared by the County Planning Department in 
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation. 
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Responses to Karen Carrasco: 
 
1.  The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  
see Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 for more information. 
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2. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  Please see Group Response I-
D as well as II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
3.  The proposed project would be compatible with future non-motorized transit trail(s). 
 
4.  See Response to Comment I-E. 
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Response to Lina Carro:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.   
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would not 
substantially change the corridor in terms of the rural visual setting.  The proposed interchange 
included in Modified Alternative 3A is a compact diamond interchange that was designed to 
visually blend in with a rural setting unlike the urban interchanges such as the Route 101/299 
interchange in the City of Arcata.  In addition, the eucalyptus trees on the west side of the 
highway that were proposed to be removed in the Draft EIR/S are no longer proposed to be 
removed.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more information. 
 
3.  Regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
4.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
5.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part 
of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).   
 
6.  The proposed interchange would enhance safety for all travel modes on the existing 
expressway.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build 
Alternatives has been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
7.  Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance 
safety for all users.  Since project initiation, Caltrans has worked with governments, public 
resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  At the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001, there were 3 build alternatives.  
Since 2001, three new alternatives were introduced and all alternatives were modified to address 
various concerns from the public. 
 
Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state highway 
system and above all else provide safe facilities to the motoring public.  Modified Alternative 
3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would provide a substantial safety 
benefit for the vast majority of both motorized non-motorized transit while balancing cost and 
wetland impact considerations. 
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Responses to Lina Carro: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2. 
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3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, does include 
a half signal that would allow left turn moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from 
Airport Road.  Regarding signalization at other locations, please see Group Response II-C. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-3. 
 
5.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
6.  Based on the vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 
Corridor, the proposed project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was implemented in 
2002. For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation 
solution.  At the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001, there were two build alternatives. Over the 
course of almost ten years, three new alternatives were introduced and all alternatives were 
modified to address various concerns from the public. 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 101 

 

 
 
Response Halie Carter:   
 
The project funding for the planning and preliminary design was programmed approximately ten 
years ago by Caltrans and the Humboldt County Association of Governments. Based on the 
vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 Corridor, the proposed 
project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was implemented in 2002. Caltrans has a State 
legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state highway system and above 
all else provide safe facilities for all highway users. Caltrans has continuously monitored the post 
Safety Corridor conditions and condition of the roadway and has determined the project is still 
needed.  See Chapter 1 Project Need and Purpose in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement for more information. 
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Response to Lea Carter:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Responses to Andrea Castro: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transportation modes.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Judy Cedillo 
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
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2. The proposed project does include extending the existing acceleration and deceleration lanes 
at the California Redwood (Simpson) mill entrance.  Even if this business relocated or closed, it 
is possible another business would occupy this location and the lane improvements would still be 
needed. 
 
3.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2. 
 
4.  Route 101 between the Eureka Slough and approximately Jacoby Creek Bridge is an 
expressway with scattered clusters of businesses and relatively low traffic volumes at the 
intersections.  In addition most intersections, Bracut the only exception, do not have businesses 
on both sides of the highway at the same location. As such it would not be cost effective to build 
overcrossings which require filling large areas of wetland for relatively low traffic demand.  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), does include a proposed interchange at Route 101 and 
Indianola Cutoff.  Indianola Cutoff has relatively high traffic volumes and is midway between 
Eureka and Arcata, which would make it a convenient location for vehicles to turn around. 
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Responses to Sean Celhey:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Responses to Jereme Chandler:   
 
The Draft EIR/S did state raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 
65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for 
more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Lora E. Chandler:  Comment noted.  All Build Alternatives include either closing, 
signalizing, or building an interchange to replace the existing uncontrolled Route 101 median 
crossings to prevent broadside collisions.  Please refer to Chapter 1 Project Need and Purpose in 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for more information.   
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Responses to Pat Chaney: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal 
instead of a full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a 
full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in 
high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A does include constructing an interchange at Route 101 and Indianola 
Cutoff.  The proposed interchange would prevent broadside collisions that potentially occur at 
conventional at-grade intersections.  
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Response to Ronald Chaney: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  
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Responses to Carl L. Chatfield:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  The proposed project does not include proposing any new access to Route 101 and would thus 
not open up undeveloped land for development.   
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Elaine Chelton:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to Don Christensen: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.    
 
Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for a discussion of the posted speed limits. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Linda Christie: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at the intersection of Route 101 and Jacobs Avenue/Airport Road and 
allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola 
Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of Alternative 3, but 
would have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound Route 101 at the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection. 
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Response to Gina Christopher:  
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Response to Elaine Ciridall:   
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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Response to George Clark:   
 
Caltrans Traffic Safety unit works with the California Highway Patrol to collect and analyze 
collision data.  At locations where there is higher than normal rate of collisions, an investigation 
is undertaken.  In the case of the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata corridor, the Traffic Safety unit 
confirmed that a safety enhancement project is needed.  
 
Caltrans regularly coordinates with the City of Eureka to investigate and improve traffic safety 
concerns on Routes 101 and 255 in Eureka.  The City of Eureka maintains the non-state 
highways within Eureka. 
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Responses to James W. Clark:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised. 
 
2.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
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Responses to Tahme Clark:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised. 
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Response to Patrick Cleary:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Perry Clevenger: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
would enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements. 
 
3.  Please see Group Responses I-C and III-A-3. 
 
4. Many local businesses have expressed concern that closing the Route 101 medians would 
result in loss of convenient access which in turn would discourage customers.  Modified 
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Alternative 3A includes a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101 as well as an interchange at 
Route 101 and Indianola Cutoff which in combination would substantially reduce out of 
direction travel.  See Chapter 3 Traffic and Transportation of the Final EIR/S for more 
information. 
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Response to Corrine Cogger:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Natalia Collier: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), includes a proposed Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange. Any 
increase in traffic on Indianola Cutoff or Old Arcata Road from Route 101 after project 
construction would not be substantial.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 
of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
2.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 
65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for 
more information. 
 
3.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
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Response to Pam and Tom Cone:   
 
Please refer to Group Responses I-A and II-B regarding the need of the project and the long term 
deficiency of the Safety Corridor.  Also please see Group Response III-A-1. 
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Response to Terry R. Cook:    
 
Caltrans staff concur that public safety is the highest priority.  Modified Alternative 3A, 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S), includes the major features of Alternative 3.  See Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement for more information. 
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Responses to Nathan R. Copple, MD:  
 
1.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for more 
information as well as Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
2. See Group Response 1-A. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-
A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
4.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
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Responses to Elaine Crandall:  
1.  For a discussion of eucalyptus tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  For a discussion of signalization at locations other than Airport Road, please see Group 
Response II-C. 
 
3. For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. See 
Group Response I-A for a project need and purpose discussion.  
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Response to Sean Crotty:  
 
1.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated 
or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated 
path would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information regarding the 
posted speed limits.    
 
3.  While it is true that the signal at V Street in Eureka creates traffic gaps, very often the gaps 
begin to decrease, especially after a mile, since motorists tend to travel at different speeds.   
 
4.  An interchange would actually enhance safety for all vehicles. With an interchange in place 
bicyclists would no longer need to cross acceleration and deceleration lanes and left turn 
movements would be eliminated.  
 
5.  While it is true the Route 101 traffic is usually free flowing, the roadway is proposed to be 
expanded at key locations to accommodate merging traffic.  The proposed project will not 
expand vehicle carrying capacity. 
 
6.  The proposed project would not fill in any drainage ditches.  Please see Group Response III-
B-2. 
 
7.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.   
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Response to Haresh Dadlani:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Responses to Timothy Daniels: 
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or 
feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped. Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information regarding the posted 
speed limits.  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
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Responses to Ben Davis: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.    
 
For a discussion of the posted speed limits, see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Edith Davis:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to John DeBoice: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would enhance 
safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all transit modes. 
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Response to Ernie DeGraff: 
 
Alternative 7, the No Build Alternative is the No Action Alternative and is fully evaluated in the 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  However, this alternative would not meet the 
project need and purpose.  Please see Group Responses 1-A and II-B.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, is needed to 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all travel 
modes.   
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Response to Catherine DeSantis: 
 
1.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group 
Response II-B. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. Please refer to 
Group Response I-A regarding the Safety Corridor. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated 
or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated 
path would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Linda Doerflinger: 
 
1.  Caltrans staff regrets any unintended confusion at the open house.  Caltrans staff planned to 
hold an open house with sufficient number of staff available to explain the two modified 
alternatives and answer questions regarding a very complex project. The informational hand out 
provided at the open house included contact information for follow up questions after the 
meeting.  
 
2.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated 
or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated 
path would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see 
Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff regrets that the re-striping for additional shoulder is perceived as “an offensive 
attempt at appeasement.”  Even though Caltrans received numerous public requests for a 
separated non-motorized trail added to the project or built instead of the proposed project, 
Caltrans is constrained by the project need and purpose to enhance safety and provide long term 
roadway improvements for all transit modes on the Route 101 roadway.  Providing a wider 
shoulder was intended to enhance bicyclist safety within the context of the proposed project and 
not a substitute for a fully separated trail. Constructing a new, separate trail would be a major 
undertaking far beyond the scope of the proposed project, however the proposed project would 
be compatible with future trail development a separate future bay trail is now California Coastal 
Commission condition for project Federal Coastal Consistency certification.  For a detailed 
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discussion of why a separate trail is not part of the proposed project and other discussion of 
bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
4.  See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for an expanded discussion of sea level rise. 
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Responses to Linda Doerflinger: 

1.  Caltrans staff regrets any unintended confusion at the open house.  Caltrans staff planned to hold an 
open house with sufficient number of staff available to explain the two modified alternatives and answer 
questions regarding a very complex project. The informational hand out provided at the open house 
included contact information for follow up questions after the meeting.  

 
2.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for more information. 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
3.  See Group Response III-B-1. 
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4.  Comment noted.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, 
includes a half signal instead of a partial signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn 
moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. The half signal would benefit both 
businesses and the residents along Jacobs Avenue. 
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Response to Jean Doran:   
 
The proposed project would not convert the existing expressway segment of Route 101 between 
the Eureka Slough Bridges and Jacoby Creek to a freeway. The proposal to raise the posted 
speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped.  See Group Responses 
III-A-1 and 2 for more information.  For a discussion of the Safety Corridor please refer to 
Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study and Group Responses I-A and II-B. 
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
project planning initiation.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or feel 
uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path would 
encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from 
project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements and the 
separate future bay trail required as a condition by the California Coastal Commission for project 
Federal Coastal Consistency certification, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to Haig Dradoarian:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to Margaret Draper: 
 
1.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement has been revised to address 
both sea level rise and climate change. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety 
Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B.   See Group Response III-A-3 for a discussion of 
enhanced traffic enforcement. 
 
4.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent 
to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path would encourage bicycle 
commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for 
all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements and the separate future bay trail 
required as a condition by the California Coastal Commission for project Federal Coastal 
Consistency certification, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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5.  Since 1999, Caltrans staff  has worked with other public agencies have been continuously 
weighing public comments, revising and adding alternatives to address public concerns while 
meeting the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term roadway 
maintenance. 
 
6.  Both current flooding concerns as well as long term sea level rise flooding concerns are 
continually being evaluated.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which includes revised 
and updated discussion of sea level rise and planning. 
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Response to Barbara Duncan: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at the intersection of Route 101 and Jacobs Avenue/Airport Road and 
allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola 
Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of Alternative 3, but 
would have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound Route 101 at the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection. 
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Response to Bill Durbin: 
   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement and includes a new interchange, would cost approximately $46 million.  
This alternative also includes long term improvements such as replacing the southbound Jacoby 
Creek Bridge. 
 
Caltrans staff considered a raised northbound lane interchange design as an alternative to a full 
interchange design. The raised northbound lane interchange alternative described above would 
be less costly to construct.  However, this segment of Route 101 has a high traffic volume and 
turning movements from the left lane does not meet driver expectation and requires weaving 
traffic to accelerate and decelerate from the left lane, which is typically considered the passing or 
through lane.  Providing the conventional compact diamond interchange separates stopped 
turning vehicles from the through traffic lanes, where left turn movements from the southbound 
lanes would stop stopped or slow moving vehicles would be in conflict with errant vehicles from 
the through lanes. 
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Responses to Will Dvorak: 
 
1.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for a discussion 
of sea level rise. 
 
2.  Raising the Route 101 roadbed and constructing roundabouts would require constructing 
extensive fill slopes and fill a much larger area of wetland than the proposed project. 
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Responses to Robert East: 
 

1. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 

2. Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes a half signal at Airport Road 
and Route 101.   
 

3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-
F, II-G, and II-H.  
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Response to Annie Elfing:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Elias Elias:    
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Jud Ellinwood and Anda Webb: 
 
1. See Group Response I-A. 
 
2. Separate funding has been programmed for Buckhorn Summit, Confusion Hill, and 
Richardson Grove.  See Group Response II-H regarding a bicycle trail improvement. 
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Responses to Chuck Ellsworth: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road 
intersection as well as a proposed Route 101 interchange at Indianola Cutoff.  The half signal 
and interchange would minimize out of direction travel on Old Arcata Road.  Old Arcata Road 
has speed bumps and a reduced speed limit north of Bayside which would discourage drivers 
seeking to save time. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A was suggested by some business owners within the Route 101 
corridor.  Most businesses would be able to take advantage of the proposed interchange and half 
signal. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-A. 
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Responses to Faye Emad:   

1.  See Group Response III-A-1. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
3.  If one or more Route 101 medians are closed, the result would be creating more demand to use the 
remaining open medians such as Bayside Cutoff:  this would in turn result in degradation of traffic 
operations potentially safety at Bayside Cutoff.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was 
closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange and the 
recently improved Old Arcata Road. This would add delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance 
safety—especially during peak travel periods.  For more information, see Group Response III-A-4. 
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Responses to Faye Emad:   

1.  If one or more Route 101 medians are closed, the result would be creating more demand to 
use the remaining open medians such as Bayside Cutoff:  this would in turn result in degradation 
of traffic operations potentially safety at Bayside Cutoff.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as 
the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; 
if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed 
interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road. This would add delay and out of 
direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  For more 
information, see Group Response III-A-4. 
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-
D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-1. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-C. 
 
4.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A includes a half signal at Route 101 and Airport Road/Jacobs 
Avenue. 
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Responses to Jeremy Endsley:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Eaman Engber:   
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Robert Escher: 
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or 
feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits. 
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Responses to Barry Evans, P.E.: 
 
1.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-
striped to provide 10-foot wide outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in 
both directions throughout the project to enhance bicyclist safety. See Group Response I-D for 
more information. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has 
been dropped:  see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
2.  Alternative 1A was designed in response to requests for an alternative to an interchange. 
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would cost 
approximately $46 to construct and would enhance safety and construct long term roadway 
improvements that would benefit all transit modes. 
 
 

 
 
Responses to Michael Evenson: 
 
1.  Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the features of 
Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S 
for details.  
 
2.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the transportation access needs of local businesses. After constructing 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be safer than the existing 
condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements. Left turns would be allowed to and 
from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction.  Please refer to Section 3.1.6 – Traffic, 
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Transportation/Pedestrian, and Bicycle Facilities in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information 
regarding potential transportation related effects to businesses. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the importance of a visually appealing City gateway and will work with 
the City of Eureka to visually enhance the entrance to the City where feasible.  However, the proposed 
project need and purpose does not include City gateway enhancements, nor would the proposed project 
have visual impacts to the City entrance requiring mitigation. 
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Responses to Jonathon M. Farrar:   
 
1.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed 
limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
3. See Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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4.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.   
 
5.  It would basically be correct to state that the Build Alternatives in the EIR/S basically are 
variations of Alternative 1.  The objective of the project team was to design a project that met the 
project need and purpose while minimizing cost and environmental impacts.  Alternatives 1, 1A, 
2, 3, and Modified Alternative 3A minimized cost and impact by basically making improvements 
within the basic existing roadway and minimizing the expansion of the roadway as much as 
possible.  Other alternatives that were not studied extensively, such as building frontage roads, 
were found to be cost prohibitive and would result in much higher wetland impact and thus were 
not studied further.  Some alternatives, such as bicycle and public transit alternatives, did not 
meet the basic project need and purpose and were not discussed in detail for this reason. 
 
6.  Wetland impacts resulting from Modified Alternative 3A would be compensated at off-site 
locations, but within the same watershed and within the Coastal Zone. Potential impacts to 
wildlife were evaluated and determined to be not significant with measures to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate in place.  See Section 3.3 Biological Environment in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S 
for more information. 
 
7.  See Group Response III-B-2 regarding tree removal. 
 
8.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
9.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which has been revised with additional climate 
change and sea level rise discussion. 
 
10.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  
 
11.  Modified Alternative 3A is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the EIR/S and would 
meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term maintenance 
improvements. 
 
12.  Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance 
safety for all users.  For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public 
resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  At the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001, there were three build 
alternatives.  Eventually two new alternatives were introduced to address various concerns from 
the public. 
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Responses to Ralph Faust: 
1. The safety enhancement and roadway restoration projects were combined for several reasons: 
they have overlapping elements and complement each other, construction staging and traffic 
control during construction would be more efficient, and the ability to effectively conduct 
cumulative impact analyses of one combined project.   
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2.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
3.  The proposed project improvements do not include upgrading the existing expressway 
segment between Eureka Slough Bridges and the Jacoby Creek Bridges to a freeway. 
 
4. Caltrans staff understands the long term consequences of constructing highway improvements 
on a highway segment that is slightly above sea level.  However Route 101 is a vital 
transportation lifeline for the north coast region; it is the most heavily traveled highway in 
Humboldt County.  Safety enhancements and major long term roadway improvements for Route 
101 are an immediate, pressing need.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S) has been extensively revised to address sea level rise in relation to 
both the proposed project and as a statewide concern. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-A-4. 
 
6.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
7.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S also now includes a discussion of plans, laws, and regulations to 
reduce greenhouse gas production from motor vehicles by increasing fuel efficiency, developing 
alternative fuels, smart land use, and changing driver behavior.   For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion 
of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
8.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S is needed 
to enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all travel 
modes.   
 
9.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S states that a constant speed of 50 mph would be more efficient in 
terms of greenhouse gas production compared to stop and go traffic conditions resulting from a 
signalized boulevard segment.   
 
10.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-2. 
 
11.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-3 and Section 3.1.7 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S 
which addresses the visual effects of the proposed interchange. 
 
12.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-5 and Section 3.1.2 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S 
which has been substantially revised. 
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Responses to Ralph Faust:   
 

1. A wider range of alternative were identified, evaluated, and dropped from further consideration 
prior to preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S). Caltrans staff 
has worked for over ten years with public agencies, organizations, and individuals to identify, 
design, evaluate, and refine project alternatives to meet the specific project need and purpose 
while avoiding and minimizing cost and environmental impacts. Three new alternatives were 
introduced since the Draft EIR/S preparation began and all alternatives were modified to address 
various concerns from the public See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 

2. The Final EIR/S has been revised and expanded to address most of the concerns raised. 
 

3. Alternatives 1A and 3A are essentially variations of existing alternatives and were evaluated and 
determined to have impacts that were similar or less magnitude than the base Alternatives 1 and 
3:  for this reason, a supplementary EIR/S was not prepared. 
 

4. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, was submitted to 
the California Coastal Commission for Federal Coastal Consistency Certification.  See Chapter 3 
of the Final EIR/S for details.  
 

5. When the turnaround or U turn concept was initially proposed, Caltrans staff determined this 
concept was not feasible as proposed.  Eventually Caltrans developed a feasible design for the 
corridor location, which became Alternative 1A.  Alternative 1A was presented at the December 
3, 2008 public meeting. This alternative received almost no public support because the U-turns 
would pose challenges to bicyclists and could cause potential confusion for all travelers.  
Alternative 1A is fully described and evaluated in the Final EIR/S. 
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6. Caltrans staff generally considers traffic merges from the left side as undesirable, but now 
concedes left merges are not necessarily a collision factor at intersections.  Alternative 1A was 
designed with extra lanes to facilitate travelers making U-turns and create conditions conducive 
for accessing Route 101 from the left side.  None of the Build Alternatives include converting the 
existing expressway segment of Route 101 between the Eureka Slough Bridges and Gannon 
Slough Bridges into a freeway. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for a discussion of posted 
speeds. Currently Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata already meet standards for Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) trucks. Also STAA trucks currently travel the Eureka-
Arcata Route 101 Corridor since STAA trucks are allowed to travel on Route 101 between 
Eureka and the Oregon coast. 
 

7. Alternative 7 is the No Build Alternative and does not include any planned improvements. 
Routine maintenance activities or unrelated improvement projects would still occur.  Caltrans 
staff is not planning to install median barriers to close the existing median barriers if the proposed 
project is not approved for construction. The Final EIR/S does discuss the possibility of closing 
the Route 101 medians if safety conditions warrant such an action and the proposed project is not 
in place. Closing all Route 101 intersection medians would have likely have substantial 
environmental consequences to the roadway network similar the traffic consequences of 
Alternative 1. 
 

8. Caltrans staff concurs Route 101 is not simply a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  As stated 
previously Route 101 is mostly an expressway and the posted speed limit for the expressway will 
not be raised after project construction. See Group Response III-A-1 for more information 
regarding the posted speed limit after project construction. 
 
Caltrans staff also acknowledges the importance of Route 101 to local residents; however, 
Caltrans needs to balance the needs of all highway users and above all else must provide safe 
highway conditions for all travel modes. 
 
All build alternatives would remove left turn movements to and from Route 101 and Bayside 
Cutoff.  Based on existing traffic vehicle count data, 37 vehicles turned left from southbound 101 
to Bayside Cutoff from 8-9 AM, which is the morning weekday peak period.  If 50% of these 
vehicles travel north from Bayside Cutoff on Old Arcata Road then an increase of 19 vehicles 
would result during the AM peak hour which is approximately a 5% increase in vehicles. 
Basically, since there are a relatively low current number of left turn movements at the Route 
101/Bayside Cutoff intersection, then restricting left turn movements would not result in a 
substantial increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would allow 
right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers 
would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata 
Road.  This would add delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially 
during peak travel periods.  See Group Response III-A-4 for more information and Section 3.1.6 
Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of traffic on Old Arcata Road as 
well as out of direction travel. 
 

9. See Group Response II-C. 
 

10. See Group Responses II-D, III-A-1, and 2.   
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11. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, is anticipated to 
result in slightly higher net collective energy use for travelers compared to the No Build for both 
existing and future traffic conditions. Although Modified Alternative 3A would result in an 
increase in out-of-direction travel compared to the No Build Condition, as future traffic volumes 
increase under the No Build conditions, left turn moves during peak travel periods would cause 
increases in delay, energy, vehicle emissions, and out of direction travel. See Section 3.2.8 – 
Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 

12. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety.  See also Group Response I-D for more bicycle improvements 
discussion. 
 

13. Please see Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for a discussion of the planning and programming of this 
project.  Also see Chapter 4 for a revised and expanded discussion of climate change and sea 
level rise. 
 

14. Motor vehicles maximize fuel efficiency and minimize greenhouse gas emissions when traveling 
at a constant speed of approximately 50 mph.  In contrast, a “boulevard” alternative would result 
in subjecting the highest traffic volumes in Humboldt County to constant stopping and 
acceleration resulting in much higher greenhouse gas emissions.   
 

15. Caltrans staff participates in the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) 
meetings, which includes non-motorized transit planning and is aware of the City of Arcata’s 
plans for a non-motorized transit trail along the west side of Route 101.  Caltrans staff designed 
the project to be compatible with future trails. 
  

16. Caltrans has not taken the position of relying on other public agencies such as the North Coast 
Railroad Authority or the City of Arcata to fulfill perceived non-motorized transit needs within 
the Route 101 Corridor. Providing a safe, well maintained roadway for all transit modes are 
Caltrans’ highest priorities and the proposed project fulfills these priority needs. For a discussion 
of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 

17. None of the Build Alternatives would eliminate bicycle access on Route 101.  Modified 
Alternative 3A would restrict access at four intersections by eliminating left turn moves; however 
right turns would still be allowed and the crossing Route 101 at Airport Road and Indianola 
Cutoff would avoid and minimize out of direction travel from the elimination of uncontrolled left 
turn moves. As previously discussed in response 12, the Modified Alternative 3A would enhance 
safety for bicyclists at intersections and the project includes re-striping to create 10-feet wide 
outside shoulders throughout the project limits. 
 

18. Caltrans staff did not plan or design the proposed project based on a need to increase speed.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2.   
 

19. Caltrans staff did not plan or design the proposed project based on a need to increase the carrying 
capacity of the roadway.  The project does not include constructing new traffic lanes to add traffic 
carrying capacity but includes widening roadway segments and extending existing acceleration 
and deceleration lanes to improve traffic safety and operation at intersections. 
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20. Caltrans staff did not plan or design the proposed project based on a need to convert an existing 
expressway to a freeway.  The existing expressway segment of Route 101 between Eureka and 
the Gannon Slough Bridges would remain an expressway after project construction.  Modified 
Alternative 3A does include constructing one new grade separated interchange; however there 
would a signal south of the proposed interchange as well as at-grade intersections north and south 
of the proposed interchange. 

 
21. Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. 

Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 

22. The City of Arcata staff has been continually coordinating with Caltrans staff regarding the 
design of the proposed Arcata gateway project at the Route 101/255 interchange.  The gateway 
project and the Caltrans proposed project would be fully compatible.  Bicyclists and pedestrians 
are expected to benefit from the gateway project which includes traffic calming features. 
 

23. Caltrans staff is aware of the short and long term consequences of an energy crisis; however 
events such as the 1973 Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) oil embargo 
followed by oil production gluts reflect the difficulty of predicting future energy scenarios.  In the 
face of uncertainty, Caltrans has the responsibility of providing safe roadway conditions for the 
traveling public for any foreseeable conditions.  The proposed project would enhance safety and 
provide long term transportation benefits for all travel modes. 
 

24. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 

25. Since the proposed project does not include any elements that would create new STAA truck 
access, STAA trucks were not specifically analyzed in the EIR/S. STAA trucks have the same 
weight limitations as non-STAA trucks. The future traffic volumes that formed the basis for the 
environmental studies in the EIR/S would be unchanged despite the proportion of future STAA 
truck volumes. 
 

26. The Final EIR/S includes a wetland impact analysis for Alternatives 1A and Modified 3A as well 
the other three Build Alternatives. 
 

27. A discussion of tsunami evacuation on Route 101 has been added to Section 3.2.3 Geology in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. Southbound and northbound travelers staying on Route 101 
between Eureka and Arcata would eventually exit the tsunami zone.  However, a large number of 
southbound travelers on Route 101 attempting to cross the northbound Route 101 lanes to travel 
east during an evacuation would likely impede traffic in both directions.  For this reason, closing 
the medians would actually improve evacuation during a tsunami event. 
 

28. The Final EIR/S includes additional discussion of many of the topics mentioned. The No Build 
Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.   
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Response to Sharon Fennell:   
 
See Group Response I-E. 
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Response to Jessica Fleek:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), does include a half signal that would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road.   
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Responses to Alissa Fogg:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S would 
include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel.  
The interchange would be constructed entirely within the existing State highway right-of-way 
and would permanently fill in wetland within the Route 101 median as well as the shoulders.  
This wetland is generally not used by shorebirds since it is not strongly subjected to tidal 
influence and is physically separated from the bay by the railroad bed.  Wetland impacts will be 
fully compensated both on, and off-site.  
 
4.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to Suzanne Forsyth:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part of 
the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Julie Francis: 
 
1. The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
 
2.  The Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) evolved from a specific project need and purpose statement as well as a need to 
minimize cost and environmental impact.  As documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S, many 
alternatives were initially identified and looked at, but dropped from consideration because they 
did not meet project need and purpose or were too expensive in terms of cost or environmental 
impact.  The five Build Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Final EIR/S are similar 
because the improvements are basically extensions of the existing roadway which makes the best 
use of the existing facility while minimizing cost and environmental impact.  Conversely, 
alternatives that involve purchasing new highway right of way and building new facilities 
separate from the existing highway generally incur higher costs and environmental impacts. 
 
See Group Response II-C regarding the signalization of intersections. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Cheryl Franco: 
 
See Response I-A.  Caltrans does issue encroachment permits for proposed development that 
would directly affect Route 101, however local and county jurisdictions implement the primary 
land development controls. 
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Response to Julia Freewoman:   
 
Comment noted.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-
B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Response to Nancy Frey: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.   
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Responses to Jan Friedrichsen:  
 
1.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. Also see Group Response I-D for more information. The 
proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see 
Group Responses III-A-1and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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Response to Corrine Frugonim, MD:  
1. See Group Response I-A for a project need and purpose discussion.  

2. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 

3. For a discussion of eucalyptus tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-2. 

4. For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 

5. See responses to Ann King Smith’s written comments.  
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Response to David Fuller:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limits. 
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Response to Mary Gallagher: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 
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Responses to Sage Gang-Halvorson:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public since project 
planning was initiated.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation 
for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-
D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped. 
Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information regarding the posted speed limits.  
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Response to Bob Gardner: 
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 
 
Despite the low vehicle volumes accessing the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since 
the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would 
help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the 
Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway 
meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this 
business relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the 
lane improvements would still be needed. 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 204                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
 
Responses to Randy Gardner: 
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), includes both an interchange at Indianola Cutoff (midway between 
Eureka and Arcata) and a half-signal at Airport Road. These two features would collectively 
reduce out-of-direction travel to and from businesses along the Route 101 corridor.  While this 
project would result in some degree of out of direction travel, the trade off would be enhanced 
safety by preventing broadside collisions caused by left turn moves at uncontrolled intersections. 
 
2.  The Route 101 median opening at Cole Avenue was closed because of the high frequency of 
collisions at this intersection.   
 
3.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 for a discussion of speed limits and enforcement. 
 
4.  For a discussion on tree removal see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Spring Garrett:   
 
Since 1999, Caltrans staff working with other public agencies have been continuously weighing 
public comments, revising and adding alternatives to address public concerns while meeting the 
project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term roadway maintenance. 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Mary Gearheart: 
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-5. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), was designed to minimize both wetland and visual impacts 
while meeting the project need and purpose to enhance and provide long term roadway 
improvements.  See Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
4.  Comment noted.  Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  
These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic volumes within 
both a local and regional transportation system: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips 
longer than a few miles are encouraged to use Route 101 rather than residential streets.  Slowing 
down traffic on Route 101 could result in additional traffic on Old Arcata Road and State Route 
255 which are adjacent to residential areas. 
 
5.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, II-F. 
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Responses to Mary Gearheart: 
 
1.  For a discussion of trees, see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance safety 
for all users.  For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource 
agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  At the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001, there were two build alternatives.  
Over the course of almost ten years, three new alternatives were introduced and all alternatives 
were modified to address various concerns from the public. 
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3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 

 
 
 
Responses to Mary Gearheart: 
 
1.   For a discussion of trees, see Group Response III-B-2.   
 
2.  Even if businesses could be purchased and relocated, the primary broadside collision factor 
would remain:  uncontrolled left turn and crossing moves across Route 101 through traffic lanes 
at six intersections. 
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Response to Mary V. Gelinas:   
 
Alternative 7, the No Build Alternative is the No Action Alternative and is fully evaluated in the 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  However, this alternative would not meet the 
project need and purpose.  Please see Group Responses 1-A and II-B.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final (EIR/S), is needed to 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all travel 
modes.   
 

 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 211 

 
 
 
Responses to Carman Gentile:  
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would eliminate all uncontrolled Route 101 median crossings 
in order to meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety.  See Chapter 1 in the Final 
EIR/S for more information.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as 
the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would 
discourage bicyclists. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A does include a half signal that would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a 
full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in 
high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 
 
3.  The existing Route 101 corridor consists of a four-lane expressway north of the Eureka 
Slough Bridges to approximately Jacoby Creek Bridges.  North of Jacoby Creek Bridges, Route 
101 is a four-lane freeway up to and beyond the northern project limit of the 11th Street 
overcrossing in the City of Arcata.  A frontage road on the east side of Route 101 was considered 
but dropped during the early planning phase; however the costs of right-of-way acquisition and 
wetland impact were too high in relation to the benefits. 
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Response to Denise George:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Diane George: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.  
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Responses to Donna Gephart: 
 
See Group Response I-A. 
 
The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to Edge Gerring: 
 
1. See Group Response I-A. 
 
2. The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  For more information, see Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Jim Giampaolo: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at Airport Road and allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross 
or turn around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many 
of the advantages of Alternative 3, but would have less wetland impact and have less traffic 
queuing of southbound Route 101 at Airport Road. 
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Response to Deborah Giraud:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  See Group Response I-B for a discussion of projected traffic increase. Caltrans staff has and 
will continue to work continuously with the City of Eureka to address traffic operations and 
safety on Route 101 in Eureka.  
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Lin Glen:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Lori Goodman: 
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  For more information, see Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
4.  See Group Response I-A. 
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Response to Charles F. Goodwin, Jr.: 
Please see responses to letter from Humboldt County Aviation Division letter in the Responses to 
Organizations section. 
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Responses to Pat Grace:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for more information.  
 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see 
Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H. 
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Response to George Green: 
 
1.  Alternative 1 includes the removal of left turn opportunities and safety corridor signs as well 
as constructing various roadway improvements.  Alternative 1 was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative because of its overall unacceptable environmental impacts.  While Alternative 1 has 
the least direct impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S., it would have the 
potential to incur the most impact to Environmental Justice communities and create substantial 
out-of-direction travel.  Construction of Alternative 1 would result in the following adverse 
environmental effects: 
 

• Environmental Justice communities would be substantially disproportionately and 
adversely affected by access restrictions; 

 
• Substantial out-of-direction travel and delay would result from Route 101 median access 

closures; 
 

• Local residents, businesses, pedestrians, and bicyclists would be substantially adversely 
affected by the access closures;  

 
• There would be a substantial increase of traffic diverted to Old Arcata Road; 

 
• Access restrictions would result in substantial out-of-direction travel with corresponding 

increases in lost time, energy consumption, and vehicle exhaust emissions. 
 
See Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for more 
information. 
 
2.  While eliminating left turn movements could save energy in some circumstances, the 
elimination of left turns would require more of direction travel and result in a net increase in 
energy compared to the existing condition.  See Section 3.2.7 Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR/S for more information. 
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Response to Sue Grenfell:   
 
1. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for information regarding the posted speed limits. 
 
2. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would cost 
approximately $46 million to construct and would enhance safety and provide long term 
roadway improvements. 
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Response to Helene Griffin: 
 
Comment noted.  Caltrans staff has worked with local businesses to plan, design, and 
continuously refine the proposed project to not only meet the project need and purpose, but to 
avoid and minimize impacts to businesses.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative 
identified in the Final Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a new Route 101/Indianola 
Cutoff interchange and a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection that would allow 
left turn moves to and from Route 101. The interchange and half signal would minimize out of 
direction travel to businesses after the project removes all uncontrolled left turn and crossing 
moves on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata.  For more information, see Chapters 2 and 3 in 
the Final EIR/S. 
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Responses to Brett Gronemeyer: 
 
1. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for 
more information.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, 
II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project 
construction has been dropped:  see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport 
Road and allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed 
Indianola Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of 
Alternative 3, but would have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound 
Route 101 at Airport Road. 
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Response to Teri Grunthaner: 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for discussions of the posted speed limit. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to Suzanne Guerra:  The cultural Areas of Potential Effect were set and approved in 
accordance with pertinent State and Federal cultural resource regulations.  Caltrans did not assess 
potential impacts to cultural resources along Old Arcata Road, which is the responsibility of the 
County of Humboldt.  Please see Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal.  
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Response to Lynne Gurnee: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  Intersection enforcement is different than speed enforcement.  See Group Response II-D for 
more information. 
 
3. See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport 
Road and allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed 
Indianola Cutoff interchange.   
 
6.  See Group Response III-A-4. 
 
7. Comment noted.  A separated bicycle path is not included in the proposed project. 
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Response to Rick Gustafson:   
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
Despite the low vehicle volumes accessing the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since 
the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would 
help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the 
Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway 
meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this 
business relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the 
lane improvements would still be needed. 
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Responses to Tyla Hafstrom:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Judy Haggard: 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Deborah Hall:   
 

1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose. Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), 
which has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see 
Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   

 

 
1 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
1 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 235 

2. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
include an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at Airport Road that would 
substantially reduce out of direction travel while enhancing safety.  Many of the local 
businesses favor a safety enhancement project. See Section 3.1.1 in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR/S for more information. 
 

3. Comment noted.  Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata is the most heavily traveled 
highway segment in Humboldt, Mendocino, and Del Norte Counties.   
 

4. Increasing highway enforcement and additional lighting would not address uncontrolled 
left turn and crossing moves, which are single major factors associated with broadside 
collisions. 
 

5. The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California 
Redwood mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby 
avoiding the need to remove the row of eucalyptus trees. See Group Response III-B-2 for 
more discussion of tree removal. 

 
 

 
 
Response to William Halvorsen:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Response to Luke Hamm:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped. 
Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information regarding the posted speed limits.  
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Response to Richard Hansis: 
 
1.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
2.  See Group Response II-E. 
 
3.  The proposed project is primarily designed to enhance safety with roadway improvements; this 
project would not add traffic carrying capacity. 
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Responses to Trevor Harper:  

 
1.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) since it received 
almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
 
2.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by Modified Alternative 3A. Modified 
Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, is similar to 
Alternative 3A except that Modified Alternative includes a half signal instead of a 
southbound Route 101 signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn 
moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road.  
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3.  A full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it 
would result in high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Under Modified 
Alternative 3A, the half signal at Airport Road would not stop the southbound Route 101 
traffic, but would still allow left turns from Airport Road. 
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Response to Harper Motors Employee: 
 
1.  Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 in 
the Final EIR/S for details.  
 
2.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the transportation access needs of local businesses.  After 
constructing Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be 
safer than the existing condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements.  Left 
turns would be allowed to and from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction.  
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Response to Ron Harris:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff is more compact and instead of a full signal at Airport Road, a half signal is 
proposed.  Modified Alternative 3A was designed to allow left turn moves to and from Route 101 
at Airport Road.  Modified 3A was designed to minimize both out of direction travel as well as 
wetland impacts.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information about Modified 
Alternative 3A. 
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Response to Arlene Hartin:    
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a half 
signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 101. Alternative 1A was not identified as the 
Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would 
discourage bicyclists. 
 
An alternative to construct a new 6th Street Bridge across the Eureka Slough to Jacobs Avenue 
was considered early in the planning process but was dropped from consideration because of the 
high cost for bridge construction and the bridge would not benefit southbound Route 101 traffic 
accessing Airport Road. 
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Response to Lori Hartley:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Response to Ginni Hassrick:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
Caltrans Traffic Safety unit works with the California Highway Patrol to identify and correct state 
highway segments with elevated collision numbers. 
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Responses to Sunny Hawk:  
 
1.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 for more information. 

2.  See Group Response I-A. 

3.  See Group Response III-B-2. 

4.  See Group Response II-B. 
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5.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D for 
more information.  Also refer to Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H for bicycle 
improvements. 
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Response to Virginia Hedgecock:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Annie Hehner:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to 
enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Furthermore this alternative 
would be compatible with future non-motorized transit and public transit improvement projects.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 251 

 
 
Responses to Phil Heidrick:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
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Response to Helen: 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Responses to Susanne Hendny:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to Charles Herbelin:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), would eliminate all uncontrolled Route 101 median crossings in order 
to meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety.  See Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/S for 
more information.  Modified Alternative 3A does include a half signal that would allow left turn 
moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road.  See Group Response II-C for a 
discussion of signalizing multiple intersections. 
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
3. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. The proposed project does include replacing the southbound 
Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed 
on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet wide separated area for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A would permanently impact approximately 0.01 acre of Estuarine 
Subtidal Waters and 0.1 acre of Estuarine Intertidal Wetland. See Section 3.3.2 Wetlands in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Response to Margaret Herbelin:  
 
1.  While it is true that if the Route 101 medians were closed, the existing acceleration lanes 
serving left turn moves onto Route 101 would not be needed.  However, acceleration lanes would 
still be needed for vehicles accessing Route 101 from the right side of the highway. 
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
3. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow left turn moves to and 
from Airport Road. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5.  Comment noted; however, many businesses along Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata have 
been established at the same location for many years and have direct access expectations  
 
6.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  The project now includes re-striping the traffic lanes to provide 10-foot 
wide outside shoulders in both directions throughout the project. The proposed project also 
includes replacing the southbound Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a wider bridge that would 
include bicycle railing installed on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet wide separated 
area for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
 
Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata 
would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist 
safety. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-
F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Margaret Herbelin:   
 
1.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  For more information, see Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
2.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
3.   See Group Response II-H. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise. 
 
6.  Environmental Studies for the proposed project began in 2001.  Since then Caltrans staff has 
worked with public agencies and the public to add and refine project alternatives in an effort to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects while meeting the project need and purpose. 
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Response to Glenda Hesseltine: 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  

Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental EIR/S, 
would not remove any eucalyptus trees on the west side of Route 101.  Please see Group 
Response III-B-2 for more tree removal discussion.  
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Response to Pat Higgins:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been 
revised. 
 
2.  See Group Response II-B. 
 
3.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, and II-F. 
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Response to Tom Hinz:   
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the 
Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group 
Response II-B.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
 
For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to J. Warren Hockaday: 
 
Caltrans staff generally concur with your recommendations.  Caltrans staff has worked with local 
businesses to plan, design, and continuously refine the proposed project to not only meet the 
project need and purpose, but to avoid and minimize impacts to businesses.  Modified Alternative 
3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a 
new Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange and a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road 
intersection that would allow left turn moves to and from Route 101. The interchange and half 
signal would minimize out of direction travel to businesses after the project removes all 
uncontrolled left turn and crossing moves on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata.  For more 
information, see Chapters 2 and 3 in the Final EIR/S. 
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Response to Gad A. Hodgkins:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term improvements 
that would benefit all transit modes.  This alternative does not include roadway widening for 
through traffic lanes.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was 
approved in 2007, the Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to 
provide 10-foot wide outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both 
directions throughout the project to enhance bicyclist safety. 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 263 

 
 
Responses to Matt Hodgson: 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D, II-
B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H for more information. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit 
after project construction has been dropped:  see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes pre and post 
Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety 
Corridor.   
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Responses to James Hoff:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), has many of the features and advantages of Alternative 3.  For 
more information see Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S. 
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2.  At the project location south of Indianola Cutoff, the project has been modified to move the 
southbound Route 101 lanes towards the median thereby eliminating the need for a temporary 
construction easement or a permanent easement. 
 
3.  As stated in response number 2, the realignment of the southbound lanes would eliminate the 
need to remove any eucalyptus trees on the west side of Route 101. 
 
4.  This comment will be passed on to the Caltrans Safety unit. 
 
5.  The roadway is periodically swept and tree growth is also periodically monitored and pruned. 
 
6.  Where feasible to enhance safety, Caltrans does adhere to a policy of removing fixed objects 
too close to the edge of the traveled way (within 30 feet for freeways and expressways) since 
fixed objects can pose potential hazards for errant vehicles or vehicles making emergency 
maneuvers. In the case of the Eucalyptus trees on the west side of they highway, they are 
separated by guardrail from traffic flow and do not need to be removed for safety reasons. Since 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the Route 101 
roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide outside 
shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the project to 
enhance bicyclist safety. 
 
7.  Comment noted, however as stated in response number 2, the Eucalyptus trees will remain on 
the west side of Route 101. 
 
8. See Group Response II-H. 
 
9.  You will be added to the project mailing list. 
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Response to Linda Hoffman:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Annette Holland:  
 
1.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes a detailed 
discussion of anticipated global climate change and sea level rise. 
 
2.  The traffic effects of eliminating left turns to and from Bayside Cutoff at Route 101 have been 
evaluated in Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the EIR/S.  Modified 
Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would include a proposed 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel for southbound Route 
101 travelers needing to access the Bayside area.  See Group Response III-A-4 for more 
information. 
 
The median closure at Bayside Cutoff would add delay and out of direction travel, but would 
enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods. However if one or more Route 101 
medians are closed, the result would be creating more demand to use the remaining open medians 
such as Bayside Cutoff.  This would in turn result in degradation of traffic operations potentially 
safety at Bayside Cutoff.    
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part 
of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
4.  The proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff included in Modified Alternative 3A the 
Preferred Alternative along with the recently improved Old Arcata Road would provide a safer 
alternative for both motorized and non-motorized transit with minimal out of direction travel 
compared to the existing condition. 
 
5.  Constructing bicycle and pedestrian overcrossings on Route 101 were considered.  The cost 
and wetland impact were substantial.  In contrast, an interchange at Indianola Cutoff would 

9 
 
6 
 
 
 
 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 271 

provide enhanced safety to all travelers and would be located approximately midway between 
Eureka and Arcata. 
 
6.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
7.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would not 
substantially change the corridor in terms of the rural visual setting.  The proposed interchange 
included in Modified Alternative 3A is a compact diamond interchange that was designed to 
visually blend in with a rural setting unlike the urban interchanges such as the Route 101/299 
interchange in the City of Arcata.  In addition, the eucalyptus trees on the west side of the 
highway that were proposed to be removed in the Draft EIR/S are no longer proposed to be 
removed.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more information. 
 
8.  There existing southbound and northbound Route 101 bridges span Jacoby Creek but do not 
impede wildlife movement at this location.   
 
9.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S has been revised to address both sea level rise and global 
warming in greater detail than the Draft EIR/S. 
 
10.  An air quality analysis was performed on Modified Alternative 3A and it was determined that 
this alternative would not substantially increase air pollutant production compared to the existing 
condition.  However, the safety enhancement for both motorized and non-motorized transit would 
be substantial. 
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Responses to Annette Holland: 
 
1.  Comment Noted.  The public notice, project brochure, and Caltrans website include contact information 
and we encourage the public to contact the Caltrans Project Manager for questions and comments after the 
comment period closed. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4 and Section 3.1.6 Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for a 
discussion of traffic on Old Arcata Road as well as out of direction travel. 

 
3. Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit to 65 
mph on the expressway segment of Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see the posted speed limit 
discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
4. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-
H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
5. See Group Response II-C. 
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Response to Rick and Carol Holland: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 in 
the Final EIR/S for details.  The posted speed limit would be adjusted appropriately at this 
location. 
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Responses to Shelley Holstein:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Solon B. Holstein: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Geoffrey Hoopes:  
 
1.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes a discussion of sea level rise. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, is estimated 
to cost $46 million. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, and II-F. 
 
4.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
5.  See Group Response I-A. 
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Response to Larry Hourany, PhD:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
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Response to Lee House:   
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the Route 
101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide outside 
shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the project to 
enhance bicyclist safety. In addition, the proposed project also includes replacing the southbound 
Route 101 Jacoby Creek Bridge with a wider bridge that would include bicycle railing installed 
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on the outside barrier and would have an 8-feet wide separated area for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Also see Group Response III-A-1 regarding the posted speed limit after project construction. For 
a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H.   
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Responses to John Houston: 
 
1.  The environmental documentation has been delayed as Caltrans staff work to address and 
resolve project concerns raised by local governments, agencies, organizations, and individuals.  
After the final environmental document is approved, final design needs to be completed along 
with obtaining all required resource agency permits.   
 
2.  Through traffic and pedestrians are no longer allowed to cross State Route 255 on Third Street 
in Eureka. 
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Response to Joyce M. Houston:  
 
1.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.  Please refer to 
Group Response I-A regarding the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  An interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 would remove left turn movements at this 
interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.   
 
3.  Since the project initiation, Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, 
and meeting with the public to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are 
intimidated or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a 
separated path would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have 
been considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Adam Howell:  
 
Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limit. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Response to Dr. Charles Hoyle:   
 
Please refer to Group Responses I-D and II-E, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Ben and Beverly Hueske: Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred 
Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes constructing an 
interchange at Route 101 and Indianola Cutoff.  This alternative would close all Route 101 
medians except at Airport Road and Route 101, where a half signal would be constructed. 
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Responses to Nancy Hueske 
 
1. Caltrans completed a Value Analysis Study Report in February 2002.  The report included an 
analysis of alternatives proposed in the PSR and supplemental PSR, developed possible viable 
alternatives, built consensus and resolved issues with project stakeholders and transportation 
partners, examined reducing project costs as well as reducing life cycle costs, and validated the 
project need and purpose. For more information regarding the Value Analysis process, refer to 
Section 2.1 - Alternatives Development Process in Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S). A number of public transit alternatives were discussed, but ultimately 
dropped from consideration. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group 
Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
2. A new 6th Street Bridge crossing the Eureka Slough was considered during the Value Analysis 
process. A new bridge would have a relatively high construction cost and would not meet the 
project need and purpose of enhancing safety. 
 
3. Various alternatives that would include constructing frontage roads were considered the Value 
Analysis process.  One or more new frontage roads would have unacceptable, unavoidable 
wetland impacts within the California Department of Fish and Game wildlife refuge. 
 
4. Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal at Airport Road and Route 101. While it is true traffic signals in some circumstances 
constructing may result in an increase in rear end collisions, the proposed signal at Airport Road 
is expected to have minimal rear end collisions.  The signal would be a half signal and only stop 
northbound Route 101, which would be departing a 30 mph zone in Eureka.  In addition, the 
project includes constructing an additional lane to accommodate the increase in traffic queuing. 
 
5. Ferry transit was not been considered during the project planning process; however ferry transit 
would not likely be feasible because of the shallow depth and tidal conditions of the bay. 
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Response to Rees Hughes:  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and 
purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding 
maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements. 
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Response to Kitty and Michael Hugo:   
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange approximately midway between 
Eureka and Arcata as well as a half signal at Airport would reduce out of direction travel after the 
Route 101 medians are closed or modified.  After project construction both Bayside Cutoff and 
Indianola Cutoff would remain open.  However left turn moves to and from Bayside Cutoff would 
be prohibited to enhance safety. 

 
2.  As stated previously, the project was designed to minimize out of direction travel.  The 
segment of Old Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek Charter School has speed bumps, a 25 mph speed 
limit, and traffic circles to slow traffic.  In contrast, Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway 
between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry 
high traffic volumes within both a local and regional transportation system: as such vehicle 
drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are encouraged to use Route 101 rather 
than residential streets.  See Group Response III-A-4 for more information. 

 
3.  Please see Group Response II-C for a discussion of signalization options.  Also see Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S which includes a discussion of various conventional and non-conventional 
highway improvement alternatives.  Please also refer to Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 
regarding setting speed limits and enforcement. 
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Responses to Helen Hui: 
 
For the past ten years since the start of the Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), 
Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and 
individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective transportation solution.  Modified 
Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, does include a half signal 
at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection.  The half signal would minimize out of direction 
travel as well as provide access to the many businesses and residences along Jacobs Avenue as 
well as the airport.   
 
While it is true traffic signals in some circumstances constructing may result in an increase in rear 
end collisions, the proposed signal at Airport Road is expected to have minimal rear end 
collisions.  The signal would be a half signal and only stop northbound Route 101, which would 
be departing a 30 mph zone in Eureka.  In addition, the project includes constructing an additional 
lane to accommodate the increase in traffic queuing. 
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Response to Nicholas Hume:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Dan Ihara: 
 
1.  Congestion pricing would perhaps have the benefit of reducing the travel demand during peak 
periods and thereby facilitating left turn movements.  However, the underlying left turn 
movement potential conflict condition would remain:  left turning vehicles moving across 
opposing lanes of traffic.  Charging drivers during peak hours could delay traffic at both ends of 
the Route 101 corridor and divert traffic to State Route 255 and Old Arcata Road, which have a 
much higher proportion of residential areas compared to Route 101. 
 
2.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  During project construction, two lanes of traffic in each direction on Route 101 will be 
maintained during peak travel periods. If lane and ramp closures are necessary, they would be 
limited to night and off-peak hours.  There will be other measures taken to minimize travel delay 
and travel diversion to State Route 255 and Old Arcata Road.  For these reasons, a substantial 
increase of traffic on State Route 255 and Old Arcata Road is not anticipated during construction. 
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Responses to Douglas A. Ingold: 
 
Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative in the 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) since it received almost no public support 
and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the 
Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S. 
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D as well as Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been 
dropped:  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
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Responses to Cartice Jacoby: 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Roger James:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, is needed to 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all travel modes.   
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Response to CJ Janisse:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Robert Jimenez: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Alternative 2 would result in substantial out-
of-direction travel and delay compared to Modified Alternative 3A.  See Chapter 2 in the Final 
EIR/S for details. 
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Response to Carl Johnson: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 
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Responses to Chad Johnson: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose and was evaluated for 
study comparison purposes only. 
 
2.  See Group Responses I-A and II-B. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-G, and II-H. 
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Response to Leif Johnson:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to 
enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A 
would include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction 
travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A was designed based on suggestions from local 
businesses to enhance both access and safety.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in 
Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Richard E. Johnson:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been 
revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement, would include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would 
minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A was designed based on 
suggestions from local businesses. 
 
4. See Group Response III-A-3. 
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Responses to Richard E. Johnson: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at Route 101 median openings. Constructing 
a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe 
access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians. At the Route 101/Airport Road 
intersection, a half signal is proposed that would provide left turn moves to and from Route 101.  
Modified Alternative 3A would provide the best balance of enhancing safety while providing 
convenient access for most Route 101 travelers. 
 
3.  Alternative 1A, which includes U-turns, is not the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
EIR/S. 
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4.  While traffic signals on Route 101 within the Eureka urban core do create traffic breaks or 
gaps for highway crossing opportunities north of the Eureka urban core area, because of the 
variation of individual vehicle speeds, the gaps often diminish at Mid-City Motor World and the 
Indianola Cutoff intersections.  
5.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
6.  Traffic congestion on the main through lanes of Route 101 has not been identified as a concern 
and is not part of the project need and purpose.  
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Responses to Jeremiah Johnston:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Salena Kahle: 
 
1.  Two lanes of traffic in each direction will be maintained during peak traffic periods during 
construction.  Consequently an increase in traffic is not anticipated on State Route 255 during 
construction. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement, is predicted to increase traffic by 1% in the year 2031.  Consequently 
the difference between the No Build Alternative and identified Preferred Alternative would be 
negligible.   
 
3.  A Caltrans Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System analysis was performed for the 
highway segment and the intersections through Manila along Route 255.  The analysis was done 
for the five-year time period of 4/1/2002 through 3/31/2007.  The results indicate that at least four 
State Route 255 intersections in Manila have safety concerns. 
 
These and future concerns will be addressed by various safety or traffic calming improvements, 
such as new and/or improved turn channelization, intersection lighting, shoulder widening, radar 
speed feedback signs or other type of improvement considered on a case-by-case basis, provided 
the projects can be justified by actual collision history and a favorable benefit/cost analysis 
(Traffic Safety Index.)  This approach is in keeping with the June 2001 Route Concept Report 
(RCR) for the Route 255 Corridor.  (Source:   Route Concept Report, Route 255 Corridor.  
Caltrans Office of System and Community Planning.  Eureka, California, June 2001.) 
 
Planning and preliminary design efforts for traffic calming improvements on State Route 255 in 
Manila are currently underway as a separate action from the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor 
Improvement project.  A feasibility study will also look at some possibilities identified by an 
earlier Caltrans-funded study the Manila Community Services District completed.  Some of the 
ideas posed were crosswalks, roundabouts and signals, as well as revising currently posted speed 
limits. 
 
4. Your letter documenting the two scenarios has been submitted to the Caltrans District 1 Traffic 
Safety Office. 
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Responses to Douglas Kamprath: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
2.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative 
since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term improvements 
that would benefit all transit modes.   
 
4.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 
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Responses to Michele Kamprath: 
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified 
as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would 
discourage bicyclists. 
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2. and 3 for a discussion of speed and enforcement. 
 
3. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
4.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state 
highway system and above all else provide safe facilities for all highway users.  Caltrans has 
continuously monitored the post Safety Corridor conditions and condition of the roadway and has 
determined the project is still needed.   
 
5.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Michele Kamprath: 
 
1.  Please see Group Responses I-A, I-C, and II-B. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Violet Ray and Brian Kaneko: 
1.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 

 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport 
Road and allows all highway users to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff 
interchange.   
 
3.  Please see Group Response II-D. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Melanie Kasek: 
 
1. See Group Response I-A. 
 
2. The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, and II-F. 
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Response to Mary H. Kay:   
 
1.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. Because the posted speed will remain 
unchanged after project construction, any additional traffic queuing is expected to be the same as 
the No Build Alternative. 
 
2.  Please refer to Group Response II-C. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated 
or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would not 
substantially change the corridor in terms of the rural visual setting.  The proposed interchange 
included in Modified Alternative 3A is a compact diamond interchange that was designed to 
visually blend in with a rural setting unlike the urban interchanges such as the Route 101/299 
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interchange in the City of Arcata.  In addition, the eucalyptus trees on the west side of the 
highway that were proposed to be removed in the Draft EIR/S are no longer proposed to be 
removed.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more information. 
 
5.  Slowing down the existing freeway segment of Route 101 between Arcata and Trinidad is 
beyond the scope of the proposed project. 
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Response to Barbara Kennedy: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2. 
 
3.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In 
addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Even if this business relocated or 
closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the lane improvements 
would still be needed. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Barbara Kennedy:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Regina Kerns:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Bruce Kessler, M.D. and Pamela Kessler: 
 
1.  It is likely that traffic would increase on Old Arcata Road near Stephens Lane if left turn 
moves are restricted at Bayside Cutoff.  However it is also likely under the No Build Alternative 
that traffic would increase on Old Arcata Road from projected growth and less drivers willing to 
turn left at the Route 101/Bayside Cutoff intersection as Route 101 traffic volumes increase.  
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was circulated to the public in 
2007, Old Arcata Road has been widened to enhance safety.  In general, if improvements to Route 
101 are constructed, Route 101 would continue to draw and retain drivers since Route 101 is a 
more direct route with higher posted speed limits compared to Old Arcata Road.  In addition, Old 
Arcata Road north of Jacoby Creek Road has traffic calming improvements such as speed bumps, 
traffic circles along with a reduced speed limit which will collectively discourage drivers to use 
Old Arcata Road as an alternative to Route 101.  See Group Response III-A-4 for more 
information. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-A, I-C, II-B, and III-A-3. 
 
4.  Caltrans meet regularly with the County of Humboldt as well as the Humboldt County 
Association of Governments to plan, coordinate, program, and prioritize highway improvements 
for both state and county roads. 
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Response to Siddiq Kilkenny:   
 
1.  Caltrans staff regrets that the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) was perceived 
as inadequate and lacking in creativity.  The Final EIR/S includes major revisions to add clarity 
and support findings.   
 
During the early project planning stages, many innovative and unconventional solutions were 
brainstormed, discussed and evaluated during the Value Analysis process during the early project 
design and planning phase (see Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S).  After a preliminary evaluation to 
determine if the alternatives met the project need and purpose and were feasible, all but three of 
the alternative were dropped from further consideration.  The effort and cost to evaluate every 
alternative would be exceedingly expensive.  In addition since the Draft EIR/S was circulated to 
the public, two modified alternatives were designed and evaluated.  Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIR/S for more information regarding the two modified alternatives. 
 
Thank you for your suggestions; all comments are carefully considered and in some cases, the 
project is modified in response to public comment.  For example a strong public reaction to 
Eucalyptus tree removal on the southbound side of Route 101 resulted in Caltrans engineers 
realigning the southbound traffic lanes to avoid the tree removal.  And all comments help Caltrans 
and FHWA staff understand individual and collective values. 
 
2.  Traffic volume projections are focused on travel trends as well as historic growth for each state 
route and not on County population trends.  Consider that many vehicle trips on Route 101 
originate from the community of McKinleyville, which has grown much faster in the past 20 
years than the County on average and has a high residence to job ratio.  See Group Response I-B 
for more information.  
 
3.  Although every newborn child in the County would not directly result in the addition of 2.7 
cars, young children often need to be transported to school and extracurricular activities:  this can 
result in a net increase in vehicle trips by parents.  In addition, the County population increases by 
people moving into the County and not just by new births. 
 
See Group Response II-D for a discussion of rising fuel prices and travel choices. 
 
4.  Section 3.1.6 the transportation section in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S includes the relevant 
traffic volume data to calculate the existing and projected 20 year level-of-service (LOS) for 
intersections and roadway segments.  Presenting peak period and annual average daily traffic 
volumes for LOS calculations is the standard practice for evaluating project alternatives compared 
to the No-Build Alternative.  The purpose of focusing on the peak period traffic volumes is that if 
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a roadway segment or intersection can adequately function during peak periods, they can function 
adequately at all other times.  To present and analyze off-peak period traffic volumes would not 
be cost effective nor would it serve a meaningful purpose. 
 
5.  Caltrans has public safety responsibilities on all State and Interstate highways in California.  
However, the Humboldt County Association of Governments specifically requested Caltrans to 
develop a project to address safety concerns on the Route 101 corridor between Eureka and 
Arcata, which has highest traffic volumes on the north coast of California (north of Sonoma 
County).  In order to meaningfully compare and evaluate project alternatives, the Eureka – Arcata 
Route 101 corridor was only compared with similar highway facilities.   
 
6.  See Group Response I-A regarding updated collision data and the project need and purpose. 
 
7.  The Draft EIR/S stated that the posted speed limit would be raised from 50 mph to 65 mph.  
As a result of many public comments favoring a lower speed limit, the current posted speed limit 
will be maintained immediately after project construction—but subject to change.  See Group 
Response III-A-1 for more information regarding maintaining the existing posted speed limits. 
 
In terms of southbound traffic on Route 101 between McKinleyville and Eureka, the morning 
peak period traffic is generally free flowing.  Because the posted speed will remain unchanged 
after project construction, any additional traffic queuing is expected to be the same as the No 
Build Alternative. 
 
8.  Although Route 101 extends beyond both  9Eureka and Arcata, the specific traffic safety 
enhancement need for this project is independent of any perceived Route 101 safety concerns 
beyond the existing project limits from the north end of the Eureka Slough Bridge in Eureka to 
the 11th Street Overcrossing in Arcata. 
 
9.  Generally an EIR/S is the culmination of preliminary planning and engineering documents and 
focuses only on evaluating alternatives that are feasible and practicable.  Previous studies 
identified and documented preliminary evaluation of a much broader range of project alternatives:  
the alternatives that were dropped from consideration are described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/S. 
 
10.  The Draft EIR/S has been extensively revised and every attempt has been made to adequately 
address all public concerns including alternate travel modes.  See Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, II-F, and II-G for a discussion of bicycle and public transit improvements and project need and 
purpose. 
 
11.  The railroad bed and the railroad levee are outside of the Caltrans roadway right-of-way.  
Caltrans has no direct authority or responsibility to restore the rail operation.   See Group 
Response II-H for a discussion of a separate bicycle trail. 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 326                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 327 

 
 
 
Responses to Kiju Kim:    
 
1.  Please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part of the group of written comments 
submitted by Green Wheels). 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S stated that the posted speed limit would be raised from 50 mph to 65 mph; 
however this proposal has been dropped. See Group Response III-A-1 for more information 
regarding maintaining the existing posted speed limits.  Because the posted speed will remain 
unchanged after project construction, any additional traffic queuing is expected to be the same as 
the No Build Alternative. 
 
3.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety, 
improving traffic operations, and implementing long term roadway maintenance. Modified 
Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Regarding the project purpose and need, please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.   
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Responses to Erica Kimnach:  
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, and II-F. 
 
2.  In addition to safety enhancement and improving traffic operations at intersections, the project 
need and purpose includes providing long term major roadway maintenance and other 
improvements. 
 
3.  Please see Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) which 
includes an expanded discussion of climate change and sea level rise. 
 
4.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  
Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  Modified Alternative 
3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would cost approximately $46 
million and would enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements for all transit 
modes. 
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5.  Please see Group Response I-B.  Also refer to Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in the 
Final EIR/S which includes a revised discussion of projected level of service. 
 
6.  See Group Response III-A-1.   
 
7.  Ferry transit was not been considered during the project planning process; however ferry 
transit would not likely be feasible because of the shallow depth and tidal conditions of the bay. 
 
8.  Please refer to Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S which summarizes the Value Analysis process.  
Two separate Value Analysis processes were followed to identify and evaluate a wide range of 
alternatives. 
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Responses to Joyce King: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 

2.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), would cost approximately $46 million to construct. 

3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 

4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 

5.  Most of the undeveloped land on both sides of the Route 101 corridor is protected by existing 
zoning or is within existing wildlife refuges. 

6.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise and climate change. 

7.  It would not be possible to predict future collisions for any alternatives.  However, the 
elimination of uncontrolled left turn moves would greatly reduce broadside collisions. 

8.  Anyone who travels on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata or depends on the delivery of 
good and services would directly or indirectly benefit from the proposed project which would 
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enhance safety, improve the level of service at intersections, and construct various highway 
improvements for all travel modes. 
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Response to Elmone and Rich Kissling: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
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Response to Kara Lynn Klarner:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped. Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.  Caltrans staff has been 
studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for over ten years to 
develop this project. Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or feel uncomfortable 
riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path would encourage 
bicycle commuting. Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project 
initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Rick Knapp:   
 
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement primarily for the reasons described in your letter.  Instead Modified Alternative 3A is the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S.  Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3A 
(presented at the December 3, 2008 public open house) except that it includes a half signal allowing left 
turns to and from Route 101 at Airport Road. 
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Responses to Ann Marie Knight:    
 
1.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
2.  Caltrans staff concurs that frontage roads would enhance traffic circulation. In fact, new 
frontage roads were considered during early project planning and design stages. However all 
frontage roads options were dropped after preliminary evaluation because of the substantial 
wetland filling and impacts to wildlife refuges. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
4.  There are no roundabouts included in any of the project alternatives. 
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Response to Amy Kocourek:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Caltrans staff has been 
studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public project planning was 
initiated.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or feel uncomfortable riding 
adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path would encourage bicycle 
commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for 
all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, 
II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Ron Kokish:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Ronald Konicke:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement, includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 101.  
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
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Response to Lester L. Krause III:   
 
1.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
2.  If Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Study was constructed, Route 101 traffic would be able to make right turn exits at 
all existing intersections. 
 
3.  Caltrans sets posted speed limits based on a few key factors.  It is now required that the posted 
speed limit be at the nearest five mph increment of the 85th percentile of the prevailing traffic 
speed.  An arbitrarily low speed limit of 45 mph is basically unlawful and will create enforcement 
problems.  It will make “violators” of the majority of drivers and will not command the respect of 
the public.  A speed limit set too far below the 85th percentile will also encourage speed-variance.  
Most drivers will “drive the road” while the “rule-followers” will always adhere to the limit.  The 
posted speed limit takes into account the different character north and south of Airport Road, 
“right-in, right-out” at intersections and non-motorized use of the highway, while balancing the 
expected prevailing speeds on the new facility. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since project initiation.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project 
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initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   

 
 
 
Response to Alicia Kroth:   Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, includes a half signal that would allow left turns to 
and from Route 101.   
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Responses to Ron Kuhnel: 
 
1.  See Group Responses I-D and II-G. 
 
2.  There are similarities and major differences of combining projects such as a bicycle/pedestrian 
trail with the overall Route 101 corridor improvements.  The main difference is that the existing 
proposed project consists of improvements and new structures augmenting the existing roadway.  
A grade or barrier separated bicycle trail would be a separate, new structure extending the entire 
segment on a new alignment between Eureka and Arcata. As stated in the Group Responses, a 
bicycle/pedestrian trail would not meet the project need and purpose and substantially increase 
cost, delay, and wetland impact. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-A, B, and C which were prepared to clarify the project need and 
purpose.  Also Chapter 1 – Project Need and Purpose in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S) has been revised. 
 
4.  Many of the studies summarized in the Final EIR/S have been revised for clarification and 
updated. 
 
5.   For clarification, two Value Analysis (VA) studies were conducted for the proposed project.  
VA studies are intended to develop, evaluate, and refine conceptual solutions very early in the 
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process.  In contrast, the studies summarized in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S are technical studies, 
separate from the VA studies, evaluating the potential project effects.  The first VA study was 
conducted prior to the implementation of the Safety Corridor to identify a long term solution to 
the Route 101 concerns:  the Safety Corridor was always intended to be a temporary solution until 
a long-term solution could be planned and constructed.   
 
6.  Unlike the first VA, the second VA study in 2005 did not have public participation.  The 
second VA focused on the long term roadway maintenance improvements such as paving and 
bringing the roadway to highway design standards.  Generally roadway rehabilitation and 
maintenance are issues requiring specialists.  The public was invited to comment on the 
maintenance improvement aspect of the project at the August 7, 2007 and December 3, 2008 
public meetings. 
 
7.  In response to public concerns, the proposal to remove the Eucalyptus trees on the west side of 
the Route 101 has been dropped.  The project has been re-designed to realign the south bound 
Route 101 lanes to the median to avoid tree removal on the west side of the roadway at the 
California Redwood (formerly Simpson) mill.   
 
8.  While it is true traffic volumes and collision rates are considerably lower at the California 
Redwood intersection than the other intersections/median crossings, the acceleration and 
deceleration lane improvements are still needed.  Without improvements, the slow acceleration 
and deceleration of large commercial trucks can disrupt traffic flow at this location.  Also all 
motorists have a general expectation that the State highway system meets minimum design 
standards.    
 
9.  The trees within the clear recovery zone on the east side of the roadway were evaluated 
individually for both biological and scenic value.  Based on scenic quality, size, and distance to 
the roadway, some trees within the clear recovery zone will remain.  New trees will be planted to 
compensate for removing the trees within the clear recovery zone. The visual and biology sections 
of Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S have been revised to address these issues.  Also refer to the plan 
sheets in Appendix A for tree removal locations. 
 
10.  The justification for dropping Alternatives 5 and 6 is straight forward:  these two alternatives 
would still allow uncontrolled left turn movements at the Route 101 median crossings.  
Eliminating left-turn movements are the single most important safety enhancement feature of the 
proposed project.  See Chapter 1 for a revised and updated project need discussion.  The 
justification for dropping PSR Alternative Y2 has been revised since the approval of the Draft 
EIR/S.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information about Alternatives 5, 6, and Y2. 
 
11.  See Group Response 1-B. 
 
12.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
14.  The No Build Alternative is included and evaluated in detail in the EIR/S because it provides 
a baseline condition to compare the Build Alternatives.  The No Build Alternative would not meet 
the project need and purpose nor is it necessarily superior to Alternatives 5 and 6 or PSR 
Alternative Y2. 
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15.  Drawing specific, firm conclusions based solely on safety corridor data from other regions of 
the State would be inappropriate.  However, the intent of presenting safety corridor data from 
other regions was presented as another means of evaluating the Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Safety 
Corridor:  the actual collision data for the subject safety corridor carries the most weight. 
 
16.  Although it is likely true that a relatively short Safety Corridor would increase speed limit 
compliance and minimize driver frustration, the single key factor related to fatal plus injury 
related collisions, which is uncontrolled left turn movements, would remain under the existing 
Safety Corridor scenario. 
 
17.  Enhancements to the existing Safety Corridor infrastructure could potentially maintain a safer 
prevailing speed and promote greater awareness of crossing traffic, however based on experiences 
of other Safety Corridors and safety signage in general, the effect would be temporary.  As 
mentioned previously the single key factor related to fatal plus injury related collisions, which is 
uncontrolled left turn movements, would remain under the existing Safety Corridor scenario.  For 
more information see Group Responses I-A, I-C, II-B, and II-D. 
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Responses to Jared Kurtz:   
 
1.  As stated in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) disclosed that a group of 
individuals with different specialties prepared studies for the EIR/S.  However, although not 
stated in the EIR/S, many internal interdisciplinary meetings attended by the specialists were held 
during all phases of project planning and design.  At these meetings many of the topics mentioned 
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in your letter, such as wetlands and safety, were discussed to identify, design, and refine an 
alternative that would meet the project need and purpose while minimizing environmental harm. 
 
2.  For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation solution.  
Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIR/S summarize the problem identification, interagency 
coordination, and meetings. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
4.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
 
5.  The EIR/S readability issue has been made by several individuals.  The Final EIR/S has been 
updated from the Draft EIR/S and many portions were re-written for clarity.   However, because 
of the history and complexity of the project and overall document content and cost limitations, it 
would be impracticable to carefully explain every project detail.  Volumes I and II of the FEIR/S 
are close to 1,000 pages total. 
 
6.  Comment noted. Additional graphics have been added to the Final EIR/S.  
 
7.  The evolution of Alternative 1 is relatively easy to understand by first understanding the 
primary safety concern of uncontrolled left-turn movements and the need for general long term 
roadway improvements. The other Build Alternatives were designed to address the access 
restriction concerns resulting from closing the roadway medians in Alternative 1.  The discussion 
of Alternatives has been revised in Chapter 2 has been revised in the Final EIR/S.  
 
8.  It would basically be correct to state that the Build Alternatives in the EIR/S basically are 
variations of Alternative 1.  The objective of the project team was to design a project that met the 
project need and purpose while minimizing cost and environmental impacts.  Alternatives 1, 1A, 
2, 3, and Modified Alternative 3A minimized cost and impact by basically making improvements 
within the basic existing roadway and minimizing the expansion of the roadway as much as 
possible.  Other alternatives that were not studied extensively, such as building frontage roads, 
were found to be cost prohibitive and would result in much higher wetland impact and thus were 
studied further.  Some alternatives, such as bicycle and public transit alternatives, did not meet the 
basic project need and purpose and were not discussed in detail for this reason. 
 
9.  Modified Alternative 3A identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements. Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel. The project is not “a few miles 
long.” The proposed improvements extend along 6.4 miles of the busiest roadway in Humboldt 
County.  In addition to rising costs of such material as steel, all project costs must be covered.  
For example, the wetland mitigation cost is expected to exceed over one million dollars. 
 
10.  Both temporary and permanent wetland impact will be compensated.  See Chapter 3 for more 
information. 
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11.  Section 3.3.5 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S has been revised and discusses potential 
construction effects on the tidewater goby.  In addition, Caltrans and FHWA are formally 
consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with U. S. Endangered Species 
Act to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for potential goby impacts. 
 
12.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
13.  The eucalyptus trees lining Route 101 are in close proximity to both U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and California Department of Fish and Game refuges; neither agency has made a formal 
request to Caltrans to remove the eucalyptus trees.  However many comments have been 
submitted in favor of tree preservation.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion. 
 
14.  Comments noted.  Although there would be advantages to replace or improve every deficient 
bridge between Eureka and Arcata, the major bridge construction work encompasses many 
factors.  For the proposed project, safety, cost, environmental issues, and the immediate need for 
improvements were the major factors driving the bridge improvement work. 
 
15.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes a discussion of sea level rise and 
climate change. 
 
16.  Alternative 2 was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it would impose a 
substantial reduction in access for both residents and many businesses along Jacobs Avenue and 
the Murray Airfield airport.  Modified Alternative 3A on the other hand would provide access at 
Airport Road and Jacobs Avenue but would have less wetland impact compared to Alternative 3. 
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Responses to Cindy Kuttner: 
 
1.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding speed and enforcement.  The No Build 
Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A 
and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been 
revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
4.  A frontage road connecting Jacobs Avenue and Mid City Motor World was considered during 
the early project planning phase.  However, the wetland impact and right-of-way acquisition from 
the California Department of Fish and Game refuge would be substantial and not be feasible to 
serve the anticipated traffic demand for the frontage road. 
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5.  Adjusting the timing of Rout 101 signals was also considered during the early planning phase.  
Adding additional red time to northbound Route 101 traffic would result in delaying one of the 
most heaviest travelled highway segments in Humboldt County and would cause considerable 
queuing within Eureka during peak travel periods.  Also, there are six intersections with cross 
traffic over a span of approximately 4 miles; consequently any traffic gaps created by signals 
would eventually shorten or disappear with vehicles traveling at variable speeds and vehicles 
turning onto Route 101 at intersections.  Finally, the potential for broadside collisions remains 
unchanged for vehicles turning left across southbound Route 101. 
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Responses to David Lane:   
 
If this comment pertains to disputing future traffic volume increases on Route 101, see Group 
Response I-B. 
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Response to Derek Lange:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the EIR/S.  This alternative 
would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety for both motorists and bicyclist and 
construct long term maintenance improvements.   
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Response to Helen L`Annunziata:   
 
Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Michael Lau:   
 
1.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
2.  All Build Alternatives would eliminate uncontrolled left turns for the purpose of enhancing 
safety—not for the purpose of raising the posted speed limit. The proposal to raise the posted 
speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped.  Please see Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
3.  For most major highway improvements there are tradeoffs that need to be balanced based on 
priorities.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state 
highway system and above all else provide safe facilities to the public. Modified Alternative 3A, 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would provide a substantial safety 
benefit for the vast majority of both motorized non-motorized transit while balancing cost and 
wetland impact considerations. 
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Response to Robert Lawton:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 
3A was designed based on suggestions from local businesses to enhance both access and safety.  
See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement for more information. 
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Response to Laura Lazzarotto:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Taslim Lazzarotto:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Lee Leer, MD: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would cost 
approximately $46 million and would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transit modes.  Modified Alternative 3A would not convert the existing 
expressway between the Eureka Slough Bridges and Jacoby Creek Bridges to a freeway. 
 
2. The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Nancy Dye Leer, PhD, MHP: 
 
1. The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 
101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as 
“Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, would eliminate 
uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a 
Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe 
access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.   
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-4. 
 
4.  Comment noted.  Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  
These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic volumes within 
both a local and regional transportation system: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips 
longer than a few miles are encouraged to use Route 101 rather than residential streets.  Slowing 
down traffic on Route 101 could result in additional traffic on Old Arcata Road and State Route 
255 which are adjacent to residential areas. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 

1 
 
2 
3 
 
 
4 
 
5 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 365 

 
 
Responses to Jerome Lengyel: 
 
1. See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  Also 
see Group Response III-A-1 regarding the posted speed limit after project construction. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 366                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
 
Responses to Jerome Lengyel: 
 
1.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D. The 
proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  See Group Response II-E. 
 
3.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Nancy Lengyel: 
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements. 
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Responses to Gordon Leppig and Juli Neander:   
 
1.  Since project planning began, Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource 
agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  In the Final EIR/S three new alternatives were introduced and all 
alternatives were modified to address various concerns from the public.  
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-
F, II-G, and II-H for more information. 
 
For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F.   
 
2.  Compliance with local and regional plans is discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement.  The proposed project, co-sponsored by HCAOG, is 
focused on enhancing safety and constructing various highway improvements for the long term 
enhancement and preservation of the existing roadway while minimizing cost and adverse 
environmental effects.  Modified Alternative 3A, consists primarily of improvements to the 
existing roadway that would benefit all transportation modes.  Conversely, this project is not a 
major highway expansion project and would not involve realigning the highway on another 
alignment, or adding traffic lanes to increase traffic carrying capacity, or upgrading the 
expressway to a freeway.   
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In general the plans cited in your letter reflect guidelines and goals. Where appropriate, every 
Caltrans highway improvement should consider opportunities to improve public and non-
motorized transit improvements or at least be compatible with non-motorized transit, if not 
include non-transit improvements.  However, it would not reasonable or feasible to include major 
non-motorized improvements such as a bicycle trail in every transportation project such as 
replacing a culvert or installing a sign. The proposed project would enhance safety for non-
motorized transit by providing wider outside shoulders and eliminating uncontrolled left turn 
moves.   
 
Caltrans is an active participant on the Humboldt Bay Trail Planning Team.  Caltrans is 
supportive of the effort to develop separated non-motorized trails adjacent to Route 101 between 
Eureka and Arcata and have committed that no elements of the Arcata-Eureka Corridor project 
will preclude development of a bay trail. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-5. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A would enhance safety and the roadway for the benefit of all travel 
modes; however the key safety enhancement feature of eliminating uncontrolled left turn moves 
would result in out of direction travel.  Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange and a 
half signal that would substantially reduce the out of direction travel.  See Section 3.2.7 in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
6.  Caltrans staff follows the accepted practices and standards for computer traffic forecasting. It 
would be difficult to predict with any meaningful degree of accuracy long range public transit 
improvements and the possible consequences of higher energy prices. Instead Caltrans staff base 
traffic projections on long term historic trends rather than potential specific scenarios such as a 
long, continuous trend of rising energy prices.  For example, since the 1973 OPEC oil embargo 
there have been fluctuations in oil prices and energy consumption.  In the case of the oil embargo, 
after a sharp decline in vehicle trips, many consumers purchased fuel efficient vehicles and 
vehicle trips began to steadily increase.  See Group Response II-E for more information. 
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Response Gordon Leppig:  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  
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Responses to Gordon Leppig: 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more 
information. 
 
Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit 
to 65 mph on the expressway segment of Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see the posted 
speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
Caltrans is an active participant on the Humboldt Bay Trail Planning Team.  Caltrans is 
supportive of the effort to develop separated non-motorized trails adjacent to Route 101 between 
Eureka and Arcata and have committed that no elements of the Arcata-Eureka Corridor project 
will preclude development of a bay trail. Caltrans, where feasible, supports trail options described 
in the 2007 Humboldt Bay Trails Feasibility Study.  Any one of the proposed project Build 
Alternatives would not preclude constructing a bicycle/pedestrian bay trail.  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Diana Lescher:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been 
revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Sue Leskiw:   
 
1.  A large number of alternatives were identified early in the planning process.  All but three 
alternatives were dropped from consideration primarily because they either did not meet the 
project need and purpose or they were cost prohibitive or both.  Evaluating numerous alternatives 
in detail is costly and time consuming:  consequently three alternatives that met the project need 
and purpose were carried forward to the environmental evaluation process in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S). 
 
2.  Alternative 5 was dropped from further consideration for more substantial reasons than speed 
limit enforcement concerns.  See Group Response I-A for a discussion of maintaining the existing 
Safety Corridor and Group Response III-A-3 regarding speed enforcement. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-1 regarding maintaining the existing posted speed limits. 
 
4.  See Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of more recent 
collision data. 
 
5.  See Group Response I-B for a discussion of projected traffic volumes on Route 101. 
 
6.  Drawing specific, firm conclusions based solely on safety corridor data that may or may not 
have similar characteristics to the Eureka-Arcata Safety Corridor would be inappropriate.  
However, the intent of presenting safety corridor data from other regions was presented as another 
means of evaluating the Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Safety Corridor in terms of identifying similar 
trends:  the actual collision data for the subject safety corridor carries the most weight. 
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7.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, two 
modified alternatives were designed and evaluated in the Final EIR/S.  One of these is the 
Modified Alternative 3A, which is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative includes closing all Route 101 medians (except at Airport Road), building a half signal 
at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection; and a constructing new Route 101 grade separation at 
Indianola Cutoff.  The new half signal and grade separation would accommodate the heaviest 
demand traffic moves after the Route 101 medians are closed; consequently Modified Alternative 
3A would minimize out-of-direction travel. 
 
8.  See Group Response III-B-2 regarding tree removal. 
 
9.  Future sea level rise and climate change are complex topics.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S has 
been extensively revised to address both topics. 
 
10.  Caltrans staff will conduct subsurface investigations to determine the soil and groundwater 
conditions at the Route 101/Indianola Cutoff.  The data from the subsurface investigation will be 
used to properly design the grade separation and the type and amount of fill to support the grade 
separation. Caltrans follows a policy to design structures to withstand the anticipated Maximum 
Credible Earthquake (MCE) and resulting liquefaction, from close proximity faults.  The MCE is 
defined as the largest earthquake that can be expected to occur on a fault over a particular period. 
 
11.  See Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-G, and II-H regarding public transit and non-
motorized vehicle transit improvements. 
 
12.  To date, none of the billboards that are proposed for guardrail have been deemed 
unauthorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
13.  The planning and design of the proposed project is already partially funded from the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  To qualify for funding in the STIP, projects must 
be included in the Humboldt County Association of Government (HCAOG) Regional 
Transportation Improvement Plan and consistent with the consistent adopted HCAOG Regional 
Transportation Plan.  Further STIP funding for the proposed project will be determined by the 
HCAOG. 
 
14.  As mentioned in response 7, the Preferred Alternative would include a half-signal at Airport 
Road.  The half-signal would only stop northbound Route 101 traffic, while still allowing left-
turns from Airport Road to southbound Route 101.  As part of Modified Alternative 3A, the 
existing acceleration and deceleration lanes would be extended and the southbound Jacoby Creek 
Bridge would be replaced by a wider bridge.  Widening northbound Jacoby Creek Bridge and 
northbound Gannon Slough Bridge has been dropped from the project because of cost and 
potential impacts to sensitive fish species.  Extending the left turn lanes will not be included in the 
proposed project since the Route 101 roadway medians would be closed which would eliminate 
the need for left-turn lanes. 
 
15.  The No Build Alternative is not acceptable because it would not meet the project need and 
purpose of improving safety and traffic operations as well as constructing long-term roadway 
maintenance and improvements. 
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16.  The Final EIR/S does include responses to public comments and does include two modified 
alternatives.  However since the two modified alternatives have fewer impacts than the initial 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/S, preparing a supplemental Draft EIR/S is not required. 
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Response to Matt Levan: 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to Rick Levin:   
 
An interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 would remove left turn movements at this 
interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.  In addition, the 
interchange provides a convenient turnaround location to minimize out of direction travel since it 
would be located approximately halfway between Eureka and Arcata. 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety 
Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B.   
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Responses to Lora Liegel: 
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff which would 
minimize out of direction travel by providing access to southbound Route 101 for travelers in the 
Bayside area. 
 
2.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative 
since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
 
3.  A turnaround between Bayside and Arcata was considered, however the wetland impact and 
costs for a turnaround at this location would not be feasible with the predicted traffic demand at 
this location. 
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Response to Edmund Light: 
 
1.  Caltrans staff is unaware of either the radar speed sensors or the readouts inducing cancer.  The 
radar feedback signage will likely be removed after project construction. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement, includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 101.    
 
3.  Alternative 1A was designed to include adequate lane lengths for making lane changes; 
however, Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost 
no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
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Response to Jack Limmer: 
 
Please refer to responses to Humboldt County Aviation Advisory Committee and County of 
Humboldt. 
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Responses to Ann Lindsay: 
 
1. For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 
 
2. See Group Response I-A for a project need and purpose discussion. 
 
3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
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Response to Keith Linville: 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the features of Alternative 3, 
including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for details.  
 
Caltrans staff acknowledges the transportation access needs of local businesses.  After constructing 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be safer than the existing 
condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements.  Left turns would be allowed to and 
from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction.   
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Response to Jane Lockie:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Pete Loetterle:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Please refer to Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for a discussion of the posted speed limits. 
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Responses to Patricia L. Shade Lotus: 
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  See Group Responses I-C, III-A-1, III-A-2, and III-A-3. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff regrets that the open house displays caused confusion; Caltrans tried to provide 
adequate staffing at the open house to explain the displays. 
 
4.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In 
addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to 
increase and having the roadway meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety 
and operation reasons.  Even if this business relocated or closed, it is possible another business 
would occupy this location and the lane improvements would still be needed. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-B-1. 
 
6.  See Group Responses II-C and II-D. 
 
7.  See Group Response II-H. 
 
8.  Comment noted with regard to the northbound acceleration lane, however this is outside the 
project limits. 
 
9.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
10.  See Group Response III-B-5. 
 
11.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) has been revised to 
address global climate change and sea level rise. 
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Response to Helen Love:  
 
 The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 404                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Response to Kari Love: 
 
1.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.  
 
3.  The five Build Alternatives in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) 
propose improvements to the existing roadway to enhance safety and roadway conditions while 
minimizing cost and environmental impact.   
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D 
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4.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
5.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at the California Redwood Sawmill 
(Simpson/Green Diamond) are needed to facilitate commercial trucks accessing Route 101.  
Large trucks generally move slower and are less maneuverable compared to passenger vehicles 
and require additional time and distance to accelerate and decelerate.  The need for acceleration 
and deceleration lanes that meet highway design standards will become more urgent as Route 101 
traffic volumes increase in the future. 
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Responses to Jill Luchner:   
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term improvements that would benefit all transit modes.   

 
2.  The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  
see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
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4.  In 2010, rumble strips were constructed that coincide with the white striping which delineates 
the outside roadway shoulder.  Roadway cleaning and sweeping are performed periodically but 
the cleaning frequency is balanced by a priority of minimizing traffic disruption and maintenance 
costs.  

 
 
 
Response to Rebecca Luening:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or 
feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Kelley Lyle:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or 
feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to J. R. Lyon: 
 

1. See Group Response III-B-2. 
 

2. Trees adjacent to Route 101 are pruned on an as needed basis for traveling safety and truck 
clearance. 

 
3. Comments noted; however these comments are not project specific. 
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Response to Jon D. MacEvoy:   
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the 
Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group 
Response II-B.   
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Responses to Jan Magneson:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to 
enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A 
would include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction 
travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A was designed based on suggestions from local 
businesses to enhance both access and safety.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in 
Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for more information. 
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Response to Jan Magneson: 
 
Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for a 
discussion of sea level rise. 
 
For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation solution.  
Since the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001 the project alternatives have been continually evaluated 
and modified to minimize impacts and address concerns from the public.  
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 415 

 
 
Responses to Anthony Mangicapra: 
 
Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for a discussion of speed limits. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), would include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would 
minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A was designed based on 
suggestions from local businesses.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of 
the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Xandra Manns:   
 
Regardless of future transportation scenarios, the proposed project is needed to enhance safety 
and provide long term improvements to preserve the existing Route 101 corridor that would 
benefit all transportation modes. 
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Responses to Xandra Manns:   
 

6. See Group Response III-B-2. 
 

7. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would not increase the highway carrying capacity since this 
alternative does not include constructing new though lanes.   
 

8. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes pre and 
post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the 
Safety Corridor. Please see Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 regarding setting the posted 
speed limit and traffic enforcement.  

 
9. The acceleration and deceleration lanes need to be extended to meet highway design standards 

thereby enhancing both safety and traffic flow. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 418                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
10. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 

eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at these Route 101 median openings. 
Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff  interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata 
would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  Please 
also refer to Group Response III-B-3. 
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Responses to Eli March:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), does include a half signal that would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road.  For travelers starting from Airport 
Road/Jacobs Avenue needing to travel south, there would be no out of direction travel. At other 
locations there would be out of direction travel, however the half signal at Airport Road and the 
proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff would substantially reduce out of direction travel after 
the existing median crossing are closed. 
 
2.  Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of 
roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic volumes within both a local and 
regional transportation system.  Route 101 has a higher posted speed limit and a direct alignment 
between the central urban cores of Eureka and Arcata: as such vehicle drivers on north or south 
trips longer than a few miles are more likely to use Route 101 rather than Old Arcata Road, State 
Route 255, and other local streets. 
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Responses to Tanya Marseille: 
 
1.  Caltrans has continuously monitored the post Safety Corridor conditions and condition of the 
roadway and has determined the project is still needed.  See Chapter 1 Project Need and Purpose 
in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for more information. 
 
2.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Kathy Marshall: 
 
1.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final 
EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. Please refer to Group Response I-A 
regarding the Safety Corridor. 
 
3.  Please refer to Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Study for a discussion of project effects on Old Arcata Road. Modified Alternative 3A, the 
Preferred Alternative, includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 that would eliminate 
most of the demand to use Old Arcata Road if the Route 101 medians are closed. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for over 
ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project 
initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses 
I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses 
I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Ed Mattson:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn moves 
from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow left turns 
from Airport Road. 
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Response to Linda Mattson: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  Note that Alternative 3A was replaced by 
Modified Alternative 3A:  the only difference is that Alternative 3A would restrict left turn moves 
from Airport Road to southbound Route 101 and Modified Alternative 3A would allow left turns 
from Airport Road. 
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Response to Rob McBeth: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 in 
the Final EIR/S for details.  
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Please refer to Section 3.1.6 – Traffic, Transportation/Pedestrian, and Bicycle Facilities in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information regarding potential transportation related 
effects to businesses.  Every feasible means to maintain access to businesses and minimize traffic 
delay during construction will be implemented. 

 
 
Response to Robert E. McCombs:  
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Study, which has been revised. 
 
Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
Regarding bicycle improvements, Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, 
evaluating, and meeting with the public since project planning was initiated. Bicyclist needs and 
improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a 
discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and 
II-F. 
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Response to Erin McDonald: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transportation modes.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Jonathon McDonald:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety at the Bracut intersection.  Traffic 
volumes are projected to increase on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata, which would 
increase the difficulty to make left turn moves at intersections without an improvement project. 
 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  see 
Group Response III-A-1 for more information.  For a discussion of signalization, please see 
Group Response II-C. 
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Responses to Jonathon McDonald: 
 
1.  Both Alternatives 1A and 3A were not selected as the Preferred Alternative:  Modified 
Alternative 3A is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Preventing left turn moves at the Route 101/Bracut intersection would 
enhance safety by eliminating or at least substantially reducing the possibility of broad side 
collisions.  Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3 except that the intersection at 
Indianola Cutoff would have steeper fill slopes and the Route 101/Airport Road intersection 
would have a half signal rather than a full signal. 
 
2. Old Arcata Road have been widened and now would better accommodate recreational vehicles. 
 
3.  The proposed project would not overload the Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata; there are 
currently no safety concerns at this location. 
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4.  Caltrans staff acknowledges that out-of-direction travel would result by closing the Route 101 
median at Bracut.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
allow vehicles to safely turn around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff interchange and travel north 
to the KOA entrance.  The out of direction travel would be about a mile. 
 
5.  A turnaround (J turn) could not accommodate traffic entering Route 101 from the Bracut 
intersection (on the eastside of Route 101) because more than a 0.5 miles of roadway distance is 
needed for vehicles turning right from Bracut (east of Route 101) to accelerate, merge with Route 
101 through traffic, and complete a lane change to access the turnaround. Drivers need adequate 
advance sign notification, distance, and time to safely make this maneuver. In addition, the 
proposal to extend/improve the acceleration lane at Bayside Cutoff has been scaled back. 
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Responses to Dora McHatton: 
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would eliminate all uncontrolled Route 101 median crossings 
in order to meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety.  See Chapter 1 in the Final 
EIR/S for more information.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as 
the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would 
discourage bicyclists. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-1 regarding the posted speed limit after project construction.   
 
4.  Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of 
roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic volumes within both a local and 
regional transportation system.  Route 101 has a higher posted speed limit and a direct alignment 
between the central urban cores of Eureka and Arcata: as such vehicle drivers on north or south 
trips longer than a few miles are more likely to use Route 101 rather than Old Arcata Road, State 
Route 255, and other local streets. 
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Response to Wayne McHatton: 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal 
instead of a full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both 
motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a 
full signal would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in 
high volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop. 

 
2.  Comment noted, however in order to minimize cost, right-of-way acquisition, ground 
disturbance/wetland, Modified Alternative 3A includes extending the existing acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill, rather than shifting the entrance and extending the 
lanes. 
 
3.  Early in the planning process alternatives with frontage roads were identified and evaluated 
but dropped from consideration because of the high right-of-way acquisition and wetland impact 
costs. 
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Response to Michele McKeegan:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to Alden McKelvey:  

 
1.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 
for more information.   
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would allow 
right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would 
likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This 
would add delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel 
periods.  It should be noted that it is likely many southbound motorists on Route 101 would prefer 
using the proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff and travel north on Old Arcata Road rather than 
using Old Arcata Road from Arcata to Bayside because this segment of Old Arcata Road has a 
reduced speed limit with traffic circles and speed bumps. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff regrets the perception that public concerns and needs are ignored.  Preliminary 
planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance safety for all users.  
Since project initiation, Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation solution.  
Subsequently, all build alternatives were modified to address concerns from the public and public 
agencies. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Joann McKelvey:  
 
1.  If one or more Route 101 medians are closed, the result would be creating more demand to use 
the remaining open medians such as Bayside Cutoff.  This would in turn result in degradation of 
traffic operations and potentially safety at Bayside Cutoff.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as 
the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; 
if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, southbound travelers would continue to Indianola 
Cutoff to turn around and proceed north on Route 101.  This would add delay and out of direction 
travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  The posted speed limit will remain 50 mph or lower between the Eureka Slough 
Bridges and the Jacoby Creek Bridges.  The posted speed limit will remain 65 mph north of the 
Jacoby Creek Bridges.   
 
3.  The proposed interchange included in Modified Alternative 3A is a compact diamond 
interchange that was designed to visually blend in with a rural setting unlike the urban 
interchanges such as the Route 101/299 interchange in the City of Arcata. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated 
or feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Melvin McKinney: 
 
1.  The proposed project would perpetuate the existing drainage flow; generally all roadway 
runoff drains to the bay. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes the same features as Alternative 3, except Modified 
Alternative 3A would have half signal at Airport Road and an interchange with steeper slopes. 
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Responses to Melvin McKinney: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response III-B-2 for more tree removal discussion. 
 
2.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
3.  Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata has the highest traffic volumes of any coastal highway 
between Sonoma County and Oregon.  Stopping all vehicles on Route 101 in both directions 
would not be practicable.  Please refer to Group Response II-C for a discussion of signalization at 
intersections. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at Airport Road which would allow left 
turn moves to and from Route 101 at Airport Road. 
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Response to Nancy McLaughlin:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Thomas McLaughlin:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Madeline & David McMurray: 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 

 
2.  See Group Response III-A-1. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal and an interchange at Indianola Cutoff 
that would minimize out of direction travel.  Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between 
Eureka and Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic 
volumes within both a local and regional transportation system.  Route 101 has a higher posted 
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speed limit and a direct alignment between the central urban cores of Eureka and Arcata: as such 
vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are more likely to use Route 101 
rather than Old Arcata Road, State Route 255, and other local streets.   



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 442                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 

 
 
Response to Jeri Meister:   
 
Please see Group Responses 1-A and II-B for a discussion of the Safety Corridor and the project 
need and purpose.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
(EIR/S), is needed to enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would 
benefit all travel modes. 
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Response to Gregory Mellon, DDS:   
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to remove 
the row of eucalyptus trees.   

 
Despite the low vehicle volumes accessing the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since 
the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would 
help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the 
Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway 
meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this 
business relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the 
lane improvements would still be needed. 
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Response to Denise Merrill:  
 
Traffic reduction on Broadway and 4th and 5th Streets within the City of Eureka is not included in 
the project need and purpose.  Also the project construction limits do not encompass Broadway 
and 4th and 5th Streets.  It should be noted that the proposed project would not increase the vehicle 
carrying capacity of Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata. 
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Response to Tom Merrill:  
 
Traffic reduction on Broadway within the City of Eureka is not included in the project need and 
purpose.  Also the project construction limits do not encompass Broadway.  Caltrans projects in 
each county are essentially follow separate planning and programming processes. 
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Responses to Dave Meserve: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, II-F. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would include an interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would 
have steepened fill slopes (compared to Alternatives 2 and 3) and would cost less than $30 
million. Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the 
speed limit to 65 mph on the expressway segment of Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see 
the posted speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
4. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more 
information. 
 
5.  Caltrans is an active participant on the Humboldt Bay Trail Planning Team. Caltrans is 
supportive of the effort to develop separated non-motorized trails adjacent to Route 101 between 
Eureka and Arcata; none of the Arcata-Eureka Corridor project improvements would preclude 
development of a bay trail.  
 
6.  See Group Responses III-B-1, III-B-2, and III-B-4. 
 
7.  The North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) owns and is responsible for the existing railroad 
prism adjacent to Route 101. Caltrans can plan and work cooperatively with NCRA, but cannot 
unilaterally direct how NCRA plans or uses the railroad right of way. 
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Response to Todd Metcalf:   

 
Modified Alternative 3A is the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at 
California Redwood mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby 
avoiding the need to remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more 
discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to Colette Metz: 
 
1. The proposed project would not expand the highway to increase the vehicle carrying capacity; 
the project consists of improvements that would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
maintenance which would benefit all travel modes. 
 
2.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-A and I-C. 
 
4.   Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road 
intersection and a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange; these features would substantially 
reduce out of direction travel. 
 
5.  Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S, which has updated State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) and State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 
information.   
 
6.  Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S has been revised.  The 
information in the tables reflects closing or improving all existing non-controlled Route 101 
intersections. 
 
7.  Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in 2007, Old Arcata Road has been improved 
and widened. 
 
8.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped. See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information 
 
9.  The posted speed limit Route 101 south of the Eureka Slough Bridges is 30 mph, which is the 
appropriate speed for an urban setting. The Route 101 segment north of the Eureka Slough 
Bridges is far less densely developed and a higher speed limit would be appropriate.  The purpose 
of the project is not to accommodate the creation of a higher speed roadway. 
 
10.  A highway project to bypass Eureka was planned and designed in the early 1970s but was 
later found to be not feasible about 15 years ago.  Any proposal for a by pass highway would need 
to be initiated by the affected city, county, regional, and state governments. 
 
11.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
12.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes a revised discussion of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
13.  Please refer to Group Responses I-A and I-C. 
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Responses to C.L. Michaels:  
 
1.  For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 
 
2. See Group Response I-A for a project need and purpose discussion. Modified Alternative 3A, 
the preferred alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, includes 
signalization at Airport Road and an interchange at Indianola Cutoff to minimize out-of-direction 
travel after uncontrolled left turn movements are eliminated. 
 
3. While it is true that the elimination of left-turn movements at the KOA in Bracut resulting in 
out out-of-direction travel, the project would substantially enhance safety. Traffic volumes are 
expected to increase on Route 101 in the future, which would make it increasingly difficult for 
recreational vehicles to complete left turn movements to and from the KOA driveway. 
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4. Modified Alternative 3A, includes signalization at Airport Road. 
 
5. For a discussion of eucalyptus tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
6. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
7. While Caltrans and Humboldt State University are both State funded entities, they have 
different missions and funding generally cannot be directly transferred between the two entities. 
 
8. Since the environmental document process was initiated in 2001, the project has been modified 
to avoid and minimize environmental impacts—partly in response to public comments. 
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Responses to Mid-City Employee: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), has the primary advantages of Alternative 3.  Modified Alternative 3A 
is not expected to result in a substantial increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road.  See Section 3.1.6 
– Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  
 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 459 

 

 
 
 
 
1 
 
2 
3 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6 
 
 
7 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 460                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 461 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 462                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 463 

Responses to Darren and Megan Mierau: 
 

1. Caltrans staff regrets the perception that public coordination was lacking. Please see Chapter 5 
in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) which summarizes the public 
involvement.  Note that during the resource permit application process there will additional 
public project review and commenting opportunities. 
 

2. Since the earliest project planning and design phases, Caltrans has worked with public resource 
agencies on hydrology and sensitive species issues.  For example, Caltrans coordinated with 
resource agencies to install “fish friendly” tide gates to replace some of the existing tide gates 
adjacent to Route 101.  
 

3. Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata was constructed decades before the California 
Environmental Quality Act was enacted. 

 
4. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 

Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), 
which has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety 
Corridor and Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 

 
5. Since project initiation Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 

businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation 
solution.  Subsequently, all build alternatives were modified to address public concerns. See 
Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for more discussion. 

 
6. Caltrans staff has worked with local businesses to plan, design, and continuously refine the 

proposed project to not only meet the project need and purpose, but to avoid and minimize 
impacts to businesses.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Final EIR/S, includes a new Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange and a half signal at the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection that would allow left turn moves to and from Route 101. 
The interchange and half signal would minimize out of direction travel to businesses after the 
project removes all uncontrolled left turn and crossing moves on Route 101 between Eureka 
and Arcata.  For more information, see Chapters 2 and 3 in the Final EIR/S. 

 
7. Caltrans, with the Federal Highway Administration, have duly followed and complied with the 

Federal and State Endangered Species Act regarding project effects to listed species.  See 
Section 3.3.5 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Response to David Miller: 
1.  See Group Response I-B. 

 
2.  See Group Response II-E. 
 
3.  Alternative 1A described and evaluated in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) includes three U-turns as alternative to an interchange.  However, Modified Alternative 
3A, and not Alternative 1A, was identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  
Alternative 1A generally was not supported by most businesses and individuals.  One of the main 
reasons for opposition to Alternative 1A was the anticipated difficulty for bicyclists and 
pedestrians to use the U-turns. 
 
4.  The proposed project is primarily designed to enhance safety with roadway improvements; this 
project would not add traffic carrying capacity. 
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Responses to John J. Miller: 
 
1.  The proposed project does not include any bypasses.  Modified Alternative 3A is identified as 
the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel as well as enhance safety for all 
travel modes crossing Route 101 compared to the existing condition. 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  
 
4.  The proposed project would not substantially affect wildlife crossings.  Please refer to section 
3.3 Biological Environment in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Response to Ken Miller:  
 
1.   Please see Group Responses II-C and II-D regarding signalization and Group Responses III-
A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limit. 

 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the 
median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed 
interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This would add delay and out of 
direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  It should be 
noted that it is likely many southbound motorists on Route 101 would prefer using the proposed 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff and travel north on Old Arcata Road rather than using Old Arcata 
Road from Arcata to Bayside because this segment of Old Arcata Road has a reduced speed limit 
with traffic circles and speed bumps.  In addition, Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway 
between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry 
high traffic volumes within both a local and regional transportation system.  Route 101 has a 
higher posted speed limit and a direct alignment between the central urban cores of Eureka and 
Arcata: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are more likely to 
use Route 101 rather than Old Arcata Road, State Route 255, and other local streets. 
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All build alternatives would remove left turn movements to and from Route 101 and Bayside 
Cutoff.  Based on existing traffic vehicle count data, 37 vehicles turned left from southbound 101 
to Bayside Cutoff from 8-9 AM, which is the morning weekday peak period.  If 50% of these 
vehicles travel north from Bayside Cutoff on Old Arcata Road then an increase of 19 vehicles 
would result during the AM peak hour which is approximately a 5% increase in vehicles. 
Basically, since there are a relatively low current number of left turn movements at the Route 
101/Bayside Cutoff intersection, then restricting left turn movements would not result in a 
substantial increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road. 

 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A is predicted to slightly increase energy consumption compared to the 
No Build Alternative for both the existing and future highway conditions.  An increasing amount 
of out of direction travel is predicted for the No Build Alternative as traffic volumes increase 
because the traffic level of service at intersections would deteriorate and travelers would seek 
alternate routes.  See Section 3.2.8 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which is approximately 
midway between Eureka and Arcata and would minimize out of direction travel from left turn and 
Route 101 crossing restrictions. Bicyclists needing to access Route 101 to and from Bracut and 
Bayside Cutoff could use a combination of the recently widened Old Arcata Road, Indianola 
Cutoff, and Bayside Cutoff to minimize out of direction travel and avoid turning around at the 
Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata. Bicyclists needing to turn right to and from Route 101 
would not be subject to out of direction travel. Overall, bicyclists would benefit from enhanced 
safety throughout the Route 101 Corridor between Eureka and Arcata from the project, while 
balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. As traffic volumes increase in the future, 
especially during peak travel periods, the proposed improvements of Modified Alternative 3A 
would have increasing benefit. 
 
5.  The climate change and sea level rise discussion has been expanded in Chapter 4 of the Final 
EIR/S. 
 
6.  Caltrans, the City of Arcata, and the County of Humboldt are members of the Humboldt 
County Association of Governments which programmed the safety enhancement component of 
this the proposed project.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  Regarding the 
project effects on Bayside, Modified Alternative 3A is not expected to substantially increase 
traffic on Old Arcata Road.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information. 

 
7.  Planning and the evaluation of project effects to non-motorized transit (including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and persons with disabilities) were fully considered for the proposed project. Since the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed project has 
been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D. 

 
8.  Caltrans staff regrets the perceived short comment period.  However the public notice, project 
brochure, and Caltrans website include contact information and we encourage the public to 
contact the Caltrans Project Manager for questions and comments after the comment period 
closes. 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 469 

 
 
 
Response to Mark Miller:   
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would enhance bicyclist safety by 
eliminating left turn movements that currently cross on-coming traffic and eliminate the need to 
cross acceleration and deceleration lanes at Indianola Cutoff.  In addition, the proposed 
interchange would reduce out-of-direction travel if uncontrolled left turns were eliminated. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
for over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been 
considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Diane Mollring:  
 

1. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3A except that Modified 
Alternative 3A includes a half signal instead of a partial signal at Airport Road.  The half 
signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport 
Road.  
 

2. Frontage roads were considered early in the project planning and design process the 
relatively low traffic volumes projected for the frontage roads did not justify the cost. 
 

3. Roundabouts were also considered early in the project planning and design process and 
dropped from consideration because of high wetland impacts. 
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Response to Amy Moloney:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, does not 
include roadway widening for through traffic lanes.  
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Response to Carol Moné:    
 
1.  Please see Group Responses I-A and II-B.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any 
of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for 
more information.     
 
2.  Alternative 1A includes turnarounds, which would take the place of an interchange.  This 
alternative was not widely supported by the public.  For more information about this alternative 
and the selection of the Preferred Alternative (Modified Alternative 3A), please see Chapter 2 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Rachel Montgomery:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from 
project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see 
Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Michael T. Moore:  
 

1. Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at Route 101 and Airport Road which 
allow left turns to and from Route 101 without stopping southbound Route 101 traffic. 
 

2. Extending Sixth Street over Eureka Slough was considered to improve access to businesses on 
Jacobs Avenue.  However, without further improvements, southbound traffic on Route 101 
would still need to turn left at Airport Road to access Jacobs Avenue.  One of the primary 
project need and purpose elements is to enhance safety by eliminating uncontrolled left turn 
moves. 

 
3. Caltrans staff has worked with local businesses to plan, design, and continuously refine the 

proposed project to not only meet the project need and purpose, but to avoid and minimize 
impacts to businesses.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Final Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a new Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange and a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection that would allow left 
turn moves to and from Route 101. The interchange and half signal would minimize out of 
direction travel to businesses after the project removes all uncontrolled left turn and crossing 
moves on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata.  For more information, see Chapters 2 and 3 
in the Final EIR/S. 
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Response to Randall B. Moore:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 

 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   

 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a half 
signal at Route 101 and Airport Road which allow left turns to and from Route 101 without 
stopping southbound Route 101 traffic.  However signalization at other locations is not feasible.  
See Group Response II-C. 
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Response to Elizabeth Morgan: 
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
2.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
3.  Throughout the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), the No Build 
Alternative is discussed. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  
Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. 
Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
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Responses to Shelley Morrison: 
 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
2.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D. 
 
3.  In general, if improvements to Route 101 are constructed, Route 101 would generally continue 
to draw and retain drivers since Route 101 is a more direct route between Eureka and Arcata with 
higher posted speed limits compared to Old Arcata Road.  In addition, Old Arcata Road north of 
Jacoby Creek Road has traffic calming improvements such as speed bumps, traffic circles along 
with a reduced speed limit which will collectively discourage drivers from using Old Arcata Road 
as an alternative to Route 101. For more information, see Group Response III-A-4. 
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Response to Karen Mueller:  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, 
and meeting with the since the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements 
have been considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 

 
 
 
Response to Mark Mueller:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  The posted speed limit will remain 50 mph or lower between the Eureka Slough 
Bridges and the Jacoby Creek Bridges.  The posted speed limit will remain 65 mph north of the 
Jacoby Creek Bridges. 
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Response to Jennifer Muha:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transportation modes.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 480                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Response to Cameron Mull:  
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 

 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Randy Myers:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Julie Neander: 
 
1. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed project 
has been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more information. 
 
Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit to 65 
mph on the expressway segment of Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see the posted speed limit 
discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
2. Comment noted. Partly for the same reasons described, Alternative 1A was not selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
3. Subsequent to the December 3, 2008 public meeting, Alternative 3A was modified to include left turns 
to and from Route 101 and is now referred to as Modified Alternative 3A. Modified Alternative 3A 
includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which is approximately midway between Eureka and Arcata 
and would minimize out of direction travel from left turn and Route 101 crossing restrictions. Bicyclists 
needing to access Route 101 to and from Bracut and Bayside Cutoff could use a combination of the 
recently widened Old Arcata Road, Indianola Cutoff, and Bayside Cutoff to minimize out of direction 
travel and avoid turning around at the Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata. Bicyclists needing to turn 
right to and from Route 101 would not be subject to out of direction travel. Overall, bicyclists would 
benefit from enhanced safety throughout the Route 101 Corridor between Eureka and Arcata from the 
project, while balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. As traffic volumes increase in the future, 
especially during peak travel periods, the proposed improvements of Modified Alternative 3A would have 
increasing benefit. 
 
4.  Caltrans is an active participant on the Humboldt Bay Trail Planning Team.  Caltrans is supportive of 
the effort to develop separated non-motorized trails adjacent to Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata and 
the Arcata-Eureka Corridor project will not preclude development of a bay trail. Caltrans, where feasible, 
supports trail options described in the 2007 Humboldt Bay Trails Feasibility Study.  Any one of the 
proposed project Build Alternatives would not preclude constructing a bicycle/pedestrian bay trail.  
 
5. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H.   
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Response to Maria Neely:  This comment was submitted in 2007; subsequently, the County of 
Humboldt has widened and improved Old Arcata Road between Bayside Cutoff and Indianola 
Cutoff. 
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Response to Kristen Nelson:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to Bill Nichols:   
 
The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.   
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Response to Glenda Nikolausen:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would enhance 
safety as well as provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all transit modes. 
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 
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Response to Chet Ogan: 
 
1.  The Alternatives that are fully evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S) evolved from a specific project need and purpose statement as well as a need to 
minimize cost and environmental impact.  As documented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S, many 
alternatives were initially identified and looked at, but dropped from consideration because they 
did not meet project need and purpose or were too expensive in terms of cost or environmental 
impact.  The five Build Alternatives in the Final EIR/S propose improvements to the existing 
roadway to enhance safety and roadway conditions while minimizing cost and environmental 
impact.  Conversely, alternatives that involve purchasing new highway right of way and building 
new facilities separate from the existing highway generally incur higher costs and environmental 
impacts. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport 
Road and allows all highway users to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff 
interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of Alternative, but would 
have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound Route 101 at Airport Road. 
 
3.  Caltrans does plan to re-vegetate with native plants. 
 
4.  Constructing frontage roads were considered early in the planning process and would be an 
effective solution from a transportation perspective.  However, frontage road construction was 
dropped from consideration because of the wetland impacts and right of way costs to use existing 
wildlife refuge land. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A would close or signalize the existing Route 101 medians and the 
alternative includes an interchange and a signalized intersection at Airport to offset the median 
closures. 
 
6.  See Group Response I-A.  Note that the Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
7.  See Group Response II-D. 
 
8.  The proposed project does include replacing tide gates and installing “fish friendly” tidegates 
at locations where fish are present. 
 
9.  Salmonids are discussed in Section 3.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species in Chapter 3 of 
the Final EIR/S. 
 
10.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
11.  Caltrans staff have and will continue to work towards first avoiding tree removal when 
feasible and practicable.  Where tree removal is unavoidable, Caltrans Landscape Architects will 
plant native trees and shrubs at locations beyond the 30 feet clear recovery zone. 
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12.  Caltrans staff is aware of this invasive plant and will remove the population at Bracut as a 
separate undertaking. 
 
13.  Since the 2007 Draft EIR/S was circulated to the public, Caltrans staff has redesigned the 
new southbound Jacoby Creek Bridge as a single span bridge, which would be higher and wider 
than the existing bridge and not require placing piers in the channel. 
 
14.  Caltrans staff has been coordinating with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA Fisheries, 
and the California Department of Fish and Game for the appropriate placement, type, and 
installation of tide gates. 
 
15.  Changes to the highway facility at Campbell Creek and Gannon Slough are not part of this 
project, but Caltrans staff will continue working with resource agencies and the City of Arcata on 
salmonid restoration efforts. 
 
16.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a 
discussion of sea level rise. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, 
see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
17.  Please refer to Section 3.3.2 Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for the revised section 
on mitigation. 
 
18.  Comment noted.  Caltrans staff will work with resource agencies during the permitting 
process to avoid and minimize proposed work within ditches. 
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Responses to Chet Ogan: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes an 
interchange approximately midway between Eureka and Arcata as well as a half signal at Airport 
would reduce out of direction travel after the Route 101 medians are closed or modified.   

 
2.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 

 
3.  See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 regarding setting and enforcing the posted speed limit.   
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4.  Modified Alternative 3A includes closing the Route 101 median at Bayside Cutoff to enhance 
safety for all travelers.  Under Modified Alternative 3A bicyclists would be able take advantage 
of the interchange at Indianola Cutoff and the recently widened Old Arcata Road after the Route 
101 medians are closed.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses 
I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 

 
5.  Alternative 3A was replaced by Modified Alternative 3A. Modified Alternative 3A, 
the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, is similar to Alternative 3A except 
that Modified Alternative includes a half signal instead of a southbound Route 101 signal 
at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road.  
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Responses to Alisha Oloughlin:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes a detailed 
discussion of anticipated global climate change and sea level rise. 
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4.  Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S would not substantially 
affect Old Arcata Road or State Route 255.  All three roadways were analyzed for traffic 
impacts.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation section in Chapter 3 of the EIR/S and 
Group Response I-E for more information.   
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A would not increase traffic on Old Arcata Road by 30%.    See Group 
Response III-A-4 for more information and Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation section in 
Chapter 3 of the EIR/S for more information.   
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Response to Edward C. Olsgard, MD and Michele McKeegan:    
 
See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to E. C. Olsgard, M.D.:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Response III-A-C regarding the posted speed limit after construction. 
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 
101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as 
“Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing 
movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of 
Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.   
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Response to Carla Olson:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to John Olson:   
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 for more information regarding setting the speed limit and 
enforcement. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group Response 
I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor 
collision data. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
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Response to Arthur Ontman:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to James Orr: 
 
1.  Alternative 1 as described in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) would 
close all median openings and would result in considerable out-of-direction travel for drivers 
needing to access local streets and driveways on Route 101.  There was essentially no public 
support for this alternative, however Alternative 1 met the project need and purpose and it would 
have the least amount of wetland impact. 
 
2.  Alternative 1A, described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S, includes three U-turns.  Although 
Alternative 1A would meet the project need and purpose, there was almost no support for this 
alternative and the U-turns would be difficult for bicyclists to use. 
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3.  Comments noted.  Modified Alternative 3A identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
EIR/S.  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct 
long term maintenance improvements. Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel.  This alternative 
would not add traffic carrying capacity nor would it substantially increase out-of-direction travel.  
Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes a more detailed discussion of climate 
change and sea level rise. 
 
4.  See Group Response II-C for a discussion of signalization. 
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Responses to James Orr: 
 
1. Please also see the posted speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
2.  After receiving considerable opposition after the December 3, 2008 public meeting 
Alternative 1A was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.  Many individuals complained that 
the U turns in Alternative 1A would be challenging for bicyclists and cause confusion for all 
travelers. 
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3.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes an expanded 
discussion of climate change and sea level rise. 
 
4. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
many bicyclists’ concerns. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
5.  Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Wayne Palmrose: 
 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes constructing a Route 101 northbound acceleration 
lane from Bayside Cutoff. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A also includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which would 
minimize out of direction travel by providing access to southbound Route 101 for travelers in the 
Bayside area.   
 
3.  Alternative 1A, which includes turnarounds, was not identified as the Preferred Alternative 
since it received almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.  
 
4.  For a discussion on tree removal see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Response to Lena Park Segura:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 510                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Response to Suzanne Pasztor: 
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  Please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H for more 
information. 
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Responses to Susan Penn: 
 
1. The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did 
mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; 
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however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more 
information. 
 
2.  The project need and purpose does not include reducing traffic congestion.  The need and 
purpose consists of enhancing safety, improving intersection level of service, and constructing 
improvements to enhance and preserve the roadway.  There are separate projects to address 
traffic conditions within the Eureka urban core. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff concur that LOS should not be the only criteria to evaluate transportation 
system.  The studies summarized in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study include, but 
are not limited to, the following:  travel delay, out of direction travel, potential traffic diversion 
to Old Arcata Road and State Route 255, engine emissions, and energy consumption. 
 
4. Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
5.  Caltrans staff has worked with resource agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for wetland 
impacts.  However, in order to meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety, some 
wetland impact is unavoidable.  See Section 3.3.2 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
6.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D as well as Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
7.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, does include 
a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection.  The proposed signal would only stop 
northbound Route 101.  In addition, the project includes constructing an additional lane to 
accommodate the increase in traffic queuing. 
 
8.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
9.  A Citizens’ Advisory Committee was formed and has met several times.  Please contact the 
Humboldt County Association of Governments for more information. 
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Responses to Linda Pereira: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 
drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport Road and allows drivers at Airport Road to turn left 
onto southbound Route 101 to the Eureka urban core.  Modified Alternative 3A also includes a 
Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange.  The interchange would be located approximately 
halfway between Eureka and Arcata and would substantially reduce out of direction travel and 
enhance safety after the median crossings are closed.  See section 3.1.6 in the Traffic and 
Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Responses to Claire Perricelli: 
1. The legislation that enacted the double fine zone and enhanced enforcement within the Route 
101 Safety Corridor expired and was not renewed. After the enhanced enforcement ended the 
prevailing speeds did slightly increase, but is still under 60 mph between the Eureka Slough 
Bridges and Jacoby Creek Bridges.  However, the collision rates are climbing at Mid-City Motor 
World and Indianola Cutoff.  Also see Group Response I-A. 

 
2. The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
The project need and purpose does not include building improvements in order to allow for 
posting a higher speed limit. 
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3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, does include 
a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection.  For a discussion of signalization at 
other locations, see Group Response II-C. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
5.  Caltrans would not close any of the Route 101 medians in response to the proposed project 
not receiving approval, permits, or funding.  However, traffic volumes and speeds are expected 
to increase in the foreseeable future, which may result in an increase in serious broadside 
collisions, which in turn may necessitate closing one or more Route 101 intersection median 
openings within the corridor.  
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Responses to Claire Perricelli: 
 
1.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for 
more information.  The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has 
been dropped:  see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no 
public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
 
3. Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes an expanded discussion of climate 
change and sea level rise. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
5.  See Group Response II-D. 
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Response to Tom Peters:    
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 
101.    
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Response to Tom Peters:    
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 
101. Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no 
public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
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Responses to Rebecca Peterson: 
 

1. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 

2.  Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes a half signal at Airport Road and Route 
101.  Please refer to Group Response II-C regarding signalizing other intersections. 
 

3. The proposed project includes closing the Route 101 median opening at Bayside to enhance 
safety.  Please refer to Chapter 1 Project Need and Purpose for more information. 
 

4. See Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Elisabeth Petterson: 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for 
more information.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, 
II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped. See 
Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 for more information.  Extending the posted 50 mph speed 
limit on Route 101 north to Sunset Avenue in Arcata would not be feasible since bicyclists have 
the option of using parallel surface streets instead of the Route 101 freeway segment. 
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Responses to Fhyre Phoenix:  
 
Thank you for your interest in this project and taking the time to review the project information 
and provide comments. 
 
1.  Based on the vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 
Corridor, the proposed project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was implemented in 
2002.  See Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), which has been 
revised, for more information regarding the project need and purpose.  Please also refer to Group 
Response I-A.  The proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic operations at 
intersections as well construct long term roadway maintenance.   
 
The Draft EIR/S stated that the posted speed limit would be raised from 50 mph to 65 mph.  The 
proposal to raise the speed limit has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more 
information regarding maintaining the existing posted speed limits.   
 
2.  See Group Response II-H. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
 
4.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S has been revised to address both sea level rise and global 
warming in greater detail than the Draft EIR/S. 
 
5.  See Group Response I-B. 
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6.  Caltrans staff developed and implemented the Safety Corridor in 2002, which included 
lowering the speed limit from 60 mph to 50 mph.  At the time the Safety Corridor was intended 
to be a temporary solution until a long term solution could be constructed.  Based on the current 
vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 Corridor, the proposed 
project is still needed. 
 
7.  Caltrans staff regrets the perception that public concerns are ignored.  Both State and Federal 
environmental regulations require coordinating with affected governments, public agencies, 
businesses, organizations, businesses, and individuals to develop appropriate transportation 
solutions.  Although all comments and suggests are fully considered, Caltrans cannot always 
accommodate every request.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to 
maintain the existing state highway system and above all else provide safe facilities for all 
highway users. 
 
Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance safety 
for all users.  For example, the project would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements 
at Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway 
between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles 
and pedestrians. 
 
For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation 
solution.  At the start of the Draft EIR/S in 2001, there were two build alternatives.  Over the 
course of almost ten years, three new alternatives were introduced and all alternatives were 
modified to address various concerns from the public.  
 
Many bicyclists and people who support bicycle transit have commented on the project.  Since 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed project 
has been revised to enhance bicycle transit.  See Group Response I-D for more information. 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety. In addition to the proposed project, several bicycle awareness 
signs were posted in both directions within the Route 101 corridor between Eureka and Arcata. 
These signs were designed to alert motorists of the presence of bicyclists riding on Route 101. 
 
8. After environmental document approval, Caltrans working with other public agencies will 
provide further public outreach efforts to develop the project.  For example, the proposed project 
will require a public hearing to obtain a Coastal Development Permit.  At the core of the project 
need is collision data provided by the California Highway Patrol; this data is summarized in 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S.   
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Response to Bill Pierson: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
3.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  
In addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to 
increase and having the roadway meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety 
and operation reasons.  Even if this business relocated or closed, it is possible another business 
would occupy this location and the lane improvements would still be needed. 
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Responses to Allison Poklemba: 
 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
3.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D for more information. 
 
4. The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
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Response to Chris Poole: 
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S). Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101. Left turns would 
be allowed to and from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction. After constructing 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be safer than 
the existing condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements. See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.  
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Response to Gail Popham:  Caltrans staff are currently re-evaluating the feasibility of billboard 
removal to comply with a California Coastal Commission condition for Federal Coastal 
Consistency Certification.  See Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Responses to Beverly Post:   
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes measures to offset effects to the natural and build 
environment. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
 
4.  See Group Responses III-A-1and 2 regarding the posted speed limit after construction. 
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Responses to Caren Potter: 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka – Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, 
please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Jacob L. Pounds:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to Charles Powell: 
 
1. The safety enhancement project and the roadway rehabilitation project while are basically independent, 
also have overlapping elements and project limits.  The projects were combined to achieve greater 
accuracy of environmental evaluation to study the project combined rather than piecemeal.  In addition, 
the sequencing, staging, and cost of construction would be enhanced by combining the projects.  See 
Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for more information. 
 
2. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit on the expressway 
segment of Route 101 has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information 
 
3.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S includes an expanded discussion of climate change and sea level rise. 
 
4. Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would allow right 
turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use 
Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This would add 
delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  See 
Group Response III-A-4 and Section 3.1.6 Traffic in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more discussion of 
traffic on Old Arcata Road. 
 
5.  Converting the expressway segment of Route 101 into a freeway is not included in the project need 
and purpose.  See Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  Since the public circulation of the 
Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit to 65 mph on the expressway segment of 
Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see the posted speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-
1 and 2. 
 
6.  See Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Response II-C 
regarding signalization. 
 
7.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address many 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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8. Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which is approximately midway 
between Eureka and Arcata and would minimize out of direction travel from left turn and Route 101 
crossing restrictions. Bicyclists needing to access Route 101 to and from Bracut and Bayside Cutoff could 
use a combination of the recently widened Old Arcata Road, Indianola Cutoff, and Bayside Cutoff to 
minimize out of direction travel and avoid turning around at the Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata. 
Bicyclists needing to turn right to and from Route 101 would not be subject to out of direction travel. 
Overall, bicyclists would benefit from enhanced safety throughout the Route 101 Corridor between 
Eureka and Arcata from the project, while balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. As traffic 
volumes increase in the future, especially during peak travel periods, the proposed improvements of 
Modified Alternative 3A would have increasing benefit. 
 
9.  Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata carries the highest traffic volumes in the county:  subjecting 
this volume of traffic to frequent stopping and accelerating would not result in optimal fuel efficiency or 
low greenhouse gas emissions (see Figure 4-2 in Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S).  Project energy 
consumption of Modified Alternative 3A was compared to the No Build Alternative and was found to be 
very similar. Even though Modified Alternative 3A would result in additional out of direction travel 
because of left turn move restrictions, the No Build Alternative in the year 2031 would also result in out 
of direction travel because intersections would be operating at a poor level of service.  See Section 3.2.8 
Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
10. See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
11. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
12.  See Section 3.1.7 Visual in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
13.  See Section 3.1.2 Growth in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
14. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. 
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Response to Donley Brian Powell:   
 
1.  An interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 would remove left turn movements at this 
interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.   
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  The posted speed limit will remain 50 mph or lower between the Eureka Slough 
Bridges and the Jacoby Creek Bridges.  The posted speed limit will remain 65 mph north of the 
Jacoby Creek Bridges.   
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see responses to Jorge Sanchez’s letter (part 
of the group of written comments submitted by Green Wheels).  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F.  
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Response to Jenine Prus:  The transportation needs were considered for all community 
members—including people who use public and bicycle transit between Eureka and Arcata.  The 
proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic operations at intersections as well 
construct long term roadway maintenance.  Constructing any one of the Build Alternatives would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway maintenance for motorists, bus transit, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians.  
 
After over ten years of studying various options and alternatives, Modified Alternative 3A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A does include a new interchange at Route 101 and Indianola 
Cutoff.  The vehicle collision rate has increased at this location since the implementation of the 
Safety Corridor was implemented in 2002.  An interchange would remove left turn movements at 
this interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.  The 
interchange was designed to visually blend in with a rural, coastal setting and would have a 
much less noticeable profile than the Route 101/299 interchange in Arcata.  Please also refer to 
Group Response I-A. 
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Response to Dennis Rael:   
 
1.   Please see Group Responses II-C and II-D regarding signalization and Group Responses III-
A-1 and 2 regarding the posted speed limit. 

 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the 
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median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed 
interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This would add delay and out of 
direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  It should be 
noted that it is likely many southbound motorists on Route 101 would prefer using the proposed 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff and travel north on Old Arcata Road rather than using Old 
Arcata Road from Arcata to Bayside because this segment of Old Arcata Road has a reduced 
speed limit with traffic circles and speed bumps.  In addition, Route 101 is an expressway and a 
freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to 
efficiently carry high traffic volumes within both a local and regional transportation system.  
Route 101 has a higher posted speed limit and a direct alignment between the central urban cores 
of Eureka and Arcata: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are 
more likely to use Route 101 rather than Old Arcata Road, State Route 255, and other local 
streets. 

 
All build alternatives would remove left turn movements to and from Route 101 and Bayside 
Cutoff.  Based on existing traffic vehicle count data, 37 vehicles turned left from southbound 101 
to Bayside Cutoff from 8-9 AM, which is the morning weekday peak period.  If 50% of these 
vehicles travel north from Bayside Cutoff on Old Arcata Road then an increase of 19 vehicles 
would result during the AM peak hour which is approximately a 5% increase in vehicles. 
Basically, since there are a relatively low current number of left turn movements at the Route 
101/Bayside Cutoff intersection, then restricting left turn movements would not result in a 
substantial increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road. 

 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A is predicted to slightly increase energy consumption compared to the 
No Build Alternative for both the existing and future highway conditions.  An increasing amount 
of out of direction travel is predicted for the No Build Alternative as traffic volumes increase 
because the traffic level of service at intersections would deteriorate and travelers would seek 
alternate routes.  See Section 3.2.8 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which is approximately 
midway between Eureka and Arcata and would minimize out of direction travel from left turn 
and Route 101 crossing restrictions. Bicyclists needing to access Route 101 to and from Bracut 
and Bayside Cutoff could use a combination of the recently widened Old Arcata Road, Indianola 
Cutoff, and Bayside Cutoff to minimize out of direction travel and avoid turning around at the 
Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata. Bicyclists needing to turn right to and from Route 101 
would not be subject to out of direction travel. Overall, bicyclists would benefit from enhanced 
safety throughout the Route 101 Corridor between Eureka and Arcata from the project, while 
balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. As traffic volumes increase in the future, 
especially during peak travel periods, the proposed improvements of Modified Alternative 3A 
would have increasing benefit. 
 
5.  The climate change and sea level rise discussion has been expanded in Chapter 4 of the Final 
EIR/S. 
 
6.  Caltrans, the City of Arcata, and the County of Humboldt are members of the Humboldt 
County Association of Governments which programmed the safety enhancement component of 
this the proposed project.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  Regarding the 
project effects on Bayside, Modified Alternative 3A is not expected to substantially increase 
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traffic on Old Arcata Road.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information. 

 
7.  Planning and the evaluation of project effects to non-motorized transit (including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and persons with disabilities) were fully considered for the proposed project. Since the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed project has 
been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D. 

 
8.  Caltrans staff regrets the perceived short comment period.  However the public notice, project 
brochure, and Caltrans website include contact information and we encourage the public to 
contact the Caltrans Project Manager for questions and comments after the comment period 
closes. 
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Responses to Rudy Ramp: 
 
1.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
2.  Please refer to responses to the HCAOG letter which includes the Advisory Committee 
comments. 
 
3.  Alternative 1 does not include any major structures or improvements to enhance safety.  This 
Alternative received virtually no public support.   
 
4.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  The 
current posted speed limit of 50 mph south of Jacoby Creek Bridges and north of the Freshwater 
Slough Bridges would tentatively remain at the existing 50 mph but is subject to change pending 
the outcome of further engineering and prevailing traffic speed surveys.  The California Vehicle 
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Code requires a renewed engineering and traffic survey whenever substantial changes in 
roadway or traffic conditions have occurred.  If the prevailing 85th percentile of the traffic 
eventually rises above 55 mph after project construction, measures to address the condition will 
be considered and possibly implemented such as raising the posted speed limit. 
 
5. See Group Responses I-A, I-C, and II-B. 
 
6. The proposed project includes extending the existing acceleration and deceleration lanes for 
entering and exiting Route 101 to meet accepted American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials highway design standards.   
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Response to Colleen M. Randall Trask and Scott E. Randall:  
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.   
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Responses to Judy Redhorse: 
 
1.  See Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Mary Colleen Reed:   
 
1.  The existing Route 101 roadway is already four lanes between Eureka and Arcata.  The 
proposed project would not add additional through traffic lanes.  The No Build Alternative 
would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised.  Also see 
Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-4 for information regarding billboards. 
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Response to Galen Reid:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Responses to Javan and Alexandria Reid:  
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement, is needed to enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements that would benefit all travel modes.  See Group Responses I-A, I-C, II-B, and III-
A-3. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-3. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-5. 
 
4. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-
E, and II-F.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of plans, laws, and 
regulations to reduce greenhouse gas production from motor vehicles by increasing fuel 
efficiency, developing alternative fuels, smart land use, and changing driver behavior. 
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Response to Melanie Rheaume:   
 
1.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group 
Response II-B. 
 
2.   Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since project planning was initiated.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Bobbi Ricca:   Please see Group Responses I-A and II-B.   
 
 

 
 
Responses to Barbara Rich:  
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety, 
improving traffic operations, and implementing long term roadway maintenance.  Based on the 
vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 Corridor, the proposed 
project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was implemented in 2002.  See Chapter 1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), which has been revised, for more information 
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regarding the project need and purpose. Please also refer to Group Response I-A and II-B 
regarding the Safety Corridor. The proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic 
operations at intersections as well construct long term roadway maintenance. 

 
2.  The collision rate at Bayside Cutoff is not currently a safety concern; however other Route 
101 intersection locations are a concern.  If one or more intersections are closed to unrestricted 
left turns, there would be a much higher demand to make left turns at Bayside Cutoff.   
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-1. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2.   
 
5.  Comment noted.  While it is true trees per se do not cause collisions and drivers need to take 
personal responsibility, there are other factors to consider.  Safety would be enhanced for all 
travelers by tree removal within the clear recovery zone—including passengers in vehicles and 
drivers who need to avoid errant drivers.  This needs to be considered in the context that Route 
101 between Eureka and Arcata is the most heavily traveled coastal highway north of Sonoma 
County and south of Oregon. 
 
6.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-
D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Richard L. Ridenhour: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  Constructing a new frontage road and an interchange at Bracut were considered the early 
project planning phases.  The low anticipated traffic volumes would not justify that both features 
would incur high costs and wetland impacts. 
 
3. See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes an 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at Airport Road and allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross 
or turn around. 
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Responses to Sharon F. Ritsch: 
 
1.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) has been extensively 
revised to address sea level rise in relation to both the proposed project and as a statewide 
concern. 
 
2.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S also now includes a discussion of plans, laws, and regulations to 
reduce greenhouse gas production from motor vehicles by increasing fuel efficiency, developing 
alternative fuels, smart land use, and changing driver behavior. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff acknowledge sea level rise as a serious, legitimate concern.  Caltrans is 
participating with local, regional, statewide, and federal agencies on plans and solutions to 
address this issue. 
 
4.  Caltrans staff understands the risk of constructing long term highway improvements on a 
highway segment that is slightly above sea level.  However Route 101 is a vital transportation 
lifeline for the north coast region; and it is one of the most heavily traveled highways in 
Humboldt County.  Safety enhancements and major long term roadway improvements for Route 
101 are an immediate, pressing need.   
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Responses to Elizabeth K. Roberts:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at the California Redwood (Simpson) mill 
are needed to meet current roadway design standards. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
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Responses to Terry Roberts: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow left turn moves to and 
from Route 101.  Modified Alternative 3A also includes a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange.  This alternative has similar advantages of Alternative 3, but with less wetland 
impact. 
 
2.  See Group Response II-H. 
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Response to James Robinson:  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group 
Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, 
see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to William Roche:  
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements for all transportation modes.  The proposed project would not result in any of the 
conditions mentioned in your comment. 
 
The proposed project is funded and programmed through both a state and regional transportation 
planning process.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Roger: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
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Responses to Louisa Rogers: 
 
1. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Responses I-D, II-
B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H for more information. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit 
after project construction has been dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more 
information. 
 
2.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  
In addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Even if this business relocated or 
closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the lane improvements 
would still be needed. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety for all travel modes while providing long term roadway improvements that would 
also benefit all travel modes.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group 
Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Janice Rothrock: 
1. Modified Alternative 3A, the preferred alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement, includes a grade separation (interchange) at the Route 101/Indianola 
Cutoff intersection with steeper slopes design than in Alternatives 2 and 3. The grade separation 
will be landscaped to help visually blend in with the surroundings. For more information, see 
Chapter 3 of the environmental document. 
2. The proposed project would not widen the existing Route 101 lanes. See Group Response I-A 
for a project need and purpose discussion. 

3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 

4. For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 

5. For a discussion of eucalyptus tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-2. 
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Responses to Tina Rousselot, ASLA:  
 
1. See Group Response III-B-2. 

 
2.  Section 3.40(B)(5) of the County of Humboldt Bay Area Plan states in part the following: 

 
The Humboldt County Board of Supervisors shall initiate the preparation of a Scenic 
Route Study pursuant to the adopted Scenic Highways Element of the Humboldt County 
General Plan for the portion of Highway 101 between Eureka and Arcata and that 
portion south of Fields Landing, inclusively. 
 
The Scenic Route Study shall be prepared by the County Planning Department in 
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation. 
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Response to Elizabeth Roversi:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding maintaining 
the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B.  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Mary Roversi:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement, includes a new interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would enhance safety for 
all travel modes as well as reduce out of direction travel.   
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Response to Richard Salzman: 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Jorge Sanchez:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Jorge Sanchez:  
 
1.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state 
highway system and above all else provide safe facilities for all highway users. Modified 
Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance 
safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Furthermore this alternative would 
be compatible with future non-motorized transit and public transit improvement projects.  
Regarding the project purpose and need, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.   
 
2.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
project planning was initiated.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from 
project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see 
Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped. Please see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information regarding the posted 
speed limits.  
 
Please refer to Group Response I-A regarding the Safety Corridor. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Response to Lynne Sarty:   
 
Please see Group Responses I-A, I-C, and II-B. 
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Response to Kalía Scarla:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  
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Response to Carrie Schaden:   
 
1.  All Build Alternatives would eliminate uncontrolled left turns for the purpose of enhancing 
safety—not for the purpose of raising the posted speed limit.    
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised. 
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Responses to John Schaefer, PhD: 
 
1.  HCAOG is a co-sponsor of the proposed Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor Improvement 
project. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
 
3.  The proposed project was not designed strictly for motor vehicle transit; the project would 
provide safety enhancement and roadway improvement benefits for all travel modes. See Group 
Response I-D for more information. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-A-1 regarding raising the posted speed limit after construction. 
 
5.  The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the 
Route 101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff 
as “Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing 
movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of 
Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half 
signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety. 
 
6.  Caltrans staff, working with other public agencies, has worked over ten years to refine and 
modify the proposed project that further minimizes adverse effects while meeting the project 
need and purpose of enhancing public safety and constructing long term major roadway 
maintenance. 
 
7.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise. 
 
8.  The railroad to the west of Route 101 is not part of the Caltrans highway right of way; the 
railroad is owned and operated by the North Coast Railroad Authority.  In general Caltrans 
cannot obtain railroad right of way for a major expansion of the roadway. 
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Responses to John Schaefer, PhD: 
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
 
2.  The proposed project was not designed strictly for motor vehicle transit; the project would 
provide safety enhancement and roadway improvement benefits for all travel modes. See Group 
Response I-D for more information. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) and is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S.  The LEDPA must meet 
the project need and purpose in compliance with Section 404 (b)(1) under the Federal Clean 
Water Act.   
 
4.  See Group Responses I-B and II-E. 
 
5.  The time savings is not germane to the environmental evaluation or the project need and 
purpose.  The proposed speed limit increase discussed in the Draft EIR/S was a best estimate of 
what the posted speed limit should be. 
 
6.  Fuel consumption person would of course be much lower for public transit and bicycle 
transit; however, public transit and bicycle improvement alternatives are not evaluated in the 
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EIR/S since either individually or combined these improvements would not meet the project 
need and purpose of enhancing safety and providing long term roadway improvements. 
 
7.  While it is true that higher fuel efficiency is achieved at 50 mph compared to 65 mph, the fuel 
consumption data in the EIR/S is primarily intended to provide a comparison of the alternatives. 
 
8.  There are potentially countless possibilities and scenarios for future energy increases, 
however framing project construction as a one-time energy use event was done to evaluate the 
project in terms of CEQA and NEPA. 
 
10.  Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes an expanded discussion of climate 
change and sea level rise.  
 
11.  It is likely that traffic would increase on Old Arcata Road if left turn moves are restricted at 
Bayside Cutoff.  However it is also likely under the No Build Alternative that traffic would 
increase on Old Arcata Road from projected growth and there would be fewer drivers willing to 
turn left at the Route 101/Bayside Cutoff intersection as Route 101 traffic volumes increase.  
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was circulated to the public in 
2007, Old Arcata Road has been widened to enhance safety.  In general, if improvements to 
Route 101 are constructed, Route 101 would generally continue to draw and retain drivers since 
Route 101 is a more direct route between Eureka and Arcata with higher posted speed limits 
compared to Old Arcata Road.  In addition, Old Arcata Road north of Jacoby Creek Road has 
traffic calming improvements such as speed bumps, traffic circles along with a reduced speed 
limit which will collectively discourage drivers from using Old Arcata Road as an alternative to 
Route 101. 
 
All build alternatives would remove left turn movements to and from Route 101 and Bayside 
Cutoff.  Based on existing traffic vehicle count data, 37 vehicles turned left from southbound 101 
to Bayside Cutoff from 8-9 AM, which is the morning weekday peak period.  If 50% of these 
vehicles travel north from Bayside Cutoff on Old Arcata Road then an increase of 19 vehicles 
would result during the AM peak hour which is approximately a 5% increase in vehicles. 
Basically, since there are a relatively low current number of left turn movements at the Route 
101/Bayside Cutoff intersection, then restricting left turn movements would not result in a 
substantial increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road. 
 
12.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to 
Group Responses I-A and I-C and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding 
maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
13.  The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the 
Route 101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff 
as “Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing 
movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff 
interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of 
Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  At the Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half 
signal is proposed that would also enhance bicyclist safety. 
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14.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
15.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a 
discussion of sea level rise. 
 
16. Bicycle, public transit, levee, and rail improvements would not meet the project need and 
purpose of enhancing safety and providing long term roadway improvements.   
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Responses to Tom Schallert:   
 
1.  Comment noted.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), includes constructing an interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff and a half signal at Airport Road and would allow U-turns.  These two project features are 
expected to substantially minimize out of direction travel resulting from the Route 101 median 
closures. 
 
2.  Caltrans staff has worked with local businesses for several years to design a signalized 
intersection that would maintain access while minimizing congestion.  Modified Alternative 3A 
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was designed as the best solution to this challenge.  This alternative includes a half signal that 
would only stop northbound Route 101 traffic while still allowing left turn moves to and from 
Airport Road.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
3.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
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Response to Jay Schock:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
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Response to Angeline Schwab:    
 
Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Shirley Seelhoff:  
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the 
median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed 
interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This would add delay and out of 
direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  See Group 
Response III-A-4 for more information. 
 
2.  The proposed Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange would reduce out-of-direction travel 
allow for travelers on southbound Route 101 needing to access businesses and residences on the 
east side of Route 101. 
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3.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
4.  Signalized intersections on rural highways with relatively low traffic volumes can be effective 
and safe, however Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata is the busiest highway in Humboldt 
County and signals would require adding traffic lanes. 
 
5.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
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Responses to Uzi M. Selcer, M.D.: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff approximately 
midway between Eureka and Arcata.  This interchange would minimize out of direction travel 
from left turn and Route 101 crossing restrictions. Bicyclists needing to access Route 101 to and 
from Bracut and Bayside Cutoff could use a combination of the recently widened Old Arcata 
Road, Indianola Cutoff, and Bayside Cutoff to minimize out of direction travel and avoid turning 
around at the Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata. Bicyclists needing to turn right to and from 
Route 101 would not be subject to out of direction travel. Overall, bicyclists would benefit from 
enhanced safety throughout the Route 101 Corridor between Eureka and Arcata from the project, 
while balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. As traffic volumes increase in the 
future, especially during peak travel periods, the proposed improvements of Modified 
Alternative 3A would have increasing benefit. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A would allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median 
was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange 
and the recently improved Old Arcata Road. This would add delay and out of direction travel, 
but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  See Group Response III-A-4 
for more information. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A (identified as the Preferred Alternative) is predicted to slightly 
increase energy consumption because of out-of-direction travel compared to the No Build 
Alternative for both the existing and future highway conditions.  However, an increasing amount 
of out of direction travel is predicted for the No Build Alternative as traffic volumes increase 
because the traffic level of service at intersections would deteriorate and travelers would seek 
alternate routes.  See Section 3.2.8 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
4.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Responses III-A-1 and III-
A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
 
5.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more information. 
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Response to Julie Sergi:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Gabe Shames:   
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This $46 million alternative would meet the project need and 
purpose to enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Furthermore this 
alternative would be compatible with future non-motorized transit and public transit 
improvement projects.   
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Responses to Dennis Shaughnessy: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 600                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Responses to Sarah Shimizu:  
 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
2. For a discussion of speed limits and freeway designation, see Group Response III-A-1. 
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Responses to Nathan Shishedo, MD: 
 
1. The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
bicyclists’ concerns.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-
D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
3.  At the start of the EIR/S in 2001, there were two build alternatives.  Since project initiation, 
Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and 
individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective transportation solution.  The Final EIR/S 
includes three new alternatives and all alternatives were modified to address various concerns 
from the public. Also see Group Response 1-A. 
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Response to Sarah Shoenberger:  Since the initiation of project planning, Caltrans has worked 
with governments, public resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to 
develop and refine a balanced, effective transportation solution for the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
corridor.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes safety enhancement and other 
highway improvements that would have long term benefits for all travel modes. 
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Response to Nancy Short:   
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  For more information see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
Despite the low vehicle volumes accessing the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since 
the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would 
help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the 
Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway 
meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this 
business relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the 
lane improvements would still be needed. 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 regarding speed limits and enforcement. 
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Response to Amber Shows:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Caltrans acknowledges many bicyclists are intimidated or 
feel uncomfortable riding adjacent to high speed motor vehicle traffic and that a separated path 
would encourage bicycle commuting.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Tim Shreeve: 
 
1.  Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A has most of the 
features of Alternative 3, including a half signal at Airport Road and Route 101.  See Chapter 2 
in the Final EIR/S for details.  
 
2.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the transportation access needs of local businesses.  After 
constructing Modified Alternative 3A, the Route 101/Airport Road intersection is expected to be 
safer than the existing condition, which currently allows uncontrolled left turn movements.  Left 
turns would be allowed to and from Route 101 at Airport Road after construction.   
 
3.  Please refer to Section 3.1.6 – Traffic, Transportation/Pedestrian, and Bicycle Facilities in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information regarding potential transportation related 
effects to businesses. 
 
4.  The proposed Route 101 median closures and extension of acceleration and deceleration lanes 
would occur approximately the same time during the construction process.  Every feasible means 
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to maintain access to businesses and minimize traffic delay during construction will be 
implemented. 
 
5.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the importance of a visually appealing City gateway and will 
work with the City of Eureka to visually enhance the entrance to the City where feasible.  
However, the proposed project has a specific need and purpose that does not include City 
gateway enhancements, nor would the proposed project have visual impacts to the City entrance 
requiring mitigation. 
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Responses to Brett Shuler:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to James Sievert: 
 
1. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
 
2.  Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
3. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project construction has been dropped:  
see Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
4. The proposed project would not affect Bayside Cutoff or Indianola Cutoff other than to restrict 
left turn moves to and from Route 101. 
 
5. Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. 
 
 

 
 

 
1 
2 
 
3 
 

4 
 

5 
 
 
 
 
 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 609 

 

 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
6 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 610                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Responses to Suzanne Simpson:   
 
1.  Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance 
safety for all users.  For more than ten years Caltrans has worked with governments, public 
resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  At the start of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) 
in 2001, there were two build alternatives.  Over the course of almost ten years, three new 
alternatives were introduced and all alternatives were modified to address various concerns from 
the public. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
3.  Comment noted.  Fuel efficiency and engine emissions will be considered when setting the 
posted speed limit. 
 
4.  See Group Response II-D. 
 
5.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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6.  See Group Response III-B-2 
 
7.  None of the Build Alternatives would remove agricultural land within the Route 101 corridor.  
Wetland mitigation may consist of converting agricultural north of Humboldt Bay.  See Section 
3.3.2 Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  
 
8.  The existing vacant land adjacent to the Route 101 corridor is almost entirely zoned 
agriculture, open space, and for natural resources.   
 
9.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of climate change and sea level 
rise. 
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Responses to Vanessa Sinclair:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement, would include a proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would 
minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A was designed based on 
suggestions from local businesses.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for more information. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Emily Sinkhorn: 
 
Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received almost no public 
support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange approximately midway between Eureka and 
Arcata as well as a half signal at Airport would reduce out of direction travel after the Route 101 
medians are closed or modified.  For bicycle trips originating in Bayside and destined for 
southbound Route 101, would be able to travel southbound on the recently widened Old Arcata 
Road and use the Indianola Cutoff interchange. 
 
The Redwood Community Action Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 
101 intersections at Mid-City Motor World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as 
“Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.” Modified Alternative 3A would eliminate 
uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at these Route 101 median openings. Constructing a 
Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe 
access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles and pedestrians.  For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Jon Skulski: 
 
1.  After over ten years of studying various options and alternatives, Modified Alternative 3A 
was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S).  Modified Alternative 3A does include a new interchange at Route 101 and Indianola 
Cutoff.  The vehicle collision rate has increased at this location since the implementation of the 
Safety Corridor was implemented in 2002. An interchange would remove left turn movements at 
this interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit. Please also 
refer to Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  See Group Responses I-B and II-B. 
 
3.  See Group Responses I-C, II-A, II-E, II-G, and II-H. 
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Response to Alan Smith:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  For a discussion of speed limit and 
enforcement, see Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
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Response to Ann King Smith:   
 
A Citizens’ Advisory Committee was formed and has met several times.  Please contact the 
Humboldt County Association of Governments for more information. 
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Responses to Ann King Smith:   
 
1.  The Safety Corridor was intended to be an interim measure until a long term solution, which 
is the proposed project, could be constructed.  In addition, a public “open house” was held on 
May 15, 2003 (after the Safety Corridor was implemented) to receive comments on the project 
and adjust environmental studies to capture public concerns.  Consequently a second scoping 
meeting will not be held. 
 
2.  See Group Response I-A. 
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3.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
4.  Vehicle type would not be a factor in predicting future collision rates. 
 
5.  After project construction all existing businesses would remain accessible from Route 101. 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection as 
well as a proposed Route 101 interchange at Indianola Cutoff to provide access after the other 
medians are closed.  See Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for details. 
 
6.  Route 101 is designated as an expressway between the Eureka Slough Bridges to the Jacoby 
Creek Bridges.  North of the Jacoby Creek Bridges, it is a designated freeway. 
 
7.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  The current posted speed limit of 
50 mph south of Jacoby Creek Bridges and north of the Freshwater Slough Bridges would 
tentatively remain at the existing 50 mph but is subject to change pending the outcome of further 
engineering and prevailing traffic speed surveys.  The California Vehicle Code requires a 
renewed engineering and traffic survey whenever substantial changes in roadway or traffic 
conditions have occurred.  If the prevailing 85th percentile of the traffic eventually rises above 
55 mph after project construction, measures to address the condition will be considered and 
possibly implemented such as raising the posted speed limit. 
 
8.  The three north – south routes between Eureka and Arcata were studied together in the traffic 
prediction computer model.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
9.  Acceleration and deceleration lanes are proposed to be extended at Mid-City Motor World, 
California Redwood Sawmill, and Bracut. 
 
10.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
11.  See Group Response II-H. 
 
12.  Old Arcata Road is a County road, however Caltrans works cooperatively with the County 
of Humboldt Public Works Department and as part of the Humboldt County Association of 
Governments. 
 
13.  Caltrans is working with the community of Manila on traffic calming options for State Route 
255. 
 
14.  Caltrans has worked and will continue to work closely with the California Highway Patrol 
regarding highway safety issues. 
 
15.  Caltrans does issue encroachment permits for proposed development that would directly 
affect Route 101, however local and county jurisdictions implement the primary land 
development controls. 
 
16. See Group Response I-A. 
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Response to Ann King Smith: 
 
1.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at 
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Airport Road.  Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it received 
almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists.  See Group Responses 
III-A-1, 2, and 3 for a discussion of speed and enforcement. 
 
2.  Rather than one presentation, Caltrans staff planned to hold an open house with sufficient 
number of staff available to explain the two modified alternatives and answer questions 
regarding a very complex project.  The basic project information was provided in displays and in 
informational handouts.  The informational hand out provided at the open house included contact 
information for follow up questions after the meeting. 
 
3.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.   
 
Despite the low collision rate at the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and deceleration 
lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since the lanes do 
not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would help to 
prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 
through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway meet design 
standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this business 
relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the lane 
improvements would still be needed. 
 
4.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) will not be re-circulated.  
Alternatives 1A and 3A are modifications to the base alternatives and are not considered 
completely new alternatives for two reasons.  First the modified alternatives are within the study 
limits of the other alternatives; and second after preliminary evaluation, the modified alternatives 
would not have any new impacts or potential impacts more severe than the three Build 
Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/S. 
 
Caltrans provided a basic overview of the two modified alternatives and received hundreds of 
comments from the public, resource agencies, and local governments sufficient to provide part of 
the basis for identifying a Preferred Alternative. 
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Response to Ann King Smith: 
 
1.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) will not be re-circulated.  
Alternatives 1A and 3A are modifications to the base alternatives and are not considered 
completely new alternatives for two reasons.  First the modified alternatives are within the study 
limits of the other alternatives; and second after preliminary evaluation, the modified alternatives 
would not have any new impacts or potential impacts more severe than the three Build 
Alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/S. 
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2.  Caltrans staff regrets the perception that sufficient detailed project was not available. Caltrans 
staff planned to hold an open house with sufficient number of staff available to explain the two 
modified alternatives and answer questions regarding a very complex project.  The basic project 
information was provided in displays and in informational handouts.  Details such as the post 
construction speed limit were not available to Caltrans staff because a final decision was not 
made at the time. A public comment period was provided; project information was available at 
the Caltrans website; and the informational hand out provided at the open house included contact 
information for follow up questions after the meeting. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff anticipated that the turnarounds in Alternative 1A would present challenges to 
bicyclists at Indianola Cutoff similar to the existing situation:  the Redwood Community Action 
Agency Humboldt Bay Area Bike Map designates the Route 101 intersections at Mid-City Motor 
World, Indianola Cutoff, Bracut, and Bayside Cutoff as “Difficult Intersections – Use caution in 
these areas.” In addition, access restriction impacts to bicyclists imposed by Alternative 1A 
would be more severe under Alternative 1, which includes closing all Route 101 median 
crossings. 
 
4.  The purpose of the public open house was not necessarily to obtain “maximum input” in one 
meeting.  Caltrans provided a basic overview of the two modified alternatives and received 
hundreds of comments from the public, resource agencies, and local governments sufficient to 
provide part of the basis for identifying a Preferred Alternative. 
 
5.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-2. 
 
6.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  
In addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to 
increase and having the roadway meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety 
and operation reasons.  Even if this business relocated or closed, it is possible another business 
would occupy this location and the lane improvements would still be needed. 
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Response to Joshua R. Smith:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Kathyleen Smith: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), would not remove any eucalyptus trees on the west side of Route 101.  
Please see Group Response III-B-2 for more tree removal discussion. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
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Responses to Marysol Smith:  
1. Planning and design of the proposed project began over ten years and dozens of alternatives 
and ideas were identified and considered.  Eventually five Build Alternatives that would benefit 
all travel modes were fully identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S).   
 
2. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address 
many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more information. 
 
3.  Since the initiation of project planning, Caltrans has worked with businesses, residents, 
organizations, and public agencies to address access concerns while meeting the project need and 
purpose of enhancing safety.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Final EIR/S, includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff approximately midway between Eureka 
and Arcata.  This interchange and a half signal at Airport Road would minimize out of direction 
travel from left turn and Route 101 crossing restrictions. 
 
4. See Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
 
5. Modified Alternative 3A is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange would have 
steepened fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and a half signal at Airport Road.  Options to 
further minimize out of direction after eliminating uncontrolled left turn and crossing moves 
were considered; however the cost and environmental impacts increase sharply with options such 
as frontage roads and additional interchanges.  Modified Alternative 3A was identified as the 
Preferred Alternative because it best balanced benefits, cost, and impacts. 
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6.  Old Arcata Road is owned and maintained by the County of Humboldt and not the California 
Department of Transportation. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, Old Arcata Road 
has been improved. Traffic is expected to increase on this road as the local population increases. 
 
7.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
8.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
9.  See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S which includes an expanded discussion of sea level rise and 
climate change. 
 
10.  Comment noted; however a need to enhance safety and construct long term improvements 
that would benefit all travel modes are needed within a few years. 
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Responses to Rémie Smith:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Dr. Martin Smukler:  

See Group Response I-A for a project need and purpose discussion.  
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Response to Kristie Snider:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Rondal Snodgrass: 
 
1. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. 
 
2.  For over ten years Caltrans has worked with businesses, residents, organizations, and public 
agencies to address access concerns while meeting the project need and purpose of enhancing 
safety.  Eventually five Build Alternatives that would benefit all travel modes were fully 
identified in the Final EIR/S.   
 
3.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
4. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more 
information. 
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5. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
 
6. See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
7. Section 3.40(B)(5) of the County of Humboldt Bay Area Plan states in part the following: 
 

The Humboldt County Board of Supervisors shall initiate the preparation of a 
Scenic Route Study pursuant to the adopted Scenic Highways Element of the 
Humboldt County General Plan for the portion of Highway 101 between Eureka 
and Arcata and that portion south of Fields Landing, inclusively. 
 
The Scenic Route Study shall be prepared by the County Planning Department in 
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation. 

 
8. Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S includes an expanded discussion of climate change and sea level 
rise. 
 
9. Extending 6th Street over the Eureka Slough and connecting to Jacobs Avenue has been 
considered for several years but would not meet the project need and purpose and would not 
provide access for southbound travelers on Route 101 to directly access Jacobs Avenue. 
 
10. See Group Response III-B-1. 
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Responses to Rondal Snodgrass: 
 
1. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more 
information. 
2.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A would provide safety enhancement and long term roadway 
improvements that would benefit all travel modes.  The project need and purpose focuses on high 
priority concerns because of the need to minimize cost and environmental impacts.  See Chapters 
1 and 2 in the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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Response to Stilson Snow:   
 
1.  See Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
3.  The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood 
mill has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.   
 
Despite the low vehicle volumes accessing the mill entrance, extending the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is included in the proposed project since 
the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  In addition, the extended lanes would 
help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill from impeding traffic flow on the 
Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to increase and having the roadway 
meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety and operation reasons.  Even if this 
business relocated or closed, it is possible another business would occupy this location and the 
lane improvements would still be needed. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements that would benefit all travel 
modes.  
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Response to Bob Snyder: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Responses to Christopher Stadler: 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Kathleen Stanton:   
1.  Alternative 4 has the same features as Alternative 2, except that the median opening at the 
Airport Road intersection would remain open and non-signalized.  This alternative was 
considered to try to address the 101 Corridor Access Project Group (see section 2.1 in Chapter 2 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for more information about this 
group) and residents along Jacobs Avenue concerns regarding access).  Because leaving the 
Airport Road median crossing open would continue to allow for left movements across Route 
101 mainline and left merge movements, it would not meet the project safety, operational, or 
LOS criteria.  Restricting left turn movements at all other intersections except at Airport Road 
would create much more demand to make left turns at Airport Road and in turn potentially raise 
traffic safety and operation concerns.  Therefore, it was dropped from further consideration. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.  
 
3.  The Route 101 segment between Eureka and Arcata is neither a designated Scenic Highway 
nor a historic resource.  The visual and cultural resources were fully evaluated and summarized 
in the EIR/S.  Measures to avoid and minimize harm to the scenic qualities of Route will be 
incorporated in the project.  The proposed project will completely avoid impacting any cultural 
resources within, or adjacent to the corridor. 
 
4.  Wetland impact resulting from the proposed project will be fully mitigated in accordance with 
the appropriate public resource agency permitting processes. 
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5.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.     
 
6.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
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Responses to Kathleen Stanton:   
 
Caltrans staff regrets that the open house displays caused confusion; Caltrans tried to provide 
adequate staffing at the open house to explain the displays. 
 
See Group Response III-B-2 regarding tree removal. 
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Response to Patricia Starr:  
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Peggy Stebbins:   
 
The proposed work to extend the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill 
has been redesigned to shift the roadway towards the median thereby avoiding the need to 
remove the row of eucalyptus trees.  See Group Response III-B-2 for more discussion of tree 
removal. 
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Response to Suzan L. Steinach: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers 
the opportunity to turn left at the intersection of Route 101 and Jacobs Avenue/Airport Road and 
allows both bicyclists and motor vehicles to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola 
Cutoff interchange.  Modified Alternative 3A has many of the advantages of Alternative 3, but 
would have less wetland impact and have less traffic queuing of southbound Route 101 at the 
Route 101/Airport Road intersection. 
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Response to Luella Stewart:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
 
 

 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 650                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 

      

 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 651 

 
 
Responses to Cynthia Romano and Patrick Edgar:   

1. Caltrans staff regrets the perceived short comment period.  However the public notice, project 
brochure, and Caltrans website include contact information and we encourage the public to 
contact the Caltrans Project Manager for questions and comments after the comment period 
closes.  

 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would allow 

right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers 
would likely use Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata 
Road.  This would add delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—
especially during peak travel periods.  It should be noted that it is likely many southbound 
motorists on Route 101 would prefer using the proposed interchange at Indianola Cutoff and 
travel north on Old Arcata Road rather than using Old Arcata Road from Arcata to Bayside 
because this segment of Old Arcata Road has a reduced speed limit with traffic circles and 
speed bumps.  In addition, Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and 
Arcata.  These types of roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic 
volumes within both a local and regional transportation system.  Route 101 has a higher 
posted speed limit and a direct alignment between the central urban cores of Eureka and 
Arcata: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few miles are more likely 
to use Route 101 rather than Old Arcata Road, State Route 255, and other local streets. 
 

3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-
A, II-E, and II-F. 
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4. The proposed project would not raise the ambient traffic related noise near or within Arcata.  
Please see Section 3.2.6 Noise in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S) for more information. 

 
5. Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S has a revised and expanded discussion of climate change and sea 

level rise. 
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Responses to Alex Stillman: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 
drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport Road and allows all highway users to cross or turn 
around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff interchange.  Consequently traffic at the Route 101/State 
Route 255 interchange in Arcata is not expected to substantially increase.  See Section 3.1.6 in 
the Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
3.  At the start of the EIR/S in 2001, there were two build alternatives.  Since project planning 
was initiated, Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, businesses, 
organizations, and individuals to develop and refine a balanced, effective transportation solution. 
The project cost includes the cost of safety enhancements, almost 6.5 miles of long term 
maintenance improvements, various roadway improvements, and wetland compensation. 
 
4.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 
65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more 
information. 
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Responses to Jane and Douglas Stock: 
 
1.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised and includes a discussion 
of sea level rise and climate change.   
 
2. The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did 
mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; 
however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more 
information. 
 
3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   
 
4. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
 
5.  See Group Response 1-A. 
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Responses to Jane Stock: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  For a discussion of speed limit and enforcement, see Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
4. Caltrans staff regrets the perception that the project planning is wasteful.  Caltrans has a State 
legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state highway system and above 
all else provide safe facilities for all highway users.  Both State and Federal environmental 
regulations require coordinating with affected governments, public agencies, businesses, 
organizations, businesses, and individuals to develop appropriate transportation solutions.   
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Responses to Abby Stockwell: 
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1.  Collision data have been updated.  See Chapter 1 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S). 
 
2.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
4.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
5.  The project need and purpose does not include reducing delay on mainline Route 101 in 
Eureka or between Eureka and Arcata, but to reduce delays at intersections. The primary need 
and purpose consists of enhancing safety and constructing major roadway maintenance 
improvements. 
 
6.  It would basically be correct to state that the Build Alternatives in the EIR/S basically are 
variations of Alternative 1.  The objective of the project team was to design a project that met the 
project need and purpose while minimizing cost and environmental impacts.  Alternatives 1, 1A, 
2, 3, and Modified Alternative 3A minimized cost and impact by basically making improvements 
within the basic existing roadway and minimizing the expansion of the roadway as much as 
possible.  Other alternatives identified in the early project planning stages, that were not studied 
extensively, such as building frontage roads, were found to be cost prohibitive and would result 
in much higher wetland impact and thus were studied further.  Some alternatives, such as bicycle 
and public transit alternatives, did not meet the basic project need and purpose and were not 
discussed in detail for this reason. 
 
7.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would not 
substantially increase traffic on Old Arcata Road or State Route 255.  See the revised Section 
3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of Final EIR/S. 
 
8. Chapter 4 in the Final EIR/S has been revised and now includes sea level rise and climate 
change discussion. 
 
9.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, would not 
substantially increase fuel consumption compared to the No Build condition; however, Modified 
Alternative 3A would enhance public safety on Route 101 between Eureka and Arcata for all 
travel modes. See Section 3.2.7 Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
10. The proposed project would not conflict with local or county plans. See section 3.1.1 in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information.  Caltrans and the FHWA have a different 
mission pertaining to mobility for travel on interregional highways such as Route 101 whereas 
cities and counties are more focused building and enhancing a balanced local transportation 
system. 
 
11.  See Group Responses I-D, II-G, and II-H. 
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Response to David Stregletz:   
 
Comment noted.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-
B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Kaye Strickland: 
 
1. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
2. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. 

 
3. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
 
4. Closing the Route 101 median openings that have the highest safety concerns also the busiest 
intersections: consequently, the demand for crossing and left turn moves would immediately 
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shift and overload the remaining intersections with open median openings and this in turn would 
shift safety concerns without resolving the basic cause of the safety concern. 
 
5. The key safety concern is broad side collisions at intersections and the simplest solution would 
be to eliminate uncontrolled left turn moves and crossings at intersections. 
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Responses to Eureka – Arcata Route 101 Corridor Citizens Advisory Committee: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A,the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3, but includes a half signal at Route 101 and 
Airport Road which allow left turns to and from Route 101 without stopping southbound Route 
101 traffic.  Modified Alternative 3A also includes a grade separation at Indianola Cutoff with 
steeper fill slopes than Alternative 3.  Please also see the posted speed limit discussion in Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
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Responses to Maryruth Stubbs: 
 
1.  The proposed project is not designed to increase the traffic carrying capacity of motor 
vehicles.  In other words, the project does not include constructing through traffic lanes. The 
proposed project would enhance safety and provide long term improvements and roadway 
maintenance that would benefit all travel modes including public transit and bicyclists. 
 
2.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit 
within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3.  Many bicyclists and people who support bicycle transit have commented on the project.  
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to enhance 
bicycle transit.  See Group Response I-D for more information. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
5.  Bicyclist access shall be maintained through the road construction work zone.  The project 
construction contract special provisions shall require that the construction contractor will be 
responsible to maintain a clean shoulder that is safely passable by bicyclists 
 
6.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of plans, laws, and regulations to 
reduce greenhouse gas production from motor vehicles by increasing fuel efficiency, developing 
alternative fuels, smart land use, and changing driver behavior.  
 
7.  Section 3.2.6 Air Quality in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S includes a summary of an analysis 
which complies with Federal Highway Administration protocol and pertinent air quality 
regulations. 
 
8.  Comments noted. The proposed project includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements and 
would be compatible with future bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
 
9.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
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Response to Dennis Sullivan:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal. 
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Responses to Sara Sunstein: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  While it is true Humboldt Bay is in close proximity to Route 101, the existing railroad bed 
separates the Route 101 roadway and the bay.  In addition, most of the wetland impacts that 
would result from the proposed project would occur within the existing roadway median or along 
the outside shoulders:  these are areas that have been previously disturbed when the roadway was 
constructed and do not possess high wetland value and function compared to the wildlife refuges 
on both sides of Route 101.  See Section 3.3.2 Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) for more information. 
 
3. Caltrans is working with public resource agencies to prepare a wetland mitigation plan to fully 
offset wetland impacts that would result from the proposed project. 
 
4. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, II-F. 
 
5.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to turn left at Airport 
Road and allows all highway users to cross or turn around at the proposed Indianola Cutoff 
interchange.  Consequently traffic at the Route 101/State Route 255 interchange in Arcata is not 
expected to substantially increase.  See Section 3.1.6 in the Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 
3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
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6.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Janis Taylor: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3. The project need and purpose does not include reducing traffic congestion.  The need and 
purpose consists of enhancing safety, improving intersection level of service, and constructing 
improvements to enhance and preserve the roadway.  There are separate projects to address 
traffic conditions within the Eureka urban core. 
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Response to Jennifer Taylor: 
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Grady and Lynn Teasley: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3 except that the interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff has steeper fill slopes to minimize wetland impact and includes a half signal instead of a 
full signal at Airport Road.  The half signal would allow left turn moves for both motorists and 
bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Alternative 3 includes a full signal, however a full signal 
would require additional wetland impact, airport encroachment, and it would result in high 
volumes of southbound Route 101 traffic to stop.  
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Response to V. Temple:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
  

 
 
1 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 

 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 675 

 

 
 
Responses to Ken Terrill:   
 
Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has been revised.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives 
has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Response to Jennifer Terry: 
 
Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to 
enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A is 
not expected to cause an increase in traffic backing up in Eureka since it would not increase 
traffic carrying capacity; this alternative would essentially maintain the existing transportation 
condition but without uncontrolled left turns.  Furthermore this alternative would be compatible 
with future non-motorized transit and public transit improvement projects.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Judy Thode:  
 
Caltrans has identified Modified Alternative 3A as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  See Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for details. 
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Response to Robert Thoman, Jr.:  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, 
evaluating, and meeting with the public the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and 
improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a 
discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H. 
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Responses to Michelle Thomas:   
 
1.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes a discussion of sea level rise. 
 
2.  Caltrans works with other disaster relief agencies and prepared disaster plans in place. The 
proposed project would improve Route 101 to better withstand a natural disaster such as an 
earthquake. Route 101, built to a higher standard than most local city and county roads would 
serve as an evacuation route during a tsunami since both ends of the project are outside the 
tsunami zone. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
 
4.  The project need and purpose consists of enhancing safety, improving intersection level of 
service, and providing roadway improvements—and not improving traffic conditions within the 
City of Eureka south of the Eureka Slough Bridges. 
 
5.  See Group Response III-B-2.   
 
6.  Most of the wetland impacts would occur within the highway medians and shoulders.  
Temporary and permanent wetland impacts will be fully mitigated as part of the project. 
 
7.  Caltrans and FHWA are coordinating with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA 
Fisheries to avoid and minimize impacts to Federal Threatened and Endangered Species.  See 
Section 3.3.5 - Threatened and Endangered Species in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
8.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to Willard R. Thompson:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  For 
a discussion of forecasted vehicle travel volumes, see Group Response I-B. 
 
2.  Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of climate change and future sea level 
rise. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
4.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to Becky Thornton: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3 
regarding speed limits and enforcement. 
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Response to Brett Thurman:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Response to Torquemada:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
The proposed interchange included in Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative, is a 
compact diamond interchange that would substantially reduce out of direction travel after the 
Route 101 medians are closed and would enhance safety for all transportation modes. 
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Responses to Shannon Tracey:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Regarding the Safety Corridor, please refer to Group Response II-B. 
 
2.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
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3.  Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
4.  An interchange at Indianola Cutoff and Route 101 would remove left turn movements at this 
interchange and provide safer access for both motor and non-motorized transit.  The proposed 
interchange would not have a partial or full cloverleaf configuration, but would be a diamond 
configuration and bicyclists would not need to cross ramps.  The grade of the interchange would 
be very gradual.  See Section 3.1.7 Visual and Aesthetics in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for 
visual simulations of the interchange. 
 
5.  If Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative, was constructed bicyclists in some 
instances would need to travel out of direction as described in the KOA situation.  However, the 
interchange at Indianola Cutoff would minimize the out of direction travel and provide safer 
crossing and access for all travel modes compared the existing situation.  The 1997 Humboldt 
Bay Area Bike Map prepared by the Redwood Community Action Agency (RCAA) designates 
the Bracut, Indianola Cutoff, Bayside Cutoff, and Mid City Motor World Route 101 intersections 
as “Difficult Intersections – Use caution in these areas.”   
 
6.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. 
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Response to Devin Wright Trainor:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public 
since the initiation of project planning.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  
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Response to Kathy Travers: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
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Responses to Jess Trudeau:   
 
Preliminary planning and design began in 1999 to construct a project that would enhance safety 
for all users.  Since project planning initiation, Caltrans has worked with governments, public 
resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  Since project initiation, all build alternatives were modified to address 
various concerns from the public.  
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to enhance 
bicycle transit.  See Group Response I-D for more information.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and 
II-F. 
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Responses to Amy Uyeki:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
cost approximately $46 million and would enhance safety and provide long term roadway  
improvements. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A includes design features and measures minimize and avoid effects to 
and trees.  For more information regarding tree removal see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
 

 
 
1 
 
2 
3 
 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 691 

 
 
Responses to Yana Valachovic: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group 
Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-4 regarding traffic on Old Arcata Road as well as Section 3.1.6 Traffic and 
Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, includes 
constructing an interchange at Route 101 and Indianola Cutoff. 
 
5. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H. 
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Responses to Catherine Valentine:   
 
1.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
2.  None of the Build Alternatives would Route 101 close on- or off-ramps.  All Build 
Alternatives would eliminate uncontrolled left turns for the purpose of enhancing safety—not for 
the purpose of raising the posted speed limit. The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any 
of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for 
more information.  For a discussion of traffic on Old Arcata Road, please refer to Group 
Response III-A-4. 
 
3.  Since 1999, Caltrans staff has worked with other public agencies to weigh and evaluate public 
comments, revise and add alternatives to address public concerns while meeting the project need 
and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term roadway maintenance. 
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Responses to Mike van Hattem:  
 
1. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
proposed project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for 
more information. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, 
II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. The proposal to increase the posted speed limit after project 
construction has been dropped:  see Group Response III-A-1 for more information. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
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Responses to Michael van Hattem: 
 
The existing Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata is currently a multi modal facility. Modified 
Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement 
(EIR/S), includes various roadway improvements that would benefit all travel modes. Major public transit 
and non-motorized transit improvements would not meet the project need and purpose of addressing 
safety enhancement, roadway maintenance, and highway design concerns. 
 
Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to address many 
bicyclists’ concerns.  See Group Response I-D for more information.  For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. Please also see the posted 
speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
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Responses to Susie Van Kirk:   
 
1.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-
F. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
2.  See Group Response I-A. 
 
3.  See Group Response I-B. 
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4.  See Group Response II-E. 
 
5.  Various options and alternatives were identified, considered, and dropped from further 
consideration in the early planning process.  Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) for more information.   
 
6.  Caltrans is proposing to compensate for wetland impacts at two locations that are not current 
California Fish & Game or City projects.  See Section 3.3.2 - Wetlands in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR/S. 
 
7.  Caltrans did consider traffic conditions in Eureka at V Street that could result from the 
proposed project.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final 
EIR/S, includes a half signal that would allow southbound Route 101 drivers the opportunity to 
turn left at Airport Road and allows all highway users to cross or turn around at the proposed 
Indianola Cutoff interchange.  These two project elements would prevent congestion at Route 
101 and V and mitigation would not be required. 
 
8.  The CEQA reference has been added to the Final EIR/S summary. 
 
9.  The text has been revised in Section 3.1.8 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
10.  Modified Alternative 3A includes a half signal at the Route 101/Airport Road intersection as 
well as a proposed Route 101 interchange at Indianola Cutoff.  The half signal and interchange 
would minimize out of direction travel on Old Arcata Road.  In contrast, Old Arcata Road has 
speed bumps and a reduced speed limit north of Bayside which would discourage drivers seeking 
to save time driving on Old Arcata Road instead of Route 101.  Traffic volumes are projected to 
increase in the future on Old Arcata Road, however Modified Alternative 3A would not result in 
substantial proportion of Route 101 traffic diverting to Old Arcata Road. 
 
11.  The cultural Areas of Potential Effect were set and approved in accordance with pertinent 
State and Federal cultural resource regulations. For more information, please contact Dennis 
Wardlaw, the Caltrans project archaeologist at dennis_wardlaw@dot.ca. gov 
 
12.  Caltrans did not assess potential impacts to cultural resources along Old Arcata Road.  Old 
Arcata Road is the responsibility of the County of Humboldt.  The proposed project is not 
expected to substantially affect Old Arcata Road. See Group Response III-A-4 regarding traffic 
on Old Arcata Road as well as Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR/S for more information. 
 
13.  The proposed project is not intended to increase motor vehicle trips.  The project need and 
purpose consists of enhancing safety, improving intersection operation, and constructing long 
term roadway improvements.  Caltrans participates in local and regional transportation and land 
use planning processes in part to prevent unsustainable development and related impacts to 
cultural resources. 
 
14.  Caltrans did convene on two occasions Value Analysis efforts involving both Caltrans and 
non-Caltrans representatives to develop and evaluate project alternatives.  Please refer to Chapter 
2 of the Final EIR/S for a summary of the Value Analysis process.  In addition a Citizen’s 
Advisory Group has met on several occasions to provide Caltrans and HCAOG project feedback 
on the proposed project (see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for details). 
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Response to Susie Van Kirk:   
 
Caltrans staff regrets the perceived lack of information at the open house.  The goal of the open 
house was to have sufficient number of Caltrans staff available to explain the two modified 
alternatives.   
 
Caltrans also regrets the delay in responding to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S). Since project initiation Caltrans has worked with governments, public 
resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective 
transportation solution.  Subsequently, all build alternatives were modified to address public 
concerns. See Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for more discussion. 
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Responses to Susie Van Kirk:   
 
1. Comment noted.  Caltrans staff has continuously worked with public agencies, organizations, 
and individuals to address their respective concerns and to avoid and minimize project impacts. 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), was planned and designed to meet the need and purpose of enhancing 
safety with roadway improvements for the benefit of bicyclists, public transit, as well as 
motorists. The roadway improvements do not include any new through travel lanes or new 
alignments—the proposed improvements would be constructed within the existing state highway 
thus minimizing impacts. The proposal to raise the posted speed limit described in the Draft 
EIR/S has been dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1, 2, and 3. 
 
2. Comment noted. Public safety and ensuring the long term Route 101 roadway integrity for all 
highway users are the highest priorities for Caltrans while balancing cost with consequences to 
both the physical and human environment. Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration 
coordinated with local and regional agencies to program and plan the proposed project with a 
specific need and purpose. To implement goals stated in your letter, Caltrans staff recommends 
contacting the Humboldt County Association of Governments, the project co-sponsor. For a 
discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. For a 
discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and 
II-H. 
 
3. Comment noted.  See Group Response II-C regarding signalization.  See Group Response 
III-B-1 regarding relocating businesses. 
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Responses to Stephanie Vasseghi:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
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Response to Annalee Veach:  
 
Please see Group Response III-B-2 for tree removal discussion. 
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Response to Gary Viall:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement, includes a half signal that would allow left turns to and from Route 101.   
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Response to Maurice Viande:   
 
Comment noted, however the railroad right of way is owned by the North Coast Railroad 
Authority, which is a separate entity from the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 707 

 
 

 
  
Response to Vivian:   
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of tree removal.  A Eureka bypass project is not within the 
scope of this project. 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 708                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
  
Responses to Kathleen Vogelsang:  
 
1.  Based on the vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the Route 101 
Corridor, the proposed project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was implemented in 
2002.  See Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), which has been 
revised, for more information regarding the project need and purpose.  Please also refer to Group 
Response I-A.  The proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic operations at 
intersections as well construct long term roadway maintenance.   
 
2.  Caltrans has a State legislative mandate and responsibility to maintain the existing state 
highway system and above all else provide safe facilities to the motoring public. Modified 
Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would provide a 
substantial safety benefit for the vast majority of both motorized non-motorized transit while 
balancing cost and wetland impact considerations. 
 
3.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
4.  If one or more Route 101 medians are closed, the result would be creating more demand to 
use the remaining open medians such as Bayside Cutoff.  This would in turn result in 
degradation of traffic operations potentially safety at Bayside Cutoff.  Modified Alternative 3A, 
identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would allow right turns to and from 
Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, travelers would likely use Indianola 
Cutoff proposed interchange and the recently improved Old Arcata Road.  This would add delay 
and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—especially during peak travel periods.  See 
Group Response III-A-4 for more information. 
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Responses to Derek Wagner: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal at 
Airport Road.  The interchange and half signal would substantially reduce the out of direction 
travel after the remaining Route 101 medians are closed. 
 
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 710                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Responses to Linda Wahlund:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
 
3.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S has been expanded to include a more detailed discussion of 
climate change and sea level rise. 
 
4.  There are on-going City of Eureka and Caltrans transportation project planning efforts within 
the City of Eureka.  Please contact the City of Eureka Public Work Department for more 
information. 
 
 

1 
 
2 
3 
 
4 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 711 

 
 
 
 
Response to Ann Wallace:   
 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a new interchange at Indianola Cutoff that would enhance 
safety for all travel modes as well as reduce out of direction travel.  The No Build Alternative 
would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 
of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised.  Regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor, please 
refer to Group Response II-B.   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
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Response to Susan Walsh: 
 
The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to James and Virginia Waters: 
 
1.  The project need and purpose does not include building improvements for the purpose of 
raising the posted speed limit or upgrading the Route 101 expressway segment to a freeway.  The 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) did mention raising the speed limit within the 
Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See 
Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. 
 
2.  Please refer to Group Responses I-C and II-B. 

7 
 
 
 
7 
 
 

8 
9 
 
10 
 
 
 
11 
 
 
 
 
 



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 715 

3.  Please refer to Group Response I-A. 
 
4.  The proposed project includes extending the existing acceleration and deceleration lanes for 
entering and exiting Route 101 to meet accepted American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials highway design standards.  The deceleration and acceleration lanes at 
the Route 101/Airport intersection were extended in 2004, which has helped reduce collisions at 
this location. 
 
5.   Please refer to Group Response II-C. 
 
6.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
allow right turns to and from Bayside Cutoff; if the median was closed at Bayside Cutoff, 
southbound travelers on Route 101 would likely use the Indianola Cutoff proposed interchange 
to turn around.  This would add delay and out of direction travel, but would enhance safety—
especially during peak travel periods.  Any increase in traffic on Old Arcata Road from Route 
101 after project construction would not be substantial.  Since the Draft EIR/S was circulated to 
the public in 2007, Old Arcata Road has been widened to enhance safety.  See Group Response 
III-A-4 and Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information. 
 
7.  Please refer to Group Response III-B-2. 
 
8.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal at Airport Road and would allow U-turns.  
 
9.  The initial proposal to extend the northbound acceleration lane at Cole Avenue has been 
dropped.  The existing right turn from Cole Avenue to northbound Route 101 will be closed as 
part of the proposed project. 
 
10. Most of the wetland that would be impacted by the proposed project would occur within 
previously disturbed roadway medians and adjacent to the highway shoulders (part of the 
roadway fill slopes).  Impacted wetland areas will be fully compensated both on-site and off-site. 
 
11.  Comment noted.  The proposal to install concrete median barriers has been dropped and 
metal beam guardrail will be installed or maintained.  Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIR/S for a detailed description. 
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Response to Stephen G. Watson:  
 
Caltrans staff concurs that a project is needed to eventually replace the existing Safety Corridor, 
which was intended to be an interim solution until a long term solution is designed and 
constructed.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), would eliminate uncontrolled vehicle crossing movements at 
Route 101 median openings. Constructing a Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange midway 
between Eureka and Arcata would provide safe access and crossing of Route 101 for all vehicles 
and pedestrians.  At the Route 101/Airport Road intersection, a half signal is proposed that 
would provide left turn moves to and from Route 101.  
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Response to Thomas A. Wattle:   
 
Comment noted.  Over ten years have elapsed since the proposed project was initiated: the extra 
time has allowed Caltrans staff to work with governments, public agencies, organizations, 
businesses, and individuals to resolve project concerns by refining and modifying the project.  
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Responses to Edward Webb:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S.  This 
alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long term 
maintenance improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A would include a proposed interchange at 
Indianola Cutoff that would minimize out of direction travel.  In addition, Modified Alternative 
3A was designed based on suggestions from local businesses to enhance both access and safety.  
See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement for more information. 
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Response to Judy Webb:   
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements. 
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
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Responses to Dr. Ellen Weiss:  
 
1.  Regarding the project need and purpose, please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised.   
 
2.  The proposed project was planned and programmed in a comprehensive, multi-agency 
regional transportation context and process.  See Chapter 2 of the EIR/S for more information 
regarding the transportation planning process. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
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Response to Michael Weiss:   
 
The proposed project would not increase the vehicle carrying capacity of the highway.  Please 
see Group Responses II-A and II-E for a discussion of alternatives to single passenger motor 
vehicle travel.   
 
Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered from project initiation for all build 
alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-
E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-
D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to Lynne and Bob Wells:   
 
1.  See Group Response II-C. 

 
2.  See Group Response III-A-4.   
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff and a half signal 
at Airport Road that would substantially reduce out of direction travel.  In addition, if 
there were no highway improvements, as traffic volumes increase there would be longer 
delays at intersections which in turn leads to additional out of direction travel and energy 
consumption.  See Section 3.2.8 Energy in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S). 
 
4. The City of Arcata is proposing traffic calming modifications at Samoa Boulevard and 
Route 101 that is expected to enhance bicyclist and pedestrian safety. 
 
5.  See Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S for a discussion of sea level rise. 
 
6.  Caltrans actively coordinates transportation planning with the local governments (see 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for more information).  In the case of the Eureka-Arcata 
Route 101 Corridor project, a traffic computer model was used to determine the effect 
this project would have on the local and regional transportation network for a 20 year 
planning horizon.  See Section 3.1.6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more 
information. 
 
7.  There are no predicted substantial impacts to bicyclists resulting from Modified 
Alternative 3A. Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has 
been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns.  For more information see Group Response 
I-D. 
 
See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for information regarding the posted speed limit after 
construction.  Extending the posted 50 mph speed limit on Route 101 north to Sunset 
Avenue in Arcata would not be feasible since bicyclists have the option of using parallel 
surface streets instead of the Route 101 freeway segment. 
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-
F, II-G, and II-H. 
  
8.  In order to maintain a project schedule the comment period could not be extended.  
However, the Caltrans project manager is available to discuss the project after the 
comment period. 
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Response to Chris West:   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.   
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Responses to Jennifer Wheeler: 
1. The No Build Alternative is included in the Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) to provide a baseline 
to compare and evaluate the Build Alternatives. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and 
purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see 
Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding 
posted speed limits. 
 
2.  Constructing multiple roundabouts could avoid left turn move and crossing moves, however the roundabouts 
require a large diameter to accommodate high traffic volumes and large commercial trucks. Modified Alternative 
3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes an interchange at Indianola Cutoff, which is 
approximately midway between Eureka and Arcata and would minimize out of direction travel from left turn and 
Route 101 crossing restrictions.  In addition, Modified Alternative 3A includes a half signal at Airport Road which 
would allow left turn moves to and from Route 101. 
 
3.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H. 
 
4. Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
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5. Caltrans staff is working with public resource agency representatives on fully mitigating wetland impacts.  See 
Section 3.3.2 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S for more information. 

 
 
Responses to Jessie Wheeler:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
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Responses to Judy White: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2.  Please see Group Response III-B-2 for tree removal discussion. 
 
3.  Extending the acceleration and deceleration lanes at California Redwood mill entrance is 
included in the proposed project since the lanes do not meet current highway design standards.  
In addition, the extended lanes would help to prevent large commercial trucks accessing the mill 
from impeding traffic flow on the Route 101 through lanes. Traffic on Route 101 is projected to 
increase and having the roadway meet design standards becomes more critical for traffic safety 
and operation reasons.  Even if this business relocated or closed, it is possible another business 
would occupy this location and the lane improvements would still be needed. 
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Responses to Andrew Whitney:   
 
1.  Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised and includes a discussion of sea level rise. 
 
2.  Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S for a revised discussion of the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative that meets the project need and purpose. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.   
 

4.  Since project initiation Caltrans has worked with governments, public resource agencies, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals to develop a balanced, effective transportation solution.  
Subsequently, all build alternatives were modified to address public concerns. See Chapter 2 in 
the Final EIR/S for more discussion. 
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement was approved in 2007, the proposed 
project has been revised to address bicyclists’ concerns. For a discussion of bicycle 
improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
 
5.  The proposed project was studied from a regional transportation system perspective.  For 
more information, see Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
State Route 255 and Old Arcata Road should not, and do not have the same transportation 
purpose as Route 101. Route 101 is intended to carry high traffic volumes with commercial 
trucks for local, regional, and interregional trips.  Old Arcata Road and State Route 255 extend 
through residential areas and are intended for local trips. 
 
6.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
7.  Your suggestion will be submitted for consideration for public commenting on future 
documents. 
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Responses to Chris Whitworth: 
 
1.  See Group Response 1-A. 
 
2.  It would not be possible to predict future collisions for any alternatives.  However, the 
elimination of uncontrolled left turn moves would greatly reduce broadside collisions. 
 
3.  The three routes between Eureka and Arcata were studied as an interrelated system in the 
traffic forecast model.  See Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S) for more information. After the construction of 
Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, traffic is not 
expected to divert from Route 101 to either State Route 255 or Old Arcata Road primarily 
because Route 101 is the most direct route between Eureka and Arcata. Traffic calming measures 
on State Route 255 are currently being identified and designed as a separate undertaking. There 
are already traffic calming improvements on Old Arcata Road south of Arcata:  two traffic 
circles, a reduced speed limit, and speed bumps. In addition there is now a roundabout on Old 
Arcata Road and Indianola Cutoff. 
 
4. While it is true traffic signals in some circumstances constructing may result in an increase in 
rear end collisions, the proposed signal at Airport Road is expected to have minimal rear end 
collisions.  The signal would be a half signal and only stop northbound Route 101, which is only 
about 1.3 miles north of the 30 mph zone in Eureka.  In addition, the project includes 
constructing an additional lane to accommodate the increase in traffic queuing. 
 
5.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  The proposal to raise the posted 
speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been dropped.  See Group Responses 
III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 
6.  Signalizing the Route 101/Airport intersection has the following advantages over signalizing 
Cole Avenue: 
 

• The stopping sight distance for the vertical curve departing the Eureka Slough Bridge 
(northbound on Route 101) and the horizontal curve approaching Cole Avenue are 
adequate for a design speed of 50 mph.  Cole Avenue is approximately 1,500 feet from 
the end of the Eureka Slough Bridge.  The anticipated queue length for the three 
northbound lanes for Modified Alternative 3A in the Design Year of 2031 could be over 
800 feet long.  Sight distance is adequate for emergency stopping.  However, with regular 
vehicle queuing, only minimal warning of stopped vehicles would be available, and 
increased potential for rear-end collisions.  The median crossing at this location was 
closed in 2004, due to high collision rates at a location with marginal sight distance. 

 
• Jacobs Avenue is within 60 feet of Route 101, and approaches Cole Avenue from the 

north and the south, leaving minimal queuing for left turning vehicles in Cole Avenue, 
and insufficient room for a California legal 65-foot long tractor trailer combination.   

 
• Merging for the acceleration lanes is 1,000 feet plus a 600 foot lane drop.  Left turns from 

Cole Avenue to Southbound Route 101 would use all of this distance leading to the 
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approach guard railing and the Eureka Slough Bridge, where there is a shoulder that is 
less than three feet wide.  This is a safety concern, as vehicles that do not find a gap to 
merge with traffic could be forced to stop in the acceleration lane.   

 
• Signal coordination could be installed, however the distance of 0.86 miles from V Street 

to Cole Avenue exceeds the maximum distance of 0.5 miles typically needed for 
successful signal coordination. 
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Responses to Lawrence J. Wieland, MD:  
 
1.  The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has 
been dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information. Please refer to Group 
Response I-A regarding the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety, 
improving traffic operations, and implementing long term roadway maintenance.  Modified 
Alternative 3A is the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative does include a half signal at Airport Road as well as 
extending the existing acceleration and deceleration lanes at the existing intersections. 
 
3.  Posting a lower speed limit than the existing posted speed limit would not be practicable.  The 
expressway segment of Route 101 was designed for higher speeds and would thus require 
permanent, high level speed enforcement. 
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4.  Comment noted.  Based on the vehicle collision rates and condition of the roadway within the 
Route 101 Corridor, the proposed project is needed even after the Safety Corridor was 
implemented in 2002.  See Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Study (EIR/S), 
which has been revised, for more information regarding the project need and purpose.  The 
proposed project is designed to enhance safety and traffic operations at intersections as well 
construct long term roadway maintenance.  Construction of an interchange at Route 101 and 
Indianola Cutoff would enhance safety for all Route 101 users since it would provide grade and 
barrier separated traffic movements. 
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Response to Cindy Wilcox:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
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has been revised and includes pre and post Safety Corridor collision data. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
2. Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes both 
an interchange at Indianola Cutoff (midway between Eureka and Arcata) and a half-signal at 
Airport Road. These two features would collectively reduce out-of-direction travel to and from 
businesses along the Route 101 corridor. 
 
3. Route 101 is an expressway and a freeway between Eureka and Arcata.  These types of 
roadway facilities are designed to efficiently carry high traffic volumes within both a local and 
regional transportation system: as such vehicle drivers on north or south trips longer than a few 
miles are encouraged to use Route 101 rather than residential streets. Slowing down traffic on 
Route 101 could result in additional traffic on Old Arcata Road and State Route 255 which are 
adjacent to residential areas. 
 
4.  See Group Response II-D. 
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Response to Scott Willingham:   
 
The proposal to raise the posted speed limit for any of the proposed Build Alternatives has been 
dropped. See Group Responses III-A-1 and 2 for more information.   
 



Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

page 740                       Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S 

 
 
Responses to S. Brian Willson:  
 
1.  Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) has been extensively 
revised to address both sea level rise and climate change. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  Caltrans staff concur that sustainability must be a high priority.  The proposed project would 
not increase the Route 101 traffic carrying capacity nor is it intentionally designed to increase the 
highway speeds.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
EIR/S.  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct 
long term maintenance improvements for travel modes.  Furthermore this alternative would be 
compatible with future non-motorized transit and public transit improvement projects. 
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Response to S. Brian Willson:  
 
Please see Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) which 
includes an expanded discussion of climate change and sea level rise. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S, which has been revised. Also see Group 
Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Responses III-A-1 and III-
A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
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For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
II-F. 
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Responses to Charles Wilson:   
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1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
Modified Alternative 3A identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S. This $46 
million alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long 
term maintenance improvements. 
 
2.  See Group Response I-B. 
 
3.  See Group Response II-C. 
 
4.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.   
 
5.  See Group Response II-D. 
 
6.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, two intersections within the Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor have collision rates higher than the state average for similar intersections and traffic 
volumes.  See Group Response I-A for more information regarding the project need and purpose. 
Also Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S includes updated collision data as well as revised project need 
and purpose discussion. 
 
7.  This comment included an observation that there were several severe collisions along the 
Route 101 segment of Freshwater Lagoon Spit during a five year period prior to 2002. Caltrans 
acknowledges there were safety concerns often related to the high number of recreational 
vehicles (RVs) parking or accessing the Route 101 segment along the Freshwater Lagoon Spit 
prior to 2004.  Prior to 2004, overnight RV parking was allowed and was popular on the 
Freshwater Lagoon Spit; the RVs parked end to end and close to the highway edge. In addition to 
the absence of a paved parking lot, there were no on- or off-ramps for large RVs to facilitate 
access to and from the fast moving Route 101 traffic. Since 2004, overnight RV parking is no 
longer allowed, which substantially eliminates RV and Route 101 traffic interactions thereby 
improving safety on the Route 101 segment of Freshwater Lagoon Spit.  
 
8.  Caltrans staff acknowledges the statistical sensitivity at the South G Street off-ramp can be 
misleading.  At the G Street off-ramp even though the collision rate greatly exceeds the state 
average, the collision rate is not a concern since the traffic volumes are very low.  However at 
Route 101 intersections at Mid City Motors and Indianola Cutoff the collision rates indicated 
possible concerns.  Using California Highway Patrol collision reports, Caltrans engineers 
investigated these intersections and confirmed that a project could address safety concerns. 
 
9.  The collision rate is approximately twice the State average at Mid City Motor World and 
Indianola Cutoff.  See Table 1-2 in the Final EIR/S. 
 
10.  After receiving numerous complaints from Manila residents, Caltrans staff is working with 
Manila residents to develop a viable solution to address traffic conditions on State Route 255.   
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11.  After further review and evaluation of left merge moves relating to collisions, Caltrans staff 
acknowledges that merge moves are not as critical as the uncontrolled left turn moves.  The 
proposed project is focused on eliminating uncontrolled left turn moves as the primary safety 
enhancement component of the project.  
 
12.  The discussion of interchange design relating to left merge moves has been deleted from the 
EIR/S.  As stated in the previous response, the uncontrolled left turn moves are the primary 
safety concerns and if they are eliminated, constructing an interchange is not necessary. 
 
13.  In essence, left merge moves are not safety concerns; however uncontrolled left turn moves 
are permitted on the existing highway and the proposed project is needed to either control or 
eliminate these moves. 
 
14.  During early project planning and design stages, Caltrans studied the options of  
synchronizing signals as well as using pilot vehicles to provide adequate traffic gaps for left turn 
moves.  After a preliminary evaluation, these options were ultimately determined to be not 
feasible.  These options are discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
15.  The text discussed in this comment was taken from the Draft EIR/S section discussing the 
overall economy and demography of the County. Vehicle volumes on Route 101 are expected to 
increase in the future partly because of areas such as McKinleyville which is growing faster than 
the most of the rest of the County and many commuters from McKinleyville would use the Route 
101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor. 
 
16.  Modified Alternative 3A identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S).  This alternative would meet the project need and purpose to 
enhance safety and construct long term maintenance improvements.  Various transportation 
projects to improve traffic conditions on Route 101 through Eureka are on-going. 
 
17.  Many bicyclists commute between Eureka and Arcata.  The proposed project would enhance 
safety and traffic operations as well provide long term maintenance of the roadway for all travel 
modes. 
 
18.  Pedestrians are currently allowed on the expressway segment of Route 101 between Eureka 
and the Jacoby Creek Bridges; north of the Jacoby Creek Bridges, Route 101 is classified as a 
freeway with a posted 65 mph speed limit and pedestrian access is prohibited.   
 
19.  The need for a safe pedestrian and bicycle Route 101 crossing at Indianola Cuttoff is 
anticipated to become critical when the planned Humboldt Bay Trail is constructed on the west 
side of Route 101; the proposed interchange at this location would provide a protected crossing 
at this location. 
 
20.  See Group Responses I-D. 
 
21.  There are no trails proposed as part of the project; however Caltrans will be providing 
assistance to construct the Humboldt Bay Trail adjacent to Route 101 between Eureka and 
Arcata.   
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22.  There is virtually no pedestrian travel north of the Airport Road intersection on Route 101.  
For pedestrians, the effects of the Build Alternatives would be similar to the potential effects of 
bicyclists.  However, the pedestrian access between businesses and residences on Jacobs Avenue 
would not change, regardless of the alternative. 
 
23.  This comment is basically correct.  North of the Jacoby Creek Bridges and through Arcata, 
Route 101 is a continuous freeway.   
 
24.  This comment is essentially correct that the level-of-service on Route 101 is acceptable; 
however the proposed project is needed to enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements and improve the level-of-service for turning movements at intersections. 
 
25.  The existing Safety Corridor signs would be removed after project construction.  The 
existing Safety Corridor signs need to be large and close to travelled way since they serve a vital 
safety function rather than an advertising purpose. 
 
26.  There are actually many eucalyptus trees north of California Redwood mill entrance which 
interrupt the line of sight of the bay from the highway.  However, all trees on the west side of 
Route 101 will be preserved if Modified Alternative 3A is constructed. 
 
27.  No. 
 
28.  Various signal scenarios were evaluated using year 2031 traffic volumes on Route 101.  
Please see Group Response II-C and Chapter 2 in the Final EIR/S for more information. 
 
29.  In addition to time savings and complying with the California Vehicle Code governing the 
setting of speed limits, there are other considerations: 
 

Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes 
a 1/2 signal at Airport and 101.  The speed limit would need to be set accordingly for the 
signalized intersection. 
 
A 50 to 55 mph speed limit would help reduce greenhouse gas production and conserve 
energy compared to a 65 mph speed limit. 

 
30.  The EIR/S does not suggest any combination of public transit incentives or driving 
disincentives to address the project need and purpose.  For a discussion of public transit 
improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, and II-F. 
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Response to David P. Wilson: 
  
1.  Closing one or more individual median openings in some combination was considered.  
However, in the case of the Route 101 Corridor, Indianola Cutoff is one of the intersections with 
the highest collision rates and is also one of the busiest intersections. Consequently closing just 
Indianola Cutoff would result in high traffic volumes diverting to the remaining intersections 
with open medians and thereby in effect just transferring the collision condition potential 
elsewhere without resolving the main problem.  Also see Section 3.1.6 – Traffic and 
Transportation in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S). 
 
2.  Between the Eureka Slough Bridges and the Jacoby Creek Bridges Route 101 is classified as 
an expressway.  Modified Alternative 3A is identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Statement. This alternative includes a half signal at Airport Road 
that would only stop northbound traffic (just departing from the 30 mph posted speed limit of the 
Eureka urban core) and would not stop the southbound Route 101 traffic.  Roadway signage 
would be added or modified to alert drivers of the Airport Road signal.  In addition, the project 
includes constructing an additional traffic lane in the northbound direction at the Airport Road 
intersection to accommodate vehicle queuing. 
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3.  As stated in response number 2, Modified Alternative 3A is identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The proposed half signal at Airport Road would provide southbound travelers a left 
turn signal phase to access Airport Road to avoid turning around on V Street. 
 
4.  The proposed project would not eliminate access, change the highway facility type, or add 
new access to Route 101. 
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Responses to David P. Wilson: 
 
1.  Closing individual medians on a case by case basis was considered.  However, the Indianola 
Cutoff intersection has both a high traffic volume and a high collision rate.  If only this 
intersection were closed, that would shift the demand for left turn moves and crossing moves to 
the other intersection locations, which in effect does not solve the safety concern but shifts the 
safety concern to other locations. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), includes a half signal at Airport Road. The half signal would 
allow left turn moves for both motorists and bicyclists to and from Airport Road. Note that the 
signal proposed under Alternative 1A would restrict left turn moves from Airport Road to 
southbound Route 101.  Alternative 1A was not identified as the Preferred Alternative since it 
received almost no public support and the turnarounds would discourage bicyclists. 
 
3. The proposed project would not eliminate access, change the highway facility type, or add 
new access to Route 101. 
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4. Under Alternative 1A, northbound trucks needing to access the California Redwood mill on 
southbound Route 101 would need to use the turnaround location at Bracut or the Route 01/255 
interchange in Arcata. 
  



 Appendix F – Individual Written Comments  
 

Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project – Final EIR/S                                                             page 757 

 

 
 
Responses to Mark Wilson: 
 
1. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-
G, and II-H.   
 
2.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose of enhancing safety 
and constructing needed improvements.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative 
identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), consists of various 
roadway improvements that would benefit all travel modes. Please refer to Group Response I-A 
and Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/S for more information regarding the project need and purpose. 
Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and Group Responses 
III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
 
3.  Although Modified Alternative 3A would result in slightly higher energy consumption and 
out of direction travel compared to the No Build Alternative, eliminating left turn and crossing 
moves would address a key safety concern. 
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Responses to Dwight Winegar: 
 
1.  The City of Eureka has made a gateway suggestion to Caltrans staff; adding a gateway 
element to the project would not meet the project need and purpose. 
  
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), is similar to Alternative 3. One of the differences is that 
instead of a full signal Modified Alternative 3A includes a half signal at Airport Road which 
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would allow left turn moves to and from Route 101 without the need to construct an auxiliary 
lane starting at Cole Avenue. 
 
3. Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
4. A gate turning restriction alternative was identified and briefly evaluated in the early project 
planning and design process. This alternative was dropped from further consideration because 
closing the medians during peak periods would result in unacceptable diversion and out of 
direction travel during the heaviest travel periods.  While it is true that the Modified Alternative 
3A would cause out of direction travel, this alternative includes an interchange at Indianola 
Cutoff and a half signal at Airport Road that would minimize out of direction travel. 
 
5. Caltrans staff generally concurs with this statement and roundabouts are not included in any of 
the project alternatives. 
 
6. See Group Response II-C. 
 
7. The proposal to replace guardrail with a concrete median barrier in Arcata has been dropped. 
The existing guardrail will be reset during construction. Because of the limited width at this 
location making maintenance difficult, landscaping will not be included at this location. 
 
8. At the right turn access to northbound Route 101 from Bayside Cutoff, a northbound 
acceleration lane is proposed to replace the existing configuration. See Appendix A in the Final 
EIR/S for a plan view of this intersection. At Route 101 and Bayside Cutoff, the posted speed 
limit is currently 50 mph. 
 
9. The City of Arcata is currently planning a combination traffic calming and non-motorized 
transit improvement project at State Route 255 in the area of Route 101. 
 
10. See Group Response I-B. 
 
11. The computer traffic model produces project traffic volumes based partly on historic trends 
in local and regional traffic volumes but not specific growth in adjacent counties.  
 
12. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. 
 
13. Modified Alternative 3A includes a diamond interchange at Indianola Cutoff with a smaller 
wetland impact compared to the interchange design included in Alternative 3. 
 
14. Caltrans staff has been working with public resource agencies, local governments, 
businesses, organizations, and individuals for over ten years to address concerns by refining the 
proposed project. 
 
15. The text referenced in the Draft EIIR/S has been revised in the Final EIR/S.  Although traffic 
merge moves from the left are not common on highways, the discussion in the Draft EIR/S 
stating left merge moves are factors in collisions has not been substantiated. 
16. Modified Alternative 3A includes a half signal at Airport Road that would only stop 
northbound Route 101 traffic and require a left merge move from Airport Road to southbound 
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Route 101.  The intersection would be modified to provide adequate merging distances and 
signage to alert northbound travelers of the signal at Airport Road. 
 
17. While it is true that the Route 101/255 interchange in Arcata does not meet current design 
standards, the collision rates are below the statewide average collision rates for similar facilities:  
consequently improvements are not proposed other than paving and minor curb and shoulder 
improvements. 
 
18.  Since the Draft EIR/S was approved in 2007, the proposed project has been revised to 
address many bicyclists’ concerns. See Group Response I-D for more information. 
 
Since the public circulation of the Draft EIR/S in July 2007, the proposal to raise the speed limit 
to 65 mph on the expressway segment of Route 101 has been dropped. Please also see the posted 
speed limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. 
 
19. Modified Alternative 3A is the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S. 
 
20. In the context of environmental documentation, distinct alternatives are identified, planned, 
designed, and evaluated for the purpose of avoiding or minimizing adverse environmental 
consequences.  In this case Alternative 1 is predicted to have substantial out of direct travel with 
minimal wetland impacts while Alternative 2 is predicted to  have much less out of direction 
travel but more wetland impact than Alternative 1.  
 
21. The summary of potential impacts table is just that—a summary.  A full explanation of the 
consequences of the build alternatives as well as the No Build Alternative is documented in 
Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
22. Between Eureka and Arcata, Route 101 discourages most terrestrial wildlife from crossing 
between Humboldt Bay and the area east of Route 101.  However, vehicle-wildlife collisions 
occur in various areas throughout the entire corridor. Median barriers will consist of thrie beam 
guard rail design, which allow openings for smaller animals to crawl under and with a height of 
2.7 feet allowing larger animals to climb or jump over. For more information, see Section 3.1.1 
Natural Communities in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S. 
 
23. During the early project planning and design process, an alternative that included extending 
6th Street to Jacobs Avenue over the Eureka Slough was evaluated. This alternative was dropped 
from consideration because constructing a new bridge would add a high cost element to the 
project without resolving the need for southbound Route 101 travelers to access Airport Road.  
Modified Alternative 3A would allow all turning moves to and from Route 101 at Airport Road 
without constructing a new bridge. 
 
24.  As mentioned in response 7, the proposal to replace metal beam guardrail with concrete 
median barrier in Arcata has been dropped from the project.  Modified Alternative 3A does not 
include concrete median barrier at any location; also median barrier is only proposed at locations 
shown in Appendix A of the Final EIR/S—and not for the entire length of the project. 
 
25. The freeway segment of Route 101 within the project limits extends from approximately 
Gannon Slough Bridges in Arcata and continues north through Arcata. Route 101 is an 
expressway between the Eureka Slough Bridges and Gannon Slough. The proposed project 
would not change the highway facility type. 
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Responses to Dwight Winegar: 
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1. The freeway segment of Route 101 within the project limits extends from approximately 
Gannon Slough Bridges in Arcata and continues north through Arcata. Route 101 is an 
expressway between the Eureka Slough Bridges and Gannon Slough. Please see the posted speed 
limit discussion in Group Responses III-A-1 and 2. Gateway and landscaped parkway concepts 
are not included in the project scope of work since they would not meet the project need and 
purpose. 
 
2.  In November of 2008, when your email was written, the signalization at Airport Road concept 
did not include left turn moves from Airport Road/Jacobs Avenue. Modified Alternative 3A, the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), 
includes a half signal at Airport Road that would allow left turns to and from Route101. 
 
3.  If this item is referring to Alternative 1A (turnarounds), a full description is included in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/S. For a discussion of tree removal, please see Group Response III-B-
2. 
 
4.  Currently, the removal of medians consists of removing the pavement. It is possible that one 
or more of the closed median crossings would need to remain clear for emergency response 
vehicle turnarounds. 
 
5. If you are referring to the right turn access to northbound Route 101 from Bayside Cutoff, a 
northbound acceleration lane would replace the existing configuration. See Appendix A in the 
Final EIR/S for a plan view of this intersection. At Route 101 and Bayside Cutoff, the posted 
speed limit is currently 50 mph. 
 
6. Between Eureka and Arcata, Route 101 discourages most terrestrial wildlife from crossing 
between Humboldt Bay and the area east of Route 101.  However, vehicle-wildlife collisions 
occur in various areas throughout the entire corridor. Median barriers will consist of thrie beam 
guard rail design, which allow openings for smaller animals to crawl under and with a height of 
2.7 feet allowing larger animals to climb or jump over. For more information, see Section 3.1.1 
Natural Communities in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/S.  
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Responses to Ben Winker:  
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
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Responses to Michael Winkler:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  See Group Responses I-B and II-E. 
 
3.  See Group Response III-A-3. 
 
4.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H. For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
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Responses to George WinterSun: 
 
1.  Please see Group Response I-A. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) includes several bicyclist safety enhancements. See Group 
Response I-D. 
 
3.  Currently bicyclists that are traveling on Route 101 past the existing Indianola Cutoff 
intersection must cross high speed traffic across both the acceleration and deceleration lanes as 
well as watch for vehicles turning left both from Route 101 and from Indianola Cutoff.  The 
proposed Route 101/Indianola Cutoff interchange would eliminate the aforementioned potential 
“conflict” points and substantially enhance safety for all travel modes:  instead of crossing lanes, 
bicyclists would exit from Route 101, cross Indianola Cutoff, and enter Route 101 without the 
need to travel across the paths of high speed traffic. 
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Responses to P-A & George WinterSun: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.   
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
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Responses to PA WinterSun: 
 
1.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H. 
 
2.  While it is accurate that Modified Alternative 3A would reduce access, this alternative would 
offset most of the access restrictions by signalizing Route 101 at Airport Road and providing an 
intersection at the mid-point of the corridor. This alternative would enhance safety for all travel 
modes. 
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Responses to Jaya Wishnoff:  
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.   
 
3.  The proposed project would not add any additional Route 101 exits. 
 
4.  Modified Alternative 3A was selected as the Preferred Alternative in the EIR/S.  This $46 
million alternative would meet the project need and purpose to enhance safety and construct long 
term maintenance improvements. 
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Responses to Minnie Wolf: 
 
1. Please see Group Response III-B-2. 
 
2. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor and 
Group Responses III-A-1 and III-A-2 regarding posted speed limits. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A, the Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, includes a 
half signal at Airport Road.  However the proposed signal would be located close to the urban 
core of Eureka and within the expressway segment of Route 101—not the freeway segment. 
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Response to Adam Wollter: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised. Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.  
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, does not 
include roadway widening for through traffic lanes. See Group Response III-A-1 regarding the 
posted speed limit after construction.  For a discussion of climate change and sea level rise, 
please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S. 
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Responses to Larry Womack:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.   
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information.   
 
4.  See Group Response III-B-2 for a discussion of trees.  
 
5.  See Group Response II-C. 
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Responses to A. K. Wood: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
cost approximately $46 million and would enhance safety and provide long term roadway 
improvements. 
 
3.  Modified Alternative 3A includes design features and measures minimize and avoid effects to 
bicyclists and trees. 
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Response to Beth Wood:  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and 
purpose.  Please refer to Group Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement (EIR/S), which has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding 
maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
Modified Alternative 3A, identified as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIR/S, would 
enhance safety and provide long term roadway improvements. 
 
See Group Response III-B-2 for information regarding tree removal. 
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Responses to George Wrenn: 
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  Chapter 4 of the Final EIR/S includes a detailed discussion of anticipated global climate 
change and sea level rise. 
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Response to Jay Wright:   
 
Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) was approved in 2007, the 
Route 101 roadway between Eureka and Arcata has been re-striped to provide 10-foot wide 
outside shoulders with colored pavement and rumble strips in both directions throughout the 
project to enhance bicyclist safety.  See also Group Response I-D for more bicycle 
improvements discussion. 
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Responses to Jon Yalcinkeyer: 
 
The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, which has 
been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor.    
 
For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, 
and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, II-E, 
and II-F. 
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Response to Holly Young:   
 
Caltrans staff has been studying, designing, refining, evaluating, and meeting with the public for 
over ten years to develop this project.  Bicyclist needs and improvements have been considered 
from project initiation for all build alternatives. For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please 
see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, II-G, and II-H.   
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Responses to Andy Zalowski:   
 
1.  The No Build Alternative would not meet the project need and purpose.  Please refer to Group 
Response I-A and Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S), which 
has been revised.  Also see Group Response II-B regarding maintaining the Safety Corridor. 
 
2.  For a discussion of bicycle improvements, please see Group Responses I-D, II-B, II-E, II-F, 
II-G, and II-H.  For a discussion of public transit improvements, see Group Responses I-D, II-A, 
II-E, and II-F. 
 
3.  The Draft EIR/S did mention raising the speed limit within the Route 101 Eureka – Arcata 
Corridor to 65 mph; however this proposal has been dropped.  See Group Responses III-A-1 and 
2 for more information. 
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Responses to Gretchen Ziegler: 
 
1.  Since the start of the Environmental Impact Report/Statement (EIR/S) process, Caltrans has 
worked with governments, public resource agencies, businesses, organizations, and individuals 
to develop and refine a balanced, effective transportation solution.  Modified Alternative 3A, the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIR/S, does include a half signal at the Route 
101/Airport Road intersection.  The half signal would minimize out of direction travel as well as 
provide access to the many businesses and residences along Jacobs Avenue as well as the airport.   
 
2.  The proposal to include concrete median barriers proposed in the Draft EIR/S has been 
dropped. 
 
3.  Please see Group Response I-D.   
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