
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project

Volume III 
Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Assessment and 

Section 4(f) Evaluation

Responses to Comments
State Clearinghouse Number: 2008082128

SR 197 and US 199 in Del Norte County
Ruby 1, 01-DN-197 PM 4.5; Ruby 2, 01-DN-197 PM 3.2-4.0; 

Patrick Creek Narrows, 01-DN-199 PM 20.5-20.9, PM 23.92-24.08, & PM 25.55-25.65; 
Washington/Narrows, 01-DN-199 PM 22.7-23.0, & PM 26.3-26.5

EA: 01-48110, 01-45490, 01-47940, 01-4500U 

Prepared by the  
State of California Department of Transportation

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable 
Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of

responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327.

April 2013 





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

April 2013 
i 

 

Table of Contents 

Page 

Chapter 1 Introduction and Background ........................................................................1-1 
1.1 Organization of Public Comments ................................................................................... 1-1 
1.2 Format of Responses to Public Comments ...................................................................... 1-2 

Chapter 2 Grouped Responses to Common Public Comments by Topic ....................2-1 
2.1 Grouped Comment #1: Purpose and Need ....................................................................... 2-1 

2.1.1 Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need .......................................................... 2-1 
2.2 Grouped Comment #2: Costs vs. Benefits of the Proposed Project ................................. 2-4 

2.2.1 Grouped Response #2: Costs vs. Benefits of the Proposed Project .................... 2-4 
2.3 Grouped Comment #3: Visual Resources ........................................................................ 2-7 

2.3.1 Grouped Response #3: Visual Resources ........................................................... 2-8 
2.4 Grouped Comment #4: Effects on Trees ......................................................................... 2-9 

2.4.1 Grouped Response #4: Effects on Trees ............................................................. 2-9 
2.5 Grouped Comment #5: Wild and Scenic River ............................................................. 2-11 

2.5.1 Grouped Response #5: Wild and Scenic River ................................................. 2-11 
2.6 Grouped Comment #6: Alternative Route Linking US 101 to US 199 ......................... 2-12 

2.6.1 Grouped Response #6: Alternative Route Linking US 101 to US 199 ............. 2-12 
2.7 Grouped Comment #7: Inadequate Range of Alternatives, and Other Alternatives 

Proposed......................................................................................................................... 2-14 
2.7.1 Grouped Response #7: Inadequate Range of Alternatives, and Other 

Alternatives Proposed ....................................................................................... 2-14 
2.8 Grouped Comment #8: Safety ....................................................................................... 2-15 

2.8.1 Grouped Response #8: Safety ........................................................................... 2-15 
2.9 Grouped Comment #9: DEIR/EA Traffic Study Makes Erroneous and 

Misleading Calculations ................................................................................................ 2-21 
2.9.1 Grouped Response #9: DEIR/EA Traffic Study Makes Erroneous and 

Misleading Calculations ................................................................................... 2-22 
2.10 Grouped Comment #10: Proposed Cut Slopes and Geologic Stability.......................... 2-22 

2.10.1 Grouped Response #10: Proposed Cut Slopes and Geological Stability .......... 2-23 

Chapter 3 Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Assessment ............................................................................3-1 

3.1 Public Agencies and Governments ............................................................................... 3.1-1 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife ........................................................... 3.1-2 

Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) ............... 3.1-7 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board ............................................... 3.1-10 

Responses to California Regional Water Quality Control Board .................. 3.1-18 
California State Lands Commission ..................................................................... 3.1-20 

Responses to California State Lands Commission ........................................ 3.1-22 
Del Norte Local Transportation Commission ...................................................... 3.1-24 

Response to Del Norte Local Transportation Commission ........................... 3.1-26 
National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Association ........................................................................................................... 3.1-27 

Responses to National Marine Fisheries Service/National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Association ............................................................................... 3.1-29 

North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District ....................................... 3.1-30 
Response to North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District ............ 3.1-33 



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

April 2013 
ii 

 

3.2 Organizations ................................................................................................................ 3.2-1 
Center for Biological Diversity .............................................................................. 3.2-2 

Responses to Center for Biological Diversity ................................................ 3.2-11 
Environmental Protection Information Center ..................................................... 3.2-18 

Responses to Environmental Protection Information Center ......................... 3.2-27 
Friends of Del Norte ............................................................................................. 3.2-37 

Responses to Friends of Del Norte ................................................................ 3.2-54 
Sullivan, Mike (Del Norte County BOS) ............................................................. 3.2-61 

Response to Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS) ................................... 3.2-61 
3.3 Individuals .................................................................................................................... 3.3-1 

Bankston, Oedus & Solveg .................................................................................... 3.3-2 
Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston........................................................... 3.3-2 

Bankston, Oedus ..................................................................................................... 3.3-3 
Response to Oedus Bankston ........................................................................... 3.3-3 

Bankston, Solveg .................................................................................................... 3.3-5 
Response to Solveg Bankston .......................................................................... 3.3-5 

Bertrand, Wendy Scott ........................................................................................... 3.3-6 
Responses to Wendy Scott Bertrand ................................................................ 3.3-8 

Brown, Susan ....................................................................................................... 3.3-10 
Response to Susan Brown .............................................................................. 3.3-11 

Bruce, Donald ....................................................................................................... 3.3-12 
Responses to Donald Bruce ........................................................................... 3.3-14 

Bruce, Doreen ....................................................................................................... 3.3-16 
Responses to Doreen Bruce ........................................................................... 3.3-19 

Cooper, Eileen ...................................................................................................... 3.3-22 
Responses to Eileen Cooper .......................................................................... 3.3-28 

Czapla, Carol ........................................................................................................ 3.3-30 
Response to Carol Czapla .............................................................................. 3.3-31 

Devlin-Craig, Brenda ........................................................................................... 3.3-32 
Responses to Brenda Devlin-Craig ................................................................ 3.3-33 

Elicker, Norberto .................................................................................................. 3.3-35 
Response to Norberto Elicker ........................................................................ 3.3-35 

Hague, Joe ............................................................................................................ 3.3-36 
Response to Joe Hague .................................................................................. 3.3-37 

Miller, Ken ........................................................................................................... 3.3-38 
Response to Ken Miller ................................................................................. 3.3-39 

Nowliss, Georgia .................................................................................................. 3.3-40 
Response to Georgia Nowlis .......................................................................... 3.3-40 

Pederson, Richard ................................................................................................. 3.3-41 
Response to Richard Pederson ....................................................................... 3.3-41 

Peterson, David .................................................................................................... 3.3-42 
Response to David Peterson .......................................................................... 3.3-42 

Pounds, Jacob ....................................................................................................... 3.3-43 
Responses to Jacob Pounds ............................................................................ 3.3-44 

Powers, Vern ........................................................................................................ 3.3-45 
Response to Vern Powers .............................................................................. 3.3-46 

Quick, Erika & Tony ............................................................................................ 3.3-47 
Response to Erika & Tony Quick .................................................................. 3.3-47 

Rupert, DeAnn ..................................................................................................... 3.3-48 
Response to DeAnn Rupert ............................................................................ 3.3-48 

Rupert, DeAnn ..................................................................................................... 3.3-49 



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

April 2013 
iii 

 

Responses to DeAnn Rupert .......................................................................... 3.3-49 
Rupert, DeAnn ..................................................................................................... 3.3-51 

Response to DeAnn Rupert ............................................................................ 3.3-51 
Simkhovitch, Perrianne ........................................................................................ 3.3-52 

Responses to Perrianne Simkhovitch ............................................................. 3.3-52 
Souza, Ted ............................................................................................................ 3.3-54 

Responses to Ted Souza ................................................................................ 3.3-58 
Zuehlke, Elmer ..................................................................................................... 3.3-61 

Responses to Elmer Zuehlke .......................................................................... 3.3-63 
Zuehlke, John ....................................................................................................... 3.3-65 

Responses to John Zuehlke ............................................................................ 3.3-74 
3.4 Public Meeting Transcript............................................................................................. 3.4-1 

Public Meeting Transcript ...................................................................................... 3.4-3 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 1: Elmer Zuehlke ........................ 3.4-53 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 2: Daniel Brown ........................... 3.4-53 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 3: Don Pass ................................... 3.4-53 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 4: Dwayne Reichlin  
(President of Hambro Group) ........................................................................ 3.4-53 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 5: Don Gillespie  
(representing Friends of Del Norte) ............................................................... 3.4-54 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 6: Meagan Johnston .................... 3.4-56 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 7: DeAnn Rupert ......................... 3.4-56 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 8: Janet Kasbohm ......................... 3.4-57 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 9: Mike Sullivan  
(Del Norte County BOS) ............................................................................... 3.4-58 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 10: Donald Bruce ........................ 3.4-58 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 11: Dwayne Reichlin 
(President of Hambro Group) ........................................................................ 3.4-59 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 12: Curt Olson ............................ 3.4-60 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 13: Gina Zottola  
(rep CC-DN Co Chamber of Comm.) ............................................................ 3.4-60 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 14: Meagan Johnston .................... 3.4-61 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 15: DeAnn Rupert ....................... 3.4-61 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 16: Doreen Bruce ........................ 3.4-61 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 17: Katherine Noble .................... 3.4-62 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 18: Elmer Zuehlke ...................... 3.4-62 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 19: Don Gillespie ........................ 3.4-63 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 20: Dwayne Reichlin .................. 3.4-63 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 21: Jean Rupert ........................... 3.4-64 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 22: Gary Smaller .......................... 3.4-65 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 23: Jean Rupert ............................. 3.4-65 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 24: DeAnn Rupert ........................ 3.4-65 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 25: Meagan Johnston .................... 3.4-65 
Response to Public Meeting Commenter 26: Elmer Zuehlke ........................ 3.4-65 
Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 27: Charlie Compton .................. 3.4-65 

3.5 Form Letter ................................................................................................................... 3.5-1 
Form Letter ............................................................................................................. 3.5-3 

Responses to Form Letter Commenters ........................................................... 3.5-4 
Blakeley, Sheila ...................................................................................................... 3.5-5 

Responses to Sheila Blakeley .......................................................................... 3.5-7 
Farmer, Tim ............................................................................................................ 3.5-8 



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

April 2013 
iv 

 

Responses to Tim Farmer ................................................................................ 3.5-9 
Jamieson, Amber .................................................................................................. 3.5-10 

Responses to Amber Jamieson ...................................................................... 3.5-11 
Perricelli, Claire ................................................................................................... 3.5-12 

Response to Claire Perricelli .......................................................................... 3.5-13 
Rahn, Paul ............................................................................................................ 3.5-14 

Response to Paul Rahn .................................................................................. 3.5-15 

Chapter 4 Specific Responses to Public Comments on the Partial Recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment .....................................................................................................4-1 

4.1 Public Agencies and Governments ............................................................................... 4.1-1 
California Department of Fish and Game .............................................................. 4.1-2 

Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife ............................ 4.1-13 
4.2 Organizations ................................................................................................................ 4.2-1 

EPIC (submitted by Andrew Orahoske) ................................................................. 4.2-2 
Responses to EPIC (Andrew Orahoske) .......................................................... 4.2-9 

EPIC (submitted by Smith Engineering) .............................................................. 4.2-16 
Responses to EPIC (Smith Engineering) ....................................................... 4.2-29 

Friends of Del Norte (submitted by Don Gilespie) .............................................. 4.2-30 
Responses to Friends of Del Norte (Don Gilespie)........................................ 4.2-35 

Friends of Del Norte (submitted by Eileen Cooper) ............................................ 4.2-37 
Responses to Friends of Del Norte (Eileen Cooper) .................................... 4.2-143 

4.3 Individuals .................................................................................................................... 4.3-1 
Bertrand, Wendy .................................................................................................... 4.3-2 

Response to Wendy Bertrand .......................................................................... 4.3-4 
Bowman, Bill ......................................................................................................... 4.3-7 

Response to Bill Bowman ................................................................................ 4.3-8 
Bruce, Donald ......................................................................................................... 4.3-9 

Response to Donald Bruce ............................................................................. 4.3-11 
Bruce, Doreen ....................................................................................................... 4.3-12 

Response to Doreen Bruce ............................................................................. 4.3-24 
Campbell, Bruce ................................................................................................... 4.3-26 

Response to Bruce Campbell ......................................................................... 4.3-28 
Cipolla, James ...................................................................................................... 4.3-30 

Response to James Cipolla ............................................................................ 4.3-32 
Estefan, Lars ......................................................................................................... 4.3-33 

Response to Lars Estefan ............................................................................... 4.3-34 
Evermoore, Eileen ................................................................................................ 4.3-35 

Response to Eileen Evermoore ...................................................................... 4.3-37 
Harestad, Patrick .................................................................................................. 4.3-38 

Response to Patrick Harestad ........................................................................ 4.3-39 
Hunt, Ann ............................................................................................................. 4.3-40 

Response to Ann Hunt ................................................................................... 4.3-41 
Johansen, Ralph .................................................................................................... 4.3-42 

Response to Ralph Johansen .......................................................................... 4.3-43 
Lips, Stu ............................................................................................................... 4.3-44 

Response to Stu Lips...................................................................................... 4.3-44 
Lotus, Trisha (October 12, 2012) ......................................................................... 4.3-45 

Response to Trisha Lotus (October 12, 2012) ............................................... 4.3-47 
Lotus, Trisha (October 25, 2012) ......................................................................... 4.3-49 

Response to Trisha Lotus (October 25, 2012) ............................................... 4.3-51 



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

April 2013 
v 

 

Moses, Todd ......................................................................................................... 4.3-53 
Response to Todd Moses ............................................................................... 4.3-54 

Pappalardo, Sue .................................................................................................... 4.3-55 
Response to Sue Pappalardo .......................................................................... 4.3-56 

Tays, Kimberly ..................................................................................................... 4.3-57 
Response to Kimberly Tays ........................................................................... 4.3-58 

Zegart, Margaret Kettunen ................................................................................... 4.3-59 
Response to Margaret Kettunen Zegart ......................................................... 4.3-61 

Zuehlke, John ....................................................................................................... 4.3-63 
Response to John Zuehlke ............................................................................. 4.3-67 

4.4 Form Letters .................................................................................................................. 4.4-1 
4.4.1 Form Letter #1 ................................................................................................. 4.4-1 

Form Letter #1 ........................................................................................................ 4.4-2 
Responses to Form Letter Commenters ........................................................... 4.4-4 

Boyer, Tracy ........................................................................................................... 4.4-7 
Responses to Tracy Boyer ............................................................................... 4.4-9 

Castor, Inez ........................................................................................................... 4.4-10 
Responses to Inez Castor ............................................................................... 4.4-13 

Cooper, Eileen ...................................................................................................... 4.4-14 
Responses to Eileen Cooper .......................................................................... 4.4-17 

Quigley, April ....................................................................................................... 4.4-18 
Responses to April Quigley ........................................................................... 4.4-20 

Rhodes, Joanne ..................................................................................................... 4.4-21 
Responses to Joanne Rhodes ......................................................................... 4.4-23 

4.4.2 Form Letter #2 ............................................................................................... 4.4-24 
Form Letter #2 ...................................................................................................... 4.4-37 

Response to Gary Hughes .............................................................................. 4.4-38 
Ackerman, Frank .................................................................................................. 4.4-39 

Response to Frank Ackerman ........................................................................ 4.4-40 
Anaya, Zachary .................................................................................................... 4.4-41 

Response to Zachary Anaya .......................................................................... 4.4-42 
Gardiner, John ...................................................................................................... 4.4-43 

Response to John Gardiner ............................................................................ 4.4-44 
Hall, Daniel .......................................................................................................... 4.4-45 

Response to Daniel Hall ................................................................................ 4.4-46 
Livingston, John ................................................................................................... 4.4-47 

Response to John Livingston ......................................................................... 4.4-48 
Macy, Nancy and Ken .......................................................................................... 4.4-49 

Response to Nancy and Ken Macy ................................................................ 4.4-50 
McCombs, Robert ................................................................................................ 4.4-51 

Response to Robert McCombs ...................................................................... 4.4-52 
Pappalardo, Sue .................................................................................................... 4.4-53 

Response to Sue Pappalardo .......................................................................... 4.4-54 
Raymer, Terry ...................................................................................................... 4.4-55 

Response to Terry Raymer ............................................................................ 4.4-56 
Thomas, Julia ....................................................................................................... 4.4-57 

Response to Julia Thomas .............................................................................. 4.4-58 



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

April 2013 
vi 

 

List of Tables 

Page 
Table 1 Highway 199 Rate Groups (Highway only) and Characteristic Descriptions ............ 2-20 
 
 

 



 

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

April 2013 
1-1 

 

Chapter 1 Introduction and Background 
Volume III of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Assessment for the 197/199 Safe STAA 
Access Project consists of California Department of Transportation (Department)-prepared 
responses to written comments from the public regarding the proposed project. Volume I consists 
of the main Final EIR/EA document. Volume II consists of the Appendices. 

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

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

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

1.1 Organization of Public Comments 

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

1. Public Agencies and Governments 

2. Organizations 

3. Individuals 

4. Public Meeting Transcript 

5. Form Letter 

6. Comments on Recirculated Environmental Document 



Chapter 1. Introduction and Background 

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

April 2013 
1-2 

 

1.2 Format of Responses to Public Comments 

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

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

• #1 Purpose and Need 

• #2 Cost vs. Benefit 

• #3 Visual Resources 

• #4 Effects on Trees 

• #5 Wild and Scenic River 

• #6 Alternative Routes 

• #7 Inadequate Range of Alternatives 

• #8 Safety 

• #9 Traffic Study 

• #10 Geologic Stability  

2.1 Grouped Comment #1: Purpose and Need 

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

2.1.1 Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need 

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

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

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

• Regional Transportation Plan need (Section 2.1.5.1 in DEIR/EA): The 2002, 2007, and 2011 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTP) also contribute to the need for the proposed project. 
The Del Norte Local Transportation Commission has long supported STAA access through 
this corridor. The 2007 RTP (accessed at http://dnltc.org/planningdocs/ on 2/27/13) defines 
the mobility conditions, needs, and actions necessary for a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system in Del Norte County. Objective 1 under Policy 5.D.3 states “Support 
planning for, and implementation of, improvements necessary to upgrade SR 197 and US 
199 from “Red Route” to “STAA Route” status.” See Section 2.1.5.1 in the DEIR/EA for 
further discussion. The Truck Policy in the 2011 RTP (accessed at 
http://www.dnltc.org/planningdocs/RTP_2011_Final_061611.pdf accessed on 1/26/12) 
further states “Encourage and partner with Caltrans to meet the needs of local shippers, and 
businesses moving freight by truck, when planning truck routes in and out of the County." 
Objective 1 under this Truck Policy states "Continue to implement roadway improvement 
projects along the US Highway 199 and Route 197 corridor that will achieve STAA Route 

http://dnltc.org/planningdocs/%20on%201/26/12
http://www.dnltc.org/planningdocs/RTP_2011_Final_061611.pdf%20accessed%20on%201/26/12
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status and create a viable trade corridor." These local plans show that there is strong interest 
and support by the local government, contributing to the need of the project. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

2.3 Grouped Comment #3: Visual Resources 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.4.1 Grouped Response #4: Effects on Trees 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.5 Grouped Comment #5: Wild and Scenic River 

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

2.5.1 Grouped Response #5: Wild and Scenic River 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Visual impacts 

• Potential cultural impacts 

• Potential wetland impacts 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

2.8 Grouped Comment #8: Safety 

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

2.8.1 Grouped Response #8: Safety 

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

To address the purpose and need of the project, truck offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane 
was considered to determine where the roadway geometrics would need to be improved along 
the 197/199 corridor to allow safe access by STAA trucks.  As stated in Section 1.2.2 of the 
DEIR/EA, STAA truck tracking trials1 and computer modeling software (i.e., software called 
AutoTURN, using the Caltrans “STAA-Long” vehicle type; this software is used by engineers 
worldwide) helped the Department conclude that STAA-length vehicles offtrack into the 
oncoming traffic lane at seven identified pinch-point locations based on roadway geometries. 
The truck tracking trials identified potential locations to consider, and AutoTURN was the 
method used by the Department to make final determinations as to which of the locations 
identified in the truck tracking trials actually showed STAA trucks offtracking into the oncoming 
traffic lane, based on consistent, quantifiable conditions that were entered into the computer 
model. These seven offtracking locations are where widening improvements are proposed.  All 
other locations that were identified in the truck tracking trials and preliminary reports, including 
the Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of US 199, were removed from further consideration for this 
project because they did not show offtracking by STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane, 
and therefore they did not address the project purpose and need.  The proposed project would 
improve seven locations on SR 197 and US 199 by widening, improving tight radius curves, and 
providing wider shoulders, allowing drivers additional room for recovery and for negotiating 
tight curves with opposing traffic, or when bicycles or pedestrians are present. The computer 
model helped determine the amount of widening or realignment required at the seven locations. 
If the proposed improvements are made, STAA and other long vehicles should not offtrack into 
the oncoming traffic lane because there would be sufficient width for these vehicles to turn 
within their lane.  The 197/199 corridor would remain narrow and winding, but offtracking into 
the oncoming traffic lane should be eliminated in the vicinity of the seven proposed project 
locations, which are the only locations identified by Department’s investigations as being places 
where an STAA truck would offtrack, and that is what the Department considers necessary in 
order to allow safe STAA access. 

Regarding the concern that the increase in number of trucks anticipated after construction and 
under the future build condition would cause a significant increase in truck traffic and significant 
decrease in safety, particularly for the local communities, the DEIR/EA acknowledges (pages 
2.1-56 to 2.1-57) that the existing average daily traffic acts as a barrier that separates parts of the 
communities adjacent to the highway within the 197/199 corridor, but it states that the increase 
in truck traffic through these communities resulting from the project’s removal of STAA 
trucking restrictions would be minor. The assessment of the project’s impacts on these 
                                                      
1 A number of reports and studies have identified the lack of access for STAA trucks on SR 197 and US 199. A key 
study was the set of STAA truck tracking trials by Caltrans District 1 Traffic Operations/Permits on SR 197 and 
US 199 in August 2003 and October 2005 (DN-197/199 Corridor Extra-Legal Load and STAA Vehicle 
Accessibility Study (March 2006)). Additional reports identifying improvement strategies needed to upgrade the 
corridor to accommodate STAA vehicles are listed in Section 3.1 of the draft Project Report for the 197/199 Safe 
STAA Access project (June 2010). 
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communities was based on how heavy-truck traffic would increase under with-project 
conditions. The additional trucks per day is considered minor because the proportion of total 
traffic consisting of heavy trucks is anticipated to increase from 10.0% to 10.3% along the 
segment of US 199 between SR 197 and Gasquet, including Hiouchi. Under future (2030) with-
project conditions, the increase in percentage of total average daily trips attributable to heavy-
truck traffic would increase slightly from 10.0% to 11.4% along US 199 between SR 197 and 
Gasquet. The projected increase in truck traffic by 2030 is considered insignificant because the 
estimated 92-truck increase per day by 2030 equates to about 10 trucks per hour in the peak 
period or one additional truck every six minutes.  Per the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Studies, the minimum threshold for "significant impact" is between 50-100 trips 
per hour.  The proposed peak hourly increase of 10 trucks per hour (or 92 trucks per day) in 2030 
falls well below the "significant impact" criteria.  It is very unlikely that this very small increase 
in truck traffic will even be noticeable by the traveling public or residents living or working 
within the corridor in the Year 2030. In summary, the traffic analysis conducted for the Draft 
EIR/EA indicates no substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
systems or their operation within the study area. Additionally, the projected 92-truck per day 
increase by 2030 assumes consistent economic growth each year for the entire 20-year period.  In 
the event of economic down times, such as what is being experienced currently by the region, 
state, and nation, the projected truck increase could be much lower than what was estimated by 
Fehr and Peers in the Traffic Study. 

Speed Limits 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Collisions 

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

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

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

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

Some comments request clarification regarding a statement in the DEIR/EA that says that safety 
improvements can be considered when accident rates reach 1.5 times the national average for 
similar road conditions, particularly requesting clarification for “similar road conditions” and 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/traffic/Realistic-Speed-Zoning.PDF
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/traffic/Realistic-Speed-Zoning.PDF
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what the Department compared SR 197/US 199 to for National Average ratings. An important 
clarification is that collision rates are not compared to the “National Average”, rather they are 
compared to the Statewide Average Collision Rates for Similar Facilities. The term “Similar 
Facilities” means that the characteristics of the highway are comparable. In order to make this 
comparison, every state highway segment, ramp and intersection is classified by a rate group. 
For example, Highway 197 is classified as highway rate group H03 (intersection rate groups are 
separate), which is described as “conventional, 2 lanes or less”, “rolling terrain”, “rural”, and 
with a design speed of 55mph or less. Highway 199 is described by many highway segment rate 
groups (intersection and ramp rate groups are separate) because the characteristics of the 
highway vary from location to location along the length of the highway (Table 1).   

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

Rate 
Group Highway Type Terrain Design Speed Area 

H05 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Mountainous Less than or Equal to 55 mph Rural 
H12 Conventional 3 Lanes     Rural 
H34 Divided 4 Lanes Rolling/Mountainous   Rural 
H04 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Rolling Greater than 55 mph Rural 
H03 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Rolling Less than or Equal to 55 mph Rural 
H17 Expressway 3 Lanes or Less Mountainous   Rural 
H45 Divided Expressway 4 Lanes or More   Less than or Equal to 65 mph Rural 
H22 Undivided 4 Lanes Rolling/Mountainous   Rural 
H06 Conventional 2 Lanes or Less Mountainous Greater than 55 mph Rural 
 

A collision report was run on the highway segment and intersections in Gasquet for PM 13.0 to 
14.27 for the most current 5-year period of 10/1/2004 – 9/30/2009.  For the 1.27-mile segment, 
the actual collision rate was 0.53 collisions per million vehicle miles (COL/MVM), which is 2.1 
times less than the statewide average rate of 1.12 COL/MVM for similar roadways. 

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

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

1. Monitoring Programs to identify collision concentration locations 

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

Increased Truck Traffic 

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This chapter is organized as follows: 

• 3.1 Public Agencies and Governments 

• 3.2 Organizations 

• 3.3 Individuals 

• 3.4 Public Meeting Transcript 

• 3.5 Form Letter 
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3.1 Public Agencies and Governments 

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

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast 

• California State Lands Commission 

• Del Norte Local Transportation Commission 

• National Marine Fisheries Service - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association 

• North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 



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

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

April 2013 
3.1-4 

 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Responses to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 4 
This comment expresses support the Two-Foot Widening at Spot Locations alternative for Ruby 
2 in order to preserve more old growth trees. This comment has been noted and no changes to the 
Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 5 
This comment suggests that the Department consult with CDFW prior to construction activities 
regarding the use of removed large tree stumps as fish habitat in Del Norte stream restoration 
projects. The Department recognizes the importance of continuing consultation with the CDFW. 
This comment has been noted and no changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 6 
This comment reiterates a portion of the DEIR/EA that describes impacts to non-listed sensitive 
plant species as well as experimental mitigation involving transplanting. Although this method 
has been documented with a low success rate, CDFW believes that these efforts are appropriate. 
This comment has been noted and no changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment suggests that the text in Section 2.3 (i.e., Section 2.3.3.3, page 2.3-44) of the 
DEIR/EA has two possible interpretations regarding the number of yellow-tubered toothwort 
plants that would be affected by construction at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 for the 
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative and Bridge Preservation with Upslope Retaining 
Wall Alternative. Text in the DEIR/EA states that approximately 10% and 5% of the yellow-
tubered toothwort plants occurring at the site would be affected by the Downstream Bridge 
Replacement and Bridge Preservation Alternatives, respectively. Further in the respective 
paragraphs, the text states that less than 90% and 95% of these plants would be removed. The 
Department agrees that the text in these paragraphs was confusing and made corrections to 
clarify the potential effects to this sensitive species. The text on page 2.3-43 of the Recirculated 
DEIR/EA maintains that the Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative, which is the selected 
preferred alternative, would affect approximately 10% of the yellow-tubered toothwort 
population, and the Bridge Preservation Alternative would affect approximately 5% of the plants. 
The text clarifies that approximately 100-200 of the plants would be removed under the 
Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative, and no more than 5% of the 1,000-2,000 plants 
would be removed by the Bridge Preservation Alternative.  

Response to Comment 8 
This comment recommends that the Department assess the occurrence of Acacia dealbata (silver 
wattle), an invasive plant species, within the Department’s right of way on SR 197 and US 199 
and include this species in the proposed invasive weed control program. No occurrences of this 
species were observed during botanical surveys for the seven proposed project locations. The 
Department will conduct invasive plant removal. 
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Response to Comment 9 
Since bat colonies can change roosting and natal sites from year to year, bat surveys will be 
conducted in May of each year prior to commencement of work at the Middle Fork Smith River 
Bridge and at other natural features providing habitat for bats.  Mitigation measures will be 
developed in consultation with CDFW if a bat colony is identified within the project impact area. 
Changes were made in the FEIR in section 2.3.4.4 to reflect this.  

Response to Comment 10 
The Department agrees with the CDFW on the importance of providing bat habitat when 
possible. The new bridge proposed at this site will be designed and maintained to provide for bat 
roosting habitat.  Revisions to bat roosting habitat were made in the Final ED in sections 2.3.4.2 
(Affected Environment) and 2.3.4.3(Environmental Consequences).  The following paragraphs 
are included in the FIER/EA Section 2.3.4.4:   

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

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

 



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

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

April 2013 
3.1-14 

 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Responses to California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Board) 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment refers to potential watershed impacts as a result of project implementation and 
offers recommendations for addressing water quality issues in future environmental documents 
under CEQA. The Department appreciates the guidelines presented by the Board and is 
committed to ensuring that impacts are avoided, minimized and/or mitigated. The Department 
will ensure that the proposed project will be in compliance with the latest edition of all 
applicable State and Federal permits and regulations.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
The Department is aware of the importance of surface waters and their contribution to overall 
health of the watershed. Although the Draft EIR/EA determined that there will be no significant 
impacts to wetlands and streams, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, such as 
the short-term requirements contained in the Department’s Construction Site BMP manual and 
an active SWPPP program that provides for BMP inspection and sampling, will reduce any 
temporary construction impacts of surface waters. The Department often cannot accommodate 
the recommended minimum 100-ft buffers for streams, watercourses, and wetlands since culvert 
or other work is often conducted within 100 feet of these waters. Where feasible and determined 
to be necessary, the Department specifies installation of Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) 
fencing in the bid package for the Contractor, to discourage foot traffic and serve as a visual 
reminder to avoid impacts to this sensitive area. No ESA fencing is proposed at streams, 
watercourses, and wetlands for this project since some form of culvert repair/replacement is 
planned for all culverts within limits of ground disturbance at each project location. The 
Department will ensure the proposed projects will be in compliance with the latest edition of all 
applicable State and Federal permits and regulations.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
As described in Section 2.2.2.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA, standard specifications, special 
provisions, and permit requirements will be implemented by the Department and reduce short-
term impacts as a result of stormwater runoff from the construction site. Also, the Department’s 
Construction Site BMP manual and an active SWPPP program will reduce any potential 
temporary construction impacts to water quality. The Department is planning to implement Low 
Impact Development into the design with the proposed use of a biostrip (i.e., a narrow 
biofiltration swale) at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. Biofiltration swales were included in 
the DEIR/EA as one potential option that would be considered for treating storm water runoff 
(see Section 2.3.2.4 and 2.4.13). The proposed biostrip would be placed northwest of the old 
bridge, in the vicinity of the abandoned northwest bridge abutment and existing unpaved, 
compacted road shoulder. The biostrip would collect storm water runoff, promote infiltration, 
trap sediment, and provide for pollutant removal. The Department will ensure the proposed 
projects will be in compliance with the latest edition of all applicable State and Federal permits 
and regulations.  
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment refers to potential hazardous materials impacts as a result of project 
implementation and cites California Code for addressing waste disposal. The comment also 
describes the General Requirements for the Reuse of Low Level Contaminated Solids as the 
Board will allow The Department to conduct some leach testing to evaluate materials for onsite 
reuse. Where the Department or the Contractor intends to reuse materials on-site as a cost-saving 
measure to the State, the Department is committed to characterizing the material in accordance 
with Title 27 CCR, or as directed by the Board, prior to using recycled materials on the project. 
As the comment states, the Department would prepare a reuse plan, if the material is indicated as 
suitable after testing, and submit this for review, consideration, and concurrence by the Board. 
Alternatively, the Department/Contractor may choose to avoid reusing materials and instead 
would properly dispose of materials at an appropriately licensed solid waste disposal and/or re-
use facility. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment discusses three different permits that might be required for the project. These 
permits are comprised of a Construction General Storm Water Permit, Waste Discharge 
Requirements or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs, and a 401 Water Quality Certification Permit. 
The Department will ensure the proposed project will be in compliance with the latest edition of 
all applicable State and Federal permits and regulations. The Department acknowledges that 
permits and regulations change over time, so the permits that were suggested as potentially being 
required in this comment may change by the time permit applications are submitted.  In addition, 
the Department acknowledges that it will apply, as necessary, for coverage under the 
Construction General Storm Water Permit.  A risk level analysis would also be prepared, as 
required, and strategic use of Low Impact Development, as feasible, would be incorporated. A 
401 Water Quality Certification would be applied for wherever dredge or fill is planned within 
waters of the United States. In order to expedite permit issuance, the Department would provide, 
to the best of its ability, a complete and accurate project description with consistent description 
of impact volume and/or area, suitable mitigation/revegetation plan(s), detailed storm water 
information, and provide an alternatives analysis for the project.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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California State Lands Commission 
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California State Lands Commission 
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Responses to California State Lands Commission 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) will need to rely on 
this CEQA document for issuance of a lease; however, as stated in Response to Comment 1, 
above, no lease should be required for work at any of the locations. This comment also states that 
a greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions determination should be made as a result of the project, an 
evaluation of cumulative effects resulting from GHG emissions, determination of significance of 
construction-related and cumulative effects, and identification of mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts found to be significant. It also includes suggestions for analysis programs and states that 
the CSLC would need to review the mitigation measures as part of the lease application process, 
although a lease would not be required according to Comment 1. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary to address this comment; however, revisions 
were made in Section 3.2.4 to update the document to provide the most current knowledge and 
requirements of the Department for climate change. 
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Response to Comment 3 

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

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

Response to Comment 1 
This comment does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates 
agreement with economic conclusions in the Community Impact Assessment technical report 
prepared for the Draft EIR/EA. This comment also lists others who support the proposed project. 

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

Response to Comment 1 
The commenter’s main focus includes concerns specific to the ESA and NOAA jurisdiction and 
the bridge replacement for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. In addition, the commenter favors 
the no-build or downstream bridge replacement alternative. The Patrick Creek Narrows Location 
2: Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative was selected as the preferred alternative. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.   

Response to Comment 2 
This comment requests more information about the proposed bridge replacement. In response: 
The proposed bridge would be a concrete arch bridge that spans the Middle Fork Smith River, 
above the ordinary high water mark. There will be no permanent piles below the ordinary high 
water (OHW) mark. There will be no rock slope protection (RSP) or construction for the viaduct 
below the OHW mark. A diversion is no longer proposed with selection of the Downstream 
Bridge Replacement Alternative as the preferred alternative and the current proposed 
construction techniques. There will be no new culvert outfalls below the OHW. There are no 
mitigation sites proposed because there are no permanent significant impacts to sensitive fish 
species.  

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

Response to Comment 1 
The comment is regarding the geologic occurrence of naturally-occurring asbestos and 
associated regulations. Section 2.4.9 of the Draft EIR/EA details avoidance and minimization 
measures (e.g. Standard Special Provisions) the Department will implement during construction 
that will reduce the potential impacts relating to naturally-occurring asbestos.   

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

Following is the index to written comments submitted by the following organizations:  

• Center for Biological Diversity 

• Environmental Protection Information Center 

• Friends of Del Norte – attachments 

• Sullivan, Mike, Del Norte County Board of Supervisors – comment card 

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

Response to Comment 1 
The comment states that the Draft EIR/EA fails to meet the procedural and substantive 
requirements of NEPA and CEQA and serves as an introductory sentence to the remaining 
comments in the letter. The Department respectfully disagrees with this comment. Specific 
concerns regarding the proposed failures are addressed in the following responses to this letter.  

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary.   

Response to Comment 2 
This comment correctly states that the Department assumes the role of the lead federal agency 
for compliance with NEPA and other federal regulations through the congressional delegation of 
authority and a Memorandum of Understanding between Caltrans and FHWA. It further states 
that NEPA requires a hard look at environmental consequences and provides for the broad 
dissemination of environmental information. Most of this comment consists of the steps as part 
of the NEPA process including references to various case law involving NEPA cases. The 
comment asserts that an EA is insufficient under certain circumstances and that an EIS should 
then be prepared, and it also states what Caltrans must consider in preparing an EA. The 
comment does not specifically assert that an EIS should be prepared for the proposed project. 
Since the comment is informational and does not make assertions regarding whether Caltrans 
met or failed to meet the above-mentioned requirements, no further response is required. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment outlines the CEQA process and the development of an EIR. The comment also 
asserts that the Department must disclose environmental impacts and propose specific, 
enforceable, and potentially feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that would avoid or 
lessen significant impacts of the project. It also states that the Department must also consider 
cumulative impacts of the project. Since the comment is informational and does not make 
assertions regarding whether the Department met or failed to meet the above-mentioned 
requirements, no further response is required. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 4 
 
This comment states that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate NEPA 
document for this project, and that the DEIR/EA fails to provide a convincing statement of 
reasons why an EIS was not prepared. The Department conducted an Environmental Assessment 
(EA) under NEPA and determined that there are no significant impacts, and accordingly 
proceeded to prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  The Department believes the 
DEIR/EA does include a convincing statement of reasons about why the project will not have a 
significant impact.   
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The comment also states that the project will have significant impacts on endangered species and 
critical habitat. The DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA discusses why there are no significant impacts to 
state or federal listed species or critical habitat in Section 2.3.5. 

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

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

Response to Comment 5 
The comment is incorrect in asserting that the Draft EIR/EA concluded that the Project’s growth-
inducing impacts “will be less than significant—indeed, almost negligible—due to the many 
other constraints on growth in Del Norte and Humboldt Counties.” The conclusion that the 
project is not expected to result in substantially adverse effects as a result of growth induced in 
Del Norte County or Humboldt County was based primarily on the small amount of growth 
estimated to be generated by the project, not on “other constraints to growth.” As discussed on 
page 2.1-45 of the Draft EIR/EA, the estimated upper-range population growth anticipated to 
result from potential near-term business expansion is 78 for Del Norte County and 101 for 
Humboldt County. For both counties, the population increase would be less than 0.3% of 2008 
population levels, and across the two counties the increase would be about 0.1% of the 2008 
population (Draft EIR/EA page 2.1-45). This growth estimate was based on results of the 
producer/exporter business survey conducted for the traffic analysis and not on a consideration 
of potential growth constraints. The discussion of other constraints to growth in the region on 
page 2.1-45 of the Draft EIR/EA was provided for contextual purposes and to provide additional 
information on why growth generated by the project is not anticipated to be substantial.  

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 6  
This comment states that collision data provided in the DEIR/EA do not indicate that the 
proposed project would alleviate safety concerns discussed on DEIR/EA page 1-9, even though 
the DEIR/EA page 1-9 states that safety is a secondary purpose of the project, and none of the 
collision data indicate that large trucks offtracking while passing in opposite directions have 
caused accidents. This project was not developed in response to historical collision data; rather, 
the project need involves achieving consistency with federal and state legislation and regional 
programs, plans, and policies that require and/or encourage STAA truck access (see Grouped 
Response #1). The DEIR/EA, page 1-9, states that the secondary purpose of the project is to 
enhance safety on SR 197–US 199 for automobiles, trucks, and other large vehicles at the 
proposed project locations, and “Safety-enhancing improvements, including wider lanes, wider 
shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances, would provide a roadway that is 
easier to maneuver for all users…”  This does not mention collision history data, and the 
improvements are not proposed due to collision history. Additionally, STAA trucks are typically 
not allowed on the 197/199 corridor, so there is not adequate data on STAA-truck collisions; 
however, the proposed improvements would enhance safety for all users.  By making 
improvements to accommodate STAA trucks, the prohibition for STAA vehicles would be 
removed, the 197/199 corridor would be consistent with federal and state legislation and regional 
programs, plans, and policies, and the safety and operation of US 199 and SR 197 would be 
enhanced for all users. The commenter’s proposed alternatives would not achieve consistency 
with the above legislation or regional programs, plans, and policies or the purpose and need of 
the project since they would not necessarily affect offtracking by STAA trucks. 

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

No changes to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to provide adequate information to substantiate the 
conclusion that the project’s traffic impacts will be less than significant, and that the document 
failed to clarify when and where the increase of 92 trucks per day would occur. The increase of 
92 trucks per day is a result of the product of short-term truck growth, short-term to long-term 
induced travel effect, and future background truck growth based on 20-year linear growth 
factors. For analysis purposes, the 92-truck increase per day is based on the year 2030 (as stated 
on pages 2.1-69 through 2.1-71 of the Draft EIR/EA and in Chapter 2 of the Traffic Analysis 
Report [Fehr & Peers 2010]). This increase in truck volumes is expected to occur on the 197/199 
corridor by the year 2030, if the proposed project is constructed. 

The projected 92 truck per day increase by 2030 assumes consistent economic growth each year 
for the entire 20-year period.  In the event of economic down times, such as what is being 
experienced currently by the region, state, and nation, the projected truck increase could be much 
lower than what was estimated by the traffic study. The estimated 92-truck increase per day by 
2030 equates to about 10 trucks per hour in the peak period or one additional truck every six 
minutes. It is very unlikely that this very small increase in truck traffic will even be noticeable by 
the traveling public or residents living or working within the corridor in the Year 2030. Per the 
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Department’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (State of California 
Department of Transportation December 20021), which was referenced in DEIR/EA Section 
2.1.5.1, the minimum threshold for "significant impact" is between 50-100 trips per peak-hour. 
The proposed peak hourly increase of 10 trucks per hour (or 92 trucks per day) in 2030 falls well 
below the "significant impact" criteria. Regarding the assertion that there could be an increase in 
STAA trucks essentially using US 101 as an alternate interregional north-south corridor to 
Interstate 5 (with the simultaneous completion of the Richardson Grove Project), it would be 
economically infeasible for trucks to use this route for anything other than movement of goods to 
and from existing activities in the area, because this route would have more miles and drive time 
than the Interstate 5 route. 

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

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

All technical documents supporting the Draft EIR/EA are made available for public review as 
stated on the second page of the Draft EIR/EA under “General Information about This 
Document,” at the Department’s District 1 office located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA. The 
DEIR/EA and all technical documents were also made available for review at the public library 
                                                      
1 accessed at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf on 5/4/12 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf
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in Crescent City, CA, as noted in the public notice for the announcement of the public hearing 
and availability of project information during circulation of the DEIR/EA for this project. 

See Grouped Response #9 for more information regarding the methodology of the traffic study.  

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA fails to analyze, disclose, and identify adequate 
mitigation for impacts to “old-growth redwoods.” The Department has selected the Two-Foot 
Widening in Spot Locations Alternative as the preferred alternative, and no significant impacts 
are anticipated from this alternative since no large trees (> 36 inch dbh) will be cut. This is 
considered a feasible alternative that will incur the least amount of impacts to trees and under 
which no significant impacts, i.e. no cutting of large redwood trees, would occur. See Grouped 
Response #4 potential impacts to trees. 

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

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

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

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to analyze, disclose, and identify adequate 
mitigation for impacts to endangered species, and that the project would have significant impacts 
to threatened and endangered species, including marbled murrelet, northern spotted owl, and 
coho salmon. See the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA Section 2.3.5 and the Biological Assessment to 
USFWS and NMFS impacts to listed species. In summary, the Department determined after 
circulation of the DEIR/EA that proposed bridge replacement at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 
2 could and would be constructed so that no heavy equipment and only minimal temporary foot 
traffic would occur within the live channel, and there would be no water diversion for bridge 
construction; therefore, there would be no lethal take of listed fish species. No critical habitat for 
listed species would be removed for any of the proposed locations, and there would be no lethal 
take of any listed species. The proposed work will not impact marbled murrelet (MAMU) or 
northern spotted owl (NSO) nesting habitat.  Construction techniques and activities will be 
implemented to avoid or minimize impacts to MAMU or NSO.  Any effects will be negligible 
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and temporary and will not jeopardize the continuation of these or any federally or state listed 
species. Since there will be no lethal take of listed species or take of critical habitat and no 
cutting of large redwood trees, the Department finds that there would be no significant, adverse 
effects on the environment, particularly with the Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures listed in Sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, and Chapter 3, and there is no requirement to 
prepare an EIS under NEPA. 

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

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

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

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to adequately disclose and analyze the project’s 
contribution to climate change. The Draft EIR/EA has been modified to clarify the existing / 
baseline conditions for purposes of comparing the project impacts pursuant to CEQA.  Sections 
updated include Traffic and Transportation, Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, and Climate 
Change.   

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

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

Response to Comment 11 
The comment states that the Draft EIR/EA fails to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives, that 
the DEIR/EA fails to consider non-build alternatives to address safety concerns, and that the 
purpose and need of the project has not been established. Please see the revised purpose and need 
sections in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification and support 
of the project purpose and need. Please refer to Grouped Response #7 for a discussion of 
adequate range of alternatives. Also, see Grouped Response #7 and Response to Comment 6 for 
Center for Biological Diversity regarding consideration of no-build options, as mentioned in this 
comment. Ultimately, the “no-build” options that the comment suggests, including consideration 
of implementing reduced speed limits, signage, improved lighting, enhanced enforcement, and a 
legislative exemption from STAA restrictions similar to that currently provided for moving vans 
to be extended to additional categories of vehicles, would not address the problem of large 
vehicles offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane and would not meet the purpose and need of 
the project, and they would not achieve consistency with the federal and state legislation or the 
regional programs, plans, or policies. Furthermore, the 197/199 corridor cannot safely 
accommodate STAA traffic as it currently exists, so a legislative exemption is not a feasible 
solution.   

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment states that The Center for Biological Diversity objects to the proposed project but 
does not comment on the DEIR/EA.  
 
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
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Responses to Environmental Protection Information Center 

Response to Comment 1 
The comment states that the project is incomprehensible, and that the labyrinth of outcomes in 
the combined four projects has significant environmental, economic, and social impacts. It also 
requests an extension of the comment deadline and recommends the no-build alternative.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EA failed to identify cumulative impacts that the project 
will have on the region as a whole. Please refer to Section 2.5, Cumulative Impacts, for the 
cumulative impact analysis in the DEIR/EA. Additional projects have developed since 
circulation of the DEIR/EA, so revisions to Section 2.5 were made to address the new projects. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that the Department should address needed repairs for current and 
predictable conditions instead of planning the proposed project. The primary purpose of the 
project includes Federal requirements that the Department must meet. Addressing current safety 
issues is one of several benefits of the project. There are several other projects being developed 
in this corridor to address maintenance, repair, and improvement needs. Please see Chapter 1 of 
the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Responses #1 and #2 for a clarification of the project need and 
additional benefits of the project.  

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 6 
This comment states that the project’s monetary costs would be great and cites varying cost 
estimates. Cost estimates are anticipated to vary, depending on the project details and cost of 
materials at the time of the estimate, and knowing that costs of materials fluctuate annually. See 
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits. The Community Impact 
Assessment (Trott 2010) describes the economic benefits of the project and the Del Norte Local 
Transportation Commission Goods Movement Plan (DNLTC 2007) considers this project to be a 
high economic priority for the county. 

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 9  
This comment states that ecological impacts that cannot be mitigated include the removal of 
large redwood trees and numerous other tree removals in other locations.  It also states that tree 
root impacts were not adequately identified, root impacts may be extensive, and “these methods 
are experimental and have not been proven safe for long-term tree health.” See Grouped 
Response #4 for further discussion regarding potential impacts to trees.   
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Revisions in the FEIR/EA Section 1.3.7 were made to indicate the selected preferred alternatives, 
including the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative, which avoids cutting large 
redwood trees, and to clarify root impact analysis for large trees that would not be cut but would 
be near proposed construction activities. Section 2.3.1 of the DEIR/EA was updated with new 
information on tree impacts, based on the Forester/Arborist Report (Caltrans 2012), and was 
recirculated for public comment.  

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment states that the traffic study inflated the number of trips per day for lily producers 
and requests a new analysis. A shared goal of California Environmental Quality Act and 
National Environmental Policy Act is to ensure that potential environmental impacts of a project 
are adequately disclosed; therefore a conservative approach is typically taken to ensure that 
potential impacts are not missed.  The traffic analysis for the proposed project follows this 
conservative approach and analyzes the peak hour conditions of traffic on a spring/summer day 
when lily bulbs may be likely to be shipped.  Recommended practice documents from the 
Transportation Research Board do not recommend, and the Department does not analyze, traffic 
on an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) basis. 

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment questions the expenditure of the proposed project funding for the number of 
additional average daily STAA trucks that the commenter calculated and stated in the previous 
comment and questions what the threshold of need is for what the commenter considers an 
expensive project. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and need section of 



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

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

April 2013 
3.2-33 

 

Chapter 1 in the FEIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See Grouped Response #2 
for a discussion of costs versus benefits of the proposed project. 

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment questions whether remote communities will rely less on shipping and more on 
local self-sufficiency, and whether the needs of the lily bulb producers could be met by a simpler 
and cheaper solution, such as redesigning lily bulb packaging to accommodate preservation of 
the bulbs. Alternative shipping technologies are speculative and not a reasonably foreseeable 
alternative to this project.  The traffic analysis is based on current shipping methods and needs of 
shippers and producers in the region. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and 
need section of Chapter 1 in the FEIR/EA for more information on purpose and need.  

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states that public scoping requests for alternatives were not addressed, specifically 
that locations on US 199 needed fixing to address accidents; public controversy for STAA 
improvements on the 197/199 corridor were ignored, and mandatory exemptions for STAA 
improvements are likely to result in unsafe STAA conditions. It also mentions that another 
commenter requested an alternative for safety improvements without allowing STAA trucks on 
US 199. 

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 15 
This comment asks why the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet was not included in the 
DEIR/EA and specifically mentions an area at PM 6.5 as being a narrow curve that the comment 
suggests seems like it would not accommodate STAA trucks. The Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of 
US 199 was identified in preliminary studies (see DEIR/EA Section 1.2.2) used by the 
Department to identify potential locations that may need improvements to allow STAA access 
while avoiding STAA trucks offtracking into the opposite traffic lane. The Department made 
final selection of which locations would need improvements to allow STAA truck access while 
avoiding offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane by using computer modeling software 
(AutoTURN; see DEIR/EA Section 1.2.2 and Grouped Response #8). Only the two locations on 
SR 197 and five locations on US 199 that are included in the proposed project showed STAA 
trucks offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane using AutoTURN. All other locations that were 
identified in the above-mentioned reports, including the Hiouchi-to-Gasquet section of US 199, 
were removed from further consideration for this project because they did not show offtracking 
by STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane, and therefore they did not address the project 
purpose and need.  See Grouped Response #8 for further discussion of how the Department’s 
truck tracking trials and AutoTURN software were used to determine which locations needed to 
be addressed to allow safe STAA access. Also, see Response to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comment 14 for details on investigations by the Department’s Traffic 
Safety unit and new projects that will address non-STAA safety concerns between Hiouchi and 
Gasquet. 

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 16 
This comment states that safe STAA access will not be met at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 
1 and 3 because mandatory design exceptions would be required. See Response to 
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 8 and 14 for a discussion regarding 
mandatory design exceptions and Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety. Also, 
the Department considers safe STAA access to be STAA truck travel that avoids offtracking of 
STAA trucks into the oncoming traffic lane; therefore, mandatory design exceptions do not relate 
to, and are not a measure of, the Department’s consideration of safe STAA access. 

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 17 
This comment does not provide a comment on the DEIR/EA. The comment mentions text in the 
DEIR/EA regarding excavation of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, past geologic 
instability, anticipated rockfall, and mandatory design exceptions. See Response to 
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information 
regarding design exceptions, Grouped Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and 
Grouped Response #10 and Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s 
Comment 19 regarding geologic instability. 
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The comment also includes a statement about significant scenic impacts that cannot be mitigated, 
but the comment does not state where or what the statement is specifically referring to. See 
Grouped Response #3 for discussions regarding visual resources and effects. 

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 18 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment repeats a portion 
of the Draft EIR/EA regarding the alternative of widening toward the river at The Narrows that 
was considered but eliminated from further discussion and mentions that sliver cuts will be done 
instead. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 19 
This comment considers the threat of rockslides to be a significant public health hazard and the 
proposed permanent rock retaining curtain walls to be a significant scenic detriment. Please see 
Grouped Response #3 regarding a discussion of visual effects and Grouped Response #10 for a 
discussion about proposed cut slopes and geological stability.  

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 20 
This comment recommends a “safety only” alternative. This comment does not provide a 
comment on the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Grouped Response #7 for a discussion of the "safety 
only" alternative. 

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

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA failed to demonstrate need for the purpose of the project, 
particularly with the traffic surveys, and the traffic study makes erroneous and misleading 
calculations about additional daily trucks. See Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and 
need section of Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for discussions on purpose and need.  Please see 
Grouped Response #9 regarding the comment that the traffic study makes erroneous and 
misleading calculations about additional daily trucks. 

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the traffic study provided an inflated, inaccurate figure for the 
anticipated number of STAA trucks per day. Please see Grouped Response #9 regarding the 
comment that the DEIR/EA traffic study makes erroneous and misleading calculations about 
additional daily trucks. 
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No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that the number of trucks per day, for lily producers and the overall 
additional trucks per day after construction and by the year 2030, and the annual growth rate 
from the traffic study seem inaccurate. See the Response to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comment 11. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment questions the monetary cost for the project, particularly if the number of 
additional trucks is so low. Please see Grouped Response #1 and the revised purpose and need 
section of Chapter 1 in the final EIR/EA for more information on purpose and need. See 
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits of the proposed project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment questions whether remote communities will rely less on shipping and more on 
local self-sufficiency, and whether the needs of the lily bulb producers could be met by a simpler 
and cheaper solution, such as redesigning lily bulb packaging to accommodate preservation of 
the bulbs. See Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 13, which 
addressed the same topics as for this comment. Additionally, economic benefits would extend 
beyond lily bulb producers. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment asks why the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet, including PM 6.2 to 12.87, are 
not included in the project locations. See Response to Environmental Protection Information 
Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for a discussion of why this area is not included in the project, and 
see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of speed limits and enforcement, safety and how 
project locations were determined. 

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that the goal of providing safe STAA access will not be met at Patrick 
Creek Narrows Locations 1 and 3 due to mandatory design exceptions for geologic instability, 
and it quotes two pages of the DEIR/EA that mention the inability to meet Department standards 
for shoulder width at these locations. See Response to Environmental Protection Information 
Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information regarding design exceptions. Grouped 
Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and Grouped Response #10 and Response to 
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 19 regarding geologic instability. 

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 11 
This comment does not provide a comment on the DEIR/EA and is similar to Environmental 
Protection Information Center’s Comment 17. The comment mentions text in the DEIR/EA 
regarding excavation of the slope at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2, past geologic instability, 
anticipated rockfall, and mandatory design exceptions. See Response to Environmental 
Protection Information Center’s Comments 8, 14, and 16 for more information regarding 
mandatory exceptions, Grouped Response #8 regarding discussions on safety, and Grouped 
Response #10 and Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 19 
regarding geologic instability. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 12 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA and is similar to the Response 
to the Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comment 18. The commenter paraphrases 
and quotes portions of the Draft EIR/EA regarding the alternative of widening toward the river at 
The Narrows that was considered but eliminated from further discussion and includes a quote 
regarding sliver cuts that will be done instead. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment states concern regarding the Cut Slope Alternative for Washington Curve, 
specifically regarding the potential for rockfall and “pop-outs” after construction. The 
commenter requests clarification for the term “pop-outs.” To clarify this term, when a slope is 
first excavated there is a period where the slope may relax (i.e., settle) and/or dilate (i.e., expand) 
due to changes in stress on the new slope face induced by the excavation.  Sometimes, in 
response to the changes in slope stress, slope failures (i.e., rockfall or landslides) occur.  Failures 
of this nature are often referred to as pop-outs.  They tend to be localized and of a limited extent. 
See Grouped Response #3 and Section 1.3.7.4 in the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding a 
discussion of how the selected preferred alternative, the Cut Slope Alternative, would result in 
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more exposed rock compared to soil, with the new cut slope anticipated to be relatively stable. 
See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding geologic instability.  

Response to Comment 14 
This comment states that permanent rock curtain retaining walls are a significant scenic 
detriment and that the increased falling rock hazards from new cut slopes would be a significant 
public health hazard that could not fully be mitigated. See Grouped Response #3 regarding a 
discussion of visual impacts and slope stability. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion 
about geological stability.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 15 
This comment states that the cumulative hazard impacts from existing and newly planned slope 
cuts is a substantial hazard that cannot be mitigated adequately. Please see Grouped Response 
#10 regarding stability of slopes and concern for geologic instability. Also, see the 
Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography portion of Section 2.5.3.2 regarding a consideration of 
cumulative effects and geologic resources, which includes slope stability. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 16 
This comment states that there would be significant impacts with disruption of traffic, including 
nighttime closures at Washington Curve and full highway closures without detour for one hour 
delays at Patrick Creek Narrows Locations 1 to 3. See Grouped Response #2 and FEIR/EA 
Sections 2.4.3 and 2.5.3.2 for discussions regarding traffic delays. 

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 17 
This comment states concern that the DEIR/EA did not recognize the community of Hiouchi 
along SR 197, that the residents along SR 197 and close to US 199 consider the area to be part of 
the community of Hiouchi, and that there would be community disruption due to the proposed 
project allowing STAA truck access, which would affect the frequent crossing of SR 197 by 
residents. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of truck traffic and effects on local 
communities. That response considers the area between SR 197 and Gasquet, including Hiouchi, 
when discussing effects to local communities. See the Response to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comment 8 for a discussion regarding anticipated effects to communities 
along SR 197 and US 199 if the proposed project is constructed.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 18 
The comment states concern that the proposed project would require extensive right-of-way 
acquisition of many small parcels on SR 197, including removal of roadside buffers and 
vegetation that would increase exposure of homes to noise in the absence of vegetative 
screening. It also states that some homes would become significantly devalued and questions the 
ability to adequately mitigate these effects. See Response to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comment 8 for a discussion of right-of-way acquisitions associated with 
the proposed project. See Section 2.2.6 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA regarding noise and 
vibration. In summary, no adverse noise and vibration effects from traffic are anticipated. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 19 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA did a good job of identifying where potential tree 
removals would be, but it did not identify where or how many tree root systems would be 
affected. The comment also states that only one DEIR/EA paragraph discusses mitigation for 
root damage and that the proposed mitigation of using hand tools could significantly damage and 
kill trees. It also requests information to evaluate and mitigate potential tree root effects and 
states that [setting aside] protected lands is the mitigation of the commenter’s choice. The 
Department conducted an additional study and recirculated new information on this topic. No 
large redwoods (>36 inches dbh) would be substantially impacted by the preferred alternative. 
See Group Response #4 and the Forester/Arborist Report for more information.  

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

Response to Comment 20 
This comment requests replacement of threatened and endangered species habitat that would be 
removed with construction of the proposed project. No nesting habitat for the federally listed 
northern spotted owl (NSO) or marbled murrelet (MAMU) will be affected.  The areas that 
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would be altered by the proposed project are areas immediately adjacent to the roadway that are 
of low quality as foraging and dispersal habitat for NSO and MAMU.  There is no statutory 
requirement for compensatory mitigation of dispersal and foraging habitat for federally listed 
species.   

The marbled murrelet (MAMU) is also state listed.  The California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) requires “full mitigation” for take of state-listed species.  Take is only considered as 
killing under CESA. No take of MAMU is anticipated under CESA.  No MAMU nesting or 
foraging habitat will be affected. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 21 
This comment expresses support for the No-Build alternative but also supports safety enhancing 
projects that do not involve STAA truck access. See the Response to Grouped Comment #7 for a 
discussion regarding the “safety only” alternative. See Draft and Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.2.8 
for a discussion of the No Build Alternative, and see Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.7 for a discussion 
of identification of a preferred alternative for each location, which includes further discussion of 
the No Build Alternative. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 22 
This comment states preference for the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative for 
Ruby 2, the Downstream Bridge Replacement Alternative with arch bridge option for Patrick 
Creek Narrows Location 2, and the Retaining Wall Alternative for Washington Curve. See the 
Final EIR/EA Section 1.3.7 for a discussion of the preferred alternative for each location, 
including the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative for Ruby 2 and the Downstream 
Bridge Replacement Alternative with arch bridge option for Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. 
The Department selected the Cut Slope Alternative for Washington Curve for several reasons, 
including two seasons of construction instead of three for the Retaining Wall Alternative, the 
magnitude of the proposed wall that would have an unprecedented length and width for US 199 
and a resulting greater visual effect than the Cut Slope Alternative would have. See Final 
EIR/EA Section 1.3.7.4 for a detailed discussion regarding the preferred alternative at 
Washington Curve. See Grouped Response #3 for a discussion of visual effects that were 
anticipated to occur if the Retaining Wall Alternative was selected for Washington Curve. 

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

 
 

Response to Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS) 

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

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

Following is the index to 25 individual written comments. All written comments submitted by 
the following individuals can be found in alphabetical order by last name. 

• Bankston, Oedus & Solveg 

• Bankston, Oedus – comment card 

• Bankston, Solveg – comment card 

• Bertrand, Wendy Scott 

• Brown, Susan 

• Bruce, Donald 

• Bruce, Doreen 

• Cooper, Eileen 

• Czapla, Carol 

• Devlin-Craig, Brenda 

• Elicker, Norberto – comment card 

• Hague, Joe 

• Miller, Ken 

• Nowliss, Gekrgia – comment card 

• Pederson, Richard – comment card 

• Pounds, Jacob 

• PoWeps, Vern 

• Quick, Erika & Tony – comment card 

• Rupert, DeAnn – 3 comment cards 

• Simkhovitch, Perrianne – comment card 

• Souza, Ted 

• Zuehlke, Elmer 

• Zuehlke, John 
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Bankston, Oedus & Solveg 

 

 
 

Response to Oedus & Solveg Bankston 

Response to Comment 1 
The comment states concern for a particular tree near or on their property as well as for “old 
redwoods” in general. The specific tree the comment refers to was reviewed by the project 
Design Engineer for potential to be cut, and the Design Engineer confirmed that the specific tree 
will not be cut.  No redwood trees with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed or 
substantially affected by the preferred alternative.  Where excavation is planned near redwoods 
with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be taken to protect the roots. For details 
regarding the protocol for work conducted near roots of large redwoods, see Grouped Response 
#4.  

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

 
 

Response to Oedus Bankston 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that Ruby 2 should be left alone other than a bit of widening on the hill side. 
The Department’s Design Engineer considered options for widening on either side of the road at 
Ruby 2 and determined that widening on the hill side, as proposed, would require cutting large 
redwood trees as well as either excavation of a high, steep slope into the already steep slope in 
the middle of the location’s limits, which could lead to an unstable slope in that area, or 
construction of a retaining wall. The slope is primarily soil and likely would not maintain its new 
higher, potentially steep shape if excavated unless a retaining wall was installed. A retaining wall 
would be very costly, create an unnecessary visual effect, and is unnecessary since the Design 
Engineer was able to create a proposed design that would avoid cutting large redwood trees and 
minimize other negative environmental effects while allowing for increased sight distance and 
safe STAA truck access.  

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



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-4 

 

The comment also asks if the pictures of Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 are backwards. The Department 
reviewed pictures in the DEIR/EA and found that there appear to be no pictures that are 
incorrectly identified. 

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

 
 

Response to Solveg Bankston 

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

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states support for the No Build Alternative, maintenance of and improvements for 
the highway to maintain navigability, and replacement of bridges as deemed necessary, but it 
states that the proposed project would not make the SR 197-US 199 corridor safe for STAA 
trucks due to remaining tight curves, short sight distances, and narrow or no shoulders. See 
Grouped Response #8 for discussions regarding safety and how the Department’s truck tracking 
trials and computer modeling software were used to determine which locations needed to be 
addressed to allow safe STAA access. Also, see Response to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 regarding why Gasquet and Hiouchi are not included 
as project locations and traffic safety investigations in the vicinity of Hiouchi and Gasquet.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

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

The comment also states concern for a portion of SR 197 where there is a lack of guard rail, there 
are no shoulders, the bank is reportedly undercut, and the commenter is concerned that the road 
could not withstand the weight of STAA trucks. Regarding the narrow section of SR 197 above 
the river, a post mile was not referenced, but it is likely that the commenter is referring to the 
area at PM 5.70. This location was under construction in 2012 for emergency slide repair. The 
project added more shoulder, a metal beam guard rail and cable mesh on the slope above the 
roadway to prevent rockfall. With respect to vehicle weight, STAA trucks are subject to the same 
weight limits as truck traffic that currently uses the route, so the road should be able to withstand 
the weight of STAA trucks.  



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-15 

 

Sight distance on a route is addressed on a project-by project basis, either by correction of the 
problem or design exceptions, when correction of the problem is impractical. If warranted, sight 
distance on a route or portion of a route may be assessed by the Traffic Safety office. A design 
exception for stopping sight distance will be obtained for a portion of the Ruby 2 project, as sight 
distance is limited by a cut bank, large redwoods and/or large redwood stumps.  No sight-
distance exception is expected to be needed on the Ruby 1 Project. See Response to 
Environmental Protection Center Comments 8, 14, and 16 for further discussion regarding design 
exceptions.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
The comment states that the accident rate between Hiouchi and Gasquet is very high. Please see 
the Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 and 
Grouped Response #8 for more information speed limits and on why Hiouchi and Gasquet and 
the surrounding areas are not included in the proposed project. The letter from September 16, 
2008 was forwarded on to the Traffic Safety Office.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states concern for emergency and California Department of Corrections (CDC) 
vehicles travelling through the corridor during construction. As discussed several places in 
Chapters 1 and 2 of the DEIR/EA, emergency vehicle and CDC vehicle access through the 
construction zone will be addressed in the project's Transportation Management Plan (TMP).  
The contractor will be required to give Emergency vehicles priority through the work zone by 
the contract specifications.  The Department will also work closely with the CDC to also insure 
that priority through the work zone is given to any CDC vehicles carrying inmates and that the 
CDC is able to provide any additional security measures within the work zone if needed. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states concern for economic effects on the tourism industry. See Grouped 
Response #2 for a discussion regarding access and circulation impacts and measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts on access and circulation, including for tourists and travelers using the SR 
197/US 199 corridor.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 
The comment questions the purpose and need of the project; it does not otherwise address the 
DEIR/EA, other than to summarize the results of the trucking survey in the traffic study. See 
Grouped Response #1 for discussion and clarification concerning the project’s purpose and need. 

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

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA does not address specific sections of roadway for STAA 
access that were cited in a 2005 Caltrans report. All 12 of the sites in were either addressed by 
previous projects, are being addressed by this project, or were reevaluated and determined to not 
be a constriction to STAA traffic.  

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

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that there are safety concerns at sites not included within the project. These 
sites are not restricting STAA vehicle access and are thus outside of the purpose and need of the 
project.  

One of the tools that the Department’s Traffic Safety Office uses is the calculation of collision 
rates. Collision rates are based on the number of reported collisions in a certain time period and 
the average daily traffic of that location. To insure that the limited funds available for upgrading 
existing roads will be spent at locations where it will result in the greatest safety benefit to the 
highway user, we compare the collision rates of specified locations to the statewide average 
collision rates for similar facilities.  

The collision rates for the locations the commenter mentions were compared to the statewide 
average collision rates for similar facilities for the most recent 5 years of available data (1/1/2005 
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to 12/31/2009).  Collision rates and data for the 11 half-mile segments and 1 one-mile segment 
(the Hiouchi Market/business area) were requested, as well as the eight intersections identified 
by the Department’s Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) that lie within 
these segments. Of these locations, three segments and three intersections had collision rates that 
were greater than the statewide average and for each the collision history was reviewed.  Of 
these six locations, the Department recommended improvements for one intersection where a 
“Side Road” symbol warning sign will be installed to warn southbound US 199 motorists of the 
upcoming South Fork Road intersection.  Of the other five reviewed locations, there were no 
discernible collision patterns upon which to recommend roadway improvements.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment suggests reducing speed limits through some sections of 199 and 197 as a safety 
measure. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of speed reduction in Hiouchi and Gasquet. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5  
This comment expresses concern over safety within the Gasquet and Hiouchi communities. 
Again, the Department shares your concern over the problem of excessive speeds and traffic 
safety.  Accordingly, we have set the current speed limit through both Gasquet and Hiouchi at 50 
mph because after conducting a series of studies, we believe this speed limit is appropriate to 
best facilitate the safe and orderly movement of traffic through these sections.  For the 
community of Gasquet, four field surveys including speed studies have been conducted since 
February 2008. Additional information on speed limits and safety can be found in the Response 
to Grouped Response #8. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 

This comment requested information on federal standards for vehicular noise in residential areas. 
For highway transportation projects with FHWA involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 CFR 772) govern the analysis and 
abatement of traffic noise impacts. 23 CFR 772 provides procedures for preparing operational 
and construction noise studies and evaluating noise abatement considered for federal and federal-
aid highway projects. Under 23 CFR 772, projects are categorized as Type I or Type II projects. 
FHWA defines a Type I project as a proposed federal or federal-aid highway project for the 
construction of a highway on a new location or the physical alteration of an existing highway 
that significantly changes either the horizontal or vertical alignment or increases the number of 
through-traffic lanes. A Type II project is a noise barrier retrofit project that involves no changes 
to highway capacity or alignment. 

Type I projects include those that create a completely new noise source, as well as those that 
increase the volume or speed of traffic or move the traffic closer to a receiver. Type I projects 
include the addition of an interchange, ramp, auxiliary lane, or truck-climbing lane to an existing 
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highway or the widening of an existing ramp by a full lane width for its entire length. Projects 
unrelated to increased noise levels, such as striping, lighting, signing, and landscaping projects, 
are not considered Type I projects. 

This project does not meet the definition of a Type I project. Therefore, no noise analysis or 
consideration of noise abatement is required for the operational impacts of this project. A Noise 
Study Report was prepared however, to address construction noise. 

No mitigation measures, such as a soundwall, are considered for this project because the type of 
work or highway improvements involved in this project is unlikely to cause a substantial 
temporary or permanent increase in traffic noise to the adjacent land users.   

Pages 2.2-54 through 2.2-56 of the Draft EIR/EA discuss existing noise levels in relation to 
future noise levels. Predicted traffic volumes and traffic noise levels as compared between the 
2030 no build and the 2030 build condition indicate that the project will not result in a 
perceptible increase in operational traffic noise.  

In addition, the projected increase in truck traffic will not substantially increase ground vibration 
caused by trucks because of the relatively small increase in truck volumes and the fact that trucks 
with a proper suspension and pneumatic tires are not a substantial source of vibration unless 
there are substantial discontinuities in the roadway surface. No operational adverse noise and 
vibration impacts from traffic are anticipated; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

A copy of the Noise Study Report provided to the interested parties upon request may be helpful 
to further clarify any questions regarding the noise analysis for this project.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
This comment states concern that slower speeds used in the truck trials in the March 2006 STAA 
study may have resulted in some dangerous/questionable areas being overlooked. Trucks will 
offtrack more at lower speeds. See Response to Friends of Del Norte Comment 9 for a discussion 
regarding truck speeds during trials. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 8 
This comment questions the purpose and need for the project, states that the route will never be 
safe for STAA vehicles and expresses support for the “No Build” Alternative. There are several 
factors involved in the decision to pursue this project and the Department has strived to design 
the proposed project so that it would meet the purpose and need while minimizing costs and 
avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts. See Grouped Response #1 for details regarding 
the purpose and need of the project. Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding 
safety of STAA vehicles. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Responses to Eileen Cooper 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment informs that concerns were raised in 2008 regarding the area between Gasquet 
and Hiouchi and that data presented highlighting these concerns was ignored in the DEIR. See 
Response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for a 
discussion of the area between Hiouchi and Gasquet and Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion 
about reduced speed zones in Gasquet. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
The comment requests that the deadline for delivery of public comments be extended because the 
Department’s safety engineer was not available to discuss the project until late August, 2010, and 
the commenter stated that assistance was needed to understand safety engineering documents.  

As explained in an email response dated August 10, 2010, the Draft EIR/EA and supporting 
technical studies were available at the Department’s District 1 office and Del Norte County 
Library in Crescent City. . Public comments on the Draft EIR/EA were officially accepted 
between June 29 through August 23, 2010. The California Environmental Quality Act mandates 
a minimum of 45 days be provided for the public review of an Environmental Impact Report 
(Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15105). The National Environmental Policy 
Act and the Federal Highway Administration require a minimum 30-day review period (Title 23 
Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.119). The review period was a total of 56 days, which is 
11 days longer than the mandatory 45 day review period allotted by the CEQA Guidelines. .  

The comment requests documents that were not used to analyze potential environmental impacts 
of the project and are not part of the technical studies of the Draft EIR/EA. These documents 
were made available under the guidelines of the Public Records Act and sent to the commenter 
on August 23, 2010. 

The comment also expresses that previous comments provided on the scope of the project to 
enhance safety at additional locations were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. See Response to 
Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on 
investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet. 
See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of how project locations were selected.  

Response to Comment 3 
This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed project and geologic instability and 
requests records documenting rockslides that occurred before and after improvements to the 
upslope areas along US 199. Preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed 
on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the Department’s 
District 1 offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA 95501. See grouped response #10 for 
a discussion regarding cut slopes and geologic stability. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-29 

 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment requests additional information and reports, stating they are necessary for  review 
of the DEIR/EA. According to an email sent from Gary Berrigan to Eileen Cooper on August 10, 
2010, the Geotechnical studies that the commenter lists were and are available for public review 
at the Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street, Eureka, as well as at the Crescent City 
Library. The other documents were stated as not being used to develop the DEIR/EA, so Mr. 
Berrigan suggested that Ms. Cooper make a request for those documents through a California 
Public Records Act (CPRA) Request. After the CPRA request was submitted by Ms. Cooper, the 
Department provided the remaining information, excluding the video tape of the truck tracking 
trials, on August 13, 2010. The cover letter for submittal of the CPRA documents to Ms. Cooper 
stated that a separate request and fees would need to be submitted if the video tape was desired. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Carol Czapla 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that a road closures due to rock slides are the primary concern with 199 and 
suggests that access for STAA trucks should be provided by either substantial barriers along the 
roadway or a new highway over the mountains. Please see Grouped Response #1:  Purpose and 
Need, grouped response #6 Alternate Route Linking US 101 to US 199 for further information 
regarding an alternative over the mountains, and Grouped Response #10 regarding geologic 
stability. Regarding the proposal to construct large barriers such as those south of Crescent City 
on US 101, that proposal would not address the purpose and need of the project. Barriers were 
not determined necessary to provide safe STAA access on SR 197 and US 199.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Responses to Brenda Devlin-Craig 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses concern over traffic volumes on the route and the potential for increased 
truck traffic to affect local commuting traffic. The results of the traffic analysis prepared for the 
Draft EIR/EA for with-project conditions indicate that no substantial negative impacts on the 
level of service (LOS) of roadways within the study area would result from the proposed project. 
[LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic flow conditions that varies from LOS A (least 
congestion) to LOS F (most congestion).] As discussed on pages 2.1-71 through 2.1-73 of the 
Draft EIR/EA, all roadway segments on US 101, US 199, and SR 197 included in the traffic 
analysis are anticipated to operate at or better than their selected concept LOS under both 
existing and future (2030) conditions. Traffic is expected to continue to travel at free-flow speeds 
on all study roadways. As a result, operational impacts on commute and travel times along the 
SR 197/US 199 corridor are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Substantial impacts on travel times, however, would occur during the project construction 
period, as acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EA. The impacts of delays on travelers using the SR 
197/US 199 corridor are described in the “Temporary Construction-Related Access and 
Circulation Impacts” section of the Draft EIR/EA, on pages 2.4-14 through 2.4-19. As discussed 
in that section, the lack of reasonable alternative routes between the US 101 and the I-5 corridor 
means that many US 199 users would often face substantial delays during construction of the 
project when traveling along US 199. The overlapping and long construction schedules for the 
project improvements, spanning five construction seasons, also suggest that impacts on motorists 
could be substantial. Measures to reduce temporary access and circulation impacts are described 
on pages 2.4-20 and 2.4-21. Additionally, see Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of potential 
impacts on the tourist economy resulting from delays during project construction. 

Travel delays during the project construction period will be kept minimized and controlled by 
measures included in the project's Transportation Management Plan (TMP).  The TMP will be 
updated as the project progresses through the project development process as is typical for all 
Department highway projects. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states that slower vehicles are not using the turnouts appropriately and alternate 
signage would alleviate this problem. The State of California has published the California 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) to adopt uniform standards 
and specifications for all official traffic control devices in California, in accordance with Section 
21400 of the California Vehicle Code.   Although changing standard signs might be useful at 
certain locations, or bring more character to an area, we need to provide uniformity for the 
traveling public so that we don’t confuse people, and so we are effective in conveying important 
information.   

The California MUTCD incorporates two documents, Federal Highway Administration’s Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition Revision 1) dated November 20, 2004 and the 
MUTCD 2003 California Supplement dated May 20, 2004.  The California Manual of Uniform 



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-34 

 

Traffic Control Devices (California MUTCD) specifies that the TURNOUT sign shall be placed 
at the entrance to a turnout. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS or SLOWER TRAFFIC 
USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING sign shall be used in advance of the first turnout on a 
route and at other locations as needed. The SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS and 
SLOWER TRAFFIC USE TURNOUTS TO ALLOW PASSING signs are not intended to be 
used in advance of each individual turnout.  This may help to explain why these signs are not at 
each turnout location.  

It is the law for certain vehicles to use turnouts, however it is not the law for all vehicles to use 
turnouts. According to the State of California Vehicle Code, CVC 21656, “On a two-lane 
highway where passing is unsafe…a slow-moving vehicle, including a passenger vehicle, behind 
which five or more vehicles are formed in line, shall turn off the roadway at the nearest place 
designated as a turnout by signs erected by the authority having jurisdiction over the highway, or 
wherever sufficient area for a safe turnout exists, in order to permit the vehicles following it to 
proceed.”   Unfortunately, we cannot change the attitudes or etiquette of motorists using the 
facilities, but if we could, driving everywhere would probably be much more pleasant.  

In regards to the sizes and visibility of the existing turnout signs, we appreciate your suggestions, 
and Traffic Safety has since performed a review of all of the turnout signs on DN 199 and 197. 
In July of 2011 we ordered 20 new signs and we are awaiting their arrival. As soon as we receive 
them, they will be scheduled for installation. We hope that you, and all other motorists, find the 
new signs easier to see.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that it would be beneficial to have a ”Brookings” sign on US 199 at SR 197 
to assist some motorists and reduce traffic on US 199. Traffic Safety has considered this 
suggestion and a new sign panel will be placed below the existing sign with an arrow pointing 
toward SR 197 that says ‘Oregon’ next to the ‘101’ Route shield. Caltrans has ordered and 
received two of these signs (one for southbound Highway 199 and one for northbound Highway 
199) and both signs are scheduled for installation. We appreciate this information (regarding 
confused motorists) and your efforts in communicating these issues. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states the parking area for Redwood National Park Simpson-Reed grove on SR 
199 presents a safety hazard and suggests lower speed limit, alternate signage and moving the 
parking off the highway. This site is outside the scope of this project and this DEIR/EA; however 
the following response is provided. The signing at this location has been enhanced to aid 
motorists and warns of the presence of pedestrians. The parking at this location has also been 
modified. In addition, State Parks has removed some of the trail head signing. 

Also, see Grouped Response # 8 for a discussion regarding the process for reducing speed limits. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Elicker, Norberto 

 
 

Response to Norberto Elicker 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that there is a safety concern at on SR 197 between PM 5.5 and PM 6.0. On 
3/2/2012 Caltrans initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on SR 197 from PM 5.5 to PM 
6.0. We will be investigating this area to determine if any changes are necessary. Thank you for 
the comment.  Our Department agrees with you that safety for all users is a priority.  

Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s 
Comment 6 for further discussions regarding safety.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Joe Hague 

Response to Comment 1 
The comment states concern that the Ruby projects will adversely impact his property due to 
encroachment, noise and safety issues. This parcel is outside the limits of work for the proposed 
project, thus there will be no road widening at this residence. See response to Doreen Bruce’s 
Comment 6 for information about anticipated traffic noise as a result of the proposed project. 
Also see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding safety.  

The commenter also suggests that his property might be devalued. Effects to property valuation 
are not part of the NEPA and CEQA process, and are not addressed in the DEIR/EA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Ken Miller 

Response to Comment 1 
The cumulative growth assessment conducted for the Draft EIR/EA considered the effects of the 
197/199 Safe STAA Access Project together with those of the Richardson Grove Improvement 
Project (Draft EIR/EA pages 2.5-7 through 2.5-9). Considered together, the two projects would 
improve economic conditions in Del Norte and Humboldt counties by lowering transportation 
costs for some businesses. This would result in increased profitability for affected businesses, 
increased employment and income within the region. As summarized in Table 2.5-2 of the Draft 
EIR/EA, the cumulative effects of the projects are estimated to include about 130 additional jobs 
and a $7.4-million increase in jobs-related personal income in the two counties. While beneficial, 
these economic impacts would be relatively small in the context of the combined economies of 
the two counties, representing a 0.2% increase in both employment and personal income over 
2007 levels. Cumulative population growth induced by the two projects in the two-county area is 
estimated at about 310 persons. This upper-range estimate of growth represents less than 0.2% of 
both the estimated 2008 and projected 2030 combined populations of the two-county area, a 
relatively minor increase and well within the growth levels anticipated for the two counties over 
the next 20 years. 

The traffic forecasts were based on these economic growth forecasts and therefore include the 
cumulative impact of the Richardson Grove project on US-101.  In a similar fashion, the traffic 
forecasts also considered the additional population growth in both the North Coast and the 
Northern Sacramento Valley, connected via SR 299.   

The commenter also has raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to the 
North Coast region could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study 
area, leading to sprawl. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located in the 
Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka and there is 
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project (pages 4-80 and 4-81), large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that 
providing STAA access along the SR 197–US 199 corridor would do little to change their 
operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses. The information 
provided by these retailers indicates that many retail shippers in the area would not change the 
number of shipments or shipping patterns in the event of STAA improvements because shipping 
patterns to regional stores are already well established; trucks often travel north along US 101, 
delivering to stores along the route. For most large chain retailers, routes are determined by the 
location of stores in the chain and would not necessarily change in response to new STAA truck 
access. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by 
improved STAA truck access to the region would play a major role in attracting new big-box 
retailers to Del Norte or Humboldt counties, and effects on small retailers and the natural 
environmental would be minimal. According to research conducted for the Community Impact 
Assessment (pages 4-42 through 4-44), regional market size would play a much more important 
role in attracting additional big-box stores to the North Coast region than would incrementally 
lower transportation costs. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44 
and 4-80 through 4-81 of the Community Impact Assessment.) 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Nowliss, Georgia 

 
 

Response to Georgia Nowlis 

Response to Comment 1 
The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in 
the Draft EIR/EA, the PREIR/SEA and FEIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse 
effects of the project, including the project’s social, economic, and environmental effects. These 
effects are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EA and in the Community Impacts 
Assessment, both of which are available at the Department’s District 1 office, 1656 Union Street, 
Eureka, and at the public library in Crescent City.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Pederson, Richard 

 
 

Response to Richard Pederson 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment opposes the project and expresses concerns regarding road safety and hazardous 
materials spills and water quality issues and while it approves of widening at the Narrows, it 
states it will never be safe for STAA trucks and therefore opposes the proposed project.  
The Department’s decision to implement the project will be made considering the information in 
the Draft EIR/EA, which characterizes the beneficial and adverse effects of the project, including 
the potential for hazardous spills. This is described in Chapter 2 pages 2.2-31 through 2.2-33 of 
the Draft EIR/EA. See Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety issues. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Peterson, David 

 
 

Response to David Peterson 

This comment card did not include any comments. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary. 
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Pounds, Jacob 
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Responses to Jacob Pounds 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment questions the Purpose and Need for this project. Please see Grouped Response #1:  
Purpose and Need for an explanation of why this project is being considered despite the State’s 
economy and where the majority of funding will come from.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment suggests finding an alternative which does not involve the removal of old growth 
redwoods on 199. There were no plans in the Draft EIR/EA to remove large redwoods on 199. 
The alternatives selected as preferred alternatives along 197 do not involve the removal of large 
redwoods. See Grouped Response # 4: Large Redwoods.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states opposition to the project and questions the purpose and need. Please see 
Grouped Response #1:  Purpose and Need for a detailed explanation of why the Department 
developed the purpose and need, and see Grouped Response #2: Costs versus Benefits regarding 
additional benefits of the project.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Powers, Vern 
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Response to Vern Powers 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses concern regarding the costs vs. the benefits of the project, the potential 
loss of tourism revenue (motorcyclists, in particular) and the potential costs of hazardous 
material spills near the Smith River. Please see Grouped Response #1:  Purpose and Need for a 
more detailed explanation of why the project is being considered despite the costs as well as the 
potential benefits. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of benefits versus costs of the 
proposed project. 

Regardless of whether the 197/199 corridor is re-designated to allow STAA trucks, the potential 
for spills is not likely to change dramatically or at all. A discussion of hazardous material spills is 
provided in section 2.2.4, particularly starting on page 2.2-31, in the DEIR/EA. The trucking 
survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in hazardous 
material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land uses 
(producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state that 
they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or the 
safety improvements. The projected number of trucks that would use the corridor each day is not 
anticipated to increase significantly, and, likewise, shipping patterns of the local trucking 
industry are not anticipated to change significantly; therefore, the risk of accidental release of 
hazardous materials into the environment would not increase significantly due to the construction 
of the proposed project and the corridor becoming STAA accessible. In addition, the project will 
improve the highway geometrics, enhancing safety for all users. Therefore, an increase in 
hazardous materials spills is not anticipated.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Quick, Erika & Tony 

 
 

Response to Erika & Tony Quick 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment concerns the safety of all users on our state highway systems. We agree with you 
that the safety of all users is important. While the primary purpose of this project is to 
accommodate STAA trucks, the proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such 
as; wider lanes, wider shoulders, longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances.  These 
improvements would create more recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide 
more space and visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities.  We also recently 
installed “Share the Road” signs that display an image of a bicycle.  Although there are locations 
along these highways with no shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these 
highway facilities.  Also, see Grouped Response #8 and the response to Center for Biological 
Diversity's Comment 6 for more information regarding safety issues.  
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Rupert, DeAnn 

 
 

Response to DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 1 
Environmental documents are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in 
Eureka as well as the public library in Crescent City. The Draft EIR/EA was made available for 
public viewing at the District 1 office, the local library, the Del Norte Transportation 
Commission office, and online for viewing or downloading.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  
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Rupert, DeAnn 

 
 

Responses to DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 1 
The comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project directly. The commenter is 
expressing concern that the remoteness of Crescent City would be lost and concern for “side 
effects on the Smith” River. Please see the response to EPIC’s Comment #8 for a discussion 
regarding community cohesion and anticipated impacts. To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith 
River are protected from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of 
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. Please see Section 2.2.2 for 
further information on water quality, measures to control storm water runoff, and BMPs. Also, 
see response to Vern Powers # 1 for information regarding the project’s potential regarding 
hazardous materials spills.  

The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state highways. And 
while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law enforcement, 
resources for all state agencies are limited 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  
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Response to Comment 2 
This comment is a request for speed limit signage and increased law enforcement on SR 197. 
The proposed project would improve sections of SR 197 and US 199 by widening, improving 
tight radius curves, and providing wider shoulders, allowing drivers additional room for recovery 
and for negotiating tight curves with opposing traffic, or when bicycles or pedestrians are present 
(DEIR pg1-3 and 1-4). And while increased speed limit signage and law enforcement could help 
increase safety on SR 197, these measures would not address the primary need for the project. 
See the revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for 
clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits of the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Rupert, DeAnn 

 
 

Response to DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment suggests an alternate route for transportation between I5 and Crescent City and 
US 101. The suggested route would be infeasible due to effects on the environment. See 
Grouped Response #6 for a full discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 
199. No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Simkhovitch, Perrianne 

 
 

Responses to Perrianne Simkhovitch 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that only general maintenance should be performed on US 199; it does not 
address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. See Grouped Response #1 for a discussion 
regarding the purpose and need of the project and Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of 
anticipated benefits.  See Chapter 2 Section 2.2.3 for further information regarding the geology 
of the project area(s) and Grouped Response #10 for information on geologic stability. The 
commenter’s proposed alternative of maintaining US 199, without further changes to the route, 
would not achieve consistency with the federal or state legislation or local program, plan, and 
route concept reports or the purpose and need of the project since maintenance would not affect 
offtracking by STAA trucks. Additionally, the proposed wider shoulders, road curve and 
superelevation improvements, and improved sight distances that would be achieved if the project 
was built would enhance safety of the route for all users. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 2 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project. It expresses concern 
regarding speeding cars and that some areas (i.e. Ortega) are more dangerous than others. See the 
Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project need and an explanation of safety benefits 
of the project. Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and speed limits, and 
the response to Environmental Protection Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details 
on investigations and new projects that will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and 
Gasquet. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Souza, Ted 
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Souza, Ted 
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Souza, Ted 
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Souza, Ted 
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Responses to Ted Souza 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses concern regarding the safety of areas between PM 13.00 and PM 6.55 
not discussed in the Draft EIR/EA. The Department agrees that safety for all users is a priority. 
Please see Grouped Response #8 for more information regarding safety and a discussion 
regarding the process for reducing speed limits, and the Responses to Environmental Protection 
Information Center’s Comments 14 and 15 for details on investigations and new projects that 
will address safety concerns between Hiouchi and Gasquet.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment questions the economic gains from the project. See Grouped Response #2 for a 
discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project, including employment and personal 
income. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the project does not straighten corners, but increases the radius of 
curves. Off-tracking is addressed with roadway geometrics by increasing the radius of a curve.  

This comment also states that there is a problem with signs at post mile 6.55. Traffic Safety has 
reviewed the sign placement of the “End 50 Speed Limit” sign facing northbound traffic, and we 
find that it is still appropriate. Also, the narrowing and curvature of the road in this location is 
readily apparent to drivers, and a curve warning sign is posted to alert drivers to the sharp left-
hand curve ahead.  

Speed zones are set in accordance with the vehicle code. The rest of the highway has a maximum 
speed limit of 55 mph, which is the maximum speed limit per the vehicle code for two-lane, 
undivided conventional highways. See Grouped Response # 8 for a full discussion of safety and 
speed limits.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter 
notes his feeling of safety as he travels the SR 197/US 199 corridor and states that SR 197 and 
US 199 are “as safe as the drivers and the loads they carry.”  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
The comment recalls work by the Department in the 1960’s at specific locations that apparently 
affected the Smith River and the fisheries. The comment also suggests that the Department 
remedy environmental problems caused by past work by the Department. This comment does not 
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pertain to or mention the proposed project or the DEIR/EA. If the commenter is concerned about 
potential geologic impacts that might result from the proposed project, please refer to the 
discussion of potential geologic impacts and avoidance measures (e.g. stabilization of cut and fill 
areas) for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 2.2.3 and 2.4.8. The potential for 
debris to enter the river and a containment system at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2 is 
discussed on page 2.4-38, Section 2.4.8 of the Draft EIR/EA. Additionally, preliminary 
geotechnical reports prepared for the project and which the Draft EIR/EA is based upon, are 
listed on page 2.2-17 of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the 
Department’s offices located at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent 
City. 

The Department takes all practicable measures to assure that our projects have a minimal impact 
on water quality and minimize geologic instability, for both environmental and safety concerns.  
Department geologists assess every site and make recommendations as to the best and most 
stable roadway designs. See Grouped Response #10 for a discussion regarding proposed cut 
slopes and geological stability.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 
The comment recounts several specific hazardous materials spill events that affected the Smith 
River. The survey and subsequent traffic analysis did not identify any additional increase in 
hazardous material shipping (Fehr & Peers 2010). The research did not identify any new land 
uses (producers) that would require an increase in hazardous materials nor did any shippers state 
that they would increase any hazardous materials loads as a result of STAA designation and/or 
the safety improvements. In addition, the project will improve the highway geometrics increasing 
safety for all users and the ability of STAA trucks to carry larger loads, including lightweight 
hazardous materials, is another attribute that could lead to a reduction in trucks needed to 
transport lightweight hazardous materials. Therefore, an increase in hazardous materials spills is 
not anticipated.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7 
The comment requests consideration of tourism, that the proposed project runs through a 
National Recreation Area, and that Del Norte County has experienced economic growth without 
STAA trucks. Please see Grouped Response #1:  Purpose and Need for an explanation regarding 
the potential benefits of the project in addition to how the Department must meet federal, state, 
and regional programs, plans, and policies. This project is not anticipated to have a significant 
effect on tourism, please see Grouped Response # 2 for a complete discussion of tourism effects. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 8 
This comment states there are additional sites with safety concerns within the corridor. See 
response to Grouped Response # 8 for an explanation of how the location of safety 
improvements are chosen and implemented.  
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No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 9 
This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. The commenter 
states that he was Chief of the Gasquet Fire Department for 15 years and does not recall 
accidents being caused by the road, but recalls that accidents were caused by weather conditions 
or the driver’s speed. This project was not initiated as a response to collisions. The purpose and 
need is to make the corridor STAA accessible. Please see Grouped Response # 1 for a full 
discussion of the purpose and need for the project. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Zuehlke, Elmer 
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Zuehlke, Elmer 
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Responses to Elmer Zuehlke 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states that neither US199 nor SR197 are suitable for trucks, and suggests an 
alternative route. The Department is uncertain of the location of the alternative truck route.  If the 
proposed alternative truck route is to have trucks use all of Route 199 instead of the Route 197-
199 corridor, please see the “US 199 between US 199/SR 197 Intersection Alternative” 
discussion in Section 1.3.7.1 of the DEIR/EA.  That alternative was considered but eliminated 
from further consideration because of the number of large trees that would have to be removed to 
improve this segment to STAA standards.  Also, SR 197 is the designated route for movement of 
extralegal loads between US 101 and US 199, and there are no plans to change this.   
If the  proposed alternative truck route is in another location that requires new highway, or at 
least new lane construction, the anticipated environmental impacts would be too great to consider 
that a viable alternative.  Environmental impacts would likely include water quality impacts, 
including many acres of new impervious surface, potential erosion and sedimentation into creeks 
and rivers; visual impacts; potential wetland impacts; cutting of many trees, some of which may 
be large redwoods; habitat impacts to, and potential take of sensitive and listed animal and plant 
species; and monetary costs that would be far greater than the currently proposed project.  Please 
see the Group Response #6 for more details on alternative routes that were considered but 
eliminated from further consideration in the final EIR/EA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment states concern for safety. Thank you for your comment concerning the safety of 
all users on our state highway systems. The Department agrees that the safety of all users is 
important. While the primary purpose of this project is to accommodate STAA trucks, the 
proposed project includes safety-enhancing improvements such as; wider lanes, wider shoulders, 
longer-radius curves, and improved sight distances. These improvements would create more 
recovery area for vehicles (small or large) as well as provide more space and visibility of 
pedestrians and bicyclists using the facilities. We also recently installed “Share the Road” signs 
that display an image of a bicycle.  Although there are locations along these highways with no 
shoulder, bikes and pedestrians are not restricted from using these highway facilities.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment asks what SR197, and whether it is a “special road”. “SR 197” stands for “State 
Route 197”.  This comment does not provide a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment asks where a print out of the notes of the public meetings can be obtained. 
Environmental documents, including this one that contains the transcript of the public meeting, 
are made available at the District 1 Office at 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the local library 
in Crescent City. The Final EIR/EA will be available for public viewing at the District 1 office, 
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the local library, the Del Norte County Local Transportation Commission office, and online for 
viewing or downloading. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary 
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Zuehlke, John 
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Zuehlke, John 

 



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-70 

 

Zuehlke, John 
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Responses to John Zuehlke 

Response to Comment 1 
This general comment states that STAA trucks will have an overall damaging effect on the 
economies and lifestyle of Crescent City and Del Norte County summarizing specific comments 
made in comments 5 and 9. Please see the responses to those comments for a discussion of 
specific issues raised by this commenter. The Draft EIR/EA addresses impacts on the human 
environment, including land use, growth, community, and visual/aesthetic resources in Section 
2.1, “Human Environment.” The Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project (Trott 
2010) evaluates both the adverse and beneficial socioeconomic effects of the project, concluding 
that the project would result in temporary adverse effects on communities and businesses due to 
construction delays and other construction-related effects, permanent minor community-level 
effects resulting from a small increase in truck traffic on the SR 197/US 199 route, and small 
permanent regional economic benefits, including increased employment and income, resulting 
from lower shipping costs in Del Norte County. Additionally, the traffic analysis indicates no 
substantial adverse impacts on the roadway, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian systems or their 
operation within the study area. Traffic would generally travel at free-flow speeds on US 199 
through Hiouchi and Gasquet. Based on the anticipated small increase in heavy-truck traffic 
through these communities under with-project conditions, the existing barrier between parts of 
these communities created by US 199 would not change appreciably and community cohesion 
effects are anticipated to be minor. The results of this analysis are reflected in Section 2.1, 
“Human Resources,” of the Draft EIR/EA.  Also, see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of 
safety and anticipated increases in truck traffic and how that is anticipated to affect the local 
communities.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment summarizes concerns regarding health, safety, and recreation as well as the Ruby 
2 improvements location. These issues are discussed in greater detail within other comments 
raised by this commenter. Please see the response to comments 6 and 7, below.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 3 
This comment states that the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations is the best Ruby 2 
alternative and that the Four-foot Widening alternative is too environmentally destructive. The 
Department has chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for 
Ruby 2.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 4 
This comment states that Caltrans is engaged in “unscrupulous” and criminal behavior. The 
proposed project is being considered by the Department to be in compliance with federal and 
state legislation and regional programs, plans, and policies. Please see Grouped Response #1: 
Purpose and Need for an explanation of the above.  



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-75 

 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5 
This comment states that the DEIR/EA ignores significant loss of property tax revenues. While 
the comment is correct in noting that the Draft EIR/EA does not include information on the loss 
of property tax revenue attributable to the acquisition of additional right-of-way for the project, 
this economic effect was addressed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project. As discussed on pages 4-86 through 4-88 of that report, right-of-way acquisitions from 
private properties would result in the estimated annual loss of property tax revenue ranging from 
$7,120 to $10,940 annually, based on the countywide 1% property tax rate. On average, Del 
Norte County receives about 18% of the property tax revenues generated by the 1% tax levy on 
the value of properties within its jurisdiction. Therefore, property tax revenue losses to Del Norte 
County would range from an estimated $1,280 to $1,970, representing less than 0.1% of its total 
property tax revenues. Although adverse, this loss would not be substantial. 

Property value effects resulting from the narrow strip acquisition of right-of-way from residential 
properties along SR 197 (North Bank Road) were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA, although 
the size of the strip acquisitions and potential effects of the acquisitions on affected residential 
properties are evaluated in Section 2.1.1, “Land Use.” Homeowners would be compensated for 
the value of property acquired for right-of-way, which would presumably offset the property 
value effects of the acquisitions on individual property owners. See the response to EPIC’s 
Comment #8 for further discussion regarding impacts due to right of way acquisition of 
residential parcels.  

The comment states that there will be an economic loss by business which cater to truckers 
stopping, specifically restaurant and hotel businesses. This was decrease in business was 
determined to be minor and not significant, see Grouped Response #2. 
This comment states that STAA trucks would need to be offloaded to California Legal trucks to 
make deliveries to Crescent City businesses, resulting in increased delivery costs. In most cases, 
STAA trucks would be able to access local businesses without first offloading cargo.   

This comment raised the issue that providing improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County 
could attract more large retailers (so-called “big-box” stores) to the study area, drawing sales 
away from existing retailers. Currently, big-box retailers Wal-Mart and Home Depot are located 
in the Crescent City area, a Target, a Kmart, a Walmart and a WinCo are located in Eureka, and 
a Kmart in McKinleyville. As discussed in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the 
project, large retailers surveyed for the traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along 
the SR 197–US 199 corridor would do little to change their operations and would not likely 
generate expansion of their businesses. Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower 
transportation costs provided by improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a 
dominant role in attracting new big-box retailers to Del Norte County and effects on smaller 
retailers would be minimal. (This issue is discussed in greater detail on pages 4-42 through 4-44 
of the Community Impact Assessment.) 

The Draft EIR/EA makes no specific claim that the project would generate economic benefits to 
Crescent City, although, as discussed on page 2.1-44 of the Draft EIR/EA, providing STAA 
truck access on SR 197 and US 199 could result in the creation, in the near term, of 30 or more 
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jobs in Del Norte County (a 0.3% increase in employment compared to existing county 
employment levels) and an estimated $1.4 million in annual personal. Some of these jobs would 
likely be located in Crescent City. The comment does not identify in what way research 
conducted for the Draft EIR/EA is “severely flawed” or in what way the findings of the Draft 
EIR/EA are “biased, false, and misleading; therefore, no response is possible to this general 
comment. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6 
This comment asserts, in part, that the Draft EIR/EA ignores the potential for hazardous 
materials spills that would impact the water supply and fishing industry. While spills caused by 
traffic collisions have resulted in pollutants reaching the Smith River in the past, the proposed 
project improvements will likely improve safety for all users.  Please refer to the response to 
Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for potential increase in 
hazardous material spills.  

To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith River are protected from the proposed improvements, the 
Department will implement Best Management Practices (BMPS) at each project location to 
minimize or avoid degradation of storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its 
tributaries. The Smith River beneficial uses include: municipal and domestic water supply; water 
contact recreation; commercial and sport fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare, 
threatened, or endangered species; migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction, 
and/or early development; and others. See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2 for a discussion of water 
quality issues. In addition, mitigation measures such as implementation and adherence of 
regulatory control measures and implementation of Contract Standard Specifications, Special 
Provisions, and Permit Requirements will reduce any potential water quality impacts.  
The commenter states that the transport of hazardous materials should be banned from US 199. 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA, however, it should be noted 
that the scope of this STAA project does not change the status of the Hazardous Materials 
transportation routes currently approved and that the STAA improvements included in the 
proposed project will improve road conditions and provide for a safe roadway for all users.  

The commenter thinks that strict enforcement of a reduced speed limit for large trucks is 
appropriate. The California Highway Patrol is responsible for speed enforcement on all state 
highways. And while adherence to posted speed limits can be increased by traditional law 
enforcement, resources for all state agencies are limited. See Grouped Response # 8 for a 
discussion of speed limits. 

Finally, the commenter also states that the roads should be designed to prevent spills from 
entering the Smith River. The Department will follow the Highway Design Manual for all 
signing and drainage design. As discussed in Section 2.2.4 of the DEIR/EA, a collision leading 
to accidental release of hazardous materials could happen unexpectedly, regardless of whether 
the proposed project is constructed and the corridor is re-designated as STAA accessible.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 7 
This comment, in part, discusses each Ruby 2 alternative and the potential take of both property 
right-of-way and large growth redwoods and that the commenter prefers the Two-Foot Widening 
in Spot Locations alternative as it’s the least damaging. The Department has chosen the Two-
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for Ruby 2. The commenter also 
asserts that the Department does not provide any justification for right-of-way takes as proposed 
by the Ruby 2 alternatives. The proposed approximate 35-ft right of way acquisition was 
developed to be consistent with the Department’s Highway Design Manual, but the reason this 
right of way acquisition is important to the Department and is being proposed is to allow 
maintenance and repair of drainage facilities and slopes adjacent to the highway without needing 
to obtain a permit to enter or temporary construction easement.  

The commenter’s suggestion of cutting into the hillside would involve potentially significant tree 
take, additional environmental  effects, constructions of earthwork or walls due to steep slopes, 
and the potential to destabilize slopes that are well-vegetated and relatively stable.  The 
centerline of the new road will be very close to the existing centerline in the vicinity of the large 
trees that the comment is concerned about, meaning that there would be minimal change or 
ground disturbance on the roadside.  In the areas where the alignment diverges from the existing 
alignment, such as near the reversing curves at the center of the project, cutting into the slope is 
not necessary to provide truck access.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 8  
This comment states that Caltrans is misleading the public, and the true objective of the project is 
to provide a shortcut that bypasses Crescent City. The purpose and need of the project was stated 
in the Draft EIR/EA, Section 1.2. Please see Grouped Response #1: Purpose and Need. This 
project does not provide a shortcut to bypass Crescent City, as both SR 197 and US 199 connect 
to US 101 north of Crescent City. The remainder of this comment is not regarding the Draft 
EIR/EA.  
 
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 9 
This comment states that the project will benefit large retailers. As discussed in detail on pages 
4-78 through 4-80 of the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the project, most 
producer/exporter businesses surveyed for the project’s traffic study indicated that the proposed 
project would lower their transportation costs and provide financial benefits to their firms. As 
discussed, 15 producer/exporter businesses responded in some fashion to the survey, with nine 
reporting that opening the SR 197–US 199 route to STAA trucks would reduce their 
transportation costs to some extent. The survey found that lily bulb producers were the most 
likely producer business to benefit from project improvements, but other Del Norte County 
businesses, including a wood-product producer and a dairy, also would benefit from project 
improvements. Conversely, large retailers are not anticipated to substantially benefit from the 
project. As discussed in the response to Comment 5 and in detail in the Community Impact 
Assessment prepared for the project (pages 4-42 through 4-44), large retailers surveyed for the 
traffic study indicated that providing STAA access along the SR 197–US 199 corridor would do 
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little to change their operations and would not likely generate expansion of their businesses. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that the incrementally lower transportation costs provided by improved 
STAA truck access to Del Norte County would play a dominant role in attracting new big-box 
retailers to Del Norte County, nor would it substantially affect the existing competitive 
relationship between small and large retailers in Del Norte County. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 10 
This comment states that “Team Driven” Trucks will contribute to driver fatigue due to poor 
sleeping conditions in the back of a moving truck. The level of use of Team Driven vehicles and 
fatigue levels of drivers is speculative 

In response to the comment that “driver fatigue is the number one cause of trucking accidents”, 
we offer the following information. During the five year time period between 10/1/2002 and 
9/30/2007 the segment of DN 199 from the intersection with DN 197 to the Oregon border had a 
total of 42 collisions that involved large trucks or buses. None of these collisions were reported 
to have a primary collision factor of “fell asleep”.  

In response to the comment that “truckers…ignore maximum speed limits”, we have the 
following information to offer. The California Vehicle Code (CVC) Basic Speed Law (Code 
22350) states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and 
width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or 
property.” 

When the California Highway Patrol codes a collision with “speeding” as the primary collision 
factor, it may not be that the motorist was driving faster than the posted speed limit, but they 
could also be cited for driving too fast for conditions, and breaking the basic speed law.  Of the 
42 truck/bus collisions on DN 199 during the 5 years, 22 had a primary collision factor of 
speeding.  

The CVC Code 22406, Maximum Speed for Designated Vehicles, states that “no person may 
drive any of the following vehicles on a highway at a speed in excess of 55 miles per hour; a 
motortruck or truck tractor having three or more axles or any motortruck or truck tractor drawing 
any other vehicle.”  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary  

Response to Comment 11 
This comment reiterates concern regarding hazardous materials spills. See response to Comment 
6 above, and the response to Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for a discussion regarding the concern for 
potential increase in hazardous material spills. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 



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

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

April 2013 
3.3-79 

 

Response to Comment 12 
The comment states that the Department should direct their efforts to other areas of concern. This 
comment is not regarding the Draft EIR/EA specifically. The Department agrees that safety for 
all roadway users is a priority. Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center 
for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for discussions regarding safety. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 13 
This comment expresses support for the No Build alternative and submits that posting a reduced 
speed limit and additional hazard signs would be more effective at improving safety than 
roadway improvements. The No Build Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need of the 
project, see Group Response #1. The Department follows the law and established policy in 
setting speed zones that ensure the safe and orderly movement of traffic on state highways. This 
includes continuing to work in consultation with local agency and community transportation 
groups and in coordination with the California Highway Patrol. See Grouped Response # 8 for an 
explanation regarding the process for reducing speed limits below the state maximum. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 14 
This comment reiterates that the No Build alternative is ideal; however, the Ruby 2 Two-Foot 
Widening in Spot Locations Alternative is preferred to the Ruby 2 Four-Foot Shoulder 
Alternative. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred 
alternative. The comment also states that moving resident’s mailboxes is absurd. Caltrans 
coordinated with the Post Office to find reasonable, safe and convenient locations for the 
mailboxes. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 15 
This comment states that the mitigation measures for removing large redwood trees are not 
sufficient. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed.  Where 
excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be 
taken to protect the roots. See Grouped Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large 
redwoods. Caltrans is following all laws and is consulting with appropriate agencies to ensure 
compliance with all environmental regulations. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two 
Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of or 
significant impacts to large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 16 
This comment questions the effectiveness of the corvid control measures proposed as mitigation 
for the removal of large redwoods. Studies have shown that crows, ravens, jays, etc. are more 
abundant where humans have made food more available for them.  Reducing food availability 
(corvid proof trash containers) will reduce corvid density. It is also known that corvids are 
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predators on marbled murrelet eggs.  Therefore, covered trash containers may reduce local 
corvid densities and thus reduce corvid egg predation rates. Additionally, Caltrans selected the 
Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no 
significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped 
Response # 4 for a discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 17 
This comment questions the effectiveness of the removal of invasive plants proposed as 
mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Removal of invasive non-native plants will improve 
habitat quality at the location by decreasing competition for native plants and increasing the 
amount of native habitat for wildlife. No redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be 
removed.  Where excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, 
measures will be taken to protect the roots. Additionally, Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot 
Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative, which had no removal of large 
redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. See Grouped Response # 4 for a 
discussion regarding impacts to large redwoods.  

The DEIR/EA states that Caltrans would implement a 3-year program of invasive weed control 
in all areas of disturbed soil, this effort would not necessarily extend to the limits of the Right of 
Way. Caltrans does have limited funds for general control of invasive weeds on a project specific 
basis based on need.   

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 18 
This comment questions the effectiveness of the preserving old-growth redwood stands as 
proposed mitigation for removal of large redwoods. Save the Redwoods League is just one 
example of an organization which could potentially managed such lands if such a mitigation is 
pursued. Caltrans selected the Ruby 2: Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations alternative, which 
had no significant removal of large redwoods, and therefore would not require mitigation. No 
redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed.  Where excavation is planned 
near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36 inches, measures will be taken to protect the 
roots. See Grouped Response # 4 and the PRDEIR/SEA for a discussion regarding impacts to 
trees. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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3.4 Public Meeting Transcript 

A meeting to provide the public an opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIR/EA was 
held on July 13, 2010 at the Crescent City Cultural Center. A court reporter was present to take 
comments directly from individuals before and after the meeting (commenters 1-9) as well as to 
record the entire public comment session (commenters 10-27). The transcript of that meeting, list 
of commenters, and responses to comments is below. 

Individuals Who Commented before or after Public Meeting 
• Zuehlke, Elmer 

• Brown, Daniel 

• Pass, Don 

• Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group) 

• Gillespie, Don (representing Friends of Del Norte) 

• Johnston, Meagan 

• Rupert, DeAnn 

• Kasbohm, Janet 

• Sullivan, Mike (Del Norte County Board of Supervisors) 

• Bruce, Donald 

Individuals Who Commented during Public Meeting 
• Reichlin, Dwayne (President of Hambro Group) 

• Olson, Curt 

• Zottola, Gina (rep CC-Del Norte County Chamber of Comm.) 

• Johnston, Meagan 

• Rupert, DeAnn 

• Bruce, Dori 

• Noble, Katherine 

• Zuehlke, Elmer 

• Gillespie, Don 

• Reichlin, Dwayne 

• Rupert, Jean 

• Smaller, Gary 
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• Rupert, Jean 

• Rupert, DeAnn 

• Johnston, Meagan 

• Zuehlke, Elmer 

• Compton, Charlie 
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 1: Elmer Zuehlke  

Response to Comment 1-1 
This comment states concern for safety of the residents along SR 197 if the proposed project is 
constructed, states that safety is currently an issue, and proposes an alternate route to SR 197. 
Alternate routes were considered but determined to be infeasible, please see Grouped Response # 
6. Please see the response to the Environmental Protection Information Center’s (EPICs) 
Comment 8 for a discussion of how the local communities would not be significantly affected by 
the propose project.   

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 1-2 
This comment suggests several alternative routes, including a 4 lane bypass for 197. Please see 
Grouped Response #6 and #7 for further discussion on alternative routes.  

Also, see the revised Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for a detailed 
explanation of the purpose and need of the project   

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 2: Daniel Brown 

Response to Comment 2-1 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support 
for the proposed project and suggests it provides ecologic benefits. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 3: Don Pass 

Response to Comment 3-1 
This comment indicates support for the retaining wall at Washington Curve and the box girder 
design with the retaining wall on the bridge at Patrick Creek Narrows Location 2. Please see the 
revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding the preferred alternatives and 
see Grouped Response #3 for a discussion of visual impacts. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 4: Dwayne Reichlin (President of 
Hambro Group) 

Response to Comment 4-1 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support 
for the proposed project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 5: Don Gillespie (representing Friends 
of Del Norte) 

Response to Comment 5-1 
This comment states concern about safety with increased truck traffic and truck drivers 
unfamiliar with US 199. See Grouped Response #8 for an explanation of how the anticipated 
increase in trucks would affect safety for local communities, and see response to EPICs 
Comment 8 for a discussion of how anticipated truck traffic would affect community cohesion. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-2 
This comment states concern for a potential increase in spills of toxic chemicals into the Smith 
River. See the response to Vern Powers’ Comment 1 and the response for John Zuehlke’s 
Comment 6 for a discussion this topic. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-3 
The commenter requested the geotechnical study for The Narrows and Patrick Creek Narrows 
locations. The preliminary geotechnical reports prepared for the project are listed on page 2.2-17 
of the Draft EIR/EA and are available for public review at the Department’s office located at 
1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library in Crescent City. Please refer to the 
response to Comment 13 for the Friends of Del Norte for more information regarding the 
anticipated cut slope conditions at Washington Curve. In general, preliminary geotechnical 
investigations and studies do not provide information on potential for erosion. Potential erosion 
is considered by the Design Engineer in coordination with the Landscape Architect and 
Environmental Engineers that assess stormwater and water quality concerns. The Design 
Engineers for Washington Curve, The Narrows, and Patrick Creek Narrows do not anticipate a 
significant increase in soil erosion at the proposed new cut slope areas. This is because some 
portion of each of the cut slope locations are rock, which do not discharge sediment as a soil 
slope might. The portions of the cut slope locations that would be soil after construction would 
be stabilized with an erosion control seed mix with regionally appropriate, native plant species 
and a bonded fiber matrix (i.e., wood or wood/paper fiber blanket bonded together by a polymer 
tackifier to help seeds stick to the slope until they can germinate) (see Appendix R, Enhanced 
Erosion Control Seeding and Revegetation Plan for more information). The Department’s 
projects must comply with the new statewide Construction General Permit that strictly regulates 
erosion potential and requires Best Management Practices during construction. 

Please see the Grouped Response #10  regarding concerns over geologic stability for more 
information. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-4 
This comment suggests that the DEIR/EA did not address the connection of the project to the 
Richardson Grove Improvement Project in terms of traffic flow. The Richardson Grove 
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Improvement Project was considered in the 2030 analysis for future traffic impacts (see 
DEIR/EA 2.1.4), see the response to Friends of Del Norte Comment 1 for a discussion on this 
subject. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-5 
This comment states that there will be only be slight economic improvement in Del Notre 
County as a result of this project. As discussed on pages 4-73 through 4-80 of the Community 
Impact Assessment prepared for the project, the proposed STAA truck access improvements 
along the SR 197–US 199 corridor would lower transportation costs by about 15% for an 
estimated 20% of the trucking firms and about 60% of the producers in the two-county study 
area, based on a survey of trucking and producer firms. This would represent less than 50% 
(46%) of the trucking and producer businesses located in the two-county area. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-6 
The comment does not address a specific part of the DEIR/EA or project, and no specific 
concern is stated other than the topic of the geotechnical study and that the commenter is 
concerned about the pristine quality of the Smith River and its corridors. The geotechnical 
reports referenced in Appendix S, List of Technical Studies of the Draft EIR/EA are available for 
viewing at the Caltrans District 1 Office on 1656 Union Street in Eureka and at the public library 
in Crescent City. Section 2.2.2 of the DEIR/EA discusses and potential impacts and addresses 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, and Section 2.4.7 discusses water quality and 
stormwater concerns and BMPs during construction.  To ensure beneficial uses of the Smith 
River are protected from the proposed improvements, the Department will implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPS) at each project location to minimize or avoid degradation of 
storm water runoff flowing to the Smith River and its tributaries. The Smith River beneficial uses 
include: municipal and domestic water supply; water contact recreation; commercial and sport 
fishing; cold fresh water habitat; wild life habitat; rare, threatened, or endangered species; 
migration of aquatic organisms; spawning, reproduction, and/or early development; and others. 
See the response to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments 2, 3, and 4 
for a discussion of BMPs and anticipated methods of protecting water quality and waters of the 
state. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 5-7 
The commenter would like the trees slated for removal at the Ruby 1 and Ruby 2 locations to be 
flagged in order to allow the public to visualize the area. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 5-8 
The commenter prefers the downstream arched bridge replacement alternative for the Patrick 
Creek Narrows at the Middle Fork Smith River. This comment has been noted.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 5-9 
Professional truck drivers and companies are responsible for routing their loads on legal routes.  
Various truck routes and their limitations are provided on the Department’s website (Caltrans 
2012).  Signs are also installed at intersections to guide these trucks onto the proper routes.   

CHP has responsibility for enforcement activities on the State Highway System and they are very 
active and informed with regards to current and new regulations and enforcing those regulations. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  2012. Truck Size & Routes webpage. 
Caltrans Legal Truck Size & Weight Work Group, Revised 5/2/2012. Available at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/trucks/routes/truck-routes.htm. Accessed:  October 31, 2012. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 6: Meagan Johnston 

Response to Comment 6-1 
Thank you for your comments and concerns.  The request to improve the routes that children use 
to get to school is outside the scope of this project and does not meet the purpose and need. See 
Response to Donald Bruce’s Comment 2 for a discussion about school bus accommodation.  

For clarification on how truck traffic is anticipated to increase after construction and under future 
conditions if the project was constructed, please see the Grouped Response #8. For a discussion 
of how the anticipated trucks per day would affect local communities, please see the response to 
EPICs Comment 8. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 6-2 
See response to comment above.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 7: DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 7-1 
This comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA; it suggests hiring additional CHPs 
and installing speed limit signs. This comment indirectly refers to the Basic Speed Law, on 
which all fifty states base their speed regulations: 
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“No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway at a speed greater than is reasonable or 
prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the 
highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or property.” 

Adherence to the Basic Speed Law can be increased by traditional law enforcement; however, 
resources for all state agencies are limited. These suggestions would not meet the purpose and 
need; see the revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for a discussion 
regarding purpose and need. As the commenter noted, the only reduced speed zone on Route 197 
is near the junction of 199/197; 45 mph from PM R0.10 to R0.56.  This speed zone was set in 
accordance with the vehicle code; see Grouped Response # 8 for more information on how speed 
zones are determined.  The rest of the highway has a maximum speed limit of 55 mph, which is 
the maximum speed limit per the vehicle code for two-lane, undivided conventional highways.  
Regulatory speed zones cannot be applied to spot locations. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7-2 
This comment it states concern for the amount of right of way acquisition on the commenter’s 
property and concern that truck speeds might increase. See response to EPICs Comment 8 for a 
discussion regarding right of way acquisition. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of 
safety.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 7-3 
The commenter objects to the road being widened and states concern that the region might 
become a larger city and lose the sense of remoteness. See response to EPICs Comment 8 for a 
discussion regarding how the proposed project would affect the rural character of the local 
communities.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 8: Janet Kasbohm 

Response to Comment 8-1 
This comment states concern that the project will increase the potential for hazardous materials 
spills and proposes that funds be set aside for spill cleanup efforts. See the response to Vern 
Powers’ Comment 1 and the response to John Zuehlke’s Comment 6 for a discussion of 
hazardous materials. Spills caused by traffic accidents have resulted in pollutants reaching the 
Smith River in the past. However, proposed improvements will enhance safety for all road users 
and reduce the likelihood of accidents and potential hazardous material spills that might be 
related to the existing road condition. 

Regarding the commenter’s proposal to allocate funds for local fire departments for 
environmental disaster cleanup when a river is polluted with a hazardous material spill, the 
Department has a Spill Contingency Plan for District 1 (updated in 2012), which includes Del 
Norte County, that would be implemented in the event that a spill occurred on a state highway 
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facility in District 1. The plan contains contact information in case of such emergencies, the 
requirement to develop and maintain verbal agreements with spill management groups to help 
ensure that the Department and these groups are prepared to act quickly if a spill occurs, and 
actions that would be implemented at various stages of spill cleanup. Among the actions are 
measures that the Department’s Hazardous Materials Coordinator would follow to ensure that the 
spill would be cleaned up quickly and that the party responsible for the spill was involved in the 
cleanup process as required, including payment of cleanup activities. If the party responsible for 
the spill is unable or unwilling to pay for spill cleanup, the Department’s Hazardous Materials 
Coordinator would then follow the protocol in the Spill Contingency Plan to ensure that the spill 
was still quickly cleaned up, and then follow the protocol to ensure that the cleanup activities 
were paid for. After the spill site is cleaned up, the site is reviewed and declared clean and safe 
by the county’s Environmental Health representative. The Department’s District 1 Spill 
Contingency Plan is available for review at the District 1 office at 1656 Union Street in Eureka, 
or it can be made available electronically or in hard copy form upon request. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 9: Mike Sullivan (Del Norte County BOS) 

Response to Comment 9-1 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment indicates support 
for the economic benefits and safety enhancements of the proposed project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 10: Donald Bruce 

Response to Comment 10-1 
This comment states support for the no-build alternative. See the revisions to Chapter 1 in the 
Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response to Comment #1 for a discussion and clarification regarding 
the purpose and need of the proposed project. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion 
regarding potential economic gains as a result of the project. See response to EPICs Comment 8 
for information regarding impacts on tourism, which are essentially anticipated to occur on a 
temporary, and not a permanent, basis. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 10-2 
The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically; it states concern regarding safety of 
the highway, even after improvements are made, if STAA trucks are allowed. The Department is 
designing the roadway specifically to accommodate STAA vehicles and does not anticipate 
increases in collisions due to off tracking.  See Grouped Response #8 for issues concerning 
safety.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Response to Comment 10-3 
This comment suggests finding an alternate route, such as Rowdy Creek. Alternate routes were 
considered but determined to be infeasible due to environmental effects. See Grouped Response 
#6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199. No changes to the 
Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 10-4 
This comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA; it states that the commenter has 
reviewed a ten-year California Highway Patrol report, and the main cause of accidents on 199 is 
speeding, followed by offtracking into the oncoming traffic lane. The comment states the 
concern that widening some corners might heighten the problem and states a preference for more 
law enforcement instead.  Additional law enforcement alone would not meet the purpose and 
need of the proposed project; see revisions to Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA and Grouped 
Response #1 for clarification of the purpose and need. Also, widening the road and increasing 
curve radii at the seven pinch-point locations, as proposed, would actually minimize the potential 
for offtracking of a long vehicle, including an STAA truck, into the oncoming traffic lane. The 
proposed improvements would allow an STAA truck or long vehicle to navigate a turn while 
staying on the correct side of the road.  Please see Grouped Response #8 for more information on 
how the proposed project locations were determined and designed.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 11: Dwayne Reichlin (President of 
Hambro Group) 

Response to Comment 11-1 
The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically; it states that one of the reasons there 
are issues on the roadways is because money hasn’t been spent on road improvements. The 
Department agrees that safety for all users is a priority.  

Please see Grouped Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s 
Comment 6 for discussions regarding safety. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 11-2 
The comment does not address the DEIR/EA specifically. The commenter thinks that the 
highways need to be safer for everyone, not just trucks, and that a better local economy will 
never occur without roadway improvements. The comment indicates support for the economic 
benefits and safety enhancements of the proposed project. Please see Grouped Response #8: 
Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for discussions regarding 
safety.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 11-3 
This comment is an extension of the previous comment, TC11- 2 and does not provide a 
comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment offers support for the project. Please see Grouped 
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Response #8: Safety and response to Center for Biological Diversity’s Comment 6 for 
discussions regarding safety. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 11-4 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment refers to the 
overall state of the California manufacturing economy. No response is required. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 12: Curt Olson 

Response to Comment 12-1 
This comment states concern regarding safety of residents near Ruby 2 and speeding traffic. See 
the response to DeAnn Rupert 7-1 above and Grouped Response #8 regarding safety, local 
communities and regarding speed limits. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 12-2 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA; it states that Rumiano Cheese trucks use SR 197 
at least 3 times a day. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.   

Response to Comment 12-3 
The commenter states that water runoff and streams were not addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. 
The DEIR/EA did address water quality and storm water impacts and BMPs to protect water 
quality and waters of the state. Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff describes 
the affected environment and potential impacts to water quality. Mitigation measures for impacts 
is discussed in Section 2.2.2.4, Avoidance Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures starting on 
page 2.2-13 which describes how best management practices would be implemented at each 
project location to minimize or avoid degradation of storm water runoff flowing to the Smith 
River and its tributaries. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 12-4 
This comment states concern regarding speed along SR 197 in front of residences and accidents 
that have happened nearby. Please refer to the response to Grouped Comment #8 for a discussion 
of traffic safety and impacts from the anticipated trucks per day, how speed zones are 
determined, and the Basic Speed Law.  

No revisions to the DEIR/EA are needed. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 13: Gina Zottola (rep CC-DN Co Chamber 
of Comm.) 

Response to Comment 13-1 
The comment indicates support for the project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  
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Response to Public Meeting Commenter 14: Meagan Johnston 

Response to Comment 14-1 
This comment expresses concern for safety of children walking to school bus stops. Please see 
Donald Bruce Response # 2 for a discussion on this topic. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 15: DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 15-1 
This comment concerns safety of school bus stops. See Bruce Donald Response # 1 for a 
response to the issue of school bus stops and safety. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 15-2 
This comment repeats the comment in Comment 7-1 of this chapter suggesting lower speed 
limits and more signs. Please see the response to comment 7-1 for more information and 
Grouped Response # 8 for more information on speed limits and safety.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 15-3 
The commenter prefers the region remain remote and does not support the proposed project. See 
the response to EPICs Comment #8 in Chapter 2 of the response to comments volume for a 
discussion of the proposed project and maintaining the rural character of the communities near 
the proposed project locations. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 16: Doreen Bruce 

Response to Comment 16-1 
This comment introduces the commenter and explains that she has not read the entire document 
but appreciates the size and effort of the study.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 16-2 
This comment states opposition to the proposed project, questions the rationale for the proposed 
project, and states concern for tourism, the scenic byway, and safety. See revisions in Chapter 1 
of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Comment #1 for a discussion of purpose and need. See 
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion regarding anticipated benefits of the project.  See Chapter 
2 of the Draft EIR/EA for a discussion of potential impacts and measures to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate impacts to tourism, visual resources, and safety. 



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

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

April 2013 
3.4-62 

 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 17: Katherine Noble 

Response to Comment 17-1 
This comment makes a comparison between the proposed project and Interstate 280 through Los 
Gatos, CA. The comment does not specifically address the DEIR/EA. See the response to EPICs 
Comment #8 regarding how the project would affect the rural character of the proposed project 
and Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project. No 
changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Comment 17-2 
This comment questions the need for the project. Please see the revised Need statement in 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project purpose 
and need. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed 
project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 17-3 
This comment does not support the proposed project and states that four lane highways should 
stay in the valley. The comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA. See Chapter 1 of the 
Draft and Final EIR/EA for proposed project descriptions, none of which include proposed four 
lane highways. See response to EPICs Comment #8 regarding how the proposed project would 
affect the rural character of local communities. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 18: Elmer Zuehlke 

Response to Comment 18-1 
This comment proposes an alternative to “put a four lane road up the side of the mountain in 
parallel with US 199 through the park.” See the Grouped Response #6 for more information 
regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to I 5. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 18-2 
This comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA; it states there a tremendous number of 
collisions on 197 and 199 that have occurred and that a four land highway to I-5 through the park 
would be the best decision. See the Grouped Response #6 for more information regarding an 
alternative route linking I-5 to US 199. See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of how the 
Department responds to collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 18-3 
This comment expresses concern over cutting down mature redwood trees. The Department has 
chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred alternative for Ruby 2. This 
alternative will have less of an impact on trees than the other Ruby 2 alternatives. No redwoods 
with a diameter greater than 36 inches will be removed or substantially affected by the preferred 
alternative.  Where excavation is planned near redwoods with a diameter greater than 36“, 
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protective measures will be taken to protect the roots. See Grouped Response #3 regarding the 
project’s impact on visual resources. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 18-4 
This comment states a concern for the close proximity of the road to the edge of the slope that 
goes toward the river. See the Grouped Response #8 for information regarding safety. 

This comment is likely referring to the narrow section of Highway 197 above the river between 
PM 5.5 and PM 6.0. On 3/2/2012 Caltrans initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on DN 
197 from PM 5.5 to PM 6.0. We will be investigating this area to determine if any changes are 
necessary. This is however, outside the scope of this project and this DEIR/EA 

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 19: Don Gillespie 

Response to Comment 19-1 
This comment states concern about safety and truck drivers that are inexperienced with the route. 
See Grouped Response #8 for a discussion regarding the projected increase in truck traffic and 
safety with regard to the local communities and road users. Also, see Grouped Response #2 for a 
discussion of anticipated benefits of the proposed project. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 19-2 
See Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for discussions of purpose and 
need of the proposed project. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of costs versus benefits 
of the proposed project.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 19-3 
This comment states that there is an unsafe turn at PM 6.1 on SR 197.  On 3/2/2012 Caltrans 
initiated a formal Traffic Safety investigation on DN 197 from PM 5.5 to PM 6.0. We will be 
investigating this area to determine if any changes are necessary. See response to Center for 
Biological Diversity’s comment #6 for an explanation of how the Department responds to 
collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 20: Dwayne Reichlin 

Response to Comment 20-1 
This comment does not directly address the DEIR/EA; it states that the safer the highways are 
made for trucks, the safer they are for all vehicles.  
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No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 20-2 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA directly. The commenter states that change will 
take place regardless and that it’s important to improve the infrastructure while keeping local 
people employed. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 21: Jean Rupert 

Response to Comment 21-1 
This comment questions the economic cost versus benefit of the project. Please see the revised 
Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of 
the project purpose and need. See Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of monetary costs of the 
project versus anticipated economic gain. Please see Grouped Response #8 regarding safety of 
the proposed project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 21-2 
This comment asks what safety measures might be implemented if STAA trucks are allowed on 
the SR 197/US 199 route, particularly if hazardous materials are being transported, and 
especially considering past spills and multiple days that the community’s water supply was 
affected after a spill. See the response to Vern Powers’ Comment 1 for further discussion 
regarding hazardous material spills. Also see the response to Transcribed Comment 8-1 (Janet 
Kasbohm) for a discussion regarding the Department’s Spill Contingency Plan for District 1, 
which includes Del Norte County. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 21-3 
This comment suggests more law enforcement. See response to Transcribed Comment 7-1 in this 
chapter of the responses to comments volume of the Final EIR/EA for a discussion regarding 
more law enforcement, and Group Response # 8 on safety and speed limits. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 21-4 
This commenter is expressing the opinion that young people leave the area as a personal choice, 
not due to the lack of employment and career opportunities.  It also states concern for the wild 
and scenic river. It does not directly address the DEIR/EA. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 21-5 
The comment states concern for spills and associated impacts. See the response to Vern Powers’ 
Comment # 1, and Transcribed Comment 8-1, above, for discussions regarding hazardous 
material spills and clean up.  
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No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 22: Gary Smaller 

Response to Comment 22-1 
This comment suggests the alternative route through Rowdy Creek. See Grouped Response #6 
for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199.  No changes to the 
Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 23: Jean Rupert 

Response to Comment 23-1 
The commenter asked why the Draft EIR/EA was not available at the local Caltrans office. 
Environmental documents are made available at the Department’s District 1 Office at 1656 
Union Street in Eureka as well as the public library in Crescent City. The Draft EIR/EA was 
made available for public viewing at the District 1 office, the local library, the Del Norte 
Transportation Commission office, and online for viewing or downloading. The Caltrans office 
in Crescent City is not open to the public and is not staffed to provide the public with documents 
on a regular basis during business hours. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 24: DeAnn Rupert 

Response to Comment 24-1 
The commenter favors an alternative route over the mountains to the proposed project. See 
Grouped Response #6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route linking US 101 to US 199.  
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.  

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 25: Meagan Johnston 

Response to Comment 25-1 
The commenter states that if one wants to find work in the area, they can and that the beauty of 
the area should remain untouched. The comment does not address the DEIR/EA directly. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Public Meeting Commenter 26: Elmer Zuehlke 

Response to Comment 26-1 
The commenter states that a four lane freeway from I-5 to Crescent City is preferable to the 
proposed project. See Grouped Response #6 for a discussion regarding an alternative route 
linking US 101 to US 199. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Responses to Public Meeting Commenter 27: Charlie Compton 

Response to Comment 27-1 
This comment does not provide a comment on the Draft EIR/EA. The comment states the 
importance of the economic benefits of the proposed project and support for the project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 27-2 
This comment is regarding the safety of the roads and how improvements are needed to make 
them safer. See response to Center for Biological Diversity’s comment 6 for an explanation of 
how the Department responds to collisions in a given area and how road repairs are prioritized. 
Also, see Grouped Response #8 for a discussion of safety. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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3.5 Form Letter 

A total of 27 form letters were received, five of which were modified from the original form 
letter. One representative copy of the form letter is presented below along with each modified 
copy of the form letter that contained additional, unique comments. 

• Ausman, Candi 

• Bell, Jackie 

• Brown, Devaney 

• Coughenour, Michael 

• Crawford, Ryan 

• Donohue, Karen 

• Fehrenbach, Anne 

• Flowers, Bobbie 

• Hergenrather, Harry 

• McSweeney, Charles Otter 

• Mitchell, David 

• Morgan, Linda 

• Nelson, Jill 

• O'Conner, Meave 

• Ornelas, Bob 

• Rahn, Paul 

• Rebman, Rick 

• Saalfield, Katherine 

• Scott, Celia 

• Shearer, Robert 

• Stebbings, Barrie 

• Stocks, Doug 
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Form Letters with Additional Commentary 
• Blakeley, Sheila + 

• Farmer, Tim + 

• Jamieson, Amber + 

• Perricelli, Claire + 

• Rahn, Paul + 
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Form Letter 
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Responses to Form Letter Commenters 

Response to Comment 1 
The comment is not a comment on the DEIR/EA; it states that the project should not be approved 
and is unnecessary. See the revised Purpose and Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final 
EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for clarification of the project purpose and need, and see 
Grouped Response #2 for anticipated benefits of the proposed project.. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment expresses concern regarding damage to redwood trees and the Smith River. The 
Preferred Alternative for Ruby 2 is the Two Foot Widening in Spot Locations. No large 
redwoods (>36 inches) would be removed or substantially affected by the proposed project at the 
Ruby 1 Location or the Preferred Alternative at Ruby 2. See Grouped Response #4 for a 
discussion of potential effects and the measures which will be taken to protect large redwoods. 
Caltrans consulted with the Forest Service and the National Park Service on potential impacts to 
the Wild and Scenic River. See grouped response #5 for information regarding the Wild and 
Scenic River status of the Smith River and the potential impacts.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
The comment states that the DEIR/EA is too broad and includes too many locations, and requests 
that the comment deadline be extended. The document encompasses multiple locations because 
they have the same purpose and need, and thus must be analyzed as one project under NEPA and 
CEQA. See Grouped Response # 1: Purpose and Need. The Draft EIR/EA and supporting 
technical studies were available at the Department’s District 1 office starting on June 29, 2010 
and were also available at the Del Norte County Library in Crescent City. Public comments on 
the Draft EIR/EA were officially accepted through August 23, 2010. The California 
Environmental Quality Act mandates a minimum of 45 days be provided for the public review of 
an Environmental Impact Report (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15105). The 
National Environmental Policy Act and the Federal Highway Administration require a minimum 
30-day review period (Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771.119). The actual review 
period for this project was 56 days, which is longer than the mandated durations.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Blakeley, Sheila 
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Responses to Sheila Blakeley 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment expresses concern for the beauty and isolation of the area and sees the project as 
validation to monetary profit rather than preservation of the environment. The comment does not 
address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project specifically. Please see the response to 
Environmental Protection Center’s (EPICs) Comment 8 in Chapter 2 of the responses to 
comments volume of the EIR/EA for a discussion regarding anticipated minimal changes to the 
rural character of the area in the vicinity of the proposed project and community cohesion. 
 
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA or the proposed project specifically. The comment is 
unclear regarding what life forms are being discussed, but the Department assumes that the comment is 
regarding removal of large redwoods at Ruby 2 under the Two-Foot Widen Alternative and the Four-Foot 
Widen Alternative. The Department considered the removal of large redwoods (>36 inches) a significant 
impact under CEQA, and selected the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations Alternative, which does not 
remove or substantially impact any large redwood trees. See Group Response #4 for a discussion of large 
redwoods. 
 
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA; it states opposition to the project. See the revised 
Purpose and Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for 
clarification of the project purposes need. Also, see Grouped Response #2 for a discussion of 
anticipated benefits of the project. Also see Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact 
on visual resources. 

No further changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Farmer, Tim 
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Responses to Tim Farmer 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment states opposition to the project because of potential effects to aesthetics. See the 
revised Need statement in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR/EA and Grouped Response #1 for 
clarification of the project need. Also see Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact 
on visual resources. 

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #2 above.   

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #3 above.  
 
No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Jamieson, Amber 
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Responses to Amber Jamieson 

Response to Comment 1 
See response to Form Letter Commenters Comment #2 above.  No changes to the Draft EIR/EA 
are necessary. 

Response to Comment 2 
This comment claims specific failures in the DEIR/EA. For questions on potential alternatives, 
see Group Response # 7. Potential impacts to endangered species are discussed Section 2.3.5 and 
Section 2.4.16 of the Draft EIR/EA. No significant impacts are anticipated for endangered 
species with the selection of the preferred alternatives (see revised Chapter 1 in the Final 
EIR/EA) and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, as discussed in the Final 
EIR/EA (see FEIR/EA Sections 2.3.5, 2.4.16, and 3.2.1-3.2.2). The project’s effect on climate 
change is discussed in Chapter 3 on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR/EA, and in the revised Section 
3.2.4 in the Final EIR/EA. Grouped Response # 2 discusses the potential costs and benefits of the 
project including general effects of STAA access. No further changes to the Draft EIR/EA are 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 3 
This comment does not address the DEIR/EA. This comment raises the issue that providing 
improved STAA truck access to Del Norte County could attract more large retailers (so-called 
“big-box” stores) to the study area. See the response to Ken Miller’s Comment 1 for a discussion 
on this subject.  
 
No large redwoods will be removed, as Caltrans has chosen the Ruby 2: Two-Foot Widening in 
Spot Locations as the preferred alternative. See also the avoidance and minimization measures as 
described in Sections 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.5.4 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA, which would reduce 
potential effects on redwoods and marbled murrelet to a negligible level. No significant impacts 
are anticipated for any environmental resource with the selection of the preferred alternatives 
(see revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA) and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures, as discussed in the final EIR/EA (see avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation 
measures sections of each topic in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EIR/EA plus Section 3.2.1 
and 3.2.2 in the Draft and Final EIR/EA). See Grouped Response # 4 for information on 
potential impacts to trees. 
 
Please also refer to Grouped Response #1 for more information on purpose and need and 
Grouped Response #2 for a discussion regarding anticipated benefits of the proposed project. 
 
No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Perricelli, Claire 
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Response to Claire Perricelli 

Response to Comment 1 
This comment suggests studying short sea shipping rather than trucking and “other such lower 
impact alternatives” but does not provide specific alternative suggestions. Studying short sea 
shipping and alternative shipping methods is beyond the scope of this project and would not 
meet the purpose and need. See the revised Chapter 1 in the Final EIR/EA for clarification of the 
purpose and need and Grouped Response #1 for details regarding the purpose and need of the 
project.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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Rahn, Paul 
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Response to Paul Rahn 

Response to Comment 1 
The Department has chosen the Two-Foot Widening in Spot Locations as the preferred 
alternative for Ruby 2. This is the least damaging alternative of the Ruby 2 alternatives and no 
large redwood trees would be removed as a result of construction of that alternative. The 
Department strives to strike a balance between preserving the natural beauty of the area and 
addressing the purpose and need of the project. No significant impacts would occur to visual or 
other environmental resources if the proposed project is constructed. 
 
See Grouped Response #1 for a detailed explanation of the purpose and need of the project and 
Grouped Response #3 regarding the project’s impact on visual resources.  

No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary. 
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