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Responses to Comments

The December 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
(DEIR/EA) was circulated to the public from December 5, 2008 to March 12, 20009.
Caltrans received nearly 800 comment letters and emails from the general public. Many
of these comments were email communications. At the public hearing held December
15, 2008, members of the public had the opportunity to dictate their comments to a court
recorder. The large number of comments received from the general public during the
public comment period attests to the awareness of the local community about this project
and the community’s interest in having its concerns heard and addressed.

How to Use the Responses to Comments Volume

The comments received to the DEIR/EA within the comment period have been organized
into as follows: State Agencies, organizations, and individuals. Numerous copies of a
form letter were received. An example of the form letter and a list of people who
submitted the form letter is provided rather than including each form letter. An index of
comment letters is provided at the beginning of each section for use in locating a
particular comment letter. Responses to comments can be found immediately following
each letter or email.

Many of letters from the general public were form letters and many additional comments
from the general public focused on a select number of issues and topics. To facilitate the
review of the Responses to Comments volume and to provide a comprehensive response
to the common issues raised, General Responses have been prepared to address the most
frequently expressed concerns. Recurring comments and responses are as follows:

Comment

Question necessity of the project and cannot find information within the document that
explains how this project allows the restrictions for the longer trucks to be lifted by
Caltrans.

General Response 1

The need for the project is stated in the 2006 and 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) for Humboldt County. The primary mode for goods movement in the County
occurs by trucking. Moreover, the RTP recognizes that truck transportation is a major
component of many industries doing business in Humboldt County and the north coast.
The RTP notes that the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove increases shipping costs
for both imported and exported goods. The RTP further states that truck length
restrictions and backhaul opportunities in Humboldt County are preventing businesses
from being profitable and competitive with other similar business along the west coast.
In addition, due to the absence of rail service in the County, plans for developing the port
in Humboldt Bay is directly linked to efficient movement of goods via trucking.




The Federal government began regulating the maximum size of commercial motor
vehicle on the Interstate highway system in 1956. The standards have continued to
evolve with the passage of subsequent laws. In 1982, the Federal government passed the
Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA). This Act increased the allowable size of
commercial trucks on the Interstate highway system. In addition, this Act authorized the
establishment of a National Network for trucks where federal width and length limits
would apply. In California, the STAA network consists of the National Network and
Terminal Access Routes. The National Network includes the Interstate system and
Defense Highways such as I-5 and 1-80. Terminal Access Routes are portions of State
routes or other roads that can accommodate STAA trucks. Terminal Access Routes allow
STAA trucks to a) travel between National Network Routes, b) reach a truck’s operating
facility, or c¢) reach a facility where freight originates, terminates, or is handled in the
transportation process. US Route 101 in Humboldt County is designated as a Terminal
Access Route with the exception of the section through Richardson Grove.

Congress established minimum length standards for most commercial truck tractor semi-
trailers and for twin trailers pulled behind a truck tractor. The federal length limits are
the minimums that States must allow for certain vehicles on the National Network and
reasonable access routes. Congressional involvement in vehicle length reflected the
desire to standardize the enforcement of length along the National Network and to
thereby eliminate any administrative and operating confusion caused by varying State
provisions governing commercial vehicle length along that element of U.S. highways.

STAA defines a truck standard but it does not define prescriptive highway improvement
standards. Standard design practice is to check the proposed roadway design and, where
necessary, use truck-turning templates specific to the type of truck needing
accommodation. For this project, due to the number of curves, a software package that
models a truck’s turning sweep was employed to identify where the deficiencies were
that would cause off-tracking over the center line into the opposing lane as well as to
ensure that the proposed geometric modifications would be sufficient to allow STAA
trucks to traverse the curves without off-tracking.

The proposed project would make small adjustments to the roadway geometrics sufficient
such that STAA vehicles can negotiate the curves without off-tracking. Adjustments
made at the curves would include such things as modifying the curve radius (the
sharpness of the curve), adding to the shoulder width, lengthening the curve, modifying
the superelevation rates, and changing the orientation of the curve in relationship to the
fixed objects (the trees). These small shifts in alignment (averaging 2-6 feet) would
provide the appropriate geometrics to the roadway design that would control or minimize
the amount and location of off-tracking near the trees and eliminate conflict points
between opposing traffic which would allow the STAA restriction to be lifted.

Comment
Construction of the project would cause harm to the atmosphere and health of the
redwood grove, which is a gateway to the north coast and defines the character of the



region. Removing even a few redwood trees would greatly diminish the gateway
experience.

General Response 2

No old growth trees would be removed as part of this project. Fifty-four trees would be
removed in total, 30 from within the park. The only two redwoods to be removed in the
park are less than eight inches in diameter. The majority of the thirty trees to be removed
in the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and fourteen of the 30 trees are tan oaks.
The largest tree proposed to be removed from the park is a 24-inch in diameter tan oak.
The majority of the tree removal would occur at two locations. Ten of the trees would be
removed at the northern park boundary on the slope below the staff residential units.
This location is shown in Figure 7B of the final document. The second location is at PM
1.36 which was a previous cut slope and is shown in Figure 6B in the final document.
Fourteen trees would be removed from this second location, the majority of which
includes tan oaks and Douglas firs. Simulations of the before and after visual
characteristics of the cut area at PM 1.36 are also found in Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix K
of the final environmental document.

The current ambiance of the park for the motorist and visitor would not be altered
substantially as a result of this project. The roadway would remain a curvilinear two lane
highway with minimal to no shoulders. As no old growth trees would be removed, the
canopy over the highway with the redwoods abutting the edges of the roadway creating
the “gateway effect” would remain unchanged. The greatest alignment shift would occur
around PM 1.40. Simulations of the before and after visual characteristics at PM 1.40
can be found in Figures 3 and 4 in Appendix K of the final environmental document.

A number of measures have been incorporated into the project design and construction
strategy that would minimize both short-term and long-term impacts to the park
resources. Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist contracted by
Save The Redwoods League to evaluate the project, have determined that the project as
proposed, will have no significant detrimental effect on root health or on the availability
of water to the roots of the old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.
Appendix B in the final environmental document identifies these measures incorporated
into the project to protect park resources.

Comment
Cutting the roots of redwood trees would result in adversely affecting or killing the
redwoods.

General Response 3

The most sensitive area for the trees can be found in what is called the structural root
zone which consists of a circular area with a radius three times the diameter of the trunk
of the tree. The roots found within this area are important for absorbing and delivering
nutrients and water to the tree. The structural root zones for all redwood trees adjacent to
the roadway thirty inches in diameter and larger in the park have been mapped. In the
park, all excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area except for




the culvert work would be done with pneumatic excavators (such as an air spade),
shovels, pick axes, or other non-mechanized methods to minimize disturbance or damage
to the roots from large equipment.

Pneumatic excavators use compressed air to “excavate” the soil leaving the roots intact.
Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the edges of the
existing road pavement, it is estimated that the density of roots in this area is less than
elsewhere in the structural root zone (e.g., areas not covered by existing pavement). In
addition, it is not anticipated that most of the larger roots would have to be cut, but rather,
excavation with an air spade would clear the soil away from the roots, then the roots
would be laid down and fill from the structural section placed over the roots. To
minimize severing roots beneath existing grades, the current design increases the road
height.

A special structural section is being used, Cement Treated Permeable Base (CTPB). This
base material is less thick than the normal base material decreasing the depth of
excavation that is required in the vicinity of the trees. In addition, CTPB requires less
compaction to be performed which also reduces the impacts to the tree roots.

Irrigation will be provided to minimize stress on the redwoods in the park during
construction where excavation below the finish grade will occur with the exception of the
cut slope at PM 1.36. Within 24 hours of the excavation and once a week thereafter
between the dates of June 1 through September 30 water equivalent to %2 inch in depth
would be applied in the area from the edge of pavement to 25 feet beyond the pavement.

The specifications for the project also will mandate that a certified arborist be present in
the park to monitor construction activities and ensure that the minimization measures are
being complied with.

A certified arborist, Darin Sullivan, was part of the team developing the project design
and proposing measures to minimize impacts to the old growth redwoods. After
evaluating the project he concludes that with the minimization measures incorporated
into the project, “it is my professional opinion that this project can be performed with
minimum impact to the root vitality of these wonderful trees.” Dennis Yniguez, a
registered consulting arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League to evaluate the
project notes that, “this project appears to have been designed with the protection of
adjacent old-growth redwoods as a fundamental consideration.” He further states, “the
existing root systems of old growth trees will be almost entirely undisturbed by strategic
additions to shoulder width and by minimal changes to road height.” Mr. Yniguez
concludes, “My professional opinion is that the highway alterations, as proposed, will
have no significant detrimental effect on root health or on the availability of water to the
roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.”



Comment

Construction impacts would result in noise, air pollution, soil compaction and other
effects that would disrupt the serene environment, drive away wildlife, and discourage
the public’s use of the State park.

General Response 4

Construction will result in temporary noise, nuisance odors, traffic delays, and other
impacts and that these impacts could negatively affect the visitor experience at the park
as well as affect wildlife. However, construction within the park would be, for the most
part, in discreet areas at any given time and no pile driving or blasting is proposed for this
project. It should be noted that in one third of the project limits the only construction
activity would be some drainage improvements and repaving.

The existing park visitor experience is already affected with the traffic noise from US
Route 101 which bisects the park. The improvements being proposed for the highway
would occur on essentially the existing alignment; the average alignment shift from the
existing centerline is two to six feet. The project is not expected to result in increased
truck traffic. A maximum of two foot shoulders will be added in the park which would
not result in appreciable widening of US Route 101 in the park.

The wildlife has adapted to the activities of the park including evening campfire
programs, generators from the RVs in the campground, general maintenance activities
conducted by the park staff to upkeep the park facilities and roads as well as traffic and
maintenance activities associated with US Route 101.

A number of measures have been incorporated into the project to minimize impacts.
Appendix B in the environmental document identifies these measures incorporated into
the project to protect park resources.

Comment

This stretch of Route 101 provides inadequate access for bicyclists and the project does
seem to comply with Caltrans policy stating that Caltrans must consider bicycle access
whenever a highway improvement project is planned.

General Response 5

The Caltrans policy requires that providing for non-motorized travelers (including
pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with disabilities) be fully considered when planning
and constructing a project. It also states that providing such access should be in balance
with community goals, plans, and values. These values are considered to include
economic, social, and environmental effects such as the elimination or minimization of
adverse effects on the environment, public services, aesthetic features, and the
community at large. With the proposed project, providing for non-motorized access is
problematic through the park since the shoulders of US Route 101 cannot be widened
sufficiently without the removal of several old growth redwoods. Outside the park
boundaries the project does propose widening the roadway to provide four foot shoulders




for both the northbound and southbound lanes to better accommodate pedestrians and
bicyclists.

To construct a bike/pedestrian path separate from the existing highway in the park would
have to be done on land under the jurisdiction of State Parks, or would involve a longer
and very steep detour of Route 101, which would likely make its construction not
feasible. State Parks, as the agency controlling the management and approval of the type
and location of any new facility within its jurisdiction, is the most appropriate lead
agency for planning such a facility.

Comment
Concern that a few businesses will benefit from the publicly funded project while
businesses in close proximity to the project dependent upon tourism may suffer.

General Response 6

Staff from Humboldt County urged Caltrans to explore options for providing STAA
access into the County. The Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
recognizes the importance of this access and the one of the goals in the RTP is to
eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous letters submitted during
the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of
doing business.

It is not anticipated that businesses located along State Route 254 would be substantially
affected by the work proposed at Richardson Grove. While businesses on US Route 101
in the project area would be affected by traffic delays and queues that could form in front
of their businesses, it would not result in substantial adverse impacts. The estimated
traffic delay times would typically average five to ten minutes under normal
circumstances and these are standard delays for work on a two lane State or US highway.
Access to the businesses and the park will be marked with cones to discourage queues
from blocking the access. Flaggers will be utilized at the park entrance when
construction occurs in the vicinity of this access. Flaggers may be deployed south of the
park if problems with blocking business access occur.

A meeting with business owners prior to construction will occur to discuss anticipated
construction impacts and staging of the project. In addition, a communication plan will
be developed to continuously update local businesses as to construction activities so that
businesses can have relevant information to base operational decisions on. Part of the
communication plan will be to provide business owners with a Caltrans contact person to
report problems to so that issues can be resolved in a timely manner.

It should be noted that there have been previous construction projects on US Route 101 in
and near the grove in the past few years. Traffic delays similar to what is expected for
the current project would have been experienced for those projects as well.



Comment
Local businesses directly impacted by the project, especially during construction, not
adequately acknowledged.

General Response 7

It is acknowledged in the document that during construction adjacent businesses would
be affected by traffic delays resulting from the one way traffic signal and traffic staging.
Delay times would typically average five to ten minutes up to a maximum of fifteen
minutes under normal circumstances. This is fairly standard for work on a two lane State
facility. Since I-5 is the nearest alternative to using this section of US Route 101 and
would constitute a minimum of a 300 mile detour, and the anticipated traffic delays are
similar to delays experienced elsewhere along State highways due to construction, it is
not expected that motorists with destinations in northwest California would modify their
travel routes to avoid the construction at Richardson Grove. Caltrans will be working
with the local businesses located in close proximity to the project area to minimize the
impacts of construction. For example, a communication plan will be developed to
continuously update local businesses and the public as to construction activities. Thus, it
is not anticipated that businesses dependent upon tourism would be substantially affected
by the construction of this project.

Comment
Support an alternative to lower the speed to 25 mph through Richardson Grove to provide
STAA access.

General Response 8

Reducing the speed limit would not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway
geometrics resulting in the STAA restriction. The degree of off-tracking for a given
truck is determined by the truck size and type and the curve dimensions of the road, not
the truck speed. While lowering the speed can lead to motorists being more careful,
lowering the speed, in of itself, will not eliminate off-tracking. The posted speed limit in
this area was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in fall 2008 after conducting an
Engineering and Traffic Survey.

In addition, the California Vehicle Code requires that speed zones be set based on
prevailing speeds, collision history, and highway, traffic and roadside conditions not
readily apparent to drivers. Average 85" percentile speeds were measured on US Route
101 through the project limits and ranged from 41 mph to 49 mph for all vehicles and 39
mph to 44 mph for commercial trucks. Setting the speed limit far below the 85th
percentile speed would make a large number of reasonable drivers “violators” and set up
an unenforceable “speed trap” which is not allowed by the vehicle code. The reduction
of the previous speed limit from 40 mph to 35 mph was justified based on several factors
including the roadside conditions. The close proximity of trees, while not hidden, may
present an unusual or at least an unaccustomed driving experience to some highway users
and many drivers seem to have difficulty judging the clearance to trees along the
highway. Also on bright sunny days, there is an abrupt change in lighting conditions
when the drivers enter and exit the grove. In addition, although Caltrans maintains a



friction-course overlay through the park (a type of pavement that provides for more
friction for tires), the year-round constant shade may contribute to a road surface
condition that is inconspicuous. Because of these factors, Caltrans believes that the
existing speed limit of 35 mph is both realistic and enforceable.

Comment
Support an alternative to bypass the State Park.

General Response 9

In the late 1950’s several alternatives for US Route 101 were studied. In 1968, a new
alignment for US Route 101 east of the Eel River but still within the boundaries of
Richardson Grove State Park was adopted (Alternative A). But funding was dropped
before the project could be constructed. Later in 2001 a Feasibility Study evaluating the
alternatives dropped previously was conducted. The alternatives included widening the
existing roadway to four lanes through Richardson Grove State Park and three
alternatives with new alignments for Route 101—Alternative A as discussed above,
Alternative B which include a tunnel at the edge of the park, and Alternative C which
bypassed the park to the east. The Feasibility Study concluded that each of the
alternatives would have severe environmental impacts. Widening on the existing
alignment had substantial adverse impacts on the old growth redwoods as well as park
facilities like the campgrounds, visitor center, and trails, while the alternatives on new
alignments would require large amounts of excavation and disposal due to either steep
terrain or constructing a tunnel. The new alignments would require a large amount of
vegetation removal and new bridges over the South Fork of the Eel River. There would
be impacts to federally and state listed wildlife. The cost for the alternatives on new
alignments were estimated to range from approximately $100 to $600 million as
compared to the $5.5 million of the proposed project. Due to the substantial
environmental impacts and high costs a bypass alternative was not considered feasible.

Comment
Support a signalization alternative to implement one way traffic control.

General Response 10

Just installing a signal to reduce speed would not correct the existing deficiencies in the
roadway geometrics resulting in the STAA restriction. The degree of off-tracking for a
given truck is determined by the truck size and type and the curve dimensions of the road,
not the truck speed. Thus, to effectively reduce off-tracking, a signalization alternative
must implement some system of one way traffic control for STAA vehicles.

Several variations of signalization alternatives were considered in the DEIR/EA. Each of
these alternatives assumes signals would restrict the current two-way traffic configuration
to one way, one lane traffic for all day or portions of the day. Without making the
modifications to the alignment, the issue of off-tracking of the STAA vehicles would not
be solved for two way traffic. Having the traffic stop at a signal before proceeding, even
at a reduced speed, would not resolve the issue of STAA vehicles off-tracking and



encroaching into opposing lane of traffic when there is little to no shoulders available to
use.

The signalization alternatives considered included: 1) Operate a signal system for one or
two cycles per hour allowing STAA vehicles only while restricting two way traffic. The
rest of the time two way traffic is allowed and STAA vehicles would be restricted. 2)
Operate a signal system during the night hours only and allow STAA access only when
signal is in operation and one way traffic in effect. 3) Operate a signal 24 hours a day
allowing alternating one way traffic. 4) Operate a signal stopping traffic in the non-peak
direction, leaving the peak direction open to through travel. This is similar to #3, except
the delay times in the non peak direction would be substantially longer.

One of the biggest issues with installing a permanent signal is the expected traffic
queuing. There is the potential for the traffic queue to reach one to two miles in length or
more during times of high traffic volumes such as the weekends during the summer
months. These queues would back up into the four lane freeway sections of US Route
101. The substantial queuing would be less likely if the signals were only in operation
during the evening hours as the traffic volumes are less at night. These queues and the
associated traffic delays resulting from the queues would also affect emergency vehicle
response times. (The difference between the proposed project’s temporary signal and a
permanent signal is the proposed project envisions utilizing a signal system during the off
peak season to construct the retaining wall and thus the longer queues and associated
traffic delays are not expected to result. In addition, the area under traffic control by the
signal during construction is very short to cover the area in the vicinity of the retaining
wall whereas a permanent signal would control approximately a mile segment of the
roadway.)

Another concern with permanent signalization is delay times for the motorist. Based
purely on the time it takes for vehicles to travel through the limits of one way traffic
operation, the cycle length during minimal traffic flows would be 9-10 minutes.
However, during the daily peak hour flows the theoretical cycle length would be 34
minutes (based upon a peak hour flow of 900 vehicles). This would equate to an average
delay of 17 minutes per vehicle. This estimate is based on an optimal situation using
actuated operation. With fixed time operation, the delay times could go up substantially.
At Richardson Grove an actuated system is not feasible because the stopping locations
would be located approximately one mile apart due to the limited availability of locations
providing minimum stopping sight distance. Due to the distance between the stopping
locations for northbound and southbound traffic, the signals would have to be operated
with separate controllers which means that the signals could not utilize traffic actuation.

Alternatives 1 and 2 also have the issue of providing space for the STAA vehicles to wait
until the one way traffic is enacted and the STAA vehicles are allowed to enter the traffic
queues to traverse the grove. In the project area there is very limited area that could be
utilized for this purpose with the steep slopes west of the highway and the river to the
east and few pullouts, providing storage space to accommodate STAA vehicles waiting to



traverse the grove would likely have to be developed at some distance from the project
for both northbound and southbound vehicles.

The issue with compliance increases as delay times rise. The longer the delay time, the
more potential for motorists to either ignore the signal system or conclude that the system
is inoperative. In addition, the problem with how to deal with the uncontrolled traffic
entering the highway from the park entrance as well as other ingress/egress points within
the park when the rest of the Route 101 traffic is under one way traffic control would
have to be resolved.

See Section 1.4.2 of the environmental document for more information on the signal
alternatives considered.

Comment
Concern that the local trucking companies would be adversely affected by providing
STAA access allowing larger trucks from outside the area.

General Response 11

The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, including
California, has changed to the STAA. What has been reported is that while California
Legal sized vehicles are still in use, they are becoming increasingly harder to find as
trucking companies replace their fleet with the industry standard-sized vehicles (STAA
trucks). Thus, the non-STAA vehicles tend to be older vehicles as the newer vehicles are
the industry standard-sized trucks. Smaller businesses, which depend upon trucking
companies for importing and exporting their products are finding it difficult to reliably
access these non standard-sized vehicles.

Local trucking firms are not prohibited from including STAA vehicles in their fleet
regardless if the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove is lifted or not.

Comment
Concern that the project would result in inducing large scale commercial growth and big
box stores. County should be supporting family businesses.

General Response 12

Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their
concern of how the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove has adversely impacted their
business. The STAA restriction affects a cross section of businesses including such
diverse interests as local manufacturing firms, cheese producer, recycling center, seafood
exporter, local brewery, construction industry representatives, agricultural product
representatives, lumber product representatives, dairy owners, clothing manufacturer,
ranching business, creamery, performing arts representatives who rely on the STAA
vehicles to transport the sets for local performances, and racing recreationists who use the
STAA vehicles to transport their cars. In addition, Caltrans has heard from many other
business owners who support those businesses who are affected by the STAA restriction
and so, they themselves are also affected.




Since the industry standard is the STAA vehicle, big box stores would likely realize some
economic benefit from lifting the restriction just as small, local, independent businesses
are expected to. The lack of STAA access did not prohibit the establishment of big box
stores in Eureka and elsewhere. Information from an internet survey conducted by the
County indicated that the big box stores tend to have CA Legal trucks included in their
fleet, while the small, independent businesses which do not have their own fleet are more
affected by not being able to utilize industry standard sized vehicles for their shipping
needs. The survey provided quantitative estimates of the dollar impact of trucking
constraints on a high percentage of local businesses in several export dependent industry
sectors. The information generated even from the limited number of industry sectors
considered was sufficient to enable Caltrans to determine that the benefits derived from
the project would be worth the expenditure of public funds.

A qualitative rather than quantitative analysis for growth was performed for this project.
The economic costs of not constructing the proposed project would fall on businesses
currently located in Humboldt County including small, local businesses. Providing
access for STAA trucks is not expected to result in substantial incentive for big box
development because it does not substantially change the factors that most influence
growth in Humboldt County. A study prepared by the Humboldt County Association of
Governments (Cambridge Systematics, Inc., 1989) identified distance from major
population centers, lack of direct access to the Interstate road system, lack of a completed
four lane north-south or east-west highway, limited air service, unreliable and inadequate
rail service, lack of industrial land zoned in Eureka, shortage of labor in some
occupations, lack of diversity of tourist attractions and visitor activities, and perception of
the area by outsiders as remote, as being the major constraints to economic activity and
subsequent growth in Humboldt County (see Section 2.1.2 in the environmental
document). Thus, providing STAA access is not expected to be a primary factor
influencing growth in Humboldt County, including “big box” development. It should
also be noted that the lack of STAA access has not prohibited the development of big box
stores in Eureka.

Comment
Concern that the project would widen and straighten the roadway resulting in speeding
vehicles.

General Response 13

The proposed project does not straighten the roadway, but actually introduces more
curves into the alignment. The proposed realignment changes the curves such that the
curves are initiated earlier so that vehicles have initiated going into the curves prior to
reaching the trees causing the geometric deficiency. The majority of widening proposed
for this project is outside the park limits where the road is being widened to gain 4-foot
shoulders to better provide for bicyclists and pedestrians. The widening that is proposed
in the park is at spot locations to gain up to 2-foot shoulders where currently there are no
or less than 2-foot shoulders and where there are no trees immediately abutting the
roadway that would preclude widening. Thus, it is not an anticipated that the project




would result in vehicles traveling this section of US Route 101 faster. The numerous
curves as well as the roadway characteristics of minimal to no shoulders with large trees
adjacent to the edge of pavement would not be changed by the project and would
continue to discourage speeding. In addition, the posted speed limit through Richardson
Grove was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in fall 2008.

Comment
Concern that the project would result in increased truck traffic.

General Response 14

It is not anticipated that truck traffic would increase on Route 101 as a result of the
proposed project. The project will not be increasing the capacity of the highway as no
additional travel lanes will be constructed. The potential for increased truck traffic would
be due to diverted truck traffic that currently uses other north/south routes such as I-5 and
Route 99. Diversions from these other routes would depend upon it being economically
feasible for the trucking companies to change their existing routes based upon fuel
consumption and travel times. Since all the major coastal cities from southern California
to northern Washington have readily available access to the 1-5 and Route 99 corridors
which have straighter alignments and faster travel times, the opening of STAA access to
Route 101 through Richardson Grove is not expected to generate a substantial amount of
diverted truck traffic. If the project is constructed, some of the truck traffic that currently
use Route 101 through Richardson Grove would likely switch from non-STAA trucks to
STAA trucks which has the potential to reduce the number of truck trips.

A traffic study performed for the projects to lift STAA restrictions on Routes 197 and
199 in Del Norte County" also found that there was very little latent demand expected
with the lifting of STAA restrictions on these two routes. Latent demand is traffic that
would use a route but cannot or does not for some reason. This would include STAA
trucks that would shift onto the route because the STAA restriction was lifted as well as
includes those trips that would switch from CA legal trucks to STAA trucks. For the
study on Routes 197 and 199, it was determined that “only a small increase of about 8.25
new daily truck round trips are projected...” It is anticipated that the conditions on Route
101 in the southern portion of Humboldt County would be similar.

Comment
Removing invasive plants is not sufficient mitigation for the adverse impacts to the
redwood trees.

General Response 15

A number of measures have been incorporated into the project design and construction
strategy that would minimize both short term and long term impacts to the park
resources. The Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist contracted
by Save The Redwoods League to evaluate the project, have determined that the project
as proposed, will have no significant detrimental effect on root health or on the
availability of water to the roots of the old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway

! Fehr & Peers May 2009. “197/199 Safe STAA Access Project Draft Traffic Analysis Report.” Page ES 2.



construction. The additional measure to remove non-native vegetation is an attempt to
further enhance the environs of the redwoods.

Comment
Installing corvid- proof trash cans is not sufficient mitigation for adverse impacts to
marbled murrelets and northern spotted owls.

General Response 16

The US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the proposed project would not result
in any marbled murrelet or northern spotted owl nesting habitat being removed or
degraded and the likelihood that the project would result in direct mortality of marbled
murrelets or northern spotted owls, particularly to young or the loss of eggs is
discountable. The Service also concurred that the project may modify, but is not likely to
adversely modify designated critical habitat of the marbled murrelet based on the
following factors: 1) The removal of as many as 31 second-growth redwood and Douglas
fir trees would amount to approximately 0.6 percent of the estimated potential old-growth
habitat available to nesting marbled murrelets within half mile of proposed vegetation-
removal activities and it is unlikely that the removal of this small percentage of
vegetation would substantially alter the canopy characteristics of the forest in Richardson
Grove State Park; 2) The trees proposed to be removed are not large or old enough to
contain suitable nesting platforms, thus their removal would not result in the loss of any
current marbled murrelet nesting habitat; and 3) the project includes measures to avoid
and minimize impacts to old growth redwood tree roots during construction.

While there is no known cases of marbled murrelets nesting in Richardson Grove State
Park, it is estimated that at least one nesting pair are present within the 250 acres of
suitable nesting habitat which may be subjected to noise disturbance during the breeding
season. The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurs that the proposed construction activity
represents a relatively short term disturbance that is not expected to have a long term
influence on the breeding performance of the marbled murrelets or northern spotted owls
in and near the project area.

Providing the corvid-proof trash receptacles is a conservation measure recommended by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service during the consultation efforts for this project and
Caltrans incorporated this measure into the project. Conservation measures in the context
of the federal Endangered Species Act represent actions that are intended to further the
recovery of and/or minimize or compensate for the project effects on the listed species.
The revegetation of disturbed areas and the restoration of the half acre that would be
relinquished back to State Park are also conservation measures. The restoration of the
half acre would enhance foraging habitat for northern spotted owls.

Surveying potential breeding habitat to identify potential nesting areas is identified as a
recovery action in the marbled murrelet Recovery Plan (US FWS, 1997). The two year
survey for marbled murrelets that Caltrans has proposed to do at Richardson Grove State
Park would aid in the recovery of the species by providing information to the US Fish
and Wildlife Service about the population in inland nesting areas.
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c) National Fire Protection Association Standards (NFPA) for fire flow minimums and other design
questions not specifically covered by CFC and PUC

d) Housing and Community Development Codes and Standards —for mobile home parks and
recreational camps

4. For Department of Real Estate reporting purposes, fire protection coverage in SRA is generally described
as follows:

During the declared fire season (usually June through October) CALFIRE responds to all types of fires
and emergencies in SRA.

During the remainder of the year (winter period), CALFIRE responds to emergency requests with the
closest available fire engine, if a response can reasonably be expected to arrive in time to be
effective. A fire engine is usually available somewhere in the Unit, but may have an extended
response time.

There are many hazards confronting fire protection agencies in most subdivisions on SRA lands. Steep
terrain and heavy wildland fuels contribute to fire intensity and spread. The distances from fire
stations and road grades encountered usually create an excessive response time for effective
structure fire suppression purposes.

Subdivisions increase fire risks from additional people and increase probable dollar losses in the event of
fire due to added structures and improvements.

5. If the project expects to produce densities consistent with a major subdivision, the impacts on all
infrastructures should be mitigated. Local government more appropriately provides the responsibility for
high-density area protection and services. Annexation or inclusion into Local Responsibility Area should

be studied as well.

6. CALFIRE does not support development in areas where there is no local agency fire service for structure
fires and emergency medical response. Fire services should be extended into service gap areas as a
condition of development. New development can adversely impact existing fire services. Careful
consideration must be given where development may overload the local fire service's ability to respond.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

CALFIRE has enforcement responsibility for requirements of the Z'berg—Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973.
CALFIRE is also the lead agency for those parts of projects involving the scope of the Forest Practice Act. The
following basic input will cover the majority of projects. Each project will be reviewed with additional input sent at a
later date, if needed.

The following comments reflect the basic Resource Management policies of the Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection and CALFIRE on CEQA review requests. These policies apply to both Local and State Responsibility
Areas.

1. If this project reduces the amount of timberland, by policy, the Board of Forestry and CALFIRE cannot
support any project that will reduce the timberland base of California. "Timberland" means land which is
available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of any commercial species used to produce lumber and
other forest products, including Christmas trees regardless of current zoning (PRC 4526). However, if the
zoning and intended use are consistent with the county’s general plan; and if no land other than timberland
can be identified to site the project; then CALFIRE may choose not to oppose the project.

2. If any commercial timber operations are involved with a project, the timber operations cannot be conducted
without a CAL FIRE permit. Commercial timber operations include the cutting or removal of trees offered for
sale, barter, exchange, or trade or the conversion of timberlands to land uses other than the growing of
timber (PRC 4527). Contact your nearest CAL FIRE Resource Management office for guidance on obtaining

the necessary permits.

3. If any timberlands are being converted to a non-timber growing use by this project, the conversion operations
cannot be conducted without a CAL FIRE permit (PRC 4621). Conversion of timberland takes place when
trees are removed and the land use changes, even without the sale, barter, exchange, or trade of the trees.
Contact your nearest CAL FIRE Resource Management office for guidance on obtaining the necessary

permits.




4. Iftimberland is in the viewshed of a project, the current and future owners should be overtly notified that
changes will occur to their views due to timber management activities. Further, no project should be allowed
to negatively affect access to timberland for timber management purposes; neither on the project parcel(s)
nor any other timberland parcels.

5. If timber harvesting has occurred and post-harvest restocking and prescribed erosion control maintenance
obligations have not been met on a parcel, future owners should be overtly notified (14 CCR 1042). The
current owner of a parcel is responsible for restocking requirements and maintenance of roads whether or not
they were involved in the actual harvest plan.

6. If the projectinvolves the development of parcels zoned as Timber Production Zone (TPZ), CALFIRE cannot
support the project. Dividing TPZ land into parcels of less than 160 acres requires a Joint Timber
Management plan prepared by a Registered Professional Forester (RPF), recorded as a deed restriction for a
minimum of 10-years on all affected parcels, and approved by a four — fifths vote of the full board (Govt. Code
51119.5). TPZ may be rezoned using a "Ten Year Phase Out,” which precludes the need for a Timberland
Conversion Permit. CALFIRE opposes immediate rezoning of TPZ land.

If CALFIRE staff develops additional comment on this project, it will be forwarded in an additional response letter.
By

Planning Battalion

CALFIRE Humboldt - Del Norte Unit

For Ralph Minnich, Unit Chief

1. The roadway improvements on Route 101 would not include construction of any new
buildings.

2. The roadway improvements would not include any impacts to commercial
timberlands nor to any parcels zoned timber production zones.
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3 DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION « North Coast Redwoods District Ruth Coleman, Director
P.0. Box 2006, Eureka, CA 95502-2006 o 707-445-6547

March 10, 2009

Deborah Harmon, Senior Environmental Planner
CA Department of Transportation

1656 Union Street

Eureka, CA 95501

California State Clearinghouse,
by fax to: 916-323-3018

Re: Richardson Grove Operational Improvement Project DEIR SCH # 2009012070
Dear Ms. Harmon:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Richardson Grove
Operational Improvement Project DEIR (SCH # 2009012070). California State Park's
North Coast Redwoods District (NCRD) consists of twenty-four park units totaling
approximately 134,000 acres and is responsible for the management of the largest stands
of extant old-growth redwoods that exist. Richardson Grove is a “heritage park” with
worldwide significance. These forests are enjoyed by millions of people extending from
those in the region to more distant statewide visitors; people come from the furthest
reaches of our nation and all corners of the planet to experience the Redwoods and most
pass through Richardson Grove to do so.

Many of these visitors have strong legacy ties to Richardson Grove State Park, and a
family connection that spans generations. Any project that affects the historic patina and
the natural fabric of Richardson Grove State Park can have far reaching impact to millions
of people as they enter the Redwood Region.

As CalTrans developed this project your office has been open to our involvement and has
included NCRD staff at many levels. We met on several occasions to discuss the
project’s progress, including two in-depth discussions about the DEIR. We appreciate
your openness and desire to consider our suggestions. We also know that you are
working hard to protect the significant natural, cultural and recreational values within the
park. Your design acknowledges the significance of the site as you work to satisfy the call
for efficient transportation. Our comments are relative to the specifics of the DEIR, we
hope they are useful and we continue to be available for discussion as you make
progress with this project.

When reviewing projects that may affect state park resources we base our review on the
Department's Mission Statement which states:
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“The mission of the California Department of Parks and Recreation is fo

provide for the health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by
helping to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting it's
most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for
high-quality outdoor recreation.”

After careful review, the North Coast Redwoods District has identified several
inconsistencies in the DEIR and there is a general lack of data or information that is
necessary for our staff to make qualified determinations as to the impact to the State Park
resources, and the viability of the mitigation measures that are presented. There are
inconsistencies between the CEQA checklist and the Environmental Consequences
sections of the DEIR. Several sections of the DEIR are not consistent with CEQA for

. which we believe additional analysis or mitigation measures need to be developed. The
document also contains numerous mitigation measures that are not enforceable and are
therefore not compliant with CEQA.

Because of the apparent inconsistencies, lack of clear mitigation methods and a lack of
sufficient data to evaluate the proposed project, we are not able to make a determination
on some critical aspects of the project’s impact to the State Park. We are concerned that
the document does not meet its requirement to be an enforceable environmental tool.

We offer the following constructive analysis of the DEIR:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Section 1.1. The DEIR states that the speed limit is 40 mph through the project
area. This needs to be updated to state that the speed limit through the Park is
35 mph.

Section 1.2. The DEIR acknowledges that the project area is part of the Pacific
Coast Bike Route yet does not provide any measures to increase safety for
bicyclists. While there may be an opportunity to provide a bicycle/pedestrian
route through Richardson Grove State Park (RGSP), which may be planned by
the District, in the advent that this route is not approved, and in the advent that
hiker/bikers do not avail themselves of the route, California State Parks (DPR)
believes that alternative measures should be evaluated such as active signage
which may increase bicyclist safety.

Section 1.2, Collision Data. What percentage of the collisions in the project
area were associated with STAA (both legal and illegal) vehicles.

Section 1.2, Collision Data. The DEIR states that “These factors, non-standard
alignment, fixed objects on or near the shoulders, and scenic value of the
setting cannot be improved within the scope of the project.” Given this, that the
most frequent type of collision was “hit object’, and that vehicle speeds in the
project area are often in excess of the posted limit (85%), what is the potential
that the proposed action may actually increase the number of vehicle accidents
and subsequently result in greater impacts to old-growth redwoods? If vehicle
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5)

6)

7)

9)

10)

strikes to old-growth redwoods increase after the implementation of this project
what will be done to reduce this impact and to provide mitigation?

Section 1.2, Collision Data. The document states that lowering the speed limit
within the project area “should help improve safety and operations ... for both
motorists as well as providing some improvement for bicyclists”. Given, that the
DEIR, acknowledges that 85% of the traffic in the project area was exceeding
the then posted speed limit of 40 mph and that the proposed action will actually
facilitate greater speeds through the Park by softening the turns provide
justification that the proposed action will not result in increased hazards to
motorists, cyclists, and to old-growth redwoods.

Section 1.3.1. Discuss the relationship between the proposed disposal site
located at PM 106.50 and any adjacent watercourses,

Section 1.3.1. The DEIR references the need to transfer State Park lands to
Caltrans and visa versa to accommodate new easements. DPR has not been
provided maps of the proposed easement/property transfer and has not agreed
to any transfers.  Furthermore, the fransfer of lands would require
environmental review and as it is part of the proposed action such
easement/land transfers should be clearly identified and evaluated in the DEIR.

Section 2.1.1.4. Parks & Recreational Facilities, Affected Environment. The
DEIR references “large redwood forest”. Please define this term, or use the
more recognized term of old-growth forest.

Section 2.1.1.4. Parks & Recreational Facilities, Environmental Consequences.
The DEIR states that in some cases, the roadbed would be moved closer to the
trees and in other instances the roadbed would be realigned farther away from
the trees. The hardened surface associated with the roadbed and shoulder is a
significant adverse effect on the health of any mature tree, including old-growth
redwood, where it encroaches into that tree'’s critical root zone (within 3 x the
diameter at breast height (dbh) of the tree). However, the DEIR does not
document whether or not the proposed action will increase the cumulative
amount of hardened surface on the critical root zone or decrease it. Unless
such a detail analysis is conducted, the significance of the proposed action on
old-growth redwoods cannot be evaluated. Once this information is provided, it
can be evaluated for the significance of the impact to the frees. If that
information is not provided, there is not enough substantial evidence to make a
finding of significant or less than significant. It is also impossible to develop
mitigation measures or evaluate alternatives without this information.

Section 2.1.1.4. Parks & Recreational Facilities, Environmental Consequences.
The DEIR is unclear as to the amount of habitat within RGSP that will be
impacted from the proposed action versus the amount of habitat that will be
restored. DPR has concerns that the amount of mitigation will be less than a
1:1 ratio that will not provide mitigation for the direct habitat loss. Additional
impacts will occur from the loss of an established vegetation community
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11)

12)

13)

14)

consisting of mature vegetation to one of seedlings and transplants that will
take years to obtain a similar structure and complexity of the areas impacted.
This would warrant a mitigation ratio of 3:1 or greater for habitat loss. The DEIR
needs to be amended to provide adequate mitigation at a ration of at least 3:1
for habitat loss within the Park.

Section 2.1.1.4. Parks & Recreational Facilities, Environmental Consequences.
The DEIR states that “some construction activities will occur at night”. This is a
vague statement and needs clarification. The DEIR should state exactly what
construction activities will occur at night and if any of these activities will be
restricted to certain areas or times of night or season. Until this information is
provided DPR cannot evaluate potentially significant adverse effects to park
operations, visitors, or natural resources.

Section 2.1.1.4. Parks & Recreational Facilities, Environmental Consequences,
Avoidance, Minimization, and /or Mitigations. The DEIR states that “numerous
special conditions have been incorporated to minimize impacting the resources
of the park’. These special conditions need to be clearly defined and
enforceable. If the special conditions are mitigation measures then they must
be identified as such in the DEIR.

Section 2.1.2. Growth. Environmental Consequences. The DEIR states that
"the inaccessibility of these areas [Humboldt County] to longer trucks is not the
most important constraint on business development in northern California” and
that one of the most important constraints is “the lack of a completed four-lane
north-south or east-west highway”. This and the other major constraints to
business development listed in the DEIR support the argument that this project
is not going to meet the ultimate transportation goals and is only an interim
treatment that will eventually result in a proposal for a four-lane highway
through or around RGSP. DPR is concerned that the Proposed Build
Alternative is only a temporary fix to an issue that will either continue to erode
the natural, cultural, and recreational values of RGSP or require a complete
bypass of the Park as originally envisioned in CalTran's previous planning
efforts. Will the need for a 4-lane highway from the Bay Area through Humboldt
and Del Norte counties be determined to be necessary? If so, the proposed
alternative will degrade the values of RGSP and if, the final solution is a
bypass, then these impacts will have been unnecessary.

Section 2.1.3. Community Impacts. Environmental Consequences. The DEIR
states that "access to the park will be delineated with cones in an attempt to
ensure that vehicles in queues do not block access during construction”. This
assumes that the motorists in the queues understand the purpose of the cones
and oblige. If access to RGSP was blocked, it could result in impacts to visitors
and park operations, both of which could result in loss of revenue. DPR
requests that the DEIR be amended to require the placement of flag persons at
these locations to assure that access is not blocked. This would also facilitate
the movement of emergency services into or through RGSP.
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15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

Section 2.1.3. Community Impacts. Environmental Consequences. The DEIR
states that both “campground visitors and park residences would be affected by
noise from night construction” yet provides no mitigation for these significant
adverse affects (as documented in Noise Section). All measures provided later
in the document are non-enforceable and at the discretion of the contractor.
The DEIR needs to be revised to provide measures to mitigate impacts
associated with nighttime construction to park visitors and residences to a level
of less than significant. These measures, as required by CEQA must be
enforceable and not at the discretion of the contractor.

Section 2.1.4. Utilities/Emergency Services. Environmental Consequences.
The DEIR states that emergency service providers will potentially be delayed
through the project area and that they will be given priority; however, the DEIR
does not assess the amount of time that emergency services will be delayed
and if that delay would be considered significant. The DEIR needs to be
amended to provide such an evaluation and if appropriate mitigation.

Section 2.1.4. Utilities/Emergency Services. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures. The discussion in the DEIR indicates that the proposed
action could result in significant delays to emergency service providers yet
provides no enforceable mitigation measures. Rather, the DEIR defers the
development of mitigation measures to a later date and makes it the
responsibility of a future contractor. This is a violation of CEQA in that
mitigation measures need to be disclosed in the environmental document and
that they be enforceable. Furthermors, it does not allow the public or affected
emergency service providers an opportunity to evaluate the measures thereby
violating the disclosure requirements of CEQA. DPR believes that the DEIR
needs to be amended and additional public review provided to address this
issue.

Section 2.2.1. Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff. Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR states that the proposed action will result in a 0.3
acre increase in the amount of impervious surfaces within the project area.
Where will this increase occur? Will it be in the structural root zone of old-
growth redwoods? Given that the alteration of the existing hydrology and
reduction of water has been documented as significant adverse effects to old-
growth redwoods in State Parks along HWY 101, how will this increase in
impervious surfaces affect the water transport and availability to old-growth
redwoods? As the results of this assessment may result in the identification of
additional significant adverse affects additional public review may be required.

Section 2.2.1. Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff. Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. The DEIR clearly states that
mitigation measures are provided to reduce impacts to Water Quality yet no
enforceable measures are disclosed, nor are they documented in Section 3.3
that says there are no mitigation measures. This is an example within the DEIR
where the Environmental Consequences section documents significant adverse
affects and are either not mitigated for, for which the mitigation is not
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20)

21)

22)

23)

enforceable, or left to a later date for development. Because of these
discrepancies throughout the DEIR it is not possible to evaluate potential
adverse affects and the mitigation measures proposed to mitigate them to a
level of less than significant.

Section 2.2.1. Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. The spill contingency plan should be
part of the DEIR so that the effectiveness of the plan can be evaluated and so
that it can be made an enforceable part of the document. This may require the
opportunity for additional public review.

Section 2.2.4. Air Quality. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that “trucks will be washed as they leave the right
of way as necessary to control fugitive dust emissions”. Washing areas for
vehicles are not identified in the DEIR nor are potentially adverse affects (e.g.
sediment entering watercourses or introduction of sudden oak death)
associated with this evaluated in Section 2.2.1. or in Section 2.3.2. Identify the
areas where truck washing will occur and state what will be done to assure that
this does not result in introduction of sediment or hazardous materials into
wetlands or a degradation of water quality.

Section 2.2.4. Air Quality. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that the contractor will develop a dust control plan.
As fugitive dust may result in significant adverse effects to visitors and
residences of RGSP and to sensitive natural resources the dust control plan
should be provided in the DEIR so that the measures can be evaluated by the
trustee agencies and affected parties, and so that the measures can be made
enforceable as required by CEQA. The dust control plan should include
disclosure of where it will obtain water (if drafted from river or other natural
sources it could result in take of listed species or significant adverse affect),
that it has legal water rights for extraction, what measures will be applied to
assure that it does not result in a degradation to water quality or increase of
sedimentation to wetlands or streams, and what additives may be added to the
water.

Section 2.2.4. Air Quality. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that equipment and material storage sites will be
located as far away from residences and park use areas as practical.
Potentially significant adverse affects to park visitors, residents, and resources
cannot be evaluated due to the lack of disclosure regarding equipment and
material storage areas. For example, the storage of equipment or material
within the critical root zone of old-growth redwoods could result in significant
adverse affects to these irreplaceable resources. Or it could result in significant
air quality or visual affects to park visitors and residents. The location of
equipment and material storage sites needs to be disclosed in the DEIR so that
it can be evaluated by the trustee agencies and affected parties, and so that the
measures can be made enforceable as required by CEQA.
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24)

25)

26)

27)

Section 2.2.4. Air Quality. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that “to the extent feasible, Environmental
Sensitive Areas will be established for sensitive air receptors”. As previously
discussed in these comments terminology such as “to the extent feasible” is not
enforceable and it must therefore be assumed that these measures will not be
applied. Furthermore, there is no disclosure as to what an Environmental
Sensitive Area is. This term is used ambiguously throughout the DEIR for any
potentially sensitive resource. Yet there is no disclosure as to what an
Environmental Sensitive Area entails. For example, would an Environmental
Sensitive Area for Air Quality be the same size or contain the same features as
one proposed for sensitive plants. The DEIR needs to be amended to provide
full disclosure of what an Environmental Sensitive Area is and so that measures
that are included in the plan be fully enforceable.

Section 2.2.5. Noise. NEPA. The DEIR states that “noise abatement
measures that are determined to be reasonable and feasible at the time of final
project design are incorporated into the project plans and construction contract
specifications”. While it is correct that NEPA does not require the mitigation of
significant adverse affects and that it contains an assessment of feasibility the
same is not necessarily true for CEQA. CEQA requires the determination of an
impact’s significance and if that impact is determined to be a significant adverse
affect then it requires full mitigation. Furthermore, under CEQA the complete or
final project is analyzed and if modifications to the project are made they must
either be amended into the EIR and may result in additional public review.
Under CEQA, if the lead agency determines that a significant adverse affect
cannot be fully mitigated then they must make a determination of overriding
consideration. The DEIR’s assessment of noise impacts appears to be based
solely on NEPA and therefore the document should be amended to include an
assessment that is compliant with CEQA.

Section 2.2.5. Noise. Environmental Consequences. The short-term impact
analysis references that construction would occur during evening hours;
however, in numerous other places the DEIR states that construction would or
could occur throughout the night. This discrepancy needs to be clarified.
Furthermore, if construction may oceur all night then it appears that the short-
term noise analysis needs to be redone to assess the impacts associated with
noise on park visitors, residents, and on sensitive species such as the marbled
murrelet.

Section 2.2.5. Noise. Environmental Consequences. The DEIR provides
proposed noise ordnance standards by Humboldt County that state that
between 2200 hours and 0700 hours noise should not exceed 55-75 dBA near
residences. The DEIR also states that construction activities normally range
between 70 and 84 dBA. The existing ambient noise level within Madrone
Campground as documented by the DEIR is 64 dBA during the day and 54 dBA
at night. Based on the DEIR's own analysis, the proposed night operations
would result in significant adverse affects to campground users and park
residents: however, the DEIR fails to document this either in the CEQA
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28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

checklist or in the Environmental Consequences section. The DEIR then goes
on to provide numerous measures that may be considered for implementation,
if determined to be feasible, to reduce the effects of construction-generated
noise on campers and park residents. As previously documented in these
comments, CEQA requires that all mitigation measures be enforceable.
Therefore, the DEIR needs to be amended to acknowledge that construction
activities will result in significant adverse effects on campers within the park as
well as on park residents and then incorporate enforceable mitigation measures
to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant or make a
determination of overriding considerations. Either one of these may initiate the
need for additional public review.

Section 2.2.5. Noise. Environmental Consequences. The DEIR does not
assess the effects of the increased noise, both during the day and at night on
sensitive wildlife species. The DEIR needs to be amended to include this
analysis.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Affected Environment. The DEIR does not
acknowledge that the DFG has designated Redwood Forest as a Special
Community type (DFG, List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities
Recognized by The California Natural Diversity Database, 2003). The DEIR
needs to be amended to disclose this and based upon this provide appropriate
analysis.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Affected Environment. The DEIR appears
to be using the classification system described in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf
(1995) for the Redwood Series; however, the document appears to be using an
undefined classification for conifer/oak woodland community. This later
classification is very generic and does not provide an adequate and
recognizable description. The DEIR should be amended to reference the
classification system used to describe the Redwood Series and describe the
other vegetation types by the same classification system.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Environmental Consequences. The DEIR
states that 29 trees will be removed from within RGSP, but does not provide an
assessment of the number of trees that will have their structural root zone
compromised through the placement of an impervious surface within the
structural root zone or an estimate of the number of trees that will have
structural roots severed, Without such an assessment the NCRD cannot
adequately assess the proposed actions impacts on old-growth redwoods and
other mature trees. The Department therefore must assume that the proposed
action will result in significant adverse effects to old-growth redwoods and that
adequate mitigation needs to he developed.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Environmental Consequences. The DEIR
states that the proposed action will result in an additional 0.3 acres (an increase
of 5%) of impervious surface within the structural root zone of trees within the
project area. The DEIR does not state how much of this will occur within the
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34)
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structural root zone of old-growth redwoods nor within RGSP, An additional,
undocumented number of trees will have up to 4 feet of fill placed within the
structural root zone. Based on this lack of information it is unclear that the
proposed action will not result in significant adverse effects to {rees, including
old-growth redwoods, and that adequate mitigation may not have been
incorporated into the DEIR. The DEIR needs to be amended to provide an
accurate assessment of the ratio of old-growth redwood trees that would have
their structural root zone impacted (either by impervious surface or fill) versus
those that may have an impervious surface removed. This analysis should also
include an assessment of the percentage of the individual old-growth redwoods
structural root zone that will either be impacted or restored. Then, based on
this information Caltrans needs to work with the NCRD in the development of
adequate mitigation measures. These measures then need to be incorporated
into the DEIR.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. In both this section and in Appendix D, the DEIR states that
mitigation measures are being proposed to mitigate impacts to the park,
redwood trees, and listed species; however, the CEQA check list conflicts with
these statements in that it indicates that the proposed action will result in less
than significant adverse effects. The NCRD requests that the CEQA checklist
be modified to acknowledge that the project may result in significant adverse
effects to sensitive resources, including old-growth redwoods, listed species
such as the marbled murrelet, and the park.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that “roots less than 2 inches in diameter that must
be cut shall be cut cleanly with sharp instrument in order to promote healing”.
Does this mean that roots greater than 2 inches in diameter will not be cut or
they be cut using a different methodology? The NCRD requires that the DEIR
be amended to state that roots within the critical root zone 3 inches or greater
in diameter not be cut.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that “no heavy equipment will be staged or parked
within the drip line of mature trees in unpaved areas”. The DEIR needs to
define mature trees, preferably by stating a minimum diameter at breast height.
The NCRD also requests that the DEIR be amended to state that heavy
equipment will not be staged or parked within the drip line or critical root zone,
whichever is greatest, of trees. This should at a minimum apply to trees greater
or equal to 20 inches diameter at breast height.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that if nesting birds are detected within the project
area then an Environmentally Sensitive Area will be established around the
nest site. The DEIR needs to be modified to indicate the size of the
Environmentally Sensitive Area that will be established around nest sites. Also,
it should clarify if there will be different size Environmentally Sensitive Areas
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established for different species of birds. For example, a buffer for a sharp-
shinned hawk should be much larger than one for a passerine. Also, the DEIR
needs to be modified to state that prior to conducting any surveys within State
Park property that Caltrans will obtain a Scientific Investigation Permit from the
NCRD.

Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR states that the “majority of the disturbed area will be
replanted in kind”. Identify all areas where revegetation will not occur and
provide justification for not revegetating these areas.

Section 2.3.2. Wetlands and Other Waters, Environmental Consequences. In
regards to the six culverts that will be modified or replaced in association with
the proposed action will any of these be extended onto State Park property, or
will any of these direct new drainage onto State Park property? If so, identify
the locations, distance the culvert will be extended, and impacts to vegetation
and watercourses within RGSP.

Section 2.3.2. Wetlands and Other Waters, Environmental Consequences. The
DEIR states that the proposed improvements to the culverts would not result in
the removal of any trees; however, will it require cutting any structural roots (3"
diameter or greater)? If so, provide an assessment of impacts to the critical
roots and trees affected.

Section 2.3.2. Wetlands and Other Waters, Environmental Consequences. The
DEIR does not evaluate potential adverse affects to wetlands and waters in
association with the proposed dust abatement and revegetation watering.
Specifically, what measures will be incorporated into the DEIR to assure that
this contaminated water (with sediment) does not enter into wetlands or waters.

Section 2.3.2. Wetlands and' Other Waters, Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures. The DEIR states that Caltrans will “monitor all
revegetation efforts up to four years or until 80 percent success rate is
achieved”. Please clarify the discrepancy between this statement and the one
in Section 2.3.1. Natural Communities, Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures which states that the “majority of the disturbed area will be
replanted in kind”. Also, provide the methodology for how the 80 percent
success will be determined.

Section 2.3.3. Plant and Animal Species, Affected Environment. The DEIR
states that botanical surveys were conducted however, there is no record that a
scientific investigation permit was obtained from NCRD; and it does not provide
information as to how or where those surveys were conducted. The DEIR
needs to be amended to provide the methods of the surveys and a map or
detailed description of the areas surveyed. The DEIR needs to provide
justification that the surveys were adequate to detect potentially sensitive plants
on State Park lands, and to document that a scientific investigation permit was
obtained.
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Section 2.3.3. Plant and Animal Species, Affected Environment, Southern
Torrent Salamander. What efforts will be made to make culverts PM 1.18 & PM
1.34 suitable for the up and downstream movement of salamanders? If this
culvert is a barrier to wildlife movement, why wasn't it addressed in the
appropriate section? Wil the culverts currently at grade be maintained at
grade? Will the culvert installation result in the dewatering or interruption of
water flow?

Section 2.3.3. Plant and Animal Species, Environmental Consequences. The
DEIR states that an Environmentally Sensitive Area will be provided to protect
the population of sticky pea. Please provide the size of the buffer (setback) to
be provided to this population?

Section 2.3.3. Plant and Animal Species, Environmental Consequences. The
DEIR states that it will not adversely impact the osprey nest located adjacent to
the project yet it proposes no temporal or spatial buffer for the nest and would
even allow unrestricted night operations. Raptors are the most susceptible to
disturbance at a nest site during the pair bonding or nest initiation, egg laying,
and incubation stages. Once the birds have young in the nest they are still
susceptible to disturbance but are less likely to abandon a nest at this stage
then during the previous stages. A spatial buffer should be established around
the nest site beginning February 1 and extending through at least the
incubation stage. This buffer should restrict night and daytime disturbance.
The exact distance of the buffer should be worked out with the Department of
Fish and Game.

Section 2.3.4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR states that no adverse effect will occur to listed
salmonids due to the proposed action. However, the DEIR also states that
water will be used for both dust abatement and for watering revegetation efforts
but does not disclose the source of the water to be used. If the contractor were
to draft water from within a fish bearing stream, it could result in direct mortality
of listed salmonids or dewatering of their habitat. The DEIR needs to state
where the water for these activities will come from and if from a watercourse
evaluate potential affects to fish and other aquatic life. The DEIR should also
document that Caltrans have water rights if drafting is proposed.

Section 2.3.4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The project proposes to remove trees from within an area
defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) as critical habitat for the
marbled murrelet (MAMU). Even though most of these trees are lower or
subcanopy trees, they constitute a component of a stand that is considered as
critical habitat. Over the past 5 years, the NCRD has consulted with both
Service and the DFG regarding removing hazard trees of similar species and
size from within this same area and have been told that it would be determined
to be take and that a habitat conservation plan would be required. This
includes small understory trees (e.g. 15-20"dbh). A discussion needs to occur
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between CalTrans, Parks, the Service and DFG that qualifies this difference in
approach taken with CalTrans and State Parks by control agencies.

Section 2.34. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR states that as nighttime lighting will be directed
downward that it will not substantially exceed the existing level of disturbance to
the MAMU associated with traffic headlights. This assessment needs to be
justified with substantial evidence as it is unsupported and implies that there is
a steady stream of traffic all night long through RGSP. DPR believes that
Caltrans needs to provide the documentation that having lights on all night long
is the equivalent of the lights associated with existing traffic. Otherwise, it
should acknowledge that the use of lights at night may result in disturbance of
potential MAMU breeding and make them more susceptible to predation or nest
abandonment.

Section 2.3.4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR acknowledges that the status of the MAMU in
RGSP is not known: however, it is assumed that the park is occupied by this
state and federally listed species. Given that protocol surveys have not been
conducted the habitat within the Park must be assumed to be occupied. The
DEIR is proposing as mitigation, that post-project surveys be conducted to
determine the status of the marbled murrelet in the project area. First, surveys
or scientific investigations do not constitute mitigations under CEQA. Second,
the project itself could increase the disturbance levels within RGSP to such a
degree that it results in a modification of MAMU behavior or presence within the
Park. The DEIR should be amended accordingly. Furthermore if surveys for
MAMU are to be done on State Park lands, such surveys should be done by or
administered by State Park Natural resource staff.

Section 2.3.4. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR states that for mitigation for the MAMU 13 corvid
proof trashcans will be purchased for RGSP. The NCRD believes that this
number is not sufficient and will not provide the number of receptacles
necessary. In determining the number of receptacles Caltrans was provided an
inadequate number by State Park staff. It is determined that the replacement of
all non-predator proof trashcans, dumpsters, and faucet grates within RGSP is
in line with other proposed mitigations for take of MAMU within the NCRD.

Section 2.34. Threatened and Endangered Species, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIR needs to be corrected to indicate that the proposed
action will result in significant adverse affects to listed species and depending
upon the outcome of consultation this impact may be less than significant with
mitigation.

Section 2.4. Cumulative Impacts. DPR is concerned about the impacts
associated with Caltrans projects throughout the District. These projects as
well as maintenance activities have resulted in the incremental loss of mature
vegetation, impacts to streams and wetlands, loss of vigor to mature and old-

Ms. Debra Harmon Page 12 of 13
SCH# 2009012070

March 10, 2008



53)

growth trees, changes in hydrology, disconnection of habitats and movements
of wildlife, and infestations of invasive exotic plants. DPR is also concerned
that a 4-lane highway will someday be needed and that it will either be
proposed in such a manner that it eliminates the natural, cultural, atheistic, and
recreation value of RGSP or will result in the construction of a by-pass which
will mean that the incremental impacts associated with this project will have
heen an added burden to the Park's natural systems that may have been
unnecessary.

Section 3.2. Discussion of Significant Impacts. In this section, the DEIR states
that the proposed action will not result in any significant adverse effects to the
environment and that no mitigation measures are proposed. These statements
conflict with many of the Environmental Consequences sections of this
document including Land Use, Community Impacts, Noise, Natural
Communities, Plant and Animal Species, and Threatened and Endangered
Species. The DEIR also contains mitigation measures which are not
acknowledged in this section but are described in Appendix D. These
measures need to be listed in this section and the CEQA checklist needs to be
corrected to indicate that significant adverse affects will occur and then
determine if those measures are adequately mitigated. The DEIR also contains
other measures that should be listed as mitigation but which will enly be done
at the discretion of the contractor. These need to be measurable and
enforceable and listed as mitigations.

The NCRD staff is available to continue discussions regarding this DEIR so we can be
supportive of the project and sign the 4(f) letter and subsequent Right of Entry permit.

However,

we believe the issues presented here must first be addressed.

If you have any questions regarding our comments please feel free to contact myself,
North Coast Redwoods District Planner, Roger Goddard, or District Sr. Environmental
Scientist Jay Harris.

Sincerely,

[ [
.
Steve Horvitz \: 7 C

District Superintendent_ >

C: State Clearinghouse by fax
Clarissa Sampaga, Natural Resource Division
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The responses below correspond with the numbered comments in the letter above:

1.

2.

The final environmental document will be revised to note that the reduced speed
limit of 35 mph became effective in fall of 2008.

Caltrans has committed to installing additional signage for bicyclist safety. It will
be the “Share the Road” message.

The data included in both the CHP and the Caltrans statewide collision databases do
not differentiate between STAA and non-STAA trucks that are involved in
documented collisions. About eight percent of all collisions occurring on Route
101 between the City of Santa Rosa and the City of Eureka are related to truck
traffic, based upon the most recent collision data. This has not been broken down
further as it relates to STAA vehicles.

It is unlikely that the number of collisions will increase as a result of the project.
Because there will be modifications made to non-standard highway design features
such as curve radii and shoulder widths, it is expected that the roadway on this
section of Route 101 will be safer for all users as a result. The presence of slightly
larger STAA trucks is not expected to make the roadway any less safe as the
comparative weights of the non-STAA and STAA rigs are relatively the same, with
the STAA trucks having the potential to be slightly heavier due to a larger size
tractor (if sleeper is included).

In the Engineering and Traffic Survey (speed zone survey) that was conducted in
April 2008, it was found that 85" percentile of the traffic in the park was traveling
from 41 to 49 mph while 85™ percentile of the trucks in the park ranged from 39 to
44 mph. The information in the survey provided the justification to enable Caltrans
to reduce the speed limit to 35 mph. While the realignment would be modifying the
curve radii, the project actually introduces more curves into the alignment and
changes the orientation of the fixed object (trees) in relationship to the vehicle.
Because the roadway geometrics remain curvilinear with minimal shoulders, it is
not estimated that the proposed modifications would result in facilitating greater
speeds through the park.

The proposed disposal site is in Caltrans right-of-way at an existing maintenance
disposal site located on Route 101 at PM 106.50 in Mendocino County. The area
has permanent stormwater BMPs installed including a containment barrier around
the perimeter. Drainage is then directed filtered across a grassy flat area and finally
directed to culverts. The flows eventually connect to the South Fork of Eel River.
The proposed transfer of land is part of the project description as stated in the
EIR/EA and Programmatic 4(f) Evaluation. Caltrans acknowledges that this
proposed land transfer effort is ongoing. This land transfer concept has been
discussed with several park representatives in various meetings including field
meetings. The proposed revegetation plan for this area has been reviewed by
Stephen Underwood, Eel River Environmental Scientist of North Coast Redwoods
District. Maps of the land transfer have been included in Appendix B. The process



10.

11.

12.

for the transfer cannot be initiated until after the final environmental document is
approved.

The final document will revise the terminology and use the term “old growth.” For
the purposes of this document, the definition of “old growth” would refer to
redwood trees over 30 inches in diameter at breast height, i.e., 4.5 feet above
ground level. This is defined in the FEIR in the introduction section. Other
language was used following preliminary comments received by park staff
objecting to the term, “old growth.”

It is estimated that there would be approximately 0.26 acre increase in hardened
surface (pavement) in the park overall. While the roadway would move away from
seven redwoods, there would be a net increase of approximately four percent of
roadbed and pavement in the structural root zone (the area 3 times the diameter of
the tree trunk) of redwoods over thirty inches in diameter.

An approximate 1:1 land transfer is being proposed with State Parks: 0.56 acre
(24,625 square feet) is to be transferred to State Parks from the existing Caltrans
easement and 0.56 acre (24,599 square feet) is proposed to be added to the existing
Caltrans easement. Revegetation of the land to be relinquished to State Parks is
proposed as part of this project, and meetings with State Parks staff regarding the
proposed revegetation efforts is ongoing. The land to be transferred to State Parks
currently contains some mature vegetation and trees. The proposed revegetation
efforts would be to enhance what is already established. In addition, replanting will
be done in the areas to be disturbed by the cuts at PM 1.36 and 2.04 as well as the
land transfer area described above and at the retaining wall location north of the
park. The area to be replanted total approximately 32,480 square feet. The
Revegetation Plan includes a slightly higher than 2:1 ratio for the tree replacements.
The planting palette is included in Appendix J.

The most likely elements of construction that might be done as night work in the
park would include removing the existing open grade (cold planing), paving with
the new open grade overlay, placing shoulder backing, applying dense grade AC for
supervelevation and leveling, and replacing culverts. Because working at night is
not as productive, and therefore is more expensive, it is anticipated that night work
would only be considered if the contractor gets behind schedule. The maximum
number of days of night work would include the following: five days for cold
planing, two days for paving, two days for shoulder backing, seven days for
superelevation corrections, and four days for culvert improvements.

Most of the special conditions discussed in the document are minimization
measures identifying how construction within the park would occur. Measures
include such items as using handwork (for example shovels or pneumatic
excavators such as an air spade) within structural root zone of redwoods thirty
inches in diameter or greater; providing irrigation during the summer after
excavating within the structural root zone of redwoods thirty inches or greater;
incorporating the roots into the structural section instead of cutting them; having an
arborist monitor construction activities in the park; and utilizing a structural section
that is thinner than normal to minimize excavation. These minimization measures
will be included in the plans and specifications for the construction project. These
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14.

15.

16.

17.

measures are outlined in the document in Appendix D as well as the Programmatic
Section 4(f) Evaluation found in Appendix B.

The current Route Concept Report, which functions as the General Plan for the
highway facility, shows Route 101 as a two lane conventional highway through
Richardson Grove. The report has a general planning horizon of twenty years. In
the feasibility study completed in 2001, it was determined that the four lane
alternatives studied previously, including a bypass of the park as well as new
alignments within the park and widening on the existing alignment, were infeasible
due to the environmental impacts that would result from any of the proposed
alternatives as well as the high costs ranging from $75 to $600 million dollars.
Programming a project costing this amount is not likely in the foreseeable future.
The contract specifications would require the contractor to maintain access to
driveways at all times during construction including the park entrance. Cones will
be used to identify access points that need to remain clear. In addition, when the
park entrance is within the work area or within the traffic queue, flaggers will be
used.

As stated in response #11 above, night work might not occur at all. Night work
would only be considered if the contractor got behind in certain elements of work in
the contract. If night does occur, there are caps for the number of nights that could
occur for specific activities as identified in Response #11 above. If night work
occurs, it would be spaced out throughout the project limits and would not be
concentrated in one location. Caltrans is willing to discuss reconsidering night
work within the park or confining it to a certain time of year. Caltrans proposed
monetary compensation for impacts to the campground but State Parks, as stated by
Steve Horvitz, declined the offer.

As stated in the Transportation Management Plan and the EIR/EA, the maximum
delay for traffic would be no more than fifteen minutes. The average expected
delay is five to ten minutes. This is fairly standard for construction on state
highways within the District. Emergency vehicles are given priority by flaggers, so
the delay at any construction areas where traffic control is performed by flaggers
would likely be a maximum of five minutes. At the signal, the delay would vary
based on the amount of traffic going through and when in the cycle the emergency
vehicle came upon the signal. The red time at the signal is likely five minutes in
length. The expected average delay would be on the order of five minutes for
emergency vehicles.

The EIR/EA does not state that the proposed project would result in significant
delays for emergency service providers. As stated above, the delays expected at
Richardson Grove due to construction are no different than elsewhere on two lane
conventional highways. A Transportation Management Plan is developed for every
construction project on a State highway. The Transportation Management Plan
identifies anticipated traffic control and any restrictions or special conditions on
traffic control, number of working days, estimated maximum delays, anticipated
traffic impacts resulting from construction, restrictions on road closures, and special
conditions (like when flagging would be required, type of signage required, etc.).
The Plan identifies what kind of public notice is required including notification to
emergency service providers. In addition, the contractor is required to submit to
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19.

Caltrans a document called a Traffic Handling Contingency Plan addressing such
items as emergency opening of a lane closure, and contingencies for unanticipated
delays or emergencies. A meeting prior to construction will be held with law
enforcement and emergency responders to discuss how this process will work.
Ideally, dispatch can contact construction at the time that emergency responders are
contacted to give advance warning to the construction staff in the field and better
accommodate the emergency vehicles.

About 0.26 acre of increased impervious surface will occur in the structural root
zone area of old growth trees. The remainder would occur outside the park
boundaries. In the park this represents about a four percent net increase in
impervious surface in the structural root zone area of old growth redwood trees.
Additional information will be provided in the final environmental document as to
the quantities of cut and fill in the structural root zone of old growth redwood trees.
The proposed project does not alter the existing drainage patterns within the project
limits in the park with the exception at PM 1.78 where the potential for erosion
would be eliminated with the addition of a downdrain being installed to direct
overside drainage into an existing culvert. Dennis Yniguez, a registered consulting
arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League, stated that the proposed project
would not be expected to have a substantial detrimental effect on the availability of
water to the roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.
Standard erosion control measures and storm water control measures employed to
reduce impacts to water quality are not considered mitigation measures per se.
They are, instead, regarded as Best Management Practices for construction
activities. The Environmental Consequences Section 2.3.2 of the DEIR/EA does
not state that there would be significant impacts; it states that there would be “minor
temporary impacts and minimal permanent impacts to Waters of the US due to
culvert improvements.” A Water Pollution Control Plan or Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan prepared by the contractor will identify all erosion control and
storm water control measures. It is common practice for the Contractor to prepare
these plans for all construction work on State highways. As stated in this section,
permits from the US Army of Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish
and Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board will be obtained, and it is
anticipated that each of these permits will also identify conditions to be
incorporated into the contract specifications. As permits are not obtained until after
the environmental document has been finalized, these conditions are not identified
in the environmental document. The project does include mitigation for water
quality. The public restroom adjacent to the Visitor Center, which is currently
closed due to the threat of a hazard tree falling into the structure, will be removed
including the foundation which will decrease the amount of impervious surface in
the general project area by 870 square feet. Other improvements for water quality
included in the project are the culvert improvements to replace deteriorating
culverts as well as the new overside drain at PM 1.78 that will stop the current
erosion that is occurring at this location. In addition, the mitigation required by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service to install corvid proof equipment in the park will also
provide some measure of water quality improvement by reducing the amount of
litter and food stuffs on the ground.
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See Response #19 above. The Spill Contingency Plan is part of the Water Pollution
Control Plan or the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. This is typical for
construction projects on State highways. The Water Pollution Control Plan or
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan is typically prepared by the contractor as a
first item of work before any ground disturbing activities are initiated.

Vehicle washing will not be done onsite and the final document will be revised to
reflect this. The Water Pollution Control Plan or the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan will reflect this restriction.

Water needed for construction including the dust control plan would be obtained
from a commercial source. Water will not be drafted from the South Fork of the
Eel River. The Dust Control Plan would be part of the Water Pollution Control
Plan or the Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan. This is typical for construction
projects on State highways.

Long term equipment and material storage sites will not be located within the park
and the document will be revised to reflect this. Equipment and material for
immediate use would not be stockpiled off the paved area without concurrence from
the biological monitor. Within the park, equipment would only be off pavement in
those areas which will be ultimately disturbed such as areas that would be under a
fill, with the exception that the unpaved turnout at PM 1.79 +/- to the west of the
roadway would likely be used. While these areas are in use, it would detract from
the existing aesthetics of the area, but this would be temporary. When equipment is
being stored it is not in operation, thus it not anticipated that air quality would be
substantially affected.

An environmentally sensitive area with regards to air quality would include areas
where there are residences, campsites, or other use areas with long-term human
presence adjacent to the construction. Such areas would include the Visitor Center
and the park residential units at northern boundary of the park. In addition to the
construction equipment itself, it is anticipated that the pneumatic excavators would
require an air compressor and generator and in the event of night work, the lights
would require a generator. The work with the pneumatic excavator would be
mobile and would not be situated in one location for long periods of time. The
night work, if it occurs, would only be a matter of a few days at maximum for any
specific activity. These temporary impacts would not be anticipated to have any
long-term effects on air quality.

Per the CEQA guidelines, Section 15382, construction phase impacts on traffic,
transit, noise, air quality, and the visual environment would generally not be
considered significant since construction-related changes are by their nature
temporary. A significant impact would only occur if temporary effects substantially
affected accessibility to an area for a long period of time, caused a loss or relocation
of substantial numbers of businesses or residences, or posed severe health or safety
threats. This is not the case with the proposed project.

As stated in response #11 above, night work would only occur for a maximum of up
to twenty days for the work within the park, if it occurs at all. Night work was
disclosed in the Biological Assessment, and the Biological Opinion concluded that
the proposed project would not result in any Marbled murrelet or Northern Spotted
Owl nesting habitat being removed or degraded and the “likelihood that the project
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would result in direct mortality of marbled murrelets or Northern Spotted Owils,
particularly to young or the loss of eggs is discountable.” The Service also
concurred that the project may modify, but is not likely to adversely modify
designated Critical Habitat of the marbled murrelet. Temporary noise impacts on
park users is identified in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EA and in Appendix B, the
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation.

See Response #25 above about noise impacts during construction.

Construction noise was identified in the Biological Assessment (BA) and the
Natural Environment Study prepared for this project. Night work and construction
noise was also discussed in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of the DEIR/EA which
disclosed impacts on plant and animal species and threatened and endangered
species, respectively. The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the
findings in the Biological Assessment which stated that noise was not anticipated to
result in a substantial adverse effect to listed species.

The final document will be revised to disclose that the redwood forest is designated
by California Department of Fish and Game as a special community type.

The text in the final document will be revised to be consistent with the Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf classification system.

Information will be added to the final environmental document. In total in the park
there will be 68 redwoods thirty inches in diameter or larger that will have some
construction occurring within the structural root zone. Fifty eight of these trees
would be affected by excavation depths of up to 24 inches deep. Fourteen of these
trees would be affected by excavation of six inches or less. Thirty two of the trees
would be affected with excavation depths up to eighteen inches in depth. Forty four
of the trees would be affected with the placement of fill with depths up to 3.5 feet.
Twenty four of the trees have fill depths of six inches or less and of these, eleven of
the trees have fill depths of two inches or less. Thirty three of the trees affected by
fill have fill depths of twelve inches or less. Only six trees would have fill depths
over 24 inches. Of the 68 redwoods thirty inches in diameter or greater affected,
thirty five trees would be affected by both excavation and fill activities within the
structural root zone. The certified arborist for the project has evaluated the impacts
from these construction activities and has determined the project would not result in
a substantial adverse effect on the viability and root health of the old growth
redwoods adjacent to the highway. This conclusion is based upon the protection
measures that would be in effect for work within the structural root zone of
redwoods thirty inches in diameter and greater. These measures include hand work
instead of heavy equipment, using the air spade for excavation, incorporating the
roots into the structural section rather than cutting, using permeable base material,
incorporating the thinner structural sections minimizing excavations, and the fact
that the impervious surface is increasing less than five percent. Dennis Yniguez, an
independent certified arborist contracted by the Save Redwood League, concurred
that the project would not have a substantial detrimental effect on the root health of
the old growth trees.

The 0.3 acres of increase of impervious surface is the total amount within the
project area which includes areas in and outside of the park. The increased amount
of impervious surfaces within the park totals 0.26 acres and includes areas within
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the structural root zone of old growth trees as well as other areas within the park
boundaries where there are no old growth trees immediately adjacent to the
roadway. In some cases, the roadway would be moved away from existing old
growth trees. It has been determined that there would be a net increase of less than
five percent of impervious surface within the structural root zone of redwoods thirty
inches in diameter or greater. Additional information will be provided in the final
environmental document about the impacts that would occur at each of the sixty
seven redwoods trees thirty inches in diameter or greater in the park where
construction occurs within the structural root zone. Locations of these trees are
shown in Appendix L of the document.

With the minimization measures incorporated into the design and construction
methodology for the trees, it has been determined that the project impacts to the
redwoods would be less than significant. This is reflected in the CEQA checklist.
The intent of requiring the use of the pneumatic excavator and hand work within the
structural root zone of redwood trees thirty inches in diameter or greater in the park
is to avoid cutting the roots greater than two inches in diameter. In some cases, in
areas of cut at PM 1.35, PM 1.65/1.75, and PM 2.04, and the culvert improvement
work for example, it may not be possible to avoid cutting roots greater than two
inches.

See response #23, stating that within the park, equipment will not be staged or
parked off pavement with the exception of the unpaved turnout at PM 1.79.

The final document will be revised to state the size of the buffer area that will be
established around nest sites. Prior to conducting any surveys for nesting birds
within the park, a Scientific Investigation Permit will be requested from State Parks.
At the request of representatives from the Intertribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council,
the archaeological site will not be revegetated.

The culvert improvements within the park would take place entirely within the
existing Caltrans easement.

It is not possible to know where roots may be encountered. It is the intent not to cut
any roots larger than two inches in diameter with the culvert improvements. The
existing culverts were installed adjacent to the trees and it is expected that the
limited area of work at the culvert replacement locations would have impacts
similar to the other proposed construction activities occurring adjacent to the trees.
The Water Pollution Control Plan or Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would
require installation of applicable Best Management Practices to stabilize bare soil
areas for both the short and long term. These Plans are prepared by the contractor
and approved by Caltrans. These Plans are also submitted to the State Water
Resource Control Board for review, published on their website, and available for
public review. Water used for revegetation would come from a commercial source
and is not expected to degrade water quality in the receiving waters. If water is
used in dust abatement, the measures in the Water Pollution Control Plan or
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would ensure water quality is not degraded.
There is no discrepancy between the two statements. All revegetation efforts will
be monitored; however, not all disturbed areas will be revegetated (see #37 above).
The revegetation plan will be amended to identify the strategy used to determine if
success criteria has been met.
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The botanical surveys performed for this project included a summer floristic survey
encompassing the entire area where any ground disturbing work is proposed to
occur, and areas to be added or relinquished from the Caltrans easement in July
2007. An additional late season floristic survey of the entire project area was
conducted in October 2007. Early Spring and late Spring surveys of the entire
project area in February 2008 and May 2008 respectively, were also conducted.
The majority of the surveys took place within the area of the existing Caltrans
easement. The results of the botanical surveys are included in the Natural
Environment Study included as Appendix I.

The culverts currently at grade will be maintained at grade. Culvert work will be
done in the summer so drainages would likely be dry, but if not, water would be
diverted during construction. With regard to the culverts at PM 1.18 and 1.34 being
a barrier to Southern Torrent Salamander, the drainages are too steep a slope to
feasibly design a correction that would allow for upstream movement, and the
culverts currently allow for downstream movement. Information on the culverts’
ability to accommodate the salamander is provided in the EIR/EA in Section 2.3.3.
This population of sticky pea is outside the area where ground disturbing work is
proposed. The buffer area will be staked around the area where the plants are
present to ensure no inadvertent trespass would occur in the area. The proposed
buffer area is shown in the plans provided in Appendix L.

The osprey nest is adjacent to the park road accessing the park maintenance yard
and is located about 250 feet from Route 101. The osprey, if present during the
construction of the proposed project, would be acclimated to a certain amount of
noise and human activity originating from the park maintenance yard. Caltrans
coordinated with California Department of Fish and Game and park staff and
determined a buffer area is not needed during construction for the nest adjacent to
the park maintenance yard. The results will be included in the final document.
Any water needs would be obtained from a commercial source in the local area.
Water would not be drafted from the drainages or from the South Fork of the Eel
River.

The Biological Opinion for the proposed project has been received from the US
Fish and Wildlife Service. The US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the
proposed project would not result in any Marbled murrelet or Northern Spotted Owl
nesting habitat being removed or degraded and the likelihood that the project would
result in direct mortality of Marbled murrelets or Northern Spotted Owils,
particularly to young or the loss of eggs is discountable. The Service also
concurred that the project may modify, but is not likely to adversely modify
designated Critical Habitat of the Marbled murrelet based on the following factors:
1) The removal of second-growth redwood and Douglas fir trees would amount to
approximately 0.6 percent of the estimated potential old-growth habitat available
within half mile and it is unlikely that the removal of this small percentage of
vegetation would substantially alter the canopy characteristics of the forest in
Richardson Grove State Park; 2) The trees proposed to be removed are not large or
old enough to contain suitable nesting platforms, thus their removal would not
result in the loss of any current Marbled murrelet nesting habitat; and 3) the project
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includes measures to avoid and minimize impacts to old growth redwood tree roots
during construction.

The DEIR/EA stated that, “noise, lights, and activity disturbance generated by the
construction of the project may disturb breeding and migration patterns in the
project area.” The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred that the proposed
construction activity represents a relatively short term disturbance that is not
expected to have a long term influence on the breeding performance of the Marbled
murrelet or Northern Spotted Owl in and near the project area as stated in their
Biological Opinion for the proposed project.

The Biological Assessment prepared for this project did presume presence of
Marbled murrelet and Northern Spotted Owl within or adjacent to the project area.
Surveying potential breeding habitat to identify potential nesting areas is identified
as a recovery action in the Marbled murrelet Recovery Plan (US FWS, 1997). The
two year survey for Marbled murrelet that Caltrans has proposed to do at
Richardson Grove State Park would aid in the recovery of the species by providing
information to the US Fish and Wildlife Service about the population in inland
nesting areas. In addition, the acreage to be transferred to State Parks would be
revegetated to enhance that area as habitat. US Fish and Wildlife Service
determined that the construction disturbance would not be expected to have a long
term influence on the breeding performance of the Marbled murrelet. Thus, it was
determined that the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse effects
to the Marbled murrelet that would necessitate mitigation under CEQA.

Caltrans has agreed to provide the equipment or funding to State Parks to purchase
the equipment described in the e-mail from Roger Goddard dated June 8, 2009.
Caltrans disagrees that the proposed project would result in significant adverse
effects to listed species.

Caltrans disagrees that the proposed project would result in significant adverse
effects to listed species.

As stated above in Response #13 regarding the Route Concept Report, the current
long term concept for Route 101 in this area is for a two lane conventional highway
on the current alignment.

The final document will be revised to identify the avoidance and minimization
mitigation measures.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

February 3, 2009

Debaorah Harmon
CALTRANS

P.0. Box 3700
Eureka, CA 95502

RE: SCH# 2009012070 Richardson Grove Operational Improvement Project; Humboldt County.

Dear Ms. Harmon:

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the Notice of Completion (NOC) regarding the above
referenced project. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064(b)). To adequately comply with this provision and mitigate project-related
impacts on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the following actions be required:

v Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine:
= Ifa part orall of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
= |f any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
= |f the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
= Ifa survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
v If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic
disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
+ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:

= A Sacred Lands File Check. Sacred Lands File check completed, no sites Indicated
= Alist of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the
mitigation measures. merican Contact hed

v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

=  Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

»  Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

= Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

! Sincerely,

Z”Lfllj f%ﬁ he3

Katy Sarichez

Program Analyst

(918) 653-4040
cc: State Clearinghouse




Native American Contact
Humboldt County
February 3, 2009

Round Valley Reservation/Covelo Indian Community
Eugene Jamison, Jr., President

P.O. Box 448 Yuki ; Nomlaki

Covelo » CA 95428  pijt River

(707) 983-6126 Pomo

(707) 983-6128 - Fax Concow
Wailaki; Wintun

InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council

Hawk Rosales, Executive Director

PO Box 1523 Mattole Sinkyone
Ukiah » CA 95482

(707) 463-6745

Fred "Coyote" Downey
P.O. Box 846 Wailaki
Covelo » CA 95428

Eel River Nation of Sovereign Wailaki
Ken Horn, President

PO Box 156 Wailaki
Redway » Ca 95560

707-923-2797
707-223-2797

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Eel River Nation of Sovereign Wailaki
Rhonda Hardy, Secretary

PO Box 156 Wailaki
Redway » Ca 95560
707-923-2797

707-223-2797

Jistribution of this list does not relleve any person of statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and
safety Code, Sectlon 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

“his list is only applicable for cont

ing local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed

iCH# 2009012070 Richardson Grove Operational Impre Project; Humboldt County,



A record search was conducted. The results are included in the Historic Properties
Survey Report.

An archaeological reconnaissance survey was performed. The results are included
in the Archaeological Survey Report which is an attachment in the Historic
Properties Survey Report.

Caltrans did request a search of the Sacred Lands File as noted and consultation
with appropriate Native American groups was conducted. The results are in the
Historic Properties Survey Report.

In the event that an inadvertent discovery of unknown archaeological resources is
made during construction Caltrans will follow the requirements set forth in 36 CFR
Part 800.13 which addresses post review discoveries.



Index to Letters from Organizations

The following letters from interested organizations have been separated from the
general public letters and are alphabetized by organization name:

California State Parks Foundation

The Environmental Protection Information Center
Friends of the Eel River

InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council

Lost Coast League

Natural Resources Defense Council

Piercy Fire Protection District

Save the Redwoods League

Sierra Club



CALIFORNIA
STATE PARKS
FOUNDATION

March 12, 2009

Via Email and U.S. Mail

Deborah Harmon

Senior Environmental Planner

California Department of Transportation

1656 Union Street

Eureka, CA 95501

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

RE: Richardson Grove Operational Improvement Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment and
Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation, December 2008

Dear Ms. Harmon,

On behalf of the California State Parks Foundation (“CSPF”) and our 100,000
members statewide, I am writing to comment on the above-referenced Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (“DEIR/EA™) and Programmatic Section 4(f)
Evaluation (“Section 4(f) Evaluation™) of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans™).

The California State Parks Foundation is the only statewide non-profit membership
organization dedicated to protecting, enhancing and advocating for California’s 279 natural.
cultural and historic state parks. Through programs that help restore park properties, educate
teachers and students about environmental resources in parks, build volunteerism and
stewardship in our state parks, and promote sound public policy, we work to protect countless
natural, cultural and historical treasures found within our parks. as well as the 280 miles of
coastline, 625 miles of lake and river frontage, 18,000 campsites and 3,000 miles of hiking,
biking and equestrian trails. On behalf of our members, we are committed to ensuring that
state parks continue to provide recreation, adventure, renewal, and inspiration to all

Californians.
50 Francisco Street 714 W. Olympic Boulevard 1510 J Street
Suite 110 Suite 717 Suite 120
Saon Francisco, CA 94133 Los Angeles, CA 90015 Sacramento, CA 95814
OFFKCE  415-262-4400 OFFICE 213-748-7458 OFFICE  916-442-2119
Fax 415-772-8969 FAX 213-748-7495 FAX 916-442-2809

EMall  members@calparks.org
www.calparks.org

® Your Voice for Park S
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In recent years, it has become clear that California’s 279 state parks are vulnerable to
proposals to use these lands for purposes that are inconsistent with their acquisition and
development as state parks. Every year we monitor parkland for these proposed “non-
mission” uses. Last year, our survey identified 122 proposals for 73 state parks. This means
that more than 25% of our state parks are confronting these non-conforming uses. We
consider these proposals, individually and collectively, to be a significant threat to the
California State Park system. We are confident that Caltrans is all too familiar with the
heated public dialogue around the toll road proposal for San Onofre State Beach and the
power line through Anza Borrego Desert State Park.

Fundamentally, we believe that parks are designated for their protection and
preservation on behalf of future generations, not for road development, which is inconsistent
with park purposes. New road construction or road widenings negatively impact recreational
opportunities, disrupt habitat and wildlife, impact water quality, diminish visual aesthetics,
and create noise pollution. The burden of proof. both legally and morally. is on Caltrans to
make a case sufficient to justify such disruption.

The Richardson Grove Operation Improvement Project (the “Project”) is no
exception. The majority of the Project would run through Richardson Grove State Park
(“Richardson Grove”), a unique and valuable recreational area that protects old-growth
redwoods in Humbolt County. The project proposal threatens to impact the redwoods grove
and degrade the recreational experience for the park’s visitors as well as the visually stunning
views of redwoods that are enjoyed by millions of people who drive through Richardson
Grove on Route 101,

Based on the environmental documentation provided, CPSF does not believe this
proposal can proceed without violating one of the nation’s strongest environmental laws —
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (“Section 4(f)”). Section 4(f) plainly
bars the use of parklands for transportation projects absent exceptional circumstances, and
such circumstances have not been demonstrated for the Project. Notable deficiencies in the
Section 4(f) Evaluation include the failure to examine all prudent and feasible alternatives
and the failure to identify all possible planning measures to minimize harm to Richardson

Grove.

Equally as troubling, the environmental documentation fails to achieve its
fundamental purpose of informing the public under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA™) and the National Environmental Protection Act (“NEPA™). A thorough analysis
of significant environmental impacts is still needed; a full discussion of alternatives has yet to
be performed; and mitigation measures are insufficient and often unenforceable. The ability
of CSPF and the rest of the public to fully understanding the Project’s impacts is therefore
severely compromised.

REQUESTED ACTION: CSPF requests that the Section 4(f) analysis be redone in
its entirety, a revised DEIR be circulated. and a full EIS be performed. A more detailed
explanation of our concerns follows.
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The Project Violates Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act

Congress enacted Section 4(f) to protect parklands from development. This statute
establishes the national policy that “special effort should be made to preserve the natural
_ beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands.” 49 U.S.C. § 303. To
effectuate this policy, federally-funded roads are prohibited through parklands unless “(1)
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and
waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.” Id. The Project fails to clear these
legal hurdles.

Failure to Examine Feasible and Prudent Alternatives. The environmental
documentation for the Project provides almost no analysis to determine whether alternatives
to the project are “feasible and prudent.” Caltrans has summarily dismissed alternatives
without adequate explanation or supporting documents, in clear violation of the mandate that
section 4(f) evaluations “shall include sufficient supporting documentation to demonstrate
why there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative.” 23 C.F.R. § 774.7. The
DEIR/EA, in fact, only fully analyzes the proposed project, and the no action alternative.

CSPF objects to the DEIR/EA’s analysis consisting of only the proposed project and
the no action alternative. Several alternate options referenced in the DEIR/EA receive what
appear to be cursory review in the narrative, without sufficient technical analysis. The lead
agency is responsible for providing a full analysis of potential alternatives. Caltrans,
however, appears to have abandoned the study of alternatives in 2007, after consulting with a
Technical Advisory Group and concluding that “since the preliminary information indicated
improving the existing alignment was feasible, the study efforts to consider alternatives for
goods movement was dropped.” DEIR/EA, p. 13. Prematurely ending the analysis of
alternatives based on a finding that the desired project is “feasible” is contrary to the spirit
and letter of the law of Section 4(f).

Only one alternatives study is referenced, the Richardson Grove Bypass Feasibility
Study, dated September 13, 2001. However this study is not provided, appears unattainable
via the internet (a search of Caltrans’ website was attempted to no avail), and no instructions
are given to enable the public to access it. DEIR/EA, p. 11; DEIR/EA Appendix B, p. 136.
Confusingly, the DEIR/EA claims that this bypass alternative would “also bisect the park,”
which seems to indicate that no alternatives were considered that avoid running through
Richardson Grove. DEIR/EA, p. 20. As a consequence, CSPF is unable to even ascertain the
route of the bypass alternative that was supposedly examined.

The following is a non-exhaustive list of potential alternatives that must be fully
evaluated under Section 4(f):

e Highway alternatives that bypass Richardson Grove. The Richardson Grove
General Development Plan, dating back to 1956, shows a proposed highway that
appears to bypass the park in its entirety. The Section 4(f) Evaluation fails to
consider this alternative.
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e Less invasive improvements to the existing Route 101 (e.g.. speed limit changes.
signalization alternatives. elevating portions of the road above tree root systems).
Signalization alternatives, for example, are dismissed without any traffic
engineering studies or other documentation to demonstrate that they are
infeasible. DEIR/EA, p. 20. Elevating the road to avoid damaging root systems
of redwood trees is an option also worthy of consideration. All of these
alternatives, plus others not identified here, need to be reexamined in full.

o Other transportation methods. Rail, aircrafi, and ocean shipping all have the
potential to meet the objective of enhancing the movement of goods through
Humboldt County, and might do so without damaging park resources. The
DEIR/EA fails to consider these options.

Lack of Planning Measures to Minimize Harm. The Section 4(f) analysis fails to

meet the obligation to ensure that all possible planning was performed to minimize harm
from the Project. 49 U.S.C. § 303. The discussion of measures to reduce impacts to Section
4(f) resources is notably scant. Campers, hikers, motorists, and other recreational users, for
example, all will be impacted by the Project, yet almost no planning measures are proposed
to minimize these recreational impacts. The conclusion that the proposed action includes “all
possible planning to minimize harm” to Richardson Grove is therefore completely
unjustified. DEIR/EA, Appendix B, p. 140.

The limited planning and mitigation measures identified in the environmental
documents are deferred, ineffective, unenforceable, and vague. No technical reports or other
documentation are provided to demonstrate that proposed planning measures will be
effective. As but one example, the measures to protect redwood trees (i.e., construction
excavation by hand, use of an air spade, cutting roots with a sharp instrument, use of high
porosity cement materials, and use of a brow log) are undocumented as being effective to
minimize harm to redwoods. Moreover, the provision of 13 corvid-proof waste receptacles —
cited as out-of-kind mitigation for potential structural root zone impacts to large redwoods —
is irrelevant to mitigate harm to redwoods. DEIR/EA, Natural Environment Study, p. 27.

Other mitigation measures can be easily envisioned that were not considered. For
instance, elevating portions of the road to avoid soil compaction of tree roots or re-
configuring campgrounds to avoid new and unsightly road conditions are just a few examples
of potential mitigation measures. As part of a Section 4(f') evaluation, avoidance,
minimization. and mitigation measures should be developed in consultation with the
California State Parks and Recreation Department (“DPR™), as the official agency
responsible for Richardson Grove,

Need for Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation. The abbreviated, 8-page Programmatic
Section 4(f) Evaluation is insufficient and inappropriate. The Project should be subject to a
full individual section 4(f) evaluation. Programmatic evaluations are only indicated for
projects that “shall not impair the use of the remaining Section 4(f) land, in whole or in part,
for its intended purpose”™ and where the “officials having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f)
lands... agree, in writing, with the assessment of the impacts of the proposed project on, and
the proposed mitigation for, the parklands.” Final Nationwide Section 4(f) Evaluation and
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Approval for Federally-Aided Highway Projects with Minor Involvements with Public Parks,
Recreation Lands, and Wildlife and Waterfow! Refuges, see
http://environment.thwa.dot.gov/projdev/4fmparks.asp.

Here, the Section 4(f) evaluation fails to demonstrate that the Project will not impair
remaining areas of the park. Potential impacts to trees, campers, cyclists, and wildlife would
qualify as impacts to remaining areas of Section 4(f) parklands, thus precluding the use of a
programmatic evaluation. Furthermore, the officials having jurisdiction over Richardson
Grove are not identified (presumably they would be DPR officials), and no evidence is
submitted or referenced demonstrating that such officials have entered a written agreement
regarding project impacts. Regardless of whether a programmatic or individual evaluation is
used, the Project must comply with Section 4(f) laws. The use of a programmatic Section
4(f) does not relax the Section 4(f) standards of feasible and prudent and minimization of
harm.

CSPF requests that an Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation be prepared that remedies
the aforementioned deficiencies.

The DEIR/EA is Inadequate and Fails to Comply with CEQA

The location of this Project — through the heart of a state park — mandates careful
analysis under CEQA to fully inform the public and decision-makers as to potential
environmental impacts. Yet the DEIR/EA fails to meet basic CEQA standards. The
Project’s stated need and benefits are too vague to allow meaningful analysis, and the
DEIR/EA fails to recognize and analyze the Project’s significant impacts.

Particularly troubling to CSPF is the omission of a full discussion of impacts to
recreational resources.

Vague and Inadequate Project Description, Need. and Benefits. Contrary to well-
established CEQA principles, the DEIR/EA provides only an abbreviated description of the
Project. Fundamental aspects of the Project — such as a description of how “current design
standards™ will be met, see, e.g.. DEIR/EA, pp. 2, 41; diagrams depicting structural root
zones of the potentially impacted redwoods; maps of independently proposed bicycle routes;
and the location of right-of-ways to be acquired or relinquished to DPR — are absent.
Without a comprehensive and detailed description of the Project, as CEQA requires, CSPF
cannot fully understand how changes to Route 101 might affect Richardson Grove.

The DEIR/EA also fails to support its conclusion that the Project is needed to
improve the safety and operation of Route 101. According to the DEIR/EA, traffic collisions
in the project area most commonly are caused by scenic distractions and drivers hitting trees.
DEIR/EA, p. 9. Yet the DEIR/EA concedes that these hazards “cannot be improved within
the scope of the proposed project,” id., and there are no traffic-engineering studies to support
the conclusion that traffic safety will be enhanced. The contrary conclusion — that traffic
safety conditions might actually deteriorate with the Project — could easily be reached.
Eighty-five percent of the traffic on the existing road travels above the speed limit, see
DEIR/EA, p. 10, but the DEIR/EA does not consider that straightening the alignment might
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actually enable and encourage more speeding, not less, thereby increasing the number and
severity of accidents.

Moreover, no data is presented regarding the number and severity of bicycle
accidents on Route 101. Route 101 in the project area is on the Pacific Coast Bike Route,
and the safety of the numerous cyclists, drawn to both the park and the scenic values of Route
101, is not discussed in any significant manner in the DEIR/EA. The DEIR/EA needs to
analyze the before-and-afier safety risks to bicyclists of the Project.

The DEIR/EA also is vague and ambiguous regarding the Project’s benefits to traffic
congestion. The conclusion that the proposal will not “result in substantial changes to the
number of truck trips, percentage of trucks on the highway, prevailing speed, travel times,
roadway capacity, [or] fuel economic of trucks or non-truck vehicles™ is not supported by
traffic engineering studies and, at face value, seems improbable. Although the DEIR/EA
asserts that Caltrans will be pursuing speed reductions through Richardson Grove
independent of the proposed project, an alignment that creates a straighter thoroughfare will
inevitably encourage more rapid driving and reduce an existing “meandering” pace through
the state park. Additionally, the DEIR/EA asserts that the proposed project is not intended to
increase travel volume by STAA trucks through the Richardson Grove area. Given the
DEIR/EA’s emphasis on goods movement and the allegedly stifling effect the current road
configuration has to Humboldt County’s economic climate, it is unrealistic to expect that a
realignment of Highway 101 in the project area will not result in an increased volume of
traffic.

Finally, the DEIR/EA presents a one-sided analysis of the Project’s economic
benefits. While we are sympathetic to maintaining a positive economic climate in Humboldt
County, the County’s own identity - Home of the World Famous California Redwoods — and
tourism industry rely on a healthy redwoods ecosystem to attract tourists and out-of-area
visitors who contribute heavily to the local economy. California state parks provide a
significant economic benefit to the people of California, generating, according to estimates
from the DPR, about 80 million visitors from around the world who spend approximately
$2.6 billion directly with an additional $4 billion in indirect contributions. On a local level,
the scenic value of Route 101, Richardson Grove. and the surrounding redwood groves, is a
critical component of the economy in Humboldt County. The DEIR/EA therefore should
evaluate any negative economic impacts the Project might have by degrading scenic values
on Route 101 and the attractiveness of Richardson Grove as a tourist destination,

Failure to Identity Significant Impacts to Park and Recreational Values. CSPF is
especially concerned by the DEIR/EA’s lack of analysis regarding impacts to the park and
recreational resources. Richardson Grove and Route 101 provide campers, hikers, motorists,
riverine enthusiasts, and cyclists with the quintessential experience of being among old-
growth redwoods, many of which are over 1000 years in age and 300 feet tall. Simply put,
the park is a resource of great value.

There is a sense of place and a certain park experience that is created by the current
road configuration and speed restrictions through Richardson Grove that will be disrupted by
the proposed project. The DEIR/EA. however. has failed to identify, analyze, and mitigate

||
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impacts that would directly and indirectly affect Richardson Grove. The ultimate conclusion
that the Project will have absolutely no significant impacts and that, with respect to impacts
to Richardson Grove, “the long term impacts resulting from the proposed project are
minimal,” is unsupported by the evidence. DEIR/EA, p. 29 and Appendix A. The Project
involves: ground disturbance, slope excavation, a retaining wall, culvert work, a stream
diversion, disposal sites, equipment staging areas, utility relocation, right-of-way acquisitions
of parklands, temporary construction easements, and vegetation and tree removal. Modifying
a road through a state park with these activities, we believe, will undoubtedly have significant
impacts.

Construction activities alone raise serious concerns for the park. The majority of
construction work within the park, expected to take place in spring and summer 2010, would
take place at the height of park visitation and utilization of park facilities such as
campgrounds, picnic areas, and the visitor center. During that time of construction, reduction
in park visits can be reasonably predicted. An unknown factor is whether the alignment of
the roadway will result in a degraded park experience for future park visitors, given the
reduction in understory vegetation in the redwood canopies, increased exposure to the
highway in areas of tree removals, and increased noise and light impacts. As such, it is
inappropriate to conclude that the long-term impacts of this project to Richardson Grove will
be minimal.

In general, CSPF opposes road developments that negatively impact state parks and
are unrelated to park purposes. In some limited cases, the existence of a road that pre-dates
designation of a state park results in that road’s incorporation into part of the park experience.
Richardson Grove currently offers outstanding scenic values for motorists passing through on
Route 101. The road threads and weaves through majestic old-growth redwoods, large trees
abut the edge of the pavement, and drivers have up-close, breathtaking views of the forest.
Not surprisingly, this section of Route 101 is “eligible” for scenic highway status on the
California Scenic Highway System, and millions of motorists are drawn to Humboldt
County, in part, for the scenic drive through Richardson Grove. This section of Route 101
therefore serves both transportation and scenic purposes. It is distinctly different from
portions of Route 101 that run through cities or highly developed areas, and in this regard, is
similar to California’s Route 1 along the coast and merits equivalent protection for scenic
values.

Loss of vegetation, new grading, curve radii adjustments, damage to trees,
construction activities, and other road modifications would alter the highway’s scenic beauty
for motorists. The DEIR/EA fails to fully recognize and analyze these impacts, and instead
simply states that the Project would not affect Route 101°s eligibility status on the California
Scenic Highway System. There is no discussion of the eligibility criteria and no meaningful
explanation for why the Project would not otherwise diminish park values for passing-
through motorists.

Long-term and short-term impacts also must be analyzed for specific users. A non-
exhaustive list of those users is as follows:

[
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Campers. Richardson Grove has three campgrounds adjacent to the highway:
the Huckleberry, Madrone, and Dawn Redwoods Group Campgrounds. See
Figure B1. Although the DEIR/EA recognizes that these campgrounds are
adjacent to the Project, no details are given regarding potential impacts to
campers. For example. basic questions such as how far the closest campsites in
each campground are to the highway remain unaddressed, and information
showing the before-and-after visual affects of the Project to campers is not
provided.

Hikers. Over 9 miles of hiking trails exist in Richardson Grove, and significant
portions of at least two trails are adjacent to the roadway. See Figure B1. The
DEIR/EA recognizes that hiking trails include views of the project area but fails
to meaningfully discuss impacts to hikers and provides no depictions of before-
and-after views of the project area from trails.

Visitors to Lookout Point. Although Richardson Grove has a Lookout Point
located adjacent to Route 101, DEIR/EA, Figure B1, the DEIR/EA makes no
mention of how the Project will affect scenic values from the Lookout Point.

Users of the Visitor Center. The DEIR/EA recognizes that park users at the
Visitor Center will have views of the project area and that utilization of the
facility will be affected by construction activities, including noise, lights, traffic
delay, and interruptions to views. DEIR/EA, pp. 30, 46. No details are provided,
however, regarding whether the Project would reduce the overall use of the
Center; and the DEIR/EA does not address potential long-term visual or other
impacts to the facility.

Cyelists. Route 101, as it runs through the park, is an important resource for
cyclists and part of the Pacific Coast Bike Route. Despite this, the DEIR/EA
ambivalently concludes that the Project would neither appreciably improve nor
diminish the existing conditions for bicyclists. DEIR/DA, p. 43. Again, no
analysis is offered to support this conclusion, which is seemingly inconsistent
with other statements in the DEIR/EA, such as the acknowledgment that bicycles
and pedestrians will have to be redirected during construction activities. Id., p.
44. Additionally, new bicycle paths in the park may have been proposed
independently from the Project. If so, the DEIR/EA needs to discuss these
proposals in detail. including any cumulative impacts with the Project.

Riverine Enthusiasts. Eel River runs parallel to Route 101 in Richardson
Grove, is designated as “recreational,” and qualifies as a state and federally
designated Wild and Scenic River. Notwithstanding the obvious value of this
river to park visitors, the DEIR/EA glosses over any potential project impacts,
simply concluding that “[flor the most part, within the project area, views of the
roadway are screened from the river by vegetation.” DEIR/EA, p. 29. This lack
of analysis is grossly inadequate under CEQA, and CSPF is unable to ascertain
how the views from the river will change and what park users (i.e., boaters,
swimmers, fishers) might be impacted.
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To allow the public and decision-makers to evaluate the repercussions of the Project, CEQA -
requires a full analysis of impacts to the recreational, aesthetic, natural, and scenic
environmental qualities of Richardson Grove.

Inadequate Analysis of Impacts to Redwood Ecosystem and Other Biological
Resources. In general, the discussion of biological impacts lacks crucial information
necessary to allow a complete assessment of impacts, and thus the environmental
consequences of the Project are not fully assessed and are under-represented. Particularly
concerning are the potential impact to redwood trees, which are critical for maintaining the
ecology and scenic beauty in Richardson Grove. Right now the road and the ecosystem
appear to be in balance. Substantial modifications to the road, however, will upset this
balance, especially for the redwoods directly adjacent to existing pavement.

The DEIR/EA recognizes that the Project will remove 7 redwoods and impact the
root systems of 25 large redwoods. The analysis supporting these conclusions is difficult to
understand, however, and particularly the layout maps of Appendix L. Missing is a detailed
depiction of the structural root zones of trees that might be affected by the Project.
Additionally, the removal of even immature redwoods that have taken root in the grove
ecosystem contribute to the complicated root system for the entire grove, and the Project may
have impacts that are simply unknown to planners at this time. CSPF is therefore concerned
that the damage to redwood trees could be far greater than currently estimated.

Impacts to other sensitive biological resources, natural ecosystems, and special status
flora and fauna also are of concern to CSPF. In general, the Biological Assessment appears
deficient. It does not include detailed analysis of impacts to Bald Eagle, Coho salmon,
Chinook salmon, or Steelhead trout species despite recognizing that all these species are all
found in the project area and are a valued part of the ecosystem in Richardson Groove.

Water quality and runoff changes from the Project, for example, may affect the Eel River,
which provides habitat for fish species and food sources for the Bald Eagle.

Misleading and Inadequate Studies of Visual Impacts. The existing visual quality of

Richardson Grove and the surrounding Route 101 is extremely high and provides a major
tourist attraction. CSPF is concerned that the Project will diminish this visual quality and
consequently the use of the park, and we are disappointed with the lack of visual-impact
analysis in the DEIR/EA.

The Project’s maximum realignment would shift the centerline of the existing road by
17 feet, DEIR/EA, p. 45, a significant change, especially considering the attendant vegetation
and tree removal. According to the DEIR/EA, cabin structures within the park will be more
visible from the roadway if the Project proceeds, thereby impacting the scenic views for
motorists. 1d. Additionally, the DEIR/EA states that views of the project area would
“primarily occur adjacent to the visitor center, campground areas, and from portions of two
trails that run parallel to the highway,” which suggests that park users in other locations, not
addressed in the DEIR/EA, might also have views of the project area. 1d., 46 (emphasis
added). But beyond briefly identifying these potential impacts, the DIER/EA fails to provide
a useful and detailed analysis of visual changes to park users,
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The Visual Impact Assessment is misleading and erroneous. For example, the report
asserts that “[t]he northern half of the project is located outside the park boundary in more of
a commercial setting,” giving the false impression that only half of the project runs through
the park. Id., Appendix K, p. 161. Rudimentary calculations demonstrate that approximately
75% of the project (from Post Mile 1.25 to 2.04 (.81 miles)) is within park boundaries. This
discrepancy undermines the credibility of the remaining report, and any such deficiencies
must be corrected in a revised DEIR/EA.

Noise Impacts. The DEIR/EA fails to adequately analyze and mitigate noise impacts
under CEQA. Current traffic noise levels, approximately 100 feet from the road centerline,
are 64 dBA leq in the daytime and 54 dBA leq at night. DEIR/EA, p. 74. Noise levels
during construction, however, will be considerably higher, up to 82 dBA leq at a distance of
100 feet from the road. Id., p. 75. These impacts are substantial, especially to recreational
users, but are nonetheless dismissed in the DEIR/EA as less than significant. DEIR/EA,
Appendix A. Additionally, the DEIR/EA fails to indicate whether park users (e.g., campers,
hikers, riverine enthusiasts) will be closer than 100 feet to the road and subject to even
greater levels of noise, and the DEIR/EA fails to provide a long-term analysis of the
increased noise volumes from newly accommodated STAA trucks.

Other Considerations. The DEIR/EA fails to adequately analysis alternatives and
proposed mitigation measures are generally deficient. See discussion above relating to

Section 4(f).

A Full EIS is Required to Comply with NEPA

It is well-established under NEPA that an Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS™)
mus! be prepared if substantial questions are raised as to whether a project may cause
significant degradation of the environment. QOcean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps. of Engs.,
402 F.3d 846, 864 (9" Cir. 2005); Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161
F.3d 1208, 1212 (9" Cir. 1998). The potential significant impacts of the Project, as discussed
above, preclude a finding of no significant impact under NEPA. As such, we urge
development of an EIS to provide more thorough analysis of the impacts of the project,
particularly with respect to impacts to Richardson Grove and impacts of soil compaction and
road construction on old-growth redwoods.

The Project Potentially Violates Numerous Other State and Federal Provisions

To adequately inform the public and decision-makers under CEQA and NEPA, the
DEIR/EA must analyze whether the Project would violate any other state and federal
provisions. The following laws and land-use plans potentially apply to the Project:

Public Park Preservation Act of 1971, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 5400 et seq. The
Public Park Preservation Act restricts the ability of public agencies to use
parklands for other purposes. The Act provides that a public agency that
acquires public parkland for non-park use must either pay compensation
sufficient to acquire substantially equivalent substitute parklands or provide
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substitute parklands of comparable characteristics. Pub. Res. Code § 5401.
Caltrans” obligations under the Act, pertaining to the acquisition of an easement
in Richardson Grove, have yet to be discussed in the DEIR/EA.

Public Resources Code (“PRC™) Section 5019.62 (A.B. 1701). PRC Section
5096.516 prohibits the transfer of any land being used as a public park unless:
the selling or transferring agency prepares a detailed report and specific
finding that the land no longer serves a needed conservation purpose; a public
hearing is held; and the transfer gains Legislative approval. Pub. Res. Code §
5019.516(a). Several exceptions apply, including for the sale or transfer of
property with less than $1 million in fair market value; however, parklands
with high scenic values, like Richardson Grove, could potentially have market
values in excess of this minimum requirement. (The general rule in California
for establishing just compensation is the market value of the property
determined by the highest and most profitable use for which the property is
adaptable.)

Richardson Grove State Park General Development Plan. Although the General
Plan for Richardson Grove was developed in 1956 and consists of only a site
map, it clearly shows a “proposed highway 1017 that appears to bypass the park.
The DEIR/EA never addresses this General Plan or discusses its proposed bypass,
an alternative to the Project that might fully protect against damage to the park.

California Wild and Scenic River Act, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 5093.50, et seq.
The California Wild and Scenic River Act sets forth the State policy to preserve
“rivers which possess extraordinary scenic, recreational, fisher, or wildlife
values.” Pub. Res. Code § 5093.50. State agencies must exercise powers in a
manner that protects the “extraordinary values”™ of any rivers included under the
Act. Id., § 5093.61. In 1972, the Eel River was included under the Act. In
Richardson Grove, the extraordinary values of the Eel River provide recreational
activities for riverine enthusiasts as well as habitat for several endangered or
threatened species, including the Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, Steelhead trout,
Marbled Murrelet, and Northern Spotted Owl. The DEIR/EA recognizes the Eel
River designation but omits any analysis of the Act’s provisions or a detailed
explanation of how the Project would comply.

Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (“WSRA™ of 1068, 16 LL.S.C. § 1271 et seq.
Similar to its California equivalent, the purpose of the WSRA is to protect
designated rivers and their immediate environments “for the benefit and
enjoyment of present and future generations.” 16 U.S.C. § 1271. In 1981, the
Eel River was designated as a “recreational” river under the WSRA. The
DEIR/EA fails to discuss the specific provisions of the WSRA that must be
complied with.
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Road projects should avoid parklands if at all possible, and we are not convinced that
this Project is necessary or justified, Richardson Grove, moreover, is a unique resource
meriting the utmost protection of our environmental laws.

CSPF respectfully requests, for the reasons set forth above, that Caltrans prepare an
Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation, revise the DEIR, and prepare a full EIS to comply with
Section 4(f), CEQA, and NEPA.

Yours Truly,

President

CC:  Will Kempton, Director, California Department of Transportation
Ruth Coleman, Director, California Department of Parks and Recreation
Honorable Patricia Wiggins
Honorable Wes Chesbro



1. The majority of the work that is proposed for the Richardson Grove Operational
Improvement project would occur within the existing DOT easement. The
improvements proposed would occur on the existing US Route 101, which
predates the establishment of Richardson Grove State Park. While some of the
curve realignments would necessitate acquiring 0.56 acre beyond the boundaries
of the existing easement, Caltrans has proposed to relinquish 0.56 acre of land
that is currently in the DOT easement back to State Parks as part of the proposed
project. The minimal widening proposed within the park is to provide two foot
shoulders where possible.

2. Itis not anticipated that the proposed project would result in substantial impacts
to the visual setting of the park. Only two redwood trees within the park would
be taken, and are less than eight inches in diameter. Half of the trees proposed for
removal in the park are tan oaks, the majority of which are 12 inches in diameter
or smaller. The project includes revegetating the areas disturbed during
construction. Twenty four of the thirty trees to be removed in the park occur on
two previous cut slopes. One third of the trees to be removed occurs at the
northern boundary of the park on a previous cut bank below the park staff housing
depicted in Figure 7B of the final document. The second location is the proposed
cut at PM 1.36 which is shown in Figure 6B of the final document. These cut
slopes are not visible from the campsites. The views for the motorists would not
be substantially altered as the areas would be revegetated.

3. Section 4(f) does have provisions for projects that have minor impacts on public
recreational land. The proposed project does meet the criteria set out in the “Final
Nationwide Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for Federally-Aided Highway
Projects with Minor Involvements with Public Parks, Recreation Lands, and
Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges,” namely, that: a) the proposed project is
designed to improve the operational characteristics, safety, and/or physical
condition of existing highway facilities on essentially the same alignment; b) the
amount and location of the land to be used shall not impair the use of the
remaining Section 4(f) land, in whole or in part, for its intended purpose; c) the
total amount of land to be acquired from any Section 4(f) site shall not exceed the
value of one percent of the site; and d) the proximity of impacts of the project on
the remaining Section 4(f) land shall not impair the use of such land for its
intended purpose. A number of measures have been incorporated into the project
to minimize impacts from the proposed project. These measures have been
developed in coordination with staff from State Parks.

4. Caltrans believes that the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Assessment do disclose the anticipated impacts to result from the proposed
project as well as the proposed measures to minimize harm. The alternatives of
do nothing, improve the highway without using the adjacent public park, and
build an improved facility on new location without using the public park were
considered as part of the Section 4(f) Evaluation.



Caltrans has prepared an Environmental Assessment which demonstrates that the
Richardson Grove project will not significantly affect the human environment.
Therefore, an EIS is not required.

Caltrans has provided sufficient documentation that demonstrates that there are no
feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. The Section 4(f) Evaluation in
Appendix B does provide an evaluation of the following alternatives: do nothing,
improve the highway without using the adjacent public park, and build an
improved facility on new location without using the public park.

Caltrans considered a variety of alternatives that would result in sufficient
modification of the roadway geometrics that would allow the STAA restriction to
be lifted, including: widening only at selected locations where the STAA vehicles
off-track, widening to provide a minimum shoulder width throughout the project
limits, and realigning the short radius curves up to current design standards in
addition to widening to provide shoulders. Staff also considered bypassing the
State Park on new alignment and elevating the highway through the park. These
options of shoulder widening or realigning the curves to eliminate the STAA
restriction would require removal of several old growth redwood trees and these
alternatives were eliminated from further consideration. A bypass alternative of
this section of Route 101 was studied in 2001 and was determined to be infeasible
due to the substantial cost and environmental impacts. In addition to physical
modifications of the roadway, various signalization alternatives were also
considered but were deemed to have a number of issues with them which are
detailed in the FEIR/EA in Section 1.4.2.

The Feasibility Study performed in 2001 considered five alternatives including a
new four lane alignment that fully bypasses the park, a new four lane alignment
for Route 101 that would bisect the park east of the existing highway and river, a
new four lane alignment for Route 101 that included a tunnel near the eastern
boundary of the park, and widening to four lanes on the existing Route 101
roadway. The fifth alternative was the no build alternative. The costs of these
proposed build alternatives ranged from $75 - $600 million in 2001. Anticipated
impacts from these alternatives include potentially substantial impacts to listed
species and aesthetics resulting from large cuts and fills that are required to
traverse the steep terrain; impacts to South Fork of the Eel River, a designated
Wild and Scenic River from new bridge crossings; and impacts resulting from the
large borrow and disposal requirements. Impacts to old growth redwood trees
would also be probable. As stated above, the bypass alternative was considered in
the Section 4(f) Evaluation. The Feasibility Study can be accessed on the
Caltrans District 1 website, located at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/richardson_grove/

Signalization alternatives and the issues with implementing such alternatives were
considered in the DEIR/EA, see Section 1.4.2. Reducing the speed limit alone
would not be sufficient for STAA vehicles to navigate the roadway and not off-
track, thus it would not meet the purpose and need for the project. The degree of
off tracking for a given truck is determined by the truck type and size and the
curve dimensions of the road, not the truck speed. Elevating the portions of the
roadway over the tree roots would increase the width and depth of fills needed
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and would impact a greater number of trees as well as a greater portion of area in
the trees’ critical root zone area. It is also probable that this alternative would
require additional property to be added to the DOT easement. If the elevated road
was to be supported as a structure rather than fill (such as with a viaduct), the
footings required would result in excavations up to fifteen to twenty five feet deep
as opposed to the maximum two feet deep excavation proposed for the project.
Due to the curvilinear alignment, the spans would have to be short and it is
estimated that the footings would have to be on the order of every fifty feet or so
and it is likely that there would not be much flexibility as to where the footings
would need to be placed. Costs for elevating the highway would be greater than
the proposed project, would likely require a longer construction period, and
providing access through the work areas during construction would be more
challenging.

Rail, aircraft, and ocean shipping might have the potential to meet some of the
need for goods movement, however, both rail and ocean shipping would require
substantial infrastructure improvements. In addition, the Humboldt County
Regional Transportation Plan notes that Humboldt Bay’s marine transportation
industry is linked to growth in trucking and rail and, in the absence of rail service
in the county, goods loaded on and off commercial vessels using Humboldt Bay
would have to be transported to and from the port by truck. Funding for
developing the port or reestablishing rail service has not been identified nor
secured. Air freight is currently available however, trucking appears to be more
viable at this time.

Campers, other park users, and motorists were considered in the development of
the project. No long-term impacts are expected to affect park users as a result of
this project. Construction impacts would be temporary. Access in and out of the
park would be maintained during construction. A number of measures have been
proposed that would minimize impacts to park resources during construction
including handwork, special roadway structural sections that are thinner and more
permeable than normal, special equipment like pneumatic excavators (such as air
spades) to minimize impacts during excavation, incorporating tree roots into the
structural section rather than removing them, and the use of brow logs to
minimize the impacts of fill. In addition, weekly irrigation will be provided at
large redwoods affected by excavation during the summer months. Areas
disturbed by vegetation removal would be revegetated. Of the two areas where
the majority of proposed tree removal occurs, one is at the very northern boundary
of the park at an existing cut bank where there is little or no visitor use facilities.
The other location is in the southern portion of the project between PM 1.35 and
PM 1.36 on a previous cut bank. The southern extent of the Madrone
campground sites are at the top of the slope with the cut bank and set back about
100 feet, thus the cut at the base of the slope would not be visible from the
campsites. Park staff was consulted in the development of these measures to
minimize harm and concurs that the project has included all possible planning to
minimize long term harm to the park resources.

While there may be no documentation that measures such as pneumatic
excavators, hand work, irrigation, incorporating roots into the structural section,



13.

14.

15.

and using Cement Treated Permeable Base are effective in substantially reducing
stress on the trees during construction, the measures have been reviewed by the
Caltrans registered arborist, a consulting arborist contracted by Save The
Redwoods League, as well as State park staff. In the professional opinion of the
arborists, the project would not result in substantial adverse effects to the old
growth redwoods. The State Park has concurred that the project includes all
possible planning to minimize long term harm to the park resources. The
measures identified will be written into the specifications of the construction
contract.

Providing the corvid- proof trash receptacles is a conservation measure
recommended by the US Fish and Wildlife Service during the consultation efforts
for this project, and Caltrans incorporated this measure into the project.
Conservation measures in the context of the federal Endangered Species Act
represent actions that are intended to further the recovery of and/or minimize or
compensate for the project effects on the listed species. In addition, construction
activities would be restricted two hours before and after sunrise and sunset from
March 24 through September 15, to accommodate the Marbled murrelet.
Additional minimization measures can be found throughout the environmental
document and summarized in Appendix D of the document.

There have been several meetings with park staff regarding this proposed project,
the anticipated impacts, and proposed mitigation measures. Elevating portions of
the road would require a greater footprint of impacts into the park from the fill,
impacting a greater number of trees as well as a greater portion of the critical
structural root zone of the trees. Or, if a structure is used, there would be more
impact to the tree roots due to greater excavation being necessary. See Response
#9 above providing more information about elevating the roadway.

It has been determined that the proposed project would not result in impairing the
remaining areas of the park after the temporary construction impacts are
concluded. The proposed project would not result in any substantial visual
impacts for hikers or campers, views from the Visitor Center, or campfire center.
The proposed project would not require any physical alterations to any
campgrounds, trails, or other visitor use facilities with the exception of removing
a restroom structure closed to public use due to safety concerns located adjacent
to the Visitor Center. The roadway modifications would not substantially impact
the setting or park ambience after construction. The roadway would remain a two
lane curvilinear highway with minimal to no shoulders and large trees abutting the
edge of the pavement creating a canopy effect. The California Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) has jurisdiction over the park, and coordination with
this agency has been ongoing throughout the planning of this project. Section 1.5
in the FEIR.EA does identify DPR as the agency involved in the Section 4(f)
approval process. The concurrence letter for the Programmatic Section 4(f)
Evaluation was received from DPR on November 18, 2009 and is included in
Appendix B.

Existing and proposed right of way lines, cut and fill lines, as well as information
regarding the existing and proposed modifications of the roadway are shown on
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the layout sheets in Appendix L in both the DEIR/EA and FEIR/EA. On average,
the centerline alignment is proposed to be shifted from two to six feet on average
to achieve longer curves modifying the curve radii, and change the orientation of
the fixed objects (trees) in relation to the curve. The project as proposed would
not result in a facility meeting current design standards, which is why the design
exceptions identified in the document have been requested. In order to meet
current design standards on the existing alignment would require the removal of
several old growth trees. The changes in the alignment as proposed would allow
the STAA restrictions to be lifted. Additional information on the proposed
excavation and fill within the structural root zone of the redwoods has been added
to the final document. The structural root zone is defined as the circular area with
the tree trunk at the center with a radius equal to three times the diameter of the
tree trunk measured at 4.5 feet above the ground level. The proposed project does
not include widening the roadway for a bike lane as the widening that would be
required to provide such a facility would result in substantial impacts to redwood
trees. To construct a bike/pedestrian path separate from the existing highway
would have to be done on land under the jurisdiction and management of State
Parks, thus the appropriate lead agency for such a facility would be State Parks. It
is our understanding that State Parks is in the planning process for a bike path
through the park. Maps of the area to be relinquished to State Parks as well as
those areas to be transferred into the Department of Transportation easement have
been added in Appendix B.

Improved safety is a secondary objective of the project. However, the
incremental improvements such as increasing the amount of superelevation and
modifying the compound curves to fixed radius curves would, in general, tend to
result in some increase in safety. The primary purpose of the project is to
eliminate the STAA restriction. The proposed project does not straighten the
roadway, but realigns the curves such that the curves are initiated earlier so that
vehicles have begun going into the curves prior to reaching the trees causing the
geometric deficiency. It is not expected that the project would result in motorists
traveling faster through the project area since the alignment would continue to be
curvilinear and have trees abutting the roadway. In addition, Caltrans has also
reduced the speed limit through Richardson Grove to 35 mph. But reducing speed
alone won’t correct the geometric deficiency of the roadway that would allow the
STAA restriction to be lifted.

It is not expected that collision rate for bicyclists will change as a result of the
proposed project. The project would not make the situation worse for bicyclists.
The project will be adding shoulder widths where it is feasible to do so and the
curve corrections would slightly improve stopping sight distance which would
provide an incremental improvement for bicyclists in the park. North of the park,
the project will be widening the shoulders to four feet to better accommodate non-
motorized traffic.

Traffic forecasts have not indicated that the truck traffic is likely to substantially
change as a result of this project. Any significant amount of increased truck
traffic on Route 101 would be as a result of trucks diverting from 1-5 and Route
99. Decisions made as to trucking routes are generally based upon travel times
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and fuel consumption. Since most major coastal cities from southern California
to northern Washington have readily available access to 1-5 or Route 99, and due
to the straighter alignments using these routes would result in less travel times and
fuel consumption, it is not expected that a substantial amount of traffic will be
diverted to Route 101 should the STAA restriction be lifted. The speed limit
reduction to 35mph through the park was enacted in late 2008. The project
doesn’t straighten the highway. As the roadway would continue to be a two lane
curvilinear roadway with minimal to no shoulders, it is not expected that the
speed trucks traverse through the park would increase.

The most impact to scenic views would be as a result of the proposed retaining
wall outside the park at the northern limits of the proposed project. Subsequent to
the circulation of the draft, a design modification for the retaining wall was
developed to reduce impacts. The modified wall in the preferred alternative
would be 100 feet shorter and would be located below the road on the east side of
the highway as opposed the original wall design which was an above the road
soldier pile wall on the west side of the highway. Because the wall is constructed
below the road it would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail. The
shorter wall to the east also reduces the number of tree removals. The most
impact to scenic views within the park would be the cut at PM 1.36. Thisisa
previous cut slope and is expected to naturally revegetate and eventually resemble
the existing view. The project includes revegetating this cut slope. With the
revegetation, the views within the park for both motorists and park visitors would
not be substantially altered as a result of the project.

The retaining wall, utility relocation, disposal site, some culvert work and the
majority of ground disturbance from the proposed cuts are proposed outside the
park. Ground disturbance within the park includes relatively minor cuts and fills.
The culvert work includes improving existing culverts. While water diversion
may be required during construction, the drainages are not fish bearing and the
drainages are ephemeral and generally only convey water during the rainy season.
The culvert work is proposed to be conducted during the summer and if a
diversion is required, would likely only be in effect for a day. Culvert work on
Route 101 that occurred in Richardson Grove State Park a couple of years ago did
not result in any concerns or issues being relayed to Caltrans. The project will not
require any removal of old growth redwoods. The largest redwood to be removed
in the park is seven inches in diameter. The project includes revegetating areas
where tree and brush removal would occur. For approximately one third of the
project length (PM 1.70 to PM 2.04) the only modification being proposed to the
existing facility is to provide resurfacing of the pavement and make one drainage
improvement requested by the Department of Fish and Game to direct roadside
drainage into an existing culvert. As stated above, it has been determined that the
project would not result in long term substantial adverse effects to the scenic
views. It has been determined that the impacts to Richardson Grove State Park
would not be significant.

Where understory vegetation is proposed for removal, there is similar understory
vegetation just beyond the extent of disturbance. The majority of trees proposed
for removal in the park are 12 inches in diameter or smaller and nearly half of
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these would be tan oaks. Only three trees larger than 20 inches in diameter would
be removed from the park. The majority of trees to be removed (in the park are
on two previous cut banks, those the tree removal does not There should be
minimal to no change to the tree canopy since larger trees which make up the
canopy won’t be removed. The alignment shifts range on average from two to six
feet, thus it is not anticipated that the long term impacts would be substantial.
While there would be increased noise during construction, this would be of short
term duration.

The current ambience for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a
result of this project. The highway would remain as a curvilinear two lane road
with minimal to no shoulders. The large redwood trees abutting the edges of the
road and providing the canopy over the road would remain. The proposed project
would not change any of the eligibility criteria as a scenic highway.

The uses listed have been considered. Section 2.2.5 of the DEIR/EA discusses
noise impacts. Section 2.1.6 discusses impacts on visual setting. The closest
campsites are about 90 feet from the roadway. The views of the roadway visible
from the campground would not be substantially altered. For the most part, due to
the vegetation screening the roadway, the improvements proposed would not be
visible from the campsites. Portions of trails are adjacent to the roadway, some
close enough that traffic traveling on the roadway is visible from the trail. Even
after the project, there would continue to be vegetation partially screening the
roadway from these trails. Lookout Point overlooks the highway at
approximately PM 1.14. No tree removals would occur at this location. There
would be some minor cuts and fills occurring but likely would not be discernable
from Lookout Point. Impacts resulting from the road improvements should not
appreciably affect the use at the visitor center with the exception that ingress and
egress from the park entrance would experience traffic delays and some increased
noise when construction activities are in the immediate vicinity. There should be
no long term effects to the visitor center. What the environmental document
states with regard to cyclists and pedestrians is that they would be directed by
pilot car through the construction areas just as motorists are. In regard to an
independent bicyclist path through the park, State Parks requested that the
Caltrans not provide any specifics of the trail as it is still in their planning process.
The roadway is not visible from the river in the park. Outside the park, the cabins
and other associated buildings of the Singing Trees Recovery Center block views
of the roadway from the river for the majority of the project limits except for most
northerly limits of the project.

With the retaining wall design modification, one less redwood needs to be
removed so the total number of redwoods removed by the project is now six, two
of which are in the park. The structural root zone is defined as the circular area
with the tree trunk at the center with a radius equal to three times the diameter of
the tree trunk measured at 4.5 feet above the ground level. Information describing
where the excavation and fill would be in relation to structural root zone of
redwoods thirty inches in diameter or greater has been added in the FEIR/EA in
Tables 9 and 10. The two redwoods to be removed in the park are six and seven
inches in diameter. Several measures have been incorporated into the project to
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minimize impacts to the redwoods during construction. The minimization
measures have been reviewed by the Caltrans registered arborist, a consulting
arborist contracted by Save The Redwoods League, as well as State park staff. In
the professional opinion of the arborists, the project would not result in substantial
adverse effects to the old growth redwoods. In addition, the State Park has
concurred that the project includes all possible planning to minimize long term
harm to the park resources.

Potential impacts to listed species were provided in the FEIR/EA in Section
2.3.4. Consultation with the appropriate State and Federal agencies was
conducted. The Biological Assessment does not contain a discussion of the Bald
Eagle, Coho salmon, Chinook salmon, or Steelhead trout as it was determined that
the project would result in “‘No Effect’ to these species per the Federal
Endangered Species Act. This ‘No Effect’ determination was identified in the
environmental document. The Biological Opinion from US Fish and Wildlife
Service was received on January 16, 20009.

Where the largest roadway shift would occur at approximately PM 1.4, the only
trees proposed for removal are a six inch in diameter oak, a seven inch in diameter
redwood, and a fourteen inch in diameter Douglas fir. While the residential
cabins might be more visible to motorists due to removing some of the vegetation
on the slope, they are visible currently as well. As the residential units are
located on top of a slope, they are less visible to motorists than what is visible at
eye level. The highway is visible from many use areas within the park since these
use areas were developed adjacent to the roadway. There was no attempt to
depict what the views might be from people walking off trail, or from every
conceivable location from within the park where the highway is visible. Rather,
characteristic views from primary use areas were described. As stated previously,
approximately one third of the project length, which occurs within the park,
would have no physical changes but for resurfacing and extending an existing
berm to direct water into a downdrain to connect to an existing culvert. The
average alignment shift is from two to six feet resulting in the modifications likely
not being discernable to park visitors once the areas are revegetated and the
plantings established. The areas where the greatest modifications are proposed
have been described in the document.

The text will be revised in the final document.

Per the CEQA guidelines, Section 15382, construction phase impacts on traffic,
transit, noise, air quality, and the visual environment would generally not be
considered significant since construction-related changes are by their nature,
temporary. A significant impact would only occur if temporary effects
substantially affected accessibility to an area for a long period of time, caused the
loss or relocation of substantial numbers of businesses or residences, or posed
severe health or safety threats. This is not the case with the proposed project.
Since the roadway alignment shifts so as to not move the roadway appreciably
nearer to any trails or campsites, the traffic noise experienced in these areas would
not be any greater as a result of the project.

Caltrans has prepared an Environmental Assessment which demonstrates that the

Richardson Grove project will not significantly affect the human environment.



While there are effects, they are not significant given their context and intensity.
Therefore, an EIS is not required.

30. As discussed in the DEIR/EA, Caltrans is proposing to relinquish a portion of
land held in a DOT easement equal to the amount of land proposed to be added to
the current DOT easement. Caltrans is in ongoing discussion with State Parks
about this transfer in jurisdiction action.

31. Language about the 1956 General Plan will be added to the final document.

32. The proposed project is not expected to result in any impacts that would impair
the values for which the Eel River was designated as a Wild and Scenic River.
Additional language will be added to the final document.



January 30, 2009

Deborah Harmon, Senior Environmental Planner
CA Department of Transportation

1656 Union Street

Eureka, CA 95501

deborah _harmon(@dot.ca.gov

RE: Richardson grove Operational Improvement Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment and
Programmatic Section 4 (f) Evaluation

Dear Ms. Harmon:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information
Center (EPIC), the North Coast Environmental Center (NEC), Friends of the Eel River
(FOER) and Californians for Alternatives to Toxics (CATs). EPIC is a Humboldt
County based non-profit organization that actively works to protect and restore forests,
watersheds, coastal estuaries, and native species in northwest California. EPIC was
established in 1977 by local residents in Humboldt County. EPIC works to ensure that
state and federal agencies follow their mandate to uphold environmental laws and
protect endangered species. Many of EPIC’s members use the Eel River for boating,
fishing, bird watching and general recreation, as well as for aesthetic enjoyment.
Particularly, members of EPIC visit and use Richardson Grove State Park, and rely upon
its beauty and natural resources for personal and professional enhancement. Members of
EPIC have an interest in knowing that California remains alive with wildlife and natural
wonders, still beautiful and available to enjoy and utilize when they choose.

NEC is also a Humboldt County based non-profit organization, whose mission is
to promote understanding of the relations between people and the biosphere and to
conserve, protect and celebrate terrestrial, aquatic and marine ecosystems of northern
California and southern Oregon. Since its establishment in 1971, NEC has worked to
conserve the area’s biological assets and to stimulate public awareness in securing the
future of these natural treasures, which are vital to sustaining physically, economically,
and culturally healthy communities. FOER is also a non-profit conservation organization
based on the North Coast, whose primary mission is to restore the Eel River and all her
tributaries to a natural state of abundance, wild and free. CATs is a public interest,
membership non-profit organization whosc mission is to give the general public,
particularly residents of northern California, control over toxic chemicals in their
environment. This mission arises from a broader underlying concern for our membership
in relation to their dependence on the environment for their sustained health, education,
cultural activities and livelihood.

The Environmental Protection Information Center
P.O. Box 397 *+ Garberville, CA 95542 - 707.923.2931
#122, 600 F St Suite 3, Arcata CA 95523 « 707.822.7711



EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

EPIC, NEC, FOER and CATs (hereinafter ‘EPIC’) oppose this project as
presented. Fundamentally, the DEIR/EA fails to adequately justify the need for the
project, describe the project, and assess the project’s significant environmental effects.
On these grounds alone, the DEIR must be supplemented and recirculated. In addition,
inadequate public notice requires that the DEIR be recirculated, per the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its supporting regulations. As
well, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose the potentially significant impacts
of the proposed action sufficiently to support a finding of no significant impact (FONSI)
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Thus, an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) must be prepared, and adequate public participation solicited and
obtained, before any ground-disturbing activities can be undertaken pursuant to the
proposed action.

The DEIR/EA suggests by its flaws a project that has been rushed to completion
before thorough consideration of the potential impacts and implications of the proposed
action, and a predetermined action that is being justified using carefully selected data and
analyses that minimize those potentially significant impacts. Such analysis fails to meet
the letter or the purpose of either CEQA or NEPA.

Inadequate Notice Requires Recirculation of the DEIR.

We have checked the CEQAnet website repeatedly during the week of January
26, 2009, and there is no record of CalTrans having submitted the Richardson Grove
DEIR to the State Clearinghouse. Such submittal is required by law. It is our
understanding, as of the date of these comments, that Caltrans submitted the DEIR for
Richardson Grove to the State Clearinghouse on January 27, 2009; and that the document
apparently won't be posted until February 5. We have been informed that the State
Clearinghouse number is 2009012070. A search of the CEQAnet data base on the
morning of January 30, 2009, does not include any documents for that number.

Because Caltrans has failed to follow mandatory public review requirements, by
not posting the DEIR with the State Clearinghouse, EPIC and the public have been
denied our right of full review. EPIC reserves the right to supplement these comments
during the required review period, which properly commences when Caltrans complies
with the requirement to post the DEIR with the State Clearinghouse.

Inadequate Project Description.

The DEIR advises that the purpose of the roadway realignment is to accommodate
STAA truck travel, to remove restriction of STAA vehicles and improve safety and
operation of Highway 101 and goods movement.

Assuming that the current roadway does not accommodate STAA trucks, the
DEIR lacks a description of what engineering changes and criteria are necessary to
accommodate STAA trucks. The project description includes a statcment that the
roadway is to be realigned so that two STAA trucks passing in the opposite direction can
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EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

be accommodated. But no standards are outlined to justify the realignment. It appears
that Caltrans expects everyone to just assume that the realignment as proposed on the
designs accommodates STAA truck travel as intended, without providing the public with
the engineering specifications necessary for that truck travel. How wide must a road be SR
for two STAA trucks at any given point? What must be the minimum curve distance or

alignment?

Because the DEIR does not provide the roadway standards necessary for a STAA
truck, it is impossible to evaluate whether the proposed realignment is adequate,
necessary, the best alternative, or the most environmentally sound alternative. The DEIR
lacks the very information necessary to evaluate what standards govern a realignment,
and proceeds on the undemonstrated premise that such a realignment is in fact necessary.

The DEIR declares that the “current roadway geometrics do not meet current
design standards for design speed, curve radii, shoulder width, superelevation rates,
stopping sight and corner sight distances, distance to a fixed object, steepness of side
slopes, and alignment consistency.” (DEIR at p. 41.) However, the DEIR does not
advise as to what are those current design standards, and how the proposed project will
meet those standards. In the absence of this information, it is really impossible to
evaluate the validity of the proposed project as the appropriate alternative, even if one
were to concede that the project is necessary. The lack of this information also makes it
impossible to evaluate the validity of the impact analysis, particularly on the natural
resources to be affected.

Nor do the Layout Maps in Appendix L provide this information. All they do is —_—
layout the proposed design, without any indication as to whether the design satisfies
standards necessary to accommodate STAA trucks as desired. Moreover, the layout
maps have no engineering stamp on them, and bear a disclaimer that the State of
California shall not be responsible for their accuracy or completeness.

EPIC questions the validity of the project description as well because it is not at
all clear that the roadway needs to change to “accommodate” STAA trucks. An STAA
truck is defined as any tractor-semitrailer combination or set of doubles with length
configuration such that the truck may legally operate only on National Network
Highways, Terminal Access Highways, or signed accesses to service. According to
Caltrans Truck Route Classifications,' the STAA Network is the “National Network
(NN), Terminal Access (TA) and Service Access routes together make up the ‘STAA
Network.” These are the routes that allow STAA trucks.”

According to this same document, Terminal Access (TA) routes are portions of
State routes or local roads that can accommodate STAA trucks. The Caltrans map for
Truck Networks on California State Highways District 1 show Highway 101 to be a
“Terminal Access (STAA)” route. A TA sign is posted on Highway 101 north, at the
junction of Highway 1 and 101 at Leggett. Thus it appears from Caltrans’ own
statements and signage that the portion of road for which this project is contemplated
already is currently designated for STAA trucks.
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EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

The necessity of the project is also in question because there appears to be little
recognition of the need for this project by the California Transportation Commission or
even Caltrans. EPIC reviewed the Caltrans website to locate listing of the proposed
project. Certain documents are keenly relevant to statewide transportation planning,
particularly in terms of identifying what is priority and necessary for California
transportation. EPIC found a dearth of reference for this project.

The December 29, 2006 Corridor Management Plan for Route 101: Golden Gate-
Oregon Border (“Corridor Management Plan”) references only a feasibility study for
STAA access to Humboldt County, but does not list the project as necessary. “A
Corridor Management Plan is a document that identifies the recommended system
management strategies for a given State Highway System facility based on
comprehensive performance and assessment and evaluation.” This document notes that
Route 101 “is designated as a High Emphasis Focus Route in the State Interregional
Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP).”™ The Richardson Grove project area is not
identified as a segment which does not meet current Route Concept.” The project is also
not listed in the 2006 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Projects.® From
this, once can ascertain that as of the end of 2006, the State did not recognize this project
as necessary.

The project is not listed in the 2008 State Transportation Improvement Program.
The project is included in an updated “Long Lead” list from August 27, 2008, which
identifies the Richardson Grove project to realign the highway. A Long Lead list
identifies projects for which development work has begun but is not currently
programmed.

The project is not listed in the 2008 Interegional Transportation Improvement
System. This is the listing that provides funding for projects “to improve movement of
people and goods to and through urbanized areas.” The project is not included in the 2008
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (“SHOPP”) approved on March 13,
2008. However, the project is not included in the most recent January 2009 SHOPP list.
The only listing for the area near Richardson Grove indicates, at line 18, an entry for area
between MP 0.2 and 126.00 on Highway 101 to “reconstruct guard railing.”

Given the apparent contradictions between the prioritization assigned this project
in relevant planning documents and the priority claimed in the DEIR, EPIC questions the
validity of the claimed necessity and urgency of the proposed project, and wishes to
underscore the rapidity with which this project has proceeded under Caltrans’ direction.
Have all internal steps and Caltrans process requirements been followed as this project
has moved toward to this point? EPIC is quite concerned that Caltrans may have ignored
some of its own internal procedures in order to fast-track this project and its
environmental analysis. Please document that all relevant procedures have been
followed, or provide appropriate discussion clarifying what normally relevant procedures
may not have been followed, why such decisions were taken, and what the possible
implications may be of such short cuts around CalTrans’ normal procedures for a project
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EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

of this type, magnitude, and potentially significant impact on the environment.

In its search to understand why and how this project has progressed to this point,
EPIC also consulted the CEQAnet database, posted by the State Clearinghouse of the
Office of Planning and Research.” When a state agency acts as a lead agency for a
project, it must submit the draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse, even when it has
independently provided notice of the DEIR to other agencies. (Guidelines § 15205.) The
State Clearinghouse, in turn, posts notice of that document on the CEQAnet database.
EPIC searched the CEQAnet database for all Caltrans planning projects and all projects
in Dsitrict 1, for all environmental documents and within a time frame from January 1
2008 to the present. EPIC did not find the Richardson Grove DEIR listed anywhere on
the CEQAnet database. The DEIR itself provides no evidence that it was submitted to
the State Clearinghouse. This appears to be a clear violation of state law. The DEIR has
not been properly circulated for public review. This seems to suggest yet again that this
project has been fast-tracked without compliance with proper procedure.

The project also appears to be a done deal, a predetermined decision taken in
advance of the analysis reflected in the DEIR. In additional to the strong circumstantial
evidence that this is the case, the DEIR itself declares that “[a]fter the public circulation
period, all comments will be considered, and the Department will confirm the proposed
build alternative and make the final determination of the project’s effect on the
environment . . the Department will certify that the project complies with CEQA,
prepare findings for any significant impacts identified, prepare a Statement of
Overriding Considerations for impacts that will not be mitigated below a level of
significance, and certify that the findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
have been considered prior to project qm.vl".:almi’.”a

Such pre-determination nullifies the public’s right of review, and prejudices
CalTrans against any concerns and evidence which would urge a different outcome. It
also makes a mockery of the CEQA review process, making the DEIR illegitimate. The
DEIR does not provide a discussion of overriding considerations. In fact, it claims there
will be no unavoidable significant effects. EPIC questions how it is that a project that has
yet to even be identified by any of the major state transportation planning and funding
mechanisms can be predetermined with issuance of only a DEIR. We believe this to be
illegal.

The DEIR Does Not Establish That This Project is Necessary for Safety.

The DEIR tries to support the need for the project on the basis of safety. On
February 15, 2008, pursuant to a Public Records Act request, EPIC received from
Caltrans the CHP information on traffic accidents in the Richardson Grove stretch of
Highway 101. But the studies it refers to do not show what the DEIR states.” The report
date is February 13, 2008. What the tables reveal is that for the stretch of Highway 101
from mile post 0.920 to 2.120 — which is the scope of the project, for a period of 5 years,
there were only 6 accidents involving trucks, two of which occurred within one minute of
each other on August 16, 2004 at 11:10 and 11:11 p.m, and only one of the five involved
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two trucks going in opposite directions. Notably, there have been no truck accidents
since June 21, 2005. The CHP Report to the Legislature from August 2005, which
evaluated the effect of Vehicle Code § 35401 .7'% advised that “there were no collisions,
citations, verbal warnings, complaints, or highway incidents involved licensed carriers of
livestock vehicles on the identified portions of Highway 101 i Thus, the evidence does
not support a claim that this project is necessary to allow more room for trucks because
trucks are involved in or cause accidents.

The DEIR Fails to Establish That The Project Is Necessary for Goods Movement
and the Economy

As noted in Mr. David Spreen’s comment letter of January 23, 2009, the DEIR’s
economic analysis and rationale for the proposed project largely hinges on a suggestive
but indeterminate economic survey (the Gallo report) and inappropriate use of the
IMPLAN economic analysis tool. Having heard from many other local business owners,
including small business and people involved in transportation, EPIC believes that the
proposed project will benefit some local business while injuring others. While such
actions may be valid public actions if properly analyzed and disclosed, a state agency
may not legally proceed on the basis of one-sided analysis that minimizes or fails even to
present the negative economic impacts of the proposed action.

The Project Fails to Provide for Nonmotorized Access, as Required by CalTrans
Policy and the California Highway code

Contrary to its own policy, and California highway code, and despite the fact that
its project will lead to more big trucks travelling at higher speeds through the narrow
grove, Caltrans has failed to provide for improved bicycle or pedestrian access as part of
this project. Highway 101 is designated part of the Pacific Coast Bike Route. Note that
CalTrans’ own guide to this section of the Pacific Coast Bike Route shows typical bicycle
tourists travelling along the narrow roadway through Richardson Grove. There are no
bike lanes along this stretch of Highway 101; indeed, there is in many areas no shoulder
at all beyond the paved area of the road. Thus, bicyclists and pedestrians must either walk
through the state park (where bicyclists may not ride, on or off the provided paths, which
do not run the length of the park) or risk life and limb by attempting to share the road
with motorized vehicles.

CalTrans Deputy Directive “Accomodating Non-Motorized Travel,” dated 3-26-01,
states that the “Department fully considers the needs of non-motorized travelers
(including pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with disabilities) in all programming,
planning, maintenance, construction, operations, and project development activities and
products.” Similarly, California highway code (887.8. (b)) requires the agency to provide
funding for bike access provisions as part of a project “(w)here the traffic safety or
capacity of the highway would be increased.” Caltrans has refused to do so here,
suggesting instead that State Parks may build a bike path at some point in the future.

EPIC belicves that the proposed action is likely to increase risks to bicyclists in
particular, by leading to increased traffic, from larger trucks, and inevitalby travelling at
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higher speeds due to the larger roadway. The DEIR fails entirely to analyze or discuss
such impacts. Though the project clearly affects traffic safety and highway capacity, the
project fails to provide any provision for bicyclists or pedestrians. Instead, it suggests that
State Parks is considering the issue and may at some indeterminate point in the future
construct an adequate bike and pedestrian path to channel non-motorized traffic off the
stretch of Highway 101 under consideration in this project.

EPIC takes the position that CalTrans may not properly displace its responsibilities
regarding non-motorized transportation to State Parks, nor may CalTrans defer provision
of non-motorized access to some intederminate later date. It is in fact because such
displaced and deferred responsibilities are routinely ignored that we have policies and
laws requiring CalTrans to deal with such issues as part of a given project. In addition to
this substantive point, CalTrans’ failure to adequately disclose and analyze the relevant
facts around these issues renders the DEIR/EA inadequate under CEQA and NEPA. The
agency’s failure to articulate a reasoned rationale for its departure from its stated policy,
or any rationale whatsoever for its failure to provide adequate non-motorized access,
suggests arbitrary and capricious agency action.

Finally, we note that because a bike route through Richardson Grove State Park will
necessarily risk potentially significant impacts on important cultural and environmental
resources, an EIR/EIS is required to properly analyze and document such a project.
Because we believe that such non-motorized access must be provided as part of the
present proposed action, it is our position that an EIS is required for this project.

Impacts to Ancient Redwood Trees and Groves.

The DEIR takes the remarkable position that the construction and cutting of the
structural root systems of numerous ancient redwood trees will not cause harm to those
trees, or the ecology which supports them and is provided by them.

Richardson Grove has existed for centuries. As William Cullen Bryant is quoted
in the brochure for Richardson Grove State Park, “The groves were God’s first temples.”
It is here where you first encounter significant old-growth redwood forests when driving
north. The DEIR notes that the roadway was initially created in 1915, nearly a century
ago. During this time, the grove remains intact, healthy, habitat for rare species, and a
wonder for all to behold and experience. Richardson Grove is the threshold to the
redwood region, and offers any traveler the cathedral experience as s’he drives through.
It is an unparallcled experience along Highway 101 as one drives south from the
congestion of the Bay Area and its North Bay region. There is a balance here that is
finely tuned over time, and should not be undone. It particularly should not, and under
CEQA may not legally, be undone on the basis of hasty and inadequate analysis of
potential impacts.

This project will dramatically alter that balance, because of its impact on the

many ancient trees which now shelter the road at its edge. Redwood science is clear that
redwood root systems are shallow, lateral roots, which graft to other redwood roots to
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develop an interconnected root system for several trees. It is common knowledge that
redwood trees have a shallow and interconnected root system, and impacts to one tree’s
root system can mean the demise of several related trees in a grove. The interconnected
root systems create a below ground network of trees.”” “[W]hen marked radioactive
water was injected into a tree in a study grove near Arcata, California, its trace was
located in a tree 500 feet away.”"® In general, soil compaction of a tree’s root system will
disrupt respiration processes which power every function of the tree."* Redwoods are
particularly prone to adverse impacts from soil compaction due to their shallow root
systems. “Redwood trees have a tap root, but it is their shallow roots, stretching wide
and interweaving with those of neighboring trees, that give them a firm base . .. The
roots are sensitive, however, to compaction of the soil and may be suffocated by gravel
and logging debris that does not allow soil aeration.””® *“An undisturbed layer of thick,
damp mulch on the forest floor is essential to the health of these trees.”'®

The proposed realignment will harm that root system, by cutting and compacting
structural root systems. This will occur through construction. It will occur from
compacting the roots, as well as the road development with its associated creosote and tar
elements. The project has the strong likelihood of smothering roots. This project has the
potential for very negative effects on very old trees. The DEIR admits that roadbed
material will be placed within the structural root zone of these ancient trees. Yet, there is L
no correlation between the location of large trees and the cut and fill activities. The
Layout Maps do not provide this, nor does the Visual Impact discussion in Appendix K ]
or the discussion in the Natural Environment Study in Appendix I. While it identifics an
“additional 0.14 acre of roadbed material” it does not specify how much fill will occur on
what trees. And because the Layout Maps are so difficult to read, particularly as to cut
and fill, the DEIR does not provide adequate information to evaluate the full adverse
effect which will likely occur. Moreover, in the long term the trees will suffer from
increased root compaction and more intense vehicle impacts as a consequence of the road
widening and realignment.

The DEIR concedes that several of these ancient trees will be affected by
construction activities, and in some cases the realignment will move the roadbed even
closer to the trees. The list of trees to be affected is staggering: 40 trees, with nearly half I
of those over 6 feet in diameter and several in the range of 10-15 feet in diameter. The
DEIR plainly acknowledges that adverse effects to large trees may be a significant impact
to this unique natural community. It proposes mitigation, which simply is not adequate.
To quote the Natural Environment Study,

“[t]o mitigate for potential structural root zone impacts to large redwoods and
potential impacts to elements of marbled murrelet Critical Habitat Caltrans will
implement out-of-kind mitigation. In coordination with California Department of
Parks and Recreation, Caltrans will replace the 13 existing trash containers near
parking, picnic and camping areas in Richardson Grove State Park with corvid
proof waste receptacles to enhance habitat for nesting migratory birds in
Richardson Grove
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Before activities associated with vegetation removal and road construction
(including culvert installation and wall construction) begin, a qualified biologist
approved by USFWS will conduct a training session for all personnel.”

The mitigation is focused on an effort to protect against harm to the marbled murrelet and
the northern spotted owl, two protected bird species which depend upon the old growth
habitat afforded by these ancient redwoods. It does not speak at all to the potential to kill
these trees by cutting their root systems. Nor does it address the other environmental and
cultural ramifications of such serious harm to these trees. This is a potentially significant
environmental impact, which is neither adequately analyzed nor disclosed. Such
outcome-oriented

The DEIR opines that the magnitude of compaction on these ancient trees will not
substantially increase from what presently exists. What this glib conclusion ignores is
that however remarkable it may be, the current relationship of road to ancient tree groves
is in balance — the trees are healthy and not dying as a consequence of road adjacency.
The DEIR does not analyze how the effect of cutting roots, and placing spoils and fill on
root systems, and bringing the road closer to some trees will alter that balance. It does not
bother to deal with this fundamental issue.

The other proposed mitigation amounts directly related to the structural root zone
impacts to this:

e excavating by hand, but with the caveat that mechanized equipment may
be used with permission

® use of an air spade while doing excavation

e cutting roots less than 2 inches with a sharp instrument

e new pavement will be Cement Treated Permeable Base to provide greater
porosity and minimize compaction.

e use of a brow log for ares where fill will be placed next to trunks of
redwoods which are greater than three feet in diameter.

None of these deal directly with the imperative to not cut roots, and to not compact the
root systems. These are all measures which are not documented as capable of ensuring
the long term safety of these trees.

Lack of consideration of viable alternatives.

The DEIR considers only the project and the no action alternative. By refusing to
consider other, potentially lower-impact means to its chosen end, CalTrans has
essentially predetermined the result of its CEQA and NEPA analysis. The consideration
of alternatives is the heart of modern environmental analysis, and is necessary in order to
insure that the agency has taken the required “hard look™ at its proposed action and
potential impacts.

Cumulative Impacts
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EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

The DEIR fails to mention the proposed Marina Center development within the
City of Eureka, currently under review through circulation of its DEIR. Tt is relevant
because that project states that it is being designed to accommodate STAA trucks. Is that
project or its applicant driving this project, or had any influence on the manner in which
this project is being forced? We believe the projects are related and Caltrans must
evaluate the effects of increased STAA road traffic to accommodate the big box stores
contemplated by the Marina Center development. The DEIR also fails to discuss the
Humboldt Bay Harbor District plans to increase container shipping in the port, which will
depend upon increased truck traffic down highway 101,

Significant Impacts and Analysis

The DEIR fails to mention the Richardson Grove State Park General
Development Plan in its discussion of consistency with planning documents. All
California State Parks must have general plans before permanent facilities can be
provided, and once adopted, the plan is direct long-term management of the Park. The
Richardson Grove General Development Plan was adopted in October 1956, according to
the State Parks website, which provides a copy of the two-page plan. That plan shows a
“proposed highway 101" as a bypass around the Park. While EPIC takes no position on
such an alternative in the context of the proposed project, the Caltrans proposal is not
consistent with the Park’s management plan. The DEIR fails to address this issue.

EPIC found thee Layout Maps difficult to read, and incomplete. The legend on
the first map does not include all the features that are inserted on maps which follow,
such as on 7, 14-17, 19 and 20 have some orange features that are not defined. The
legend refers to “existing hydraulics.” Hydraulics is the study of water, yet it appears
what is being referenced is pipes. The ’proposed edge of pavement” light blue line is
practically invisible on most of the pages, which further prevents the reader from
understanding what is being proposed and based on what criteria. On sheet 13, it is
unclear precisely where the modification of berm will occur - as the map does not
precisely pinpoint the modification as is shown on other maps using arrows. There are
yellow lines on some of the pages, such as on 14-16, yet the legend does not indicate
what those represent. The proposed retaining wall does not appear to be depicted on the
sheets for the area where it is proposed. And the reader should not have to see how
contours are labeled to determine cut and fill. The designs should show the limit of cut
slope and the limit of fill slope. The contours on the maps are not well labeled.

Nor do the maps show any proposed transfer of easements from State Parks to
Caltrans. This is part of the proposed project and it is not disclosed for review. And
there is no analysis of what effects the transfer of easements and/or right-of-way to
Caltrans will have on the Richardson Grove State Park. By failing to provide this data
and analysis, Caltrans is segmenting the analysis of this project, which is not permissible
under CEQA and NEPA.

The DEIR states that “[f]loristic surveys were conducted in April and July 2007
(Appendix G).” (DEIR at p. 95.) Appendix G simply provides a list of trees, shrubs,

Page 10 of 12




EPIC, NEC, FOER & CATs comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

ferns and relatives, grasses and relatives, and herbs. There is no documentation of how
this survey was conducted, who conducted it, and under what authority. Did State Parks
participate in this survey, or authorize it? In order for the survey to be credible, it had to
follow proper protocol. In the absence of any information as to how it was conducted, it
is impossible to assess its validity. Moreover, since the area of the survey is on State Park
land, at a minimum State Parks should have been involved, either by allowing the survey
to occur, guiding it to ensure no harm to special species, and/or contributing to it given its
particular and specialized knowledge and experience with the ecology and environment.

The mitigation ratio for disturbing habitat is not adequate. A significantly greater
amount of habitat is being disturbed and impacted than is being replaced or mitigated.
Replacing mature trees, no matter their size, with seedlings, does not provide a 1 to 1
ratio of mitigation, because there will be a 5 to 20 year temporal separation from the time
of the impact to the time of actual mitigation. This is not accounted for, nor is this impact
adequately evaluated.

It appears that CalTrans intends to excavate soils that contains hazardous lead,
and keep, reuse it or dispose of it onsite, so as to avoid compliance with hazardous waste
laws. This will also impact the overall redwood ecology and its health, yet the DEIR fails
to even acknowledge the potential for heavier soils smothering tree systems.

The Biological Assessment notes the potential for impact to marbled murrelets
and northern spotted owl. It does not adequately consider the best available scientific
information for both species, which would indicate that both species are in serious
decline, and that the key federal frameworks for the species’ conservation and recovery,
having been seriously damaged by the George W. Bush administration, may no longer
provide an adequate set of measures preventing continuing jeopardy to both species.

The DEIR/EA Does Not Adequately Support a Finding of No Significant Impact; an
EIS is required.

Given the potentially significant impacts noted above, and in the comment letters
submitted by the Intertribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council, Bruce Campbell, and others,
the DEIR/EA fails to provide a level of analysis and disclosure necessary to support a
finding of no significant impact. Therefore, an EIS is required. Similarly, because
potentially significant impacts go unaddressed in the document, adequate mitigations
may not be prescribed.

Conclusion

As noted, the DEIR fails to make the case that the proposed project is necessary;
both the document and external indicia indicate that the project has been brought forward
in the CalTrans process much more rapidly than would normally be the case. The fact
that the DEIR does not discuss or provide a reasoned argument for this acceleration, nor
discuss the potential consequences of this acceleration, is an additional reason that the
document must be rewritten and recirculated.
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The existing balance within Richardson Grove is fundamental to maintaining one
of the most extraordinary places, not only within California, but on Earth. CalTrans must
undertake any modification to this balance with the utmost caution. This DEIR appears
instead to offer a hastily assembled series of justifications for a decision already made.
Such a process makes a mockery of the commitments that the people of California made
in CEQA, and the people of the United States in NEPA, to ensuring that public agencies
take a ‘hard look” at decisions with potentially significant environmental impacts.

Sincerely,
Is/
Scott Greacen
Executive Director
enc.

List of enclosures for Richardson Grove Draft EIR

CalTrans Deputy Directive “Accomodating Non-Motorized Travel” 3-26-01

CalTrans Truck Route Classifications

CalTrans Truck Networks for California State Highways District 1

Corridor Management Plan for Route 101, 12/29/06 '

“California Department of Transportation OTM22131 Table B Accident Reports.

California Highway Patrol, United States Highway 101 Over-Length Vehicle Study
Report to Legislature, August 2005, excerpts.

Richardson Grove State Park Brochure.

Coast Redwood: A Natural and Cultural History, Ed. by John Evarts and Marjorie
Popper, Cachuma Press 2001, p. *, excerpts.

Eifert, Larry, The Distinctive Qualities of Redwoods, Humboldt Redwoods Interpretive
Association 1998, p. 18, excerpts.

Coder, Dr. Kim D., Soil Compaction Impacts on Tree Roots, University of Georgia 2000.

Johnston, Verna R., California Forests and Woodlands, A Natural History University of
California Press 1994, p. 16, excerpts.

Hewes, Jeremy Joan, Redwoods, The World's Largest Trees, Gallery Books 1984, p. 12,
excerpts.

Richardson Grove State Park, General Development Plan, October 1956.
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The comment period for the DEIR/EA was extended to March 12, 20009.

STAA defines a truck standard but it does not define prescriptive highway
improvement standards. Standard design practice is to check the proposed roadway
design and, where necessary, use truck turning templates specific to the type of
truck needing accommodation. For this project, due to the number of curves, a
software package “Autoturn” that models a truck’s turning sweep was employed to
identify where the deficiencies were that would cause off-tracking, as well as to
ensure that the proposed geometric modifications would be sufficient to allow
STAA trucks to traverse the curves without off-tracking. The proposed project
would not bring Route 101 up to current design standards for the following areas:
minimum design speed and curve radii; shoulder width; minimum superelevation
rate; stopping sight distance; minimum distance to fixed object; and corner sight
distance. Design exceptions would need to be approved for these deficiencies.

As stated above, the proposed project would not bring Route 101 up to current
design standards in several areas and the project would require obtaining design
exceptions in these areas mentioned above.

The plans provided in the Appendix are preliminary design plans and that is the
reason they do not include an engineering stamp. Final design plans are typically
developed after the environmental documents have been approved so that any
design modifications resulting from the environmental review of the project can be
incorporated into the final design. The computer software that was used to develop
the design for the project is “Autoturn.”

US Route 101 in Humboldt County can accommodate STAA vehicles with the
exception of areas found within the project limits that are proposed for
improvement in this project.

At the time the 2006 Corridor Management Plan for Route 101 was developed, it
was not known that improvements to Route 101 that would enable the STAA
restriction to be lifted were possible without either bypassing Richardson Grove
State Park or removing several old growth redwoods, neither of which was deemed
feasible. The reason the proposed project area is not identified as a segment which
doesn’t meet the current route concept is that the route concept was downgraded
from the four lane expressway/freeway which is the concept for a majority of the
corridor, to a two lane conventional highway. The project is not listed in the STIP
as this kind of operational improvement project is not funded via the STIP.

The proposed project is not listed in the STIP, but it is included in the 2008 State
Highway Operation and Protection Plan (SHOPP) as a long lead time project. The
project was subsequently amended into the 2008 SHOPP and the 2009 federal
Statewide Improvement Program (FSTIP) to program the funding.

All requisite environmental studies have been conducted.

The DEIR/EA was submitted to the State Clearinghouse and the public review
period was extended to March 12, 2009.

The decision to make the selected alternative occurs after consideration of agency
and public comments. The Statement of Overriding Considerations and Finding of
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No Significant Impact, if appropriate, are prepared with the final environmental
document, not the draft. CEQA will be complied with.

While construction of the proposed project should help to slightly improve safety
with the shoulder widening, superelevation improvements, and curve corrections,
the project is not identified as a safety project, but rather an operational
improvement project with increased safety being an added benefit.

The collision data is dynamic as the number and types of collisions vary from
month to month and year to year. From the information you provided in your letter,
it is unclear what five year period was being shown. The collision data provided in
the DEIR/EA was not limited to just trucks with the exception of the information
provided from the “Route 101 Safety and Commerce Study.”

STAA trucks, with a few exceptions, are currently restricted from traversing
through Richardson Grove. The current roadway alignment has been analyzed for
STAA use and the results indicate that STAA vehicles would likely off track.

The project was initiated well before the Gallo Report was commissioned.
Improvements at Richardson Grove to facilitate goods movement is an objective
identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan. The findings and
conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study were used as a broad brush look at the possible
economic effects resulting from the project.

The project is not expected to result in higher speeds or substantially more truck
traffic. In fact, the speed limit was reduced to 35 mph in this area in fall, 2008. The
preferred alternative does provide some improvement for non-motorized travelers.
The proposed project includes widening shoulders to four feet for improved bicycle
and pedestrian access north of the park. Within the park, minimal shoulder
widening (up to 2 feet) would occur where doing so is not precluded by the
presence of large trees abutting the highway. Additional “share the road” bicycle
signs will be installed as part of the preferred alternative.

California Streets and Highway Code, Section 887.8 does not provide or mandate
that Caltrans construct non-motorized transportation facilities as part of a
transportation project. The Caltrans Deputy Directive policy requires that providing
for non-motorized travelers be fully considered when planning and constructing a
project. It also states that providing such access should be in balance with
community goals, plans, and values. These values are considered to include
economic, social, and environmental effects such as the elimination or minimization
of adverse effects on the environment, public services, aesthetic features, and the
community at large. With the proposed project, providing for non-motorized access
is problematic through the park since the shoulders of US Route 101 cannot be
widened sufficiently without the removal of several old growth redwoods. Outside
the park boundaries, the project does provide four foot shoulders for both
northbound and southbound lanes to better accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.
To construct a bike/pedestrian path separate from the existing highway in the park
would have to be done on land under the jurisdiction of State Parks, or would
involve a longer and very steep detour of Route 101, which would likely make its
construction not feasible. State Parks, as the agency controlling the management
and approval of the type and location of any new facility within its jurisdiction, is
the most appropriate lead agency for planning such a facility.
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The project would not result in increasing the capacity of the highway, nor would it
result in an appreciable increase in traffic safety. The project is not classified as a
safety project, but rather an operational improvement project. The slightly
improved safety resulting from the project is a byproduct of the shoulder widening,
curve corrections, and superelevation improvements.

See General Response #14 explaining why the project not expected to result in a
substantial increase in truck traffic.

The proposed project would not be increasing the capacity of the highway and is
not considered as a safety project where the safety conditions would be
substantially improved. The safety improvements noted in the document would be
minor and are a byproduct of improvements made to allow STAA vehicles, namely
the shoulder widening, superelevation improvements, and curve corrections which
would result in the roadway having incremental increases in distances to fixed
objects and improvements in stopping sight distance. These improvements would
not result in increased risk to bicyclists.

See General Response #5 regarding the requirements of the Caltrans policy about
including for non-motorized access.

Constructing a bike/pedestrian path separate from the existing highway would have
to be done on land under the jurisdiction of State Parks, thus the appropriate lead
agency for such a project would be State Parks. When such improvements are
proposed, appropriate analysis and environmental review would be conducted at
that time.

The environmental document acknowledges that the project would affect the trees.
There are several special conditions that have been incorporated into the project that
would minimize the construction impacts such as using hand tools or a pneumatic
excavator (such as an air spade) in the structural root zone of redwoods thirty inches
in diameter or greater within the park; providing irrigation for redwoods affected by
excavation during the summer, and incorporating the roots into the structural
section of the roadway rather than cutting the roots. The Caltrans certified arborist
has determined that the project, with the special conditions in place, would not
substantially impact the root vitality of the trees. The registered consulting arborist
contracted by Save the Redwoods League, Dennis Yniguez, also stated that, “the
existing root systems of old growth trees will be almost entirely undisturbed by
strategic additions to shoulder width and by minimal changes to road height.” Mr.
Yniguez concludes, “My professional opinion is that the highway alterations, as
proposed, will have no significant detrimental effect on root health or on the
availability of water to the roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway.”
See General Response #3 regarding information on impacts to the trees.

Additional information showing amounts of cut and fill within the structural root
zone of redwoods thirty inches in diameter or greater in the park has been added in
the FEIR in section 2.3.1.

Providing the corvid proof equipment in the State Park is actually a condition listed
in the Biological Opinion prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Several
special conditions for tree protection have been incorporated into the plans and
specifications for the project. Including irrigation, using pneumatic excavators or
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hand tools adjacent to redwoods thirty inches in diameter or greater, using Cement
Treated Permeable Base (CTPB) which reduces the amount needed for excavation
and reduces compaction requirements, incorporating roots into the structural section
rather than cutting them, and having arborists on site during construction to ensure
the minimization measures are complied with in the park.

The intent of using the pneumatic excavator for excavation in the structural root
zone of the old growth redwoods is to minimize stress to the tree roots and to enable
incorporation of the roots into the structural section of the roadway rather than
cutting the roots.

Numerous alternatives were considered including several signalization options as
well as highway improvement alternatives on new alignments as well as on the
existing alignment, warning system alternatives, and operational alternatives such
as time of day truck restrictions. All these alternative were withdrawn from further
consideration because they could not feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project while avoiding or substantially lessening most of the significant effects
resulting from implementation.

The cumulative impact section was revised in the FEIR. Three areas were
determined to have a potential for substantial cumulative effects: impacts to listed
threatened and endangered species; impacts to old growth redwoods; and impacts to
State Parks. The Marina Center would not be directly affecting Northern Spotted
Owls or Marbled Murrelets; State Parks; or old growth redwoods. Numerous
developments within Eureka can accommodate STAA vehicles; that, in and of
itself, doesn’t make a direct tie to the proposed project.

The proposed project is on the existing US Route 101 alignment which is portrayed
on the 1956 General Development Plan. The FEIR does state that the Park
development plan portrays a “proposed highway alignment” west of the existing
highway and campgrounds.

New layout maps are provided in the FEIR.

The layout maps show the new proposed right of way. Some of the area proposed
to be transferred to the highway easement held by Caltrans includes the areas of
proposed cut where some trees would be removed. Areas beyond the actual cut
would remain in natural vegetation and be within the “operating right of way” of
the highway. In other words, the right of way of the highway extends beyond the
edge of pavement to include a buffer area immediately adjacent to the roadway to
allow maintenance activities to take place to maintain slopes and culverts.

Caltrans biologists and botanists conducted the floristic surveys. More information
on the floristic surveys is contained in the Natural Environment Study included in
the appendices.

What is being mitigated on a 1:1 ratio is the acreage of land that is being transferred
between Caltrans and State Parks. The trees to be removed as a result of the project
are being mitigated at about a 2:1 ratio. It should be noted that over thirty percent
of the trees proposed to be removed are eight inches in diameter or less. In
addition, nearly half of the trees to be removed are tan oaks. The removal of
invasives and the weeding of the areas to be revegetated will also provide an
enhancement of the natural communities.
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Reusing soil on site is a common practice. Most of the excavation takes place on
previous cut banks which would have very low levels of aerially deposited lead.
Other soil excavated would contain the duff layer which is also important to retain
and replace. The reused soil would not be substantially heavier.

The project incorporates some of the conservation measures identified by the US
Fish and Wildlife Service in their Biological Opinion. The Biological Opinion
determined that the proposed project would not result in jeopardy to the Northern
Spotted Owl or Marbled Murrelet.

Caltrans has prepared an Environmental Assessment demonstrating that the project
will not significantly affect the human environment. Therefore, an EIS is not
required.



Thursday, March 12, 2009

Deborah Harmon, Senior Environmental Planner
CA Department of Transportation

1656 Union Street

Eureka, CA 95501

via email: deborah harmon@dot.ca.gov

RE: Supplemental Comments: Richardson Grove Operational

Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment and Programmatic Section 4 (f) Evaluation

Dear Ms. Harmon:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center
(EPIC). It supplements our letter of January 30", 2009. Please do notify us, at the
address below, of any decisions or additional environmental review related to this project.

As noted in our previous comments, EPIC does not agree that the proposed widening of
Highway 101 through Richardson Grove State Park is necessary. Nor do we agree that
alternative means of providing STAA truck access along Highway 101 are infeasible. In
view of the feasible but unexplored alternatives, and of the substantial risks to the
significant resources of Richardson Grove State Park, we urge Caltrans to choose the No
Build alternative, or at least to undertake additional analysis of alternative means to
provide STAA access through this area. In any event, the DEIR-EA fails to adequately
analyze and disclose the potential impacts of the proposed action; the draft document
must be supplemented and recirculated to meet the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

The DEIR Fails to Analyze and Disclose the Potentially Significant Cumulative
Impacts of Unlimited STAA Truck Access Through Richardson Grove

As previously noted, the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and disclose the potentially
significant cumulative effects of the proposed action. The DEIR considers only a list of
Caltrans projects within five miles -- a relatively short distance -- of the proposed project.
Particularly in view of the regional scope of the DEIR’s discussion of the need for, and
benefits of, STAA truck access, the final EIR should consider potential cumulative
effects on a similar scale.

The DEIR states (p 119) that “(w)ith the incorporation of minimization and mitigation
measures, it has been determined that the proposed project would not result in significant
cumulative impacts.” Such a finding may not properly be made in the absence of an
adequate discussion of potential cumulative effects.

The Environmental Protection Information Center
P.O. Box 397 = Garberville, CA 95542 - 707.923.2931
#122, 600 F 5t Suite 3, Arcata CA 95523 « 707.822.7711




EPIC supplemental comments on Richardson Grove DEIR/EA

One aspect of cumulative impacts that must be considered is the potential for
dramatically increased use of Highway 101 by trucks seeking an alternate route to
Interstate 5. Under the present configuration of highways serving the northwest coast of
California, STAA trucks may legally access the population centers of Humboldt and Del
Norte counties via Highway 299, Highway 199, and Highway 101 north of Richardson
Grove.

In part because STAA-length trucks are restricted in their passage through Richardson
Grove, Highway 101 does not provide a viable alternative to Interstate 5 for trucks
traveling between central California and southern Oregon. The DEIR states that
Richardson Grove is the only remaining area where STAA passage is restricted along
Highway 101 between the Oregon border and the San Francisco Bay area.

If the proposed action is implemented as described in the DEIR, Highway 101 and
Highway 199 may become a viable alternative route in the event of closures of Interstate
5. Such weather-related closures are not uncommon during the winter, particularly in the
area near Mt, Shasta and Dunsmui