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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, 2009.  
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 I-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 ½ 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 85th 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 I-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 County1 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 

1 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. 



 
 
 

 

 

 

Index to Letters from State Agencies 

The following letters from State Agencies are alphabetized by agency name: 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

Native American Heritage Commission 
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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. 



 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

The responses below correspond with the numbered comments in the letter above: 

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

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

3. 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. 

4. 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). 

5. In the Engineering and Traffic Survey (speed zone survey) that was conducted in 
April 2008, it was found that 85th percentile of the traffic in the park was traveling 
from 41 to 49 mph while 85th 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 



 

 
 

 
 

 

 

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

8. 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.” 

9. 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. 

10. 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.  

11. 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. 

12. 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 



 

 

 

 

 

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

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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.   

17. 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 



  

 

 

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. 

18. 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. 

19. 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. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20. 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. 

21. 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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. 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. 

25. 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. 

26. 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 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

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.  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. 

27. See Response #25 above about noise impacts during construction. 
28. 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. 

29. 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. 

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

31. 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. 

32. 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 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

33.  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. 

34. 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. 

35. 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. 

36. 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. 

37. At the request of representatives from the Intertribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council, 
the archaeological site will not be revegetated. 

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

39. 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. 

40. 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. 

41. 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. 

https://1.65/1.75


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

42. 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. 

43. 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.   

44. 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. 

45. 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. 

46. 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. 

47. 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 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 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 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

includes measures to avoid and minimize impacts to old growth redwood tree roots 
during construction. 

48. 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. 

49. 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.   

50. 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. 

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

52. 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.   

53. The final document will be revised to identify the avoidance and minimization 
mitigation measures. 
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1. A record search was conducted. The results are included in the Historic Properties 
Survey Report. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 
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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. It is 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. 



 

 

 

 

 

5. 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. 

6. 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.   

7. 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. 

8. 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/ 

9. 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 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/richardson_grove


 

 

 

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. 

10. 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. 

11. 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. 

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



 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. 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 



 

 

 

 

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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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. 

18. 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 I-5 and Route 
99. Decisions made as to trucking routes are generally based upon travel times 



 

 

 

and fuel consumption.  Since most major coastal cities from southern California 
to northern Washington have readily available access to I-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. 

19. 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.  This is a 
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. 

20. 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. 

21. 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 



 

 

 

 

 

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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. 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 



 

 

 

 
 

 

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.   

25.  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, 2009. 

26. 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. 

27. The text will be revised in the final document. 
28. 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. 

29. 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. 
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1. The comment period for the DEIR/EA was extended to March 12, 2009. 
2. 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.   

3. 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. 

4. 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.” 

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. All requisite environmental studies have been conducted.  
9. The DEIR/EA was submitted to the State Clearinghouse and the public review 

period was extended to March 12, 2009. 
10. The decision to make the selected alternative occurs after consideration of agency 

and public comments.  The Statement of Overriding Considerations and Finding of 



 

  
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

No Significant Impact, if appropriate, are prepared with the final environmental 
document, not the draft.  CEQA will be complied with. 

11. 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.   

12. 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.” 

13. 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. 

14. 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.   

15. 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.   

16. 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.  



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 

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. 

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

18. 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. 

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

20. 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. 

21.  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.” 

22. See General Response #3 regarding information on impacts to the trees. 
23. 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. 

24. 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 



  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

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. 

25. 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. 

26. 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.  

27. 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.  

28. 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. 

29. New layout maps are provided in the FEIR. 
30. 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. 

31. 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. 

32. 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.   



 

 

 

 
 

33. 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. 

34. 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. 

35. Caltrans has prepared an Environmental Assessment demonstrating that the project 
will not significantly affect the human environment.  Therefore, an EIS is not 
required. 
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1. 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 reasons why the alternatives were withdrawn 
from further consideration are discussed in Chapter 1 of the document. 

2. 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. 

3. See General Response #14 regarding the potential for the project to result in 
increased truck traffic on Route 101. 

4. US Route 101 is not a viable alternative for Interstate 5 because it is not more 
economical than I-5 for most major population centers.  Truck traffic diversions 
from I-5 would depend on Route 101 being economically feasible either by 
decreasing the fuel consumption and/or travel times.  Unless the destination was 
Humboldt or Del Norte County, diverting to US Route 101 would not decrease fuel 
consumption or travel time for accessing major coastal population centers from 
California to Washington. 

5. While some drivers might divert off I-5 due to weather closures, it is not likely that 
a substantial number would divert to Route 101.  Diverting to US Route 101 would 
likely take longer than the weather closure would last.  In addition, the fuel 
consumption would be much greater due to the detour to US Route 101. 

6. It is not anticipated that truck traffic would substantially increase.  During winter 
weather, US Route 101 is also subject to closures due to slides, flooding, and snow 
or icy conditions on the highway.  In addition, the weather closures on I-5 are not 
likely to last longer than detouring to US Route 101 would. 

7. First, it has been determined that the project is highly unlikely to result in large 
volumes of trucks to be diverted from the major trucking route on I-5.  Second, 
there are issues with signalizing at the grove that do, in fact, affect local traffic.  
These impacts are identified in Chapter 1 in the section discussing alternatives 
withdrawn from further consideration.   

8. Caltrans concurs that a range of vehicles and sizes will continue to utilize US Route 
101 and that the numbers of trucks is less than in many other areas of greater 
population. However, that doesn’t negate the fact that economics is resulting in 
STAA- sized trucks being the industry standard.  In addition, the 2008 Humboldt 
County Regional Transportation Plan 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. 

9. This section of US Route 101 will continue to support a mix of vehicle types.  The 
County’s Regional Transportation Plan identifies the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove as resulting in increased shipping costs for both imported and 



 

 

 
 

exported goods.  Implementing the proposed project would fulfill one of the 
objectives identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan to support goods 
movement.   

10. A limited numbers of STAA vehicles are currently granted an exemption from the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. However, the current roadway geometrics 
are such that STAA vehicles off-track either over the center line into the opposing 
lane or onto the shoulders. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the 
park does not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  The proposed project would correct 
the known geometric deficiencies and allow the restriction for STAA trucks to be 
lifted with no special permits being required. 

11. The costs are not the sole reason the signalization alternative was deemed not 
feasible. Other issues and concerns regarding signals are identified in Section 1.4.2 
of the document. 
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1. See General Response #3 regarding minimization measures for impacts to the 
trees. 

2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 
expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction negatively impacts their 
business. These businesses represent a cross section of businesses including such 
diverse interests as equipment and clothing manufacturing firms, local cheese 
producer, seafood exporter, local brewery, construction industry representatives, 
dairy and ranching representatives, lumber product representatives, racing 
enthusiasts who transport their vehicles, local auto dealerships, and performing 
arts representatives using STAA vehicles to transport their sets.  Staff from 
Humboldt County urged Caltrans to explore options for providing STAA access 
into the County. The 2008 Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) also recognizes the importance of STAA access for goods movement and 
one of the objectives in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. 

3. See General Response #8 regarding the alternative of reducing the speed limit to 
25 mph. 

4. Caltrans acknowledges that the proposed project would impact old growth 
redwoods, but does not concur that those impacts would result in a substantial 
adverse effect. At many of the old growth redwoods affected by construction, the 
roots would be incorporated into the structural section; they would not be severed.  
Darin Sullivan, a Caltrans certified arborist and Dennis Yniguez, a registered 
consulting arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League have both 
determined that the proposed construction would not significantly affect the roots 
of old growth redwoods with the minimization measures in place.  The deepest 
excavation proposed near the old growth trees in the park is two feet deep, and 25 
percent of the redwoods thirty inches in diameter or greater in the park would be 
impacted by excavation of six inches or less. 

5. As mentioned above, the project’s impacts on the trees was evaluated by the 
Caltrans certified arborist as well as the independent arborist contracted by Save 
the Redwoods League. The latter 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.”  Both of these arborists concluded that 
the project impacts on tree roots of the old growth redwoods would not be 
substantial. 

6. Lifting the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove is an objective identified in the 
County’s Regional Transportation Plan to support goods movement.  Existing 
STAA routes on local roads would be required to be compliant with standards 
accommodating STAA vehicles.  It is at the local’s discretion to propose STAA 
routes on the local road system. 

7. The current project grew out of a joint effort by the County and Caltrans to 
explore options into providing for goods movement in 2006.  This effort was a 
result of the concerns that arose with the STAA restriction on Route 101.  A 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Technical Advisory Group was convened for the purpose of providing input into 
the study to explore options as well as selecting a consultant to perform the study.  
A Stakeholders Group was also formed as part of this effort to provide input on 
various aspects of the study to be performed.  These groups included 
representatives from County governments, State and US legislators, and 
representatives from various special interest groups and environmental 
organizations. In April 2007, as part of the preliminary research effort prior to 
contracting a consultant to initiate the study, it was determined that improvements 
on the existing alignment that would allow the STAA restriction to be lifted were 
possible. The first public open house to announce the initiation of the current 
project was held a few months later. None of these efforts were done in secret. 

8. From the information provided, it is not possible to ascertain if the vehicles you 
observed would be classified as STAA trucks.  Certainly slower speeds are a 
factor in how well a vehicle traverses the curves.  However, as noted above, 
reduced speed alone is not sufficient to offset the roadway deficiencies that result 
in off-tracking of STAA vehicles. 

9. Again, reducing the speed limit would not correct the existing deficiencies in the 
roadway geometrics resulting in the STAA restriction at this location.  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.   

10. The Regional Transportation Plan notes 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.  The 
Plan also states that the STAA restriction results in increased shipping costs for 
both imported and exported goods. 

11. While the proposed project does not markedly improve the safety for pedestrians 
and bicyclists through the park, it doesn’t worsen the existing situation.  The 
project modifies the curves, provides some minimal shoulders through the park, 
and increases the amount of superelevation in most of the curves resulting in 
incremental increases in distances to fixed objects and improvements in stopping 
sight distances. North of the park, it is proposed to widen the shoulders to 
provide better access for pedestrians and cyclists. 

12. Construction activities would affect Piercy businesses, most likely by traffic 
delays and queues. Delays resulting from the proposed project are not projected 
to be any worse than delays experienced elsewhere along two lane State highways 
and are expected to average from five to ten minutes.  Caltrans is working with 
the affected local businesses to minimize impacts to their operations. 

13. The geology in much of this area is unstable.  It would be impossible to avoid the 
unstable areas without substantial and costly detours.  In addition, the alignments 
for many of the current highways were established in the past, i.e., wagon roads 
which were ultimately paved for the highways.  As so much of the area is 
geologically unstable, it would be cost prohibitive to do preventive or corrective 
projects to improve the stability for all the roadways.  Caltrans deals with the 
instability when it affects the highway. 

14. The protective measures for the trees will be written into the specifications for the 
construction project. Each of contractor’s employees working on the construction 



 

 

 

project will be mandated to go through an orientation as to the sensitive resources 
and the measures that will have to be in place to protect them.  In addition, 
biological monitors will be onsite during construction to ensure the measures are 
implemented appropriately. 

15. See General Response #13 explaining that the project will not be appreciably 
widening the highway through the park. 

16. No money from Headwaters Forest funds were or will be used to fund this 
project. There was a proposal to use these funds to help pay for a study to explore 
options for providing for STAA and multimodal access into Humboldt County.  
This study was never actually initiated and no funds were spent.  Once it was 
discovered that the existing alignment of Route 101 could accommodate STAA 
vehicles with minor modifications of the roadway and without taking any old 
growth trees, it was decided to pursue the proposed project. 
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1. See General Response #3 regarding minimization measures incorporated to 
protect the trees. 

2. See General Response #4 regarding information about impacts to the park and 
surrounding area. 

3. The environmental document provides information that documents that the 
Richardson Grove project with the minimization measures in place, will not 
result in significant impacts. 

4. See General Response #8 for information regarding how reducing the speed 
limit does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 
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1. See General Response #8 for information regarding that reducing the speed limit 
does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 

2. In terms of notifying motorists of the conditions ahead there is already a sign with a 
flashing beacon facing southbound traffic just before entering the park.  There are 
also signs indicating that the road narrows for northbound traffic.  In late 2008, the 
speed limit for this segment of Route 101 was reduced to 35 mph. 

3. After construction, this segment of highway would continue to be a curvilinear two 
lane conventional highway with little to no shoulders and old growth redwoods 
abutting the edge of pavement creating the canopy effect.  Long term effects to the 
character of the park resulting from the project would not be substantial. 

4. See General Response #12 regarding the impacts to local businesses. 
5. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. The project does not substantially widen the 
roadway through the park. Rather, up to two foot shoulders are proposed where trees 
abutting the roadway do not preclude shoulder widening.  The major shoulder 
widening occurs outside the park where four foot shoulders are proposed to better 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. 
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1. As the letter and responses to the letter submitted from the California State 
Parks Foundation is quite lengthy, it is not reproduced here.  For the letter and 
the accompanying responses, please refer to their letter included in this section 
above. 

2. 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. 

3. See response to #2 above. 
4. The roadway realignment shifts average two to six feet from the existing 

center line with the greatest shift being seventeen feet.  Shifts this minor 
would not substantially alter the existing exposure patterns in the habitat of 
the listed birds. At PM 2.04, the area where there is the greatest loss of trees 
is not suitable nesting habitat for either Marbled Murrelet or Northern Spotted 
Owl. This area of tan oak woodland represents foraging area for the Northern 
Spotted Owl. The trees are located on a small slope that abutting Route 101 
and is not high quality foraging habitat. In addition, the half acre that Caltrans 
is transferring back to State Parks includes area further away from the current 
highway alignment and the adjacent land is parkland, thus it could be said that 
once the property has been revegetated, that it would have a higher value for 
Northern Spotted Owl than the property that is proposed to be disturbed with 
the tree removal. 

5. The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurs that no nesting habitat would be 
removed or degraded by the proposed project, as stated in their Biological 
Opinion. None of the trees proposed to be removed are potential nest trees.  
Since all potential nest trees will be retained, the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
determined that the impacts due to the proposed project do not reach the level 
of habitat degradation. In addition, Caltrans has incorporated into the project 
conservation and recovery measures identified in the Biological Opinion. 

6. In Section 3.4 of the DEIR/EA climate change and greenhouse gas 
implications of the proposed project is discussed. 

7. Caltrans has prepared an Environmental Assessment which demonstrates that 
the Richardson Grove Operational Improvement project will not significantly 
affect the human environment.  Therefore, an EIS is not required.  The project 
meets the applicable criteria for a Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation.  
State Parks has concurred that there are no prudent and feasible avoidance 
alternatives and all possible planning to minimize long term harm to park 
resources. 
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1. While the DEIR/EA did not identify Piercy as the unincorporated community that is 
being impacted, it did identify that businesses and residences are present along 
Route 101 both adjacent to the project area as well as just beyond the project area.  
The final document has been amended to include mention of Piercy.  

2. Installing signs informing motorists that they are entering the community of Piercy 
would not satisfy the purpose and need for the project as it would not correct the 
deficiencies in the roadway geometrics that led to the STAA restriction.  The speed 
limit was recently reduced to 35 mph between PM 1.15 and PM 2.30. 

3. While measures such as installing pedestrian warning signs, pedestrian-activated 
stop lights, and crosswalks in front of businesses may help slow down traffic or at 
least alert motorists to the presence of pedestrians in the area, most of the locations 
discussed in your letter are south of the project limits.  There are already signs both 
north and south of the grove warning motorists of narrow road conditions in the 
grove. Signs or even signals would not correct the geometric deficiencies that 
result in the STAA restriction for this portion of US Route 101.  To request 
additional pedestrian warning signage a written request should be made to Ralph 
Marinelli, in the District 1 Traffic Safety Branch explaining the need for the signs.  
Ralph would initiate an investigation and if it is determined warranted, would 
proceed with ordering and installing the signs.   

4. See General Response #8. 
5. In response to the public comments, a design modification for the retaining wall 

was developed. The wall design changed from one above the road to a design 
where it would be constructed below the road.  To accommodate this change the 
wall was moved from the west side of the highway to the east.  The design 
modification reduces the number of tree removals required as well.  The below the 
road wall itself will not be visible to the motorist, however, a new guard rail will be 
visible. See figure 8B in the final document for a photo of a similar type wall.   

6. Neither the California Highway Patrol nor Caltrans collision data records 
distinguish the size of truck, so the number of truck-related collisions involving 
STAA vehicles cannot be determined.  In addition, the household moving vans and 
licensed livestock carriers that are covered by legislative exemptions do not get 
issued permits.  

7. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles on this 
portion of US Route 101. The current roadway geometrics are such that STAA 
vehicles off-track over the center line into the opposing lane.  Issuing a permit to 
allow STAA vehicles through the park does not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  
The proposed project would correct the known geometric condition and lift the 
restriction for STAA trucks with no special permits being required. 

8. See General Response #8 regarding information how reducing speeds does not meet 
the purpose and need for the project. 

9. A Feasibility Study prepared in 2001 concluded that due to the substantial 
environmental impacts and high costs, a bypass of Richardson Grove State Park 
was not feasible. Subsequently, the Route Concept Report for the Route 101 
corridor including Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties, was revised to 



 

 
 

 

 

show the ultimate facility for this segment of Route 101 from Richardson Grove to 
Smith Point Bridge as a two lane conventional highway.  The Route Concept 
Report generally has a twenty year planning horizon. 

10. 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.  The traffic delays that would occur during construction are expected 
to be typical for construction on two lane State highways, averaging from five to ten 
minutes with maximum delays estimated to be fifteen minutes under normal 
circumstances.  Caltrans will be working with the local businesses located in close 
proximity to the project area to minimize the impacts of construction.  Access into 
businesses will be marked with cones so traffic queues do not block driveways.  A 
communication plan with the local businesses will continuously update the business 
owners of the planned construction activities and provide an avenue of 
communication for concerns to be raised to Caltrans engineers overseeing the 
construction. 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. Since Singing Trees is an alcohol treatment and recovery facility, it is not 
dependent upon tourism traffic for business.  Nor is it expected that traffic delays 
due to construction would substantially affect the decision of potential clients to 
conduct their recovery at this or another treatment facility. 

11. See General Response #2 regarding how the project impacts aesthetics. 
12. As stated above, reducing the speed does not correct the geometric deficiencies in 

the roadway. Without correcting the deficiencies that result in off-tracking, the 
STAA restriction would not be lifted. 

13. Some delay for emergency responders is unavoidable, but the delays during 
construction for the proposed project are not expected to be any longer than 
construction delays elsewhere on State highways for emergency responders.  It is 
anticipated that average delays would be on the order of five to ten minutes with 
maximum delays being approximately fifteen minutes.  For traffic control under the 
direction of flaggers, any emergency responders will be given priority access 
through the construction.  Calling the dispatcher in advance can help Caltrans 
coordinate priority access through the project area. 

14. The project area would be revegetated after the ground disturbing activities are 
completed.  The park ambience for the motorist would not be altered substantially 
as a result of this project.  The majority of tree removal in the park is located in two 
spots, at the cut bank below the park residential units at the northern park boundary 
at PM 2.04 and at the previous cut slope at PM 1.36.  These two areas are where 24 
of the 30 trees to be removed from the park are located.  Half of the trees to be 
removed from within the park are tan oaks.  The presence of old growth redwoods 
abutting the edges of a curvilinear two lane roadway with minimum shoulders 
would not be changed, nor would the canopy over the roadway be changed 
appreciably. 



  

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

15. It is not understood how reducing the speed limit and installing signs and 
crosswalks would increase employment or revenues.  As stated previously above, 
reducing the speed limit would not correct the geometric deficiencies of the 
roadway resulting in the STAA restriction.  The biggest impact to local Piercy 
businesses is likely to be the delays and traffic queues experienced during 
construction. As stated above, delays would be on the order of five to ten minutes 
normally and are typical delay times for work occurring on two lane roadways.  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. 

16. No, the economic analysis did not include marijuana cultivation and sales. 
17. Information provided on Humboldt County’s Economic Development website, 

specifically the “Humboldt County Snapshot,” states that between 2002 and 2006 
there was a drop in the leisure and hospitality industry.  It is not known what 
information the Humboldt County Visitors and Convention Bureau is relying on for 
their projections. 

18. The business sectors represented in the survey responses included the following 
three sectors: agriculture and fisheries; manufacturing, and retail sales (motor 
vehicle and parts dealers). Some business owners reported that the savings would 
be provided to employees in terms of higher wages and/or better benefits while 
others reported that they would expand their business.  

19. It is not expected that the project would substantially affect the tourism income.  
The delays expected during construction are typical for two lane State highways 
and the nearest detour is I-5. There are very few lodging establishments in close 
proximity to the construction area so it is unlikely that construction would affect 
lodging establishments. 

20. It is estimated that implementing the project would benefit businesses in Humboldt 
and Del Norte counties, based upon comments Caltrans has received from local 
business owners. 

21. The project justification does not rely on the economic projections.  Construction of 
the project fulfills one of the objectives identified in the County’s Regional 
Transportation Plan. Opening access for STAA at Richardson Grove is identified in 
the current and past Regional Transportation Plans for accommodating goods 
movement in the County. 

22. It is not known what percent of the tourists visiting or traveling through this area are 
from outside the USA.  Regardless, the project is not expected to substantially 
detract appeal for foreign tourists as the long term park character will not be 
substantially altered and construction impacts are temporary. 

23. The construction impacts that would affect local businesses in the vicinity of the 
project would be short term.  The project is not expected to depress businesses in 
the long term. 



 

 
 

 

 

 
 

   
 

 

24. The cost estimates for the project include direct costs of construction, mitigation 
costs, and right of way costs. The cost estimates do not include the cost of idling 
resulting from traffic control during construction.  Traffic delays would be similar 
to those experienced at other locations under construction on two lane State 
highways. 

25. The carbon cost in biomass loss for constructing this project was not estimated. 
26. The project is not expected to result in any substantial changes to overall traffic 

volumes or the percent of trucks, thus it is not anticipated that the project would 
result in any long term changes adversely affecting emergency response plans.  The 
alterations in roadway geometrics should slightly improve safety with the 
improvements in curve radii, minimal shoulder widening, and superelevation 
improvements.  The Traffic Management Plan identifies the standard policies to be 
in place for emergency responders.  For example, any emergency service agency 
whose ability to respond to incidents is affected due to lane closures must be 
notified prior to that closure.  In addition the Plan states that flaggers will give 
priority to emergency responders during traffic control.  The Traffic Management 
Plan also requires the contractor to prepare a contingency plan for unanticipated 
delays and emergencies. 

27. Impacts to emergency responders resulting from this project are similar to that 
experienced in any construction project on a two lane State highway.  It is not 
expected that the project would result in substantial adverse effect to emergency 
responders. 

28. The project will not require the relocation of any businesses.  Most of the 
commercial area of Piercy is located south the project area and the impacts limited 
to those resulting from traffic delays from one way traffic control during 
construction.  A communication plan with the local businesses will be developed 
and in use during construction to address concerns that arise during construction. 

29. See #27 above. 
30. To accommodate the alignment and shoulder modifications that are necessary to lift 

the restriction of STAA vehicles north of the park, additional roadway width is 
required. To gain this width, a retaining wall is required.  As stated previously, 
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 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. 

31. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed after the draft 
environmental document was circulated to the public.  The retaining wall is now 
located below the road to the east of the highway and will not generally be visible 
to the motoring public, with the exception of the barrier rail.  A faux stone veneer is 
an aesthetic treatment and since the wall is now below the road and not visible to 
motorists it doesn’t warrant this aesthetic treatment. 

32. The location of the above the road retaining wall described in the draft EIR was on 
a cut bank vegetated primarily with tan oak. Twenty two of the tan oaks that would 
have been removed with the above the road wall would have been twelve inches in 
diameter or less.  A landscape architect made the determination of the quality of the 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

visual resource and prepared the report regarding the analysis of the impacts to 
visual resources.  The Visual Impact Assessment containing this information is 
provided in Appendix K. 

33. The project would not substantially alter the existing park ambiance.  The primary 
visual characteristics of the highway, a curvilinear two lane highway with minimal 
to no shoulders and old growth redwoods abutting the roadway providing a canopy 
over the highway, would not change. Thus, any merchandising based on this 
setting should not be affected by the project. 

34. The Visual Impact Assessment was prepared by a landscape architect and was 
included as Appendix K in the FEIR.  A quantitative analysis of the project impacts 
on various viewsheds within the project area was included as part of the 
Assessment. 

35. The accepted method for describing impacts to visual resources is to identify 
discernable viewsheds and then to describe what the changes would be to the 
primary constituents that compose that viewshed.  Each viewshed is evaluated by its 
visual vividness, intactness, and unity.  Refer to Appendix K for more detailed 
information on the scoring and visual impact determinations. 

36. Visual resources can include structures and architecture.  The project area was 
evaluated for important architectural structures.  It was determined that the Singing 
Trees facility does not represent an outstanding example of architecture.  And as it’s 
been stated by numerous individuals including yourself, the outstanding visual 
characteristics within the project limits include the natural vegetation, not the 
architectural elements.  Picking up trash, in of itself, does not provide the adjacent 
property with a sense of aesthetics. Adopt a Highway programs in urban areas 
provide litter cleanup throughout the state for the inherent aesthetic benefit of 
removing litter. 

37. The document provides information on what NEPA and CEQA require.  It is not 
clear what governmental directives are being referred to in your question. 

38. How the document defines the term community in the document differs based on 
the context in which it is used.  Sometimes the community can be a region or it can 
be a smaller area where the people involved share a common geography and sense 
of place. 

39. Various newspapers have included articles or editorials regarding the project 
including the Times Standard, the Ukiah Daily Journal, The Redwood Times, and 
the North Coast Journal.  

40. It is not known how many visitors camped at Richardson Grove State Park, nor how 
many stayed more than one night or came without reservations. 

41. Cumulative impacts are assessed by identifying resources that would experience 
substantial direct or indirect impacts resulting from the project, then determining 
where those resources are currently in poor or declining health or at risk even if 
project impacts are relatively small.  It has not been established that there is a 
relationship between construction of the freeway and Piercy businesses closing.  
Never-the-less, the project is not anticipated to substantially alter traffic patterns or 
traffic volumes for this segment of US Route 101 after construction and impacts to 
local businesses resulting from construction activities would be temporary.  The 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

facilities at Benbow State Park could provide Piercy residents an alternative 
location to picnic during construction. 

42. It is not anticipated that activities at the Singing Trees facility would be curtailed as 
a result of the project. 

43. The terminology used in the document is dictated to a certain degree by the 
requirements in National Environmental Policy Act, the California Environmental 
Quality Act, and other regulations such as the Executive Order on Environmental 
Justice that uses such terms as “low income” and “minorities.”   

44. In the context of NEPA and CEQA, when determining if a substantial effect occurs, 
one takes into account the magnitude of the impact and the context.  The affinity for 
the old growth redwoods was taken into consideration. 

45. The document will be revised to reflect that Richardson Grove is not the only gap. 
46. The project would not affect retirees differently than other segments of the 

population. 
47. The project would not affect disabled veterans differently than other segments of 

the population. 
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1. With the design modification in the retaining wall for the preferred alternative, the 
total tree removal was reduced to 54 trees.  30 of those trees would be removed from 
within the park. The remainder of the trees to be removed are located on private 
property outside the park. Of the 30 trees to be removed from within the park, nearly 
half are tan oaks and 20 of the trees are twelve inches in diameter or less.  Of the 51 
redwood trees in the park thirty inches in diameter and larger the deepest excavation 
within the structural root zone is two feet.  The average depth of excavation is about 
fourteen inches. Almost fifteen percent of the trees affected by excavation are with 
excavation depths of six inches or less. As stated in the DEIR/EA, the use of a 
pneumatic excavator such as an air spade would enable excavation to occur without 
major damage to the roots.  Roots would be incorporated into the new structural 
section of the roadway rather than be cut.  Other minimizing measures such as 
providing summer irrigation for old growth redwoods after excavating have also been 
incorporated into the project. With the proposed design and the minimization 
measures incorporated into the project, both the Caltrans certified arborist and the 
consulting arborist contracted by Save The Redwoods League have concluded that 
the project impacts to old growth redwoods would not result in substantial impacts. 

2. Unlike the area north of the project where the tree dieback adjacent to US Route 101 
is observed, the project area is relatively flat.  The proposed project at Richardson 
Grove is not anticipated to substantially alter existing drainage patterns since 
impervious surfaces are only proposed to be increased for the whole project by four 
percent and the majority of that is outside the park where shoulders are being widened 
to four feet. About 58 percent of the existing roadway drainage is sheet flow, another 
38 percent is collected in roadside ditches, and the remaining 4 percent of drainage is 
collected by an asphalt concrete dike. The existing drainage patterns would be 
continued since the drainage improvements consist of adding culvert liners, replacing 
two deteriorating culverts, and adding a downdrain to an existing culvert to reduce 
erosion. The proposed project would result in a less than five percent increase in 
impervious surface in place within the structural root zone of trees within the park.  
Dennis Yniguez, the consulting arborist contracted by Save The Redwoods League 
determined that the project would not have a significant effect on the availability of 
water to the roots of old growth trees adjacent to highway construction. 

3. A certified arborist, Darin Sullivan, has been part of the project team and has helped 
develop several measures that have been incorporated into the project to minimize 
construction impacts to the redwoods which reduce the potential for significant 
impacts to old growth redwoods.  It is believed that removing non-native vegetation 
will enhance the environment for the trees.  In addition, Caltrans will also be 
relinquishing a little over a half an acre back to State Parks and redwoods could be 
reestablished there. 

4. It should be noted that the establishment of the road in 1915 predates the 
establishment of the park.  Given that, Caltrans acknowledges that park visitors would 
be affected by construction impacts.  However, long term effects on the campgrounds 
should be minor. This is due to the fact that the one third of tree removal in the park 
would take place near the northern boundary of the park where the primary use 
adjacent to the highway is park staff residential units (Figure 7B in the FEIR/EA is a 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

photo showing the area).  Another third of the tree removal is at a proposed cut face 
on the west side of the highway at about PM 1.35 to PM 1.36 (Figure 6B in the 
FEIR/EA shows this area) which is located near the southern extent of the Madrone 
campground loop.  The campsites are upslope of the proposed  tree removal and 
would not be visible from the campsites.  Another four trees (6 inch tan oak, 7 inch 
redwood, 12 and 14 inch Douglas fir) would be removed from the east side of the 
highway at about PM 1.4 across from the Madrone Campground.  Again, the tree 
removal would occur adjacent to the highway and the campsites are upslope.  Across 
from Huckleberry Campground there would be three 10 inch in diameter tan oaks 
removed on the east side of the highway just south of the park entrance road at about 
PM 1.64. However, the nearest feature in the campground to the tree removal is the 
access road to Madrone Campground and there are no campsites along this access 
road. The greatest alignment shift, 17 feet, occurs at about PM 1.4.  The roadway 
would be shifted east away from the Madrone campground, towards the Oak Flat 
Campground.  However, campsites of the Oak Flat Campground are located across 
the Eel River and it not expected that any of the proposed highway modifications 
would be visible or noticeable from the campground. 

5. A map has been added to Appendix B of the document to show where the proposed 
changes to the easement are.  Caltrans proposes to transfer jurisdiction to State Parks 
of 24,625 square feet (0.56 acre) and request a transfer of jurisdiction to Caltrans a 
total of 24,599 square feet (0.56 acre). The amounts and affected parcels are as 
follows: 

Parcel 12063-1 3,320 square feet Parcel 12063-2 2,673 square feet 
Parcel 12063-3 4,141 square feet Parcel 12064-1 5,223 square feet 
Parcel 12064-2 7,300 square feet Parcel 12064-3  580 square feet 
Parcel 12063-4 1,362 square feet 

Caltrans has not initiated the transfer of jurisdiction with State Parks, as this process 
cannot begin until the environmental documents are completed.  Caltrans is not aware 
of any deed restrictions on these parcels. 

6. There would be impacts to the Zierott Walton Memorial Grove:  property from within 
this Memorial Grove would be incorporated into the transportation easement, and the 
property Caltrans is relinquishing to the parks would be incorporated into this 
Memorial Grove. 

7. Caltrans considered raising the grade of the roadway as well as constructing a viaduct 
(a bridge over land), but withdrew these from further consideration because they 
could not feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or 
substantially lessening any of the impacts.  To raise the elevation of the roadway 
through the park would increase the “impact footprint” of the project because fill 
would have to be extended further into the park.  The trees abutting the roadway 
would have deeper fills with depths decreasing farther from the edge of the roadway.  
To construct a viaduct on the existing alignment would require excavating to place 
footings to support the structure.  Construction staging would be problematic and 
would likely require more months of one way traffic control. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

8. Improving safety was a secondary goal of the project.  Widening the roadway to 
provide four foot shoulders outside the park would provide a much improved 
condition for bicyclists and pedestrians as compared to existing.  Within the park, the 
proposed modifications to the roadway would add two foot shoulders where the 
presence of trees does not preclude it. It is not expected that speed rate would 
increase within the park as the proposed project would not be removing the curves 
from the highway, but rather would be modifying the curves.  Although the proposed 
design would still require design exceptions to be approved, the alignment in the park 
would be slightly improved over the existing condition due to the superelevation 
corrections, curve modifications, and slightly wider shoulders where it is not 
precluded by the presence of trees.  These modifications would result in incremental 
increases in the distance to fixed objects and improvements in stopping sight distance. 

9. See General Response #5 regarding compliance with Caltrans policy on 
accommodating non motorized travelers. 

10. It is Caltrans’ understanding from meetings with State Parks staff that their agency 
would be considering that effort and evaluating the associated impacts.  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. 

11. How any cyclist/pedestrian trail would connect with US Route 101 would be 
dependent upon where the connection is proposed to be located and the type of trail it 
is. Caltrans would work with the State Parks regarding any future trail connection 
with US Route 101. 

12. Without performing excavation it is not feasible to know in advance what the density 
of roots is at any given location. As stated in the document, special construction 
techniques are being utilized in the project to minimize the amount of roots removed 
with the use of hand work, the use of thinner structural section, and the use of an air 
spade for excavation within the structural root zone of trees.  For more information on 
the special measures, refer to Appendix B in the document. 

13. The majority of the tree removals do not occur immediately adjacent to redwood 
trees. During construction, watering provisions will be made for the old growth 
redwood trees affected by ground disturbance during construction.  The drainage 
patterns are not being substantially impacted and top dieback of redwoods is not 
expected as a result of the project. 

14. Both the Caltrans certified arborist and the arborist contracted by the Save the 
Redwoods League determined that the project would not be expected to result in any 
long term substantial adverse impacts to the redwoods. 

15. It is not expected that there would be a substantial decrease in park visitors.  Caltrans 
offered the park monetary compensation which the park officials declined. 

16. See Responses #5 and #6 above. 
17. It is Caltrans’ understanding that State Parks is currently looking at the feasibility of a 

bike and pedestrian path through Richardson Grove.  Refer also to General Response 
#5 regarding accommodating non-motorized travelers. 
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1. Project doesn’t include Del Norte STAA projects because Richardson Grove project has 
independent utility. 

2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the 
DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 

4. The internet survey performed by the County did ask questions of local businesses 
whether and how STAA restrictions would affect their business.  Local businesses have 
reported that the STAA restriction has resulted in shipping delays which in turn can 
require a larger inventory to be maintained to offset the delays.  Merchandise can be 
damaged during the transfer of goods between STAA and non-STAA vehicles. 

5. 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 trees adjacent to the roadway thirty 
inches in diameter and bigger have been mapped.  All excavation below the finish grade 
within the structural root zone area except for the culvert work would be done with 
shovels, pick axes, or pneumatic excavators (such as air spades) to minimize disturbance 
or damage to the roots from large equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation 
would occur in the vicinity of the outer 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 pneumatic excavators would 
clear the soil away from the roots, then the roots would be laid down and fill placed over 
the roots. The Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, and independent arborist contracted 
by Save the Redwoods League to evaluate the project, have determined that the project as 
proposed with the minimization measures incorporated, will have no significant 
detrimental effect on the root health or on the availability of water to the roots of the old 
growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.  The road was originally 
constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway in apparent good 
health. 

6. 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.  Thus, it is not anticipated that this 
project would result in trucks traveling this section of Route 101 faster.  It should also be 
noted that in fall of 2008 the speed limit in this area was lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph.  
There is no proposal to increase the speed limit on this section of US Route 101.  While 
the proposed project does not markedly improve the safety for pedestrians and bicyclists 
through the park, it doesn’t worsen the existing situation.  North of the park, it is proposed 
to widen the shoulders to provide better access for pedestrians and cyclists. 
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The responses for the form letter above can be found in the General Responses  #1-7 
found at the beginning of this volume. 
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1. While 54 trees are proposed for removal, including 30 in the park, only two redwoods 
are proposed for removal in the park and they are six and seven inches in diameter 
respectively. Twenty of the thirty trees proposed for removal in the park are 4 - 12 
inches in diameter and half of the trees proposed for removal in the park are tan oaks.  
No old growth trees are proposed for removal.  The largest tree proposed for removal in 
the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan oak. 
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1. The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, including 
California, has changed to the STAA. 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.  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.   

2. No old growth trees are proposed for removal as a result of the project. 
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1. The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, including 
California, has changed to the STAA. 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.  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. 
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1. The speed limit will not change as a result of the proposed project.  Recently Caltrans 
did reduce the speed limit from 40 mph to 35 mph in this area, but additional speed 
reductions are not proposed as a part of this project.  No old growth trees are 
proposed for removal as a result of this project. 
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1. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the 
road is being widened to gain four foot shoulders.  Within the park boundaries, the road 
is not being widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide 
two foot shoulders where there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately 
abutting the roadway. The current alignment weaves through the forest with short or 
non-existent tangent (e.g., straight) sections followed by compound, reversing, and 
variable radius curves. The intent of the proposed realignment is to initiate the curves 
prior to the existing curves caused by the roadway weaving in between two groups of 
trees. In this way, vehicles would initiate curves earlier and by the time they reach the 
pinch point between the trees, the vehicles can more easily stay within their proper lane 
without off-tracking. 
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1. Reducing the speed to 25 mph would not correct the existing deficiencies in the 
roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line 
and encroaching into the opposing lane. 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.  It should be noted that 
the speed limit through Richardson Grove has been recently lowered from 40 mph to 
35 mph.   

2. The circulation and comment period for the DEIR/EA began December 5, 2008 and 
closed March 12, 2009. Throughout the project planning process, which included four 
public meetings, Caltrans has heard from a wide variety of stakeholders and have 
taken the comments we received into consideration.  The park ambience for the 
motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of this project.  The large 
redwoods abutting the edges of the curvilinear two lane roadway with minimum 
shoulders would not be changed.  The proposed project would not change any of the 
eligibility criteria as a scenic highway. 

3. A qualitative rather than quantitative analysis for growth was done.  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 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 page 35 in the 
Draft EIR/EA). Thus, providing STAA access is not expected to a primary factor 
influencing growth in Humboldt County, including “big box” development. 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

4. Any comments received during the circulation of the draft environmental document 
will be considered.  Another public meeting to solicit comments on the proposed 
project is not anticipated at this time. 

5. The park ambience for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of 
this project.  The presence of large redwoods abutting the edges of a curvilinear two 
lane roadway with minimum shoulders would not be changed.  The proposed project 
would not change any of the eligibility criteria for a scenic highway. 

6. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as 
there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the 
Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

7. The project does not propose to sever all the roots of trees within the construction 
area in the park.  There are a total of thirty trees in the park proposed for removal, 
twenty of which are 4 - 12 inches in diameter and half of the trees proposed for 
removal in the park are tan oaks.  No old growth trees are proposed for removal.  The 
largest tree proposed for removal in the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan oak.  
Construction would occur in the structural root zone (circular area with a radius three 
times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) of several trees within the park.  However, 
all excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area except for 
the culvert work would be done via “hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or air 
spades to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large equipment.  Since 
most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the outer 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 placed over the roots.   

8. 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.   
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1. Construction activities occurring within the structural root zone of the redwoods (circular 
area with a radius three times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) in Richardson Grove 
State Park would occur via “hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or air spades to minimize 
disturbance or damage to the roots from large equipment.  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 placed over the 
roots. 

2. Reducing the speed to 25 mph would not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway 
geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line and 
encroaching into the opposing lane. 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.  It should be noted that the speed limit 
through Richardson Grove has been recently lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph. 
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1. The presence of large old growth redwoods abutting the shoulder of the 
roadway would not be changed. The trees proposed for removal within the 
park include two redwoods, one is six inches in diameter and the other is 
seven inches in diameter.  Twenty of the thirty trees proposed for removal in 
the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and half of the trees proposed 
for removal in the park are tanoaks.  The largest tree proposed for removal in 
the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan oak. 
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1. The park ambience for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of this 
project. The presence of large redwoods abutting the edges of a curvilinear two lane 
roadway with minimum shoulders would not be changed.  Construction activities 
occurring within the structural root zone of the redwoods (circular area with a radius 
three times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) in Richardson Grove State Park would 
occur via “hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or air spades to minimize disturbance 
or damage to the roots from large equipment.  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 placed over the 
roots. 
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1. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision 
of project priorities and funding. 

2. Construction activities occurring within the structural root zone of the redwoods 
(circular area with a radius three times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) in 
Richardson Grove State Park would occur via “hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or 
air spades to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large equipment.  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 placed over the roots. 

3. Reducing the speed to 25 mph would not correct the existing deficiencies in the 
roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line 
and encroaching into the opposing lane. 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.  It should be noted that 
the speed limit through Richardson Grove has been recently lowered from 40 mph to 35 
mph. Several variations of signalization alternatives were considered in the DEIR/EA.  
Each of the alternatives had various issues associated with them such as providing 
space for the vehicles to queue and how to deal with ingress and egress from the park 
entrance as well as other ingress/egress points within the park.  See Section 1.3.2 of the 
document for more explanation. 
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1. Reducing the speed to 25 mph would not correct the existing deficiencies in the 
roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line 
and encroaching into the opposing lane. 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.  It should be noted that 
the speed limit through Richardson Grove has been recently lowered from 40 mph to 
35 mph.  

2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as 
there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the 
Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated 
that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 
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1. 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.  The park ambience would not be 
substantially altered. 

2. Reducing the speed would not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway 
geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line and 
encroaching into the opposing lane. 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 and of itself will not eliminate off- tracking.  The speed limit has 
recently been reduced in this area from 40 mph to 35 mph. 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

1 

2 

1. 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.  The park ambience would not be 
substantially altered. 

2. The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, including 
California, has changed to the STAA. 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.  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. 
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1. In the late 1950’s several alternatives for Route 101 were studied.  In 1968, a new alignment 
for Route 101 east of the Eel River but still within the boundaries of Richardson Grove State 
Park to the east was adopted (Alternative A).  However, funding was dropped before the 
project could be constructed.  In 2001 a Feasibility Study evaluating the alternatives 
developed 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 would 
include a tunnel at the edge of the park, and Alternative C which bypassed the park.  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; the 
alternatives on new alignments would traverse steep terrain requiring large cuts and fills, 
large disposal sites and much vegetation removal, as well as impacts to listed species and a 
new bridge crossing the South Fork of the Eel River. The cost for the alternatives on new 
alignment were estimated to range from approximately $100 – $600 million.  Due to the 
substantial environmental impacts and high costs, a bypass is not feasible and would not be 
pursued at this time.  There is more discussion about this in the DEIR/EA in Section 1.2. 
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1. 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. 

2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the 
DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 
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1. 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. 
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1. There are a total of thirty trees in the park proposed for removal.  Only two redwoods within 
the park are proposed for removal, a six-inch diameter tree and a seven-inch diameter tree.  No 
old growth trees are proposed for removal. Construction would occur in the structural root 
zone (circular area with a radius three times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) of several 
redwood trees within the park. However, all excavation below the finish grade within the 
structural root zone area except for the culvert work would be done via “hand work” with 
shovels, pick axes, or air spades to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large 
equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the outer 
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 placed over the roots. 

2. Reducing the speed would not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway geometrics 
which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line and encroaching into the 
opposing lane. 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 and of itself will not eliminate off-
tracking. The speed limit has recently been reduced in this area from 40 mph to 35 mph. 
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1. A meeting will be held prior to construction and local business owners, residents, 
and the public will be invited to discuss the communication plan that will be in 
place for this project and the traffic management plan.  Caltrans is concerned about 
maintaining viability of existing businesses. 
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1. The public review and comment period of the DEIR/EA began December 5, 2008 and was 
extended to March 12, 2009. 

2. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the purpose and 
need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives included spot 
widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway through the park, 
bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of signalization alternatives.  
More information is provided in Section 1.3.2 of the DEIR/EA. 

3. While the exact impacts from construction cannot be accurately predicted, some 
generalizations can be made.  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 
trees adjacent to the roadway thirty inches in diameter and bigger have been mapped.  All 
excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area except for the culvert 
work would be done with shovels, pick axes, or air spades to minimize disturbance or 
damage to the roots from large equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would 
occur in the vicinity of the outer 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 placed over the roots.  The road was 
originally constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway in 
apparent good health (successfully thriving). 
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1. Several variations of signalization alternatives were considered in the DEIR/EA.  Each of the 
alternatives had various issues associated with them such as providing space for the vehicles to 
queue and how to deal with ingress and egress from the park entrance as well as other 
ingress/egress points within the park. See Section 1.3.2 of the document for more explanation. 

2. Reducing the speed would not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway geometrics which 
result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line and encroaching into the opposing lane.  
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 motorist 
being more careful, lowering the speed, in of itself, will not eliminate off- tracking. The speed 
limit has recently been reduced in this area from 40 mph to 35 mph. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2.  It is not anticipated that the canopy or shade element would be substantially altered with 

the proposed tree removal as the majority of trees to be removed from the park are from 
four to twelve inches in diameter and would not be a major component of the canopy. 
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1. 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.  Thus, it is not anticipated that this 
project would result in trucks traveling this section of Route 101 faster.  It should also 
be noted that recently the speed limit in this area was lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph. 

2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 



 

 

 

1 

1. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the road is 
being widened to gain four foot shoulders. Within the park boundaries, the road is not being 
widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide two foot shoulders 
where there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately abutting the roadway.  The 
current alignment weaves through the forest with short or non-existent tangent (e.g., straight) 
sections followed by compound, reversing, and variable radius curves.  The intent of the 
proposed realignment is to initiate the curves prior to the existing curves caused by the roadway 
weaving in between two groups of trees.  In this way, vehicles would initiate curves earlier and 
by the time they reach the pinch point between the trees, the vehicles can more easily stay 
within their proper lane without off-tracking. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive 
as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for 
the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, including 
California, has changed to the STAA. 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.  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. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. Subsequent to circulation of the draft document a new retaining wall variation was evaluated.  

The wall variation reduces the tree removal from 30 to 6.  As the new wall is located below 
the road it would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail. 

3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated 
that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

4. Neither reducing the speed nor installing signs would correct the existing deficiencies in the 
roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line and 
encroaching into the opposing lane. 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.   

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 85th percentile speeds were measured on 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 
environment 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 of 
concern that is inconspicuous.  Because of these factors, Caltrans believes that the existing 
speed limit of 35 mph is both realistic and enforceable.  
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the 
DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated 
that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

2. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the road 
is being widened to gain four foot shoulders.  Within the park boundaries, the road is not 
being widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide two foot 
shoulders where there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately abutting the 
roadway. The roadway geometrics are the limiting factor in the ability of STAA vehicles 
traversing through the park without off-tracking over the center line. 

3. Several variations of signalization alternatives were considered in the DEIR/EA including 
just controlling the STAA vehicles and controlling all Route 101 traffic.  Each of the 
alternatives had various issues associated with them such as providing space for the vehicles 
to queue and how to deal with 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. Without making the modifications to the alignment 
the issue of off-tracking of the STAA vehicles would not be solved.  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 are little to no 
shoulders to use. See Section 1.3.2 of the document for more explanation. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated 
that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

2. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the road is 
being widened to gain four foot shoulders. Within the park boundaries, the road is not being 
widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide two foot shoulders 
where there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately abutting the roadway.  The 
roadway geometrics are the limiting factor in the ability of STAA vehicles traversing through 
the park without off-tracking over the center line. 
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1. Shoulders are being widened outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Within the park, widening existing roadways to create wider shoulders for 
bicyclists is not possible without removal of several old growth redwoods.  Any path 
beyond the highway would have to be done by or in association with State Parks since 
they are the agency owning the land. 

2. While the exact impacts from construction cannot be accurately predicted, some 
generalizations can be made.  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 trees adjacent to the roadway thirty inches in diameter and bigger have 
been mapped.  All excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area 
except for the culvert work would be done with shovels, pick axes, or other non-
mechanized methods to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large 
equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the 
outer 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 placed over the roots.  The road was 



 
 

 
 

 
 

originally constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway in 
apparent good health (successfully thriving). 

3. 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.  Thus, it is not anticipated that this 
project would result in trucks traveling this section of Route 101 faster.  The numerous 
curves as well as the roadway characteristics of minimal to no shoulders with large trees 
abutting the edge of pavement would not be changed by the project and would continue 
to discourage speeding. It should also be noted that in late 2008 the speed limit in this 
area was lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph. 
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1. Neither reducing the speed nor installing signs would correct the existing deficiencies in 
the roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center line 
and encroaching into the opposing lane. 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. 
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 85th percentile speeds were measured on 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 environment 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 of concern that is inconspicuous.  Because of these 
factors, Caltrans believes that the existing speed limit of 35 mph is both realistic and 
enforceable. 



 
 
 
 

 

 

  

 

2. Several variations of signalization alternatives were considered in the DEIR/EA 
including just controlling the STAA vehicles and controlling all Route 101 traffic.  Each 
of the alternatives had various issues associated with them such as providing space for 
the vehicles to queue and how to deal with 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.  Without making the 
modifications to the alignment the issue of off-tracking of the STAA vehicles would not 
be solved. 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 are little to no shoulders to use.  See Section 1.3.2 of 
the document for more explanation. 

3. While the exact impacts from construction cannot be accurately predicted, some 
generalizations can be made.  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 trees adjacent to the roadway thirty inches in diameter and bigger have 
been mapped.  All excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area 
except for the culvert work would be done with shovels, pick axes, or other non-
mechanized methods to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large 
equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the 
outer 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 placed over the roots.  The road was originally 
constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway in apparent 
good health (successfully thriving). 
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1. 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.  Thus, it is not anticipated that this 
project would result in trucks traveling this section of Route 101 faster.  The numerous 
curves as well as the roadway characteristics of minimal to no shoulders with large 
trees abutting the edge of pavement would not be changed by the project and would 
continue to discourage speeding.  It should also be noted that in late 2008 the speed 
limit in this area was lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph. 

2. While the exact impacts from construction cannot be accurately predicted, some 
generalizations can be made.  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 trees adjacent to the roadway thirty inches in diameter and bigger 
have been mapped. All excavation below the finish grade within the structural root 
highway in apparent good health (successfully thriving). 



 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

zone area except for the culvert work would be done with shovels, pick axes, or other 
non-mechanized methods to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large 
equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the 
outer 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 placed over the roots.  The road 
was originally constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway 
in apparent good health (successfully thriving). 

3. Neither reducing the speed nor installing signs would correct the existing deficiencies 
in the roadway geometrics which result in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the center 
line and encroaching into the opposing lane. 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. 
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 85th percentile speeds were measured on 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 environment 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 of concern that is inconspicuous.  Because of these factors, 
Caltrans believes that the existing speed limit of 35 mph is both realistic and 
enforceable. 
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1. Shoulders are being widened outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Within the park, widening existing roadways to create wider shoulders for 
bicyclists is not possible without removal of several old growth redwoods.  Any path 
beyond the highway would have to be done by or in association with State Parks since 
they are the agency owning the land. 

2. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the 
road is being widened to gain four foot shoulders.  Within the park boundaries, the road 
is not being widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide two 
foot shoulders where there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately abutting the 
roadway. 

3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the 
circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing 
b i  
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1. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the 
road is being widened to gain four foot shoulders.  Within the park boundaries, the 
road is not being widened so much as it is being realigned, although the goal is to 
provide two foot shoulders where there is no shoulder and there are no trees 
immediately abutting the roadway. 

2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #8. 
4. Shoulders are being widened outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists and 

pedestrians. Within the park, widening existing roadways to create wider shoulders 
for bicyclists is not possible without removal of several old growth redwoods.  Any 
path beyond the highway would have to be done by or in association with State Parks 
since they are the agency owning the land.  The retaining wall is located outside the 
park. A new wall variation was evaluated subsequent to the circulation of the draft 
document.  The new wall would be located below the road so it is not visible to 
motorists. 
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1. Prior to construction, a meeting will be held with business owners and residents to 
discuss the project and present a communication plan.  Temporary noise and traffic 
impacts are expected during project construction. 
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1. The project does not propose to sever all the roots of thirty trees in the park.  There 
are a total of thirty trees in the park proposed for removal.  Twenty of the thirty 
trees proposed for removal in the park are 4 - 12 inches in diameter and half of the 
trees proposed for removal in the park are tan oaks.  No old growth trees are 
proposed for removal.  The largest tree proposed for removal in the park is a 24 
inch in diameter tan oak. Construction would occur in the structural root zone 
(circular area with a radius three times the diameter of the trunk of the tree) of 
several trees within the park. However, all excavation below the finish grade 
within the structural root zone area except for the culvert work would be done via 
“hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or air spades to minimize disturbance or 
damage to the roots from large equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation 
would occur in the vicinity of the outer 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 placed over the roots. 



 
 

 

 
  

  

  

2. 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 one-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 are no known cases of Marbled Murrelets nesting in Richardson 
Grove State Park, it is estimated that at least one nesting pair is 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. 

3. See General Response #8. 
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1. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  The 
current roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over the center line 
into the opposing lane. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the park does 
not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  If a collision were to occur involving a STAA 
vehicle that was given a permit to traverse the park and off-tracking was found to be the 
reason for the collision occurring, Caltrans would be liable because 1) Caltrans knew 
there was a geometric problem associated with STAA trucks traveling through the area 
and 2) Caltrans did nothing to correct the known issue.  The proposed project would 
correct the known geometric condition and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no 
special permits being required. 

2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the 
circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing 
business. 

3. See General Response #8. 
4. Safety would be improved from minor geometric improvements and providing minimal 

shoulders where none presently exist. 
5. Dr. Gallo’s Study utilized information from a survey that was conducted by the 

Humboldt County Economic Development Office.  Participation in the survey was 
voluntary. Did not sponsor, develop, or oversee the survey.  Caltrans was not provided 
access to the information.  The survey instrument did not request detailed information.  
The findings and conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s Study were not used to justify the project.  
The information provides a broad brush look at the potential economic impact from the 
project. 

6. For those industry sectors that participated in the survey, the response rate was 
significant.  It is likely that the participants were those who were most concerned about 
shipping costs. 

7. The results of the study were not used to justify the project.  The project fulfills an 
objective identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan for improved goods 
movement at Richardson Grove. 

8. Caltrans disagrees that businesses in Piercy will go out of business as a result of this 
project. Caltrans will be working closely with these businesses during construction. 

9. As stated, Caltrans believes this project can proceed, working in association with 
businesses just as numerous other construction projects have, without having 
substantial adverse effects on the viability of those businesses. 

10. Caltrans and the County of Humboldt believe that this project will benefit numerous 
local businesses. Of the over 180 letters of support received for this project, most were 
from business owners or employees of businesses who felt that the project would 
benefit their business operations. The conclusions and findings in the Gallo Report 
were used as a guide to see if the cost benefit ratio appeared positive and to get an 
indication if the project would result in substantial adverse effect.  An economic study 
conducted in Del Norte County resulted in similar findings. 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

11. The information in the Gallo Report is not the primary justification for the project.  As 
stated, the information is being used as a guide. 

12. Economic activity and subsequent growth in Humboldt County faces a challenge in the 
form of distance to major markets with or without the proposed project.  The 
inaccessibility of the County to larger trucks is not the most important constraint on 
business development in this portion of northern California.  A study prepared for the 
Humboldt County Association of Governments identified the factors that are important 
to facilitating growth in this area include distance to major population centers, lack of 
direct access to Interstate road system, lack of completed four lane north/south or 
east/west highways, limited air transportation system, and unreliable or inadequate rail 
service among others (Cambridge Systematics, Inc., 1989).  These factors would not be 
changed as a result of the project. For more information refer to Section 2.1.2 of the 
DEIR/EA. 

13. Yes, Caltrans is in the planning phase for projects that would open Routes 199 and 197 
in Del Norte County and Route 299 in Shasta County to STAA vehicles.   

14. The railroad won’t likely be viable into Humboldt County for the foreseeable future.   
15. While some diversion from I-5 and Route 99 may occur, the proposed project will not 

be increasing the capacity of Route 101 as no new additional travel lanes will be added.  
Any diversion from other north-south routes would depend upon it being economically 
feasible for trucking companies to change the existing truck routes based upon fuel 
consumption and travel times.  Since all major coastal cities from southern California to 
northern Washington have readily available access to I-5 and U.S. 99 corridors, which 
have straighter alignments and faster travel times, the opening of STAA access to US 
101 through Richardson Grove State Park is not expected to generate a substantial 
amount of diverted truck traffic from either I-5 or US Route 99. 

16. The expected lower emissions result not only from fewer truck trips but also due to the 
non-STAA vehicles tending to be older vehicles.  As companies replace vehicles in 
their fleet, they are typically replaced with the industry standard- the STAA vehicles.  
The newer vehicles tend to have better fuel efficiency and lower emissions than the 
older vehicles. 

17. Caltrans has never stated that no non-STAA vehicles will be available after 2010. 
18. A certified arborist proposed the measure that will be used during construction to 

minimize impacts.  The trees along Route 101 at this location have coexisted with the 
highway since 1915 and are still healthy.  In the professional opinion of the arborist, the 
proposed construction would not result in substantial adverse impacts. 

19. Wildlife inhabiting the area adjacent to the highway and campgrounds in the park is 
already affected and have adapted to noise, lights, and human activity associated with 
the campfire programs, campground activities including generator noise from the RVs, 
and general maintenance activities conducted by the park staff to upkeep the park 
facilities and roads as well as traffic and maintenance activities associated with Route 
101. There might be limited night work, but as productivity is not as great during night 
construction, and therefore is more expensive, it would likely only be utilized sparingly. 

20. 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, thus, no incidental take permit is required. 

21. Where the retaining wall is proposed is outside the park boundaries in an environment 
that has been altered with numerous buildings, private access roads, utility poles, and 
other associated development.  While the construction of the wall would eliminate 
vegetation on the lower slope, the upper slope would remain vegetated and thus, the 
canopy which shades the road would remain. 

22. Yes, the wood would be treated and its application would be in accordance with 
approved handling and uses. 

23. The areas mentioned are outside the project limits of the proposed project.  While there 
may be historical geological issues, as so much of the area is geologically unstable, it 
would be cost prohibitive to do preventive projects to improve the stability for all the 
roadways. 

24. 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 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 I-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 form non-STAA trucks to STAA trucks which has the potential to reduce 
the number of truck trips. 

25. See Response #12 above. 
26. See Response #24 above. 
27. The same maximum weight restriction applies to STAA and non-STAA vehicles. 
28. As noted in Response #20 above, no mortality is expected to occur. 
29. As noted previously, it is not expected that the proposed project would result in 

substantial adverse impacts to redwood trees. 
30. The Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommended that a 

survey be conducted as a conservation measure.  The protocol for Marbled Murrelet 
surveys requires a two year survey.  The first year the survey will be performed is 2009, 
and the second year it will be conducted is 2010. 

31. Other modes of transportation appear not to be viable in the near future. 
32. As stated previously just reducing the speed and adding signing won’t resolve the issue 

of STAA vehicles off-tracking and issuing permits increases liability which would not 
be a prudent use of public funds. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. While the exact impacts from construction cannot be accurately predicted, some 
generalizations can be made.  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 trees adjacent to the roadway thirty inches in diameter and bigger 
have been mapped. All excavation below the finish grade within the structural root 
zone area except for the culvert work would be done with shovels, pick axes, or air 
spades to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large equipment.  Since 
most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the outer 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 placed over the roots.  The road was originally 
constructed in 1915 and the trees have coexisted adjacent to the highway in apparent 
good health (successfully thriving). 

2. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where the 
road is being widened to gain four foot shoulders to better provide for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Within the park boundaries, the road is not being widened so much as it is 
being realigned, although the goal is to provide two foot shoulders in those spot 
locations where there is no shoulder and where there are no trees immediately abutting  



 
 

the roadway that would preclude widening. The proposed project actually introduces 
curves into the alignment resulting in the curves being initiated earlier so that vehicles 
have begun going into the curves prior to reaching the trees causing the geometric 
deficiency. Thus, it is not anticipated that this project would result in trucks traveling 
this section of Route 101 faster. The highway would continue to be a curvilinear two 
lane road with little or no shoulders with large trees abutting the edge of the pavement.  
It should also be noted that recently the speed limit in this area was lowered from 40 
mph to 35 mph. 



1. See General Response #12. 
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1. The majority of widening proposed for this project is outside the park limits where 
the road is being widened to gain four foot shoulders to better provide for bicyclists 
and pedestrians. Within the park boundaries, the road is not being widened so much 
as it is being realigned, although the goal is to provide two foot shoulders in those 
spot locations where there is no shoulder and where there are no trees immediately 
abutting the roadway that would preclude widening.  The proposed project actually 
introduces curves into the alignment resulting in the curves being initiated earlier so 
that vehicles have begun going into the curves prior to reaching the trees causing the 
geometric deficiency.  Thus, it is not anticipated that this project would result in 
trucks traveling this section of Route 101 faster.  The highway would continue to be 
a curvilinear two lane road with little or no shoulders with large trees abutting the 
edge of the pavement. It should also be noted that recently the speed limit in this area 
was lowered from 40 mph to 35 mph. 

2. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #4. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #4. 
4. See General Response #6. 
5. See General Response #7. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding how the project affects the park. 
2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
3. Truck exemptions will not provide the necessary roadway improvements to prevent off 

tracking. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the park does not resolve 
the issue of off-tracking. The proposed project would correct the known deficient 
geometric conditions and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no special permits 
being required. 

4. See General Response #10 regarding signal alternatives that were evaluated . 
5. 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 industry-sized vehicles (STAA 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 trucks. 



1. See General Response #9 regarding information about the bypass alternative. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding project impacts to the park. 
2. See General Response #10 regarding information on the signal alternatives that were 

evaluated. 
3. Widening the roadway to construct turnouts in this area would require removing several 

redwood trees. 



1. See General Response #2 regarding project impacts on the park. 
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1. 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. Since the information provided was sufficient for the 
US Fish and Wildlife to make its finding, no additional analysis is considered 
warranted. The survey for Marbled Murrelet is anticipated to take place in 2011 
and 2012. Construction is expected to begin mid to late 2010. 

2. It is not anticipated that the accessibility of STAA trucks would result in an 
increase of extractive industries in Humboldt County as other market forces have 
a greater influence. And, as far as encouraging big box development in Eureka 
and the surrounding area, other factors have been identified as being more 
influential. 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 page 35 in the Draft EIR/EA).  Thus, providing STAA access is not 
expected to be a primary factor influencing growth in Humboldt County, 
including “big box” development.  While port development at Humboldt Bay and 
reviving the railroad into Humboldt County are both being considered, neither is 
currently viable, as infrastructure improvements must be made and funding for 
these improvements have not yet been identified nor procured.  There are no 
projects using ARRA funding proposed for Route 101 at this location. 

3. Impacts to listed species occurring during construction would be temporary.  As 
the project is not expected to result in a substantial increase in traffic volumes nor 
result in inducing growth, the primary cumulative effects for listed species would 
occur during construction. 

4. This project originated as a result of several governmental and special interest 
groups expressing their concern for improving goods movement into Humboldt 



 

 

 

County. The parties that participated in the Technical Advisory Group which 
initiated this project consisted of representatives from Humboldt County 
Association of Governments, Del Norte Local Transportation Commission, 
Mendocino Council of Governments, Redwood Region Economic Development 
Commission, Humboldt County Community Development and Public Works 
Departments, California State Parks, Save the Redwoods League, California 
Trucking Association, California Highway Patrol, Humboldt County Cattlemen’s 
Association, Sierra Club, and the California Department of Forestry.  
Improvements at this location on US Route 101 for goods movement are also 
identified in Humboldt County’s Regional Transportation Plan both in the current 
Plan as well as in the 2006 Plan. For more information on how the project was 
initiated refer to “Background” in Section 1.2 of the DEIR/EA. 

5. STAA trucks are currently allowed on Route 101 with the exception of the one 
mile segment that is included within the project limits of this project.  STAA 
truck route designations on local streets are determined by local governments.  
Any improvements needed to interchange on-ramps or off-ramps or at-grade 
intersections with State highway legs would have to be made on a case by case 
basis as local governments decide to create STAA routes on their local streets.  
The proposed project only addresses STAA access on US Route 101. 

6. Information has been added to the document regarding the impacts to redwoods.  
Both the Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist 
contracted by Save the Redwoods League, have determined that with the special 
conditions in place as described in the document, there would be no significant 
detrimental effect on root health or the availability of water to the roots of old 
growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.  Mr. Yniguez also noted 
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 concluded that with the special conditions 
incorporated into the design and construction, the project “…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.”  The 
intent of requiring the use of the air spade and hand work within the structural 
root zone of redwood trees thirty inches in diameter or greater is to avoid cutting 
the roots greater than two inches in diameter.  In some cases, in areas of cut at PM 
1.35/1.36, PM 1.65/1.75, and PM 2.04 for example, it may not be possible to 
avoid cutting roots, however, in the locations at PM 1.35/1.36 and 2.04, are areas 
of previous cuts so there are no old growth redwoods present in the areas of the 
cut. To further reduce potential stress on the redwoods, irrigation will be 
provided during the summer in areas where excavation occurs.  The Biological 
Assessment used the threshold of three inch roots not being cut, however during 
ongoing discussions with Department of Parks and Recreation, the threshold was 
further reduced to two inches which is reflected in the DEIR/EA. 

7. It is not expected that there would be much of a change in the tree canopy at 
Richardson Grove. The most noticeable change in the park would be the cut at 
PM 1.36 (see Figure 6B in the FEIR/EA and Figures 1 and 2 of the before and 
after simulations at this location in Appendix K).  The most prominent trees at 

https://1.35/1.36
https://1.65/1.75
https://1.35/1.36


  

 
 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

this location are the Big leaf maples.  The majority of the 30 trees proposed to be 
removed from the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and half are tan oaks.  
The largest tree proposed to be removed from the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan 
oak. The old growth trees providing the major portion of the canopy over the 
road would not be removed.  Subsequent to the circulation of the DEIR/EA an 
alternative to the retaining wall was considered and ultimately selected as the 
preferred alternative. This new wall variation would be a soldier pile wall located 
below the road beneath the northbound lane.  It requires much fewer trees to be 
removed than the previous retaining wall (five as compared to the estimated thirty 
trees for the original wall alternative).  For more information refer to the final 
document.  There is not expected to be any measurable change on climate change 
as a result of the project. 

8. Additional information has been added in the FEIR/EA regarding the 
characteristics of the Wild and Scenic River.  The project was determined to have 
no effect on listed fish. The proposed road improvements would not be visible 
from the South Fork of the Eel River. Thus, the project would not have any 
impacts on the values which enabled the South Fork Eel River to be state and 
federally designated as a Wild and Scenic River. 

9. If chemicals are used for dust suppression, the use will be discussed in the Water 
Pollution Control Plan or Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan prepared by the 
contractor. It is not anticipated that any herbicide for vegetation suppression 
would be used during construction. The construction contract would employ the 
standard specifications for disposal of striping material and pavement. 

10. The speed limit through Richardson Grove was lowered from 40mph to 35 mph in 
fall 2008. However, it should be noted that reducing the speed alone will not 
correct the geometric deficiency in the roadway which results in off-tracking.  
Because reducing the speed does not fulfill the project’s objective, it was not an 
alternative under consideration. 

11. Motorists traveling through the construction area would experience delays.  These 
delays are anticipated to average five to ten minutes with a maximum delay 
expected to be fifteen minutes.  These delay times are typical for construction 
along two lane State highways. Since the only detour would be hundreds of miles 
long, it is not anticipated that these minimal delays would alter itineraries for 
business or pleasure travel. 

12. While a result of the project is an anticipated reduction in shipping costs for some 
businesses in Humboldt County and some of these savings may translate into 
higher wages for the affected businesses. This is not expected to result in large 
scale change on wages in Humboldt County overall.  Access to local businesses 
within the project area would remain open during construction.  A communication 
plan will be developed to keep residents and businesses apprised of the status of 
the project during construction. 

13. There would be construction impacts on Singing Trees Recovery facility.  Refer 
to Section 2.1.3 for discussion. 

14. The probable disposal site used for this project would be located in Caltrans right-
of-way at an existing maintenance disposal site.  Long term equipment and 
material storage sites will not be located within the park and the final 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. 

15. 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 superelevation 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.  The 
lights would be directed downward and the area is heavily vegetated so it is not 
anticipated that light would travel very far into the surrounding area.  The 
DEIR/EA did provide anticipated levels of noise during typical construction 
activities. 

16. The project would be partially funded by federal funding from the Federal 
Highways Administration.  Because the project is not expected to result in 
substantial adverse impacts including impacts on resources such as a Wild and 
Scenic River, Richardson Grove State Park, federally listed species, or cultural 
resources, it was determined that an Environmental Impact Statement was not 
required. 

17. With the storm water best management practices in place, it is not expected that 
there would be any appreciable impacts to the water quality in the South Fork of 
the Eel River.  It was determined that the project would not adversely affect listed 
fish. The changes in the roadway would not be visible from the river as the area 
between the river and the road is heavily screened by vegetation.  Recreational 
uses of the river would not be impaired although construction noise might be 
heard from some locations.  But the noise would be periodic and only for short 
stretch of the river. Thus, it was determined that the project would not have a 
substantial effect on the Wild and Scenic River. 

18. The project is not removing any nest trees for the Marbled Murrelet.  The project 
consists of improvements on an existing highway thus should not result in any 
substantial effects to “fly-through” areas or “social activity” areas, nor result in 
any substantial changes in the canopy.  Providing the corvid- proof trash 
receptacles, grates, and other equipment in the campground is a conservation 
measure the US Fish and Wildlife Service recommended 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. 

19. The survey that will take place would provide information as to how much the 
suitable habitat within Richardson Grove State Park is occupied presently by 
Marbled Murrelet. With this information, State Parks could work with US Fish 
and Wildlife Service to implement improvements that would benefit the 
murrelets.  Since the impacts from the project would only be temporary, it is 
improbable that the project would impact the chances either way for the north 
coast murrelets to interbreed with murrelets in Marbled Murrelet Conservation 
Area #6. 

20. Since the immediate vicinity of the road is not the ideal area for nesting habitat, 
and the project has been determined to not to remove any nesting trees, the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that the project would not likely adversely 
modify designated critical habitat. The Service also concluded “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.” 

21. As can be seen in Appendices K and L, and photos 6B and 7B in Section 2.1.6 of 
the FEIR, the areas where the vast majority of tree removal is proposed do not 
contain large trees, thus, the tree removal is not expected to increase blow-down 
or wind throw of large trees. 

22. The mixed conifer stands is more likely to be suitable habitat for the Northern 
Spotted Owl. However, the point that was being made in the document is that 
habitat would be relinquished to the park similar in values to habitat being 
removed. 

23. See Responses #20 and #22 above. While old growth redwood forest habitat is 
preferable for the Marbled Murrelet, since the project was not determined to result 
in substantial adverse impacts to the species nor designated critical habitat, the 
mitigation measures proposed are for enhancing the habitat as well as 
conservation. 

24. No other similar stands of redwoods abutting Route 101 presently exist in 
Humboldt County. 

25. Refer to Chapter 3 in FEIR/EA. 
26. The proposed project, while not precluding increased ship traffic to Humboldt 

Bay or elsewhere, it is not dependent on ship traffic either.  The proposed project 
is an independent stand alone project.  Any impacts to Marbled Murrelet due to 
increased ship traffic would more appropriately be addressed in the environmental 
documents related to the infrastructure improvements necessary to accommodate 
increased ship traffic. 

27. See Response #6 above. 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

28. Project is not expected to have an appreciable difference on tree transpiration, 
fog-drip, the hydrologic cycle, rainfall, temperature extremes, and fire risk at 
Richardson Grove. The project is making minor changes to the alignment and 
shoulders of an existing highway.  In addition, since no trees shading the river 
would be removed, the project would not result in any temperature alterations of 
the river.  With the storm water best management practice measures in place, 
there should not be any appreciable sedimentation to the river or its tributaries.  
The improvements proposed to the culverts include replacement at four culverts 
and minor improvements at two others.  If the water is present in the drainages 
during the improvements, water would be diverted around the work area.  Two of 
the 18 inch diameter culverts will be replaced with 24 inch diameter culverts so 
there would be less chance of those drainages being impeded. 

29. See Response #18 above. 
30. The retaining wall is not located in the park but adjacent to the Singing Trees 

Recovery Center. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed 
subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR.  The modification changed the wall 
type from an above the road wall to a below the road wall on the east side of the 
highway adjacent to the Singing Trees facility.  The design modification results in 
a shorter wall that takes fewer trees, five as compared to the approximately thirty 
trees that would be removed in the original design  Again, while suitable habitat 
may exist adjacent to the highway, it is not preferable habitat because of the edge 
effect of the roadway itself; trees adjacent to the highway are not as protected 
from predators as nest trees further away.  Also, no trees suitable for nesting are 
proposed for removal.  In addition, traffic poses a hazard for fledglings learning to 
fly which also make the trees adjacent to the roadway less desirable for nesting.  
The improvements are being proposed on an existing roadway, it is not opening 
up expanses of “untouched” habitat. 

31. The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred in the determination that the project 
would likely not adversely affect designated Critical Habitat, nor would the 
project result in take of Marbled Murrelet. 

32. The NES will be revised.  If any Marbled Murrelet are nesting adjacent to the 
project area during construction, it is likely that they will be temporarily affected.  
But given that there is a lot of suitable habitat away from the roadway and the 
human activity areas associated with the park visitors, it is likely that any nests 
would be further away from the project area.  Since the trees that are proposed for 
removal are, for the most part, surrounded by larger trees that would not be 
removed, the noise effects from the traffic using Route 101 would not appreciable 
change with the project.  The determination that the project would not likely 
adversely modify designated Critical Habitat was made considering the long term 
effects of the projects. This determination was concurred by US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

33. While the project construction activities may affect breeding Northern Spotted 
Owl and Marbled Murrelets present in or near the project area, the effect would 
be temporary and the US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the effects of 
construction is not expected to have a long term influence on the breeding 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

performance on these species.  The amount of vegetation to be removed should 
not have any discernable effect on noise levels in the surrounding area. 

34. Caltrans funded the study. 
35. As stated in the document in Section 1.2, studies for improving US Route 101 

including the Richardson Grove segment date back as far as 1955.  The recent 
effort culminating in the current document began in 2006.  Improvements for US 
Route 101 at this location to facilitate goods movement has also been identified 
goals in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan. 

36. Cambridge Systematics, Inc. advertise themselves as assisting in all transportation 
matters including strategic planning, forecasting, modeling, simulations, GIS and 
data management, and safety related research. 

37. It has been reported to Caltrans that it has become increasingly difficult to find the 
shorter trailers. And as trucking companies replace the vehicles in their fleets 
with the industry standard sized vehicles, the smaller CA Legal vehicles would 
tend to be older vehicles which would have more challenges in meeting the air 
quality standards that will be implemented in the near future. 

38. The statement only reflects what has been stated.  As to whether the newspaper 
would actually relocate, Caltrans has no inside information. 

39. Dr. Gallo’s report, “Realigning Highway 101 at Richardson Grove:  The 
Economic Impact on Humboldt and Del Norte Counties” is available upon request 
as are many of the technical studies. 

40. Dr. Gallo’s findings included impacts to small, local businesses.  In addition, 
Caltrans has heard from many local business owners who have indicated that 
providing STAA access would result in cost savings for them.  It is not likely that 
the project would substantially affect the tourist businesses once construction has 
been completed.  It is not expected that providing STAA access at Richardson 
Grove would divert a substantial number of trucks from the primary truck corridor 
of I-5 because using I-5 would be more fuel efficient and less time for most major 
population centers in California. For the smaller businesses which do not 
maintain their own fleet, they will likely continue to utilize the local trucking 
companies for their shipping needs.  It is not anticipated that the project would 
result in substantial impacts to Leggett.  For a similar STAA improvement project 
proposed in Del Norte County, a survey performed including the trucking 
companies and the majority of trucking companies stated that they would be 
unaffected by the STAA improvements. 

41. Commercial and residential development currently exists along Route 101 both 
north and south of the park.  The terrain is steep and the developable area adjacent 
to the highway is constrained by the river on one side and the slopes on the other, 
thus, it is unlikely that any major development would be slated for this area in the 
near future. Caltrans is unaware of any advertising campaign for economic 
development in Humboldt County.  The County staffs an economic development 
office and it is likely that this office is involved in various efforts to promote 
economic development. 

42. Caltrans is aware of the County’s efforts to develop the port and expand the 
railroad into Humboldt County.  However, at present, funding to implement these 
infrastructure improvements has not been identified.  The County General Plan is 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

the guiding force for identifying the desired community character and 
development in the County.  The proposed improvement at Richardson Grove is 
currently in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and was also 
identified in the previous RTP. Thus, constructing the project is implementing an 
element in the existing County RTP.  These Plans go through a public review 
process and are used to identify major infrastructure projects needed to implement 
the goals in the General Plan. 

43. Construction staging for this project would be similar for construction for any two 
lane State highway in the district.  US Route 101 will remain open during 
construction. There would be sections of highway within the project limits that 
would have only one lane available for traffic.  The traffic would be controlled by 
either the signal or by flaggers. Delays, as is typical for construction on similar 
State highways are anticipated to average about five to ten minutes with a 
maximum expected delay of twenty minutes.  Since the nearest detour is several 
hundred miles in length, it is not anticipated that travelers would deviate from US 
Route 101 due to construction. There will likely be other portions of US Route 
101 under construction in Humboldt County at the same time as the Richardson 
Grove project. Having more than one section of US Route 101 in construction in 
the County in any given year is fairly typical. 

44. Figure 3 in the FEIR/EA shows what portions of State highways in Del Norte, 
Humboldt, Mendocino, and Lake Counties are accessible for STAA vehicles.  
Local agencies have the responsibility for the local roads.  STAA vehicles are 
restricted to the National Network.  In California, the STAA network includes the 
Interstate system, Defense Highways, and Terminal Access Routes. Terminal 
Access Routes are portions of State routes or other routes that 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. There are no additional improvements that would be needed on US Route 
101 to accommodate STAA vehicles.  In fact, STAA vehicles can already access 
Humboldt County via US Route 101 from the north.  Thus, providing STAA 
access from the south would not be putting a “new element” onto the roadways in 
the County. 

45. See Response #8 above. 
46. Information on the visual impacts resulting from the project were included in the 

DEIR/EA, see Section 2.1.6 and Appendix K. 
47. Section 2.2.1 in the DEIR/EA discussed the impacts to water quality due to the 

project. Each of the proposed cuts is on a previous cut slope.  Geotechnical 
studies were performed for the project and concluded that the project is not 
expected to adversely affect the stability of any of these slopes. 

48. The stumps would not be visible from the river.  There are existing stumps 
adjacent to the roadway, thus leaving the stumps is in character with the existing 
roadway. 

49. According to the information in the Natural Diversity Database, the nearest 
known nest of the Northern Spotted Owl is ½ mile from the project area.  The 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

habitat within the project limits north of the park is marginal foraging habitat, 
partly due to all the residential and commercial development that is present.  As 
stated previously, night work would not be the norm for the project.  Over half of 
the trees to be removed for the project are twelve inches in diameter or less, so 
their removal should not substantially affect the canopy. 

50. Indirect and cumulative impacts to the Northern Spotted Owl were considered.  
The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred that the project would not result in a 
substantial adverse impact. 

51. Fill material would come from two sources.  Some material excavated for the 
project would be reused as fill material.  In addition, some fill would likely come 
from commercial source obtained by the contractor. Caltrans cannot specify 
which commercial source the contractor may use.  As described in Section 2.3.5 
of the DEIR/EA, most of the areas subject to vegetation removal and soil 
disturbance in the project area will be revegetated.  Revegetation efforts would 
include an application of local native mulch which includes the original topsoil 
and duff that was removed and stored form the cut slope areas and chips from the 
trees and shrubs that are removed.  Revegetation also includes weed removal for a 
period of five years. Herbicides are not used in this area for weed removal. 

52. Hot mix asphalt consists of asphalt that is heated.  Cement treated permeable base 
(CTPB) is aggregate combined with cement which may have fly ash in it as an 
additive. The cement is composed of Portland cement containing gypsum and 
may also contain trace amounts of naturally occurring chemicals.  Trace 
constituents may include up to 0.75% insoluble residue, some of which may be 
free crystalline silica, calcium oxide (quick lime), magnesium oxide, potassium 
sulfate, sodium sulfate, chromium compounds, and nickel compounds.  Fly ash is 
composed of silica, alumina, calcium oxide, titanium oxide, ferric oxide, and 
magnesium oxide. 

53. Herbicides are not used by Caltrans within Humboldt County with the exception 
of within the city limits of Rio Dell and Fortuna.  The disposal site for this project 
is the existing disposal site within Caltrans right of way just south of the project 
limits.  This site was selected due to its proximity to the project limits and the site 
is already developed as a disposal site.  

54. You are correct; all the alternatives are under consideration prior to selecting the 
preferred alternative. 

55. As stated above, it is not expected that there would be a discernable increase in 
noise that occurs as a result of the vegetation removal.  The construction noise 
would be temporary and the US Fish and Wildlife Service has determined 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. 
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1. A design modification was developed subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR.  
The modification included a shorter wall on the east side of the highway which would 
be constructed below the roadway. This results in requiring only five trees to be 
removed rather than approximately thirty with the original design.   

2. 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.  Since the 
information provided was sufficient for the US Fish and Wildlife to make its finding, no 
additional analysis is considered warranted 

3. The project would not substantially increase the potential for wind-throw, blow-down, 
or die-back. The two areas in the park where the majority of tree removal is proposed 
are areas of previous cut so there are no old growth redwoods present.  The duff will be 
collected and stored prior to ground disturbance occurring.  When the work is 
completed, the collected duff would be spread out over the disturbed area.  The 
mycorrhizal fungi would likely be present in this material.  The outstandingly 
remarkable values of the Wild and Scenic River would not be adversely affected.  The 
National Park Service which administers the federal Wild and Scenic River program for 
this segment of the South Fork Eel has concurred with this determination (See Appendix 
G). The project is not expected to substantially affect tree transpiration and fog drip.  
Irrigation is being provided during the summer for redwoods thirty inches in diameter or 
greater in the park where construction is occurring within the structural root zone to 
offset the effects of stress on the trees during construction.  The project is not expected 
to increase the risk for fire or catastrophic fire.  In those areas where additional shoulder 
width has been provided, it would reduce the risk of fires starting from sparks from the 
tail pipe. 

4. See response #2 above regarding the impacts to Marbled murrelets. 
5. Construction noise was considered in the Biological Assessment which was reviewed by 

the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Car horns wouldn’t likely be louder than the 
construction equipment that was considered.  The US Fish and Wildlife determined that 
the temporary construction impacts would not result in direct mortality to the Marbled 
murrelet or Northern spotted owl or their eggs or young.  If night work is conducted, it 
is possible that diesel generators would be utilized.  The two areas where the majority of 
vegetation is to be removed within the park are below two human use areas, campsites 
and park residences. It is unlikely that Marbled murrelets are nesting in these human 
use activity areas where the trees are not in protected “stands.”   

6. The Biological Opinion prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service for this project 
considers such factors as habitat loss, human disturbance, gill-net fishing, oil spills and 
marine contaminants, reduced prey availability, and disease.  Their determination was 
that the project would not result in take of Marbled murrelet. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

7. See General Response #3 regarding information about minimization features added to 
the design and construction to protect the trees.  

8. Dennis Yniguez, a registered consulting arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods 
League to evaluate the project notes 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 construction.” 

9. The development of the port in Humboldt Bay is an independent project and impacts 
resulting from port development would be considered under the environmental 
document prepared for port improvements.  It is not anticipated that the accessibility of 
STAA trucks would result in an increase of extractive industries in Humboldt County as 
other market forces have a greater influence.  With regards to encouraging big box 
development in Eureka and the surrounding area, other factors have been identified as 
being more influential as well.  (See response #2 for your January 27, 2009 letter 
above.) 
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1. There would be no old growth trees removed by the project.  The majority of trees to 
be removed from the park are 12 inches in diameter or less and thus, are not the major 
constituents of the canopy. 

2. This statement has been removed from the final document. 
3. To receive these documents a Freedom of Information Act request should be 

submitted to Caltrans. 
4. The Del Norte County STAA access improvement project is an independent project.  

The Richardson Grove Operational Improvement project has independent utility and 
the benefits achieved from this project occur whether or not the Del Norte STAA 
projects are constructed. 

5. The port improvements in Humboldt Bay are independent projects.  The Richardson 
Grove Operational Improvement project has independent utility.  The environmental 
impacts from increased port activity would be covered in the environmental document 
for the port improvements. 
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1. As placing fill directly against the trunk of a tree is not advisable, a brow log will be 
placed at the base of the tree and fill will be placed against the brow log rather than 
the trunk itself. The brow log allows oxygen and air movement around the base of 
the tree since the log does not fit snugly against the trunk.  The brow log will break 
down slowly while releasing nitrogen into the soil.  The rate of the breakdown is 
slow enough that the release of carbon dioxide is not an issue.  The use of a brow log 
was recommended by the certified arborist assigned to the project. 

2. Darrin Sullivan is a certified arborist and has been part of the project team 
developing protection measures for the trees and reviewing the design specifications. 



1. See General Response #2 regarding information that the project would not remove any 
old growth redwoods. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding project impacts to the park. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the 
circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing 
business. 



1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not 
meet project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding information on the signalization alternatives 
considered. 
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1. See General Response #13 regarding information that the project is not substantially 
widening the existing highway. 

2. 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 industry standard-sized vehicles (STAA 
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. 

3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 

4. See General Response #2 regarding information that no old growth redwoods would be 
removed by the project. 
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1. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 

 
 

 



 
 
 

 

 

1 

2 

1. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures to protect 
the trees. 

2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #13 regarding information that the project would not result 
in increasing speeds through the grove. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding information on project impacts to the park. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 

expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  
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 one of the goals in the 
RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.  Numerous 
response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the 
STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

4. The project is not a safety project, but an operational improvement project to lift 
the STAA restriction at this location.  The modifications made to the geometrics 
at this location would result in some incremental improvements in safety. 

5. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

6. Shoulders are being widened outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists 
and pedestrians. Within the park, widening on existing roadways to create wider 
shoulders for bicyclists is not possible without removal of several old growth 
redwoods. Any path beyond the highway would have to be done by or in 
association with State Parks since they are the agency owning the land. 

7. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a 
priority project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt 
County Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation 
Commission determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

8. While many alternatives were initially considered, they were found either not 
meet the purpose and need for the project or would result in greater impacts to 
sensitive resources. 

9. See General Response #12 regarding information about how the project affects 
the small businesses. 

10. While there has been some discussion from developers and some plans to develop 
Humboldt Bay into a major shipping port, there is no funding source that has been 
identified to implement these plans. 

11. See General Response #11 regarding how the project affects local trucking 
companies . 

12. It is expected that businesses will choose the most cost effective method for 
shipping. Providing for STAA access at Richardson Grove would not mandate 
businesses to utilize STAA vehicles for their shipping, it only provides that 
opportunity. 

13. No, the DEIR does not make the assumption that small businesses will combine 
their shipments onto STAA trucks, although that action is not precluded.  From 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

the comments we have received from numerous local small business owners, 
lifting the STAA restriction is perceived as a benefit. 

14. The volume of truck traffic is not expected to substantially change as a result of 
the project. The purpose of the project is not to reduce truck traffic but to lift the 
restriction that prohibits STAA vehicles. 

15. STAA trucks are bound by the same weight restrictions as non-STAA trucks so it 
is not expected that the project would result in substantially greater maintenance 
costs. 

16. No, an independent analysis is not anticipated to verify data in Dr. Gallo’s report. 
The project was initiated prior to the results from Dr. Gallo’s study being 
available. The findings and conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study were used to gain a 
broad brush look at the possible economic outcome as a result of the project. 

17. See General Response #12 regarding information about how the project affects 
big box development. 

18. It is not known how the implementation of the project would affect carrier rates.  
19. It is not known what the dollar amount would be.  While a limited number of 

industry sectors were included in the economic study, it was sufficient to 
determine that there would be an economic benefit from implementing the 
project. 

20. Dr. Gallo’s study was not intended to be a comprehensive evaluation.  Those 
businesses responding to the survey that his evaluation was based on were likely 
the businesses most concerned about the shipping costs.  The responding 
businesses represent a limited number of sectors in the economy, but within those 
sectors, the response rate was significant. 

21. There are no written curve radii standards per se.  There are truck turning 
templates which are graphic portrayals.  Caltrans used a computer model that 
utilizes these truck turning templates and applied it to the existing alignment to 
determine where curve modifications are necessary in order to pass STAA 
vehicles. The project would modify the curve dimensions that result in the STAA 
restriction. 

22. The project will be added to the State Highway Operation and Protection 
Program.  The project was initiated when it was identified that the curve 
corrections were possible without removal of any old growth redwoods.  Caltrans 
has already established a group of interested stakeholders including the County, 
elected officials, and representatives from special interest groups and 
environmental organizations to explore options for improvements to goods 
movement in the County.  Before a consultant to facilitate this study was 
contracted, Caltrans performed the modeling study which confirmed that the 
existing alignment could be modified sufficiently to lift the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. The current project was a result of that effort.   

23. A bypass alternative was considered as part of the Section 4(f) Evaluation.  It was 
determined that due to the substantial environmental effects and costs of a bypass, 
it was not a prudent and feasible alternative.  See Appendix B for more 
information.   

24. See General Response # 8 regarding information about how reducing the speed 
limit does not meet project purpose and need. 



 

 
 

25. Currently short sea shipping is not a viable alternative.  Substantial infrastructure 
improvement is needed in the port to facilitate shipping and funding sources have 
not yet to implement these improvements have not been identified. 

26. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
27. The Caltrans arborist is a certified arborist and has been involved in developing 

the measures to minimize harm that are to be utilized during construction of the 
project. In addition, Dennis Yniguez, an arborist contracted by Save the 
Redwoods League to evaluate the project notes that, “the existing root systems of 
old growth tees will be almost entirely undisturbed by strategic additions to 
shoulder width and by minimal changes to road height.”  He further concluded 
that, “the highway alternations, 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.” 



 

 

 

 
 

1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding information on project impacts on the park. 
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1. See General Response #9 regarding information on the bypass alternative. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #12 regarding information about the impacts to small businesses. 
3. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
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1. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision 
of project priorities and funding. 

2. The mulch will be placed on disturbed ground and would function as erosion control. 
3. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #13 regarding information about minor widening included in 
the project. 

2. See General Response #3 regarding information on the minimization measures 
incorporated to protect trees during construction. 

3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority 
project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County 
Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission 
determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

4. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #12 regarding how several small businesses in addition to 
others support lifting the STAA restriction. 

2. US Route 101 at Richardson Grove is the remaining STAA restriction to 
Humboldt County from the south.  Currently, the only STAA access to Humboldt 
County is from the north requiring a 300 mile detour for those traveling from the 
south or for those STAA vehicles with southerly destinations from Humboldt 
County. 

3. STAA access improvements at Richardson Grove are identified in the County’s 
current Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as well as the previous RTP.  Thus, 
construction of the project would implement one of the stated objectives of the 
RTP. 

4. Because STAA trucks are the industry standard, the shorter wheel base tractors of 
the CA Legal vehicles are becoming harder to reliably access.   

5. The same weight restriction applies to STAA and non STAA vehicles. 
6. Even considering weather conditions, due to increased mileage, slower speeds, 

and increased fuel consumption from steeper terrain and the longer mileage, it is 
not expected trucks will divert from the Interstate system to use Route 101 as a 
detour. The time delay for the detour to Route 101 would be substantial as well. 
In addition, the major population centers in California, Oregon and Washington 
that are the most common trucking destinations are served by Interstate 5, not 
Route 101. 

7. Lifting the STAA restrictions at Richardson Grove would not alleviate the need 
for trucking firms, but would allow greater flexibility in meeting customer needs. 

8. It isn’t a matter of truck size, but rather a matter of the age of the vehicle.  Since 
the industry standard is the STAA vehicles, it has been reported that the non-
STAA vehicles tend to be older vehicles which are less fuel efficient and may not 
meet more stringent air quality standards. 
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1. The widening that is proposed within the park is to add up to two foot shoulders 
where it is not precluded by the presence of old growth trees abutting the highway. 

2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

3. See General Response #2 regarding information about how the project would affect 
the park. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding information on how the project would 
affect the park. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding information about the project would affect the 
park. 

2. See General Response #13 regarding information about how the project is not 
straightening the alignment. 

3. See General Response #3 for information on the minimization measures incorporated 
into the project to protect the trees. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding information on how the project affects the park. 
2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 

project purpose and need. 
3. The speed limit will not be increased as a result of the project.  The speed was 

decreased from 40 mph to 35 mph in Fall 2008. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

2. While some cutting of tree roots would be necessary, it is anticipated that many of the 
roots can be saved by using an pneumatic excavator like an air spade rather than heavy 
equipment to do the excavations near the large redwoods and once the soil is cleared 
away, the roots would be laid down and the fill placed over the roots.  See General 
Response #3 for additional minimization measures incorporated into the project to protect 
the trees. 

3.  A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the draft being 
circulated to the public. The wall would be located to the east of the highway below the 
road. Since the wall is constructed below the road it would not be visible to motorists 
except for the barrier rail at the edge of the pavement.  See the simulations in Appendix 
K. This design modification for the wall also reduces the number of trees to be removed 
from thirty to five. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding information on the signalization alternatives 
considered. 



 

 

 

 

1. See General Response #2 regarding information on how the project affects the 
park. 

2. See General Response #8 and #10 regarding how reducing the speed limit does 
not meet project purpose and need and information on signalization alternatives 
considered. 
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1. The proposed improvements would occur on the existing highway which passes 
through and provides access to Richardson Grove State Park.  No old growth trees 
would be removed as a result of this project.  The majority of the 30 trees proposed 
to be removed in the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and half are tan oaks.  
The largest tree proposed to be removed from the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan 
oak and only two redwoods are proposed for removal in the park and they are six 
inches in diameter and seven inches in diameter.  The current ambience of the area 
for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of this project as the 
roadway would remain a two lane curvilinear highway with minimal to no shoulders 
and large redwood trees abutting the edges of the roadway. 



 

 
 

1. See General Response #2 regarding how the project would affect the park. 
2. See General Response #1 regarding the project purpose and need. 

. 

1 

2 



1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
1. See General Response #13. 
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1. Cumulative effects are discussed in Section 2.4 of the document. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. Caltrans disagrees that improvements to Durphy Creek are required as mitigation for 

the proposed project. Caltrans is proposing to relinquish 0.56 acre of land proposed 
to be added to the transportation easement. 

4. The long term Route Concept Report for this section of highway is to remain a two 
lane conventional highway. 

5. Caltrans routinely evaluates the culverts for replacement or repair and Durphy Creek 
culvert has not yet been identified as needing improvement. 
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1. Certified arborists have determined that there will be no substantial impacts to old growth 
redwood trees resulting from construction impacts.  The project is not expected to 
substantially increase traffic volumes so the project would not result in substantial effects 
in climate change. 

2. The intent of the environmental document is to disclose information to the public at large.  
The majority of the public is more familiar with the term “old growth.” 

3. The document discloses specific quantities of trees proposed to be impacted. 
4. Some of the new roadbed would occur in areas where old growth trees are.  The new 

roadbed is required where the curve modifications are located which are where the trees 
are. Other areas of new roadbed occur where shoulders are being widened. 

5. No, as not all the new roadbed occurs in the park.  Some of the new roadbed occurs outside 
the park where wider shoulders would be constructed.  In addition, old growth redwoods do 
not abut the roadway for the entire segment that lies in the park.  There is a five percent 
increase in hardened surface within the structural root zone area of the old growth trees. 

6. All the areas proposed to be disturbed are shown in Appendix L.  The areas of largest cut, 
such a PM 1.35/1.36 and PM 2.04/2.10 are on previous cut banks which is why there are no 
old growth trees present. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed 
subsequent to the circulation of the draft document.  The modification included changing 
the location of the wall from the west side to the east side of the road and the from an 
above the road wall to a below the road wall.  This modified wall is less visible to 
motorists, takes fewer trees, and is 100 feet shorter. 

7. There have been some changes to the proposed culvert improvements that are identified in 
the final document.  There is updated information in the final document as to impacts to old 
growth redwoods in terms of excavation and fill occurring within the structural root zone. 

8. No, there will not be a brow log for the six inch in diameter oak.  That was an error in the 
draft document. 

9. The discussion on cumulative impacts has been revised, see Section 2.4 in the final 
document. 

10. The environmental document acknowledges that the project may result in adverse effects to 
the redwoods.  However, with the minimization measures in place, it is not expected to 
result in a significant impact as determined by the Caltrans arborist as well as an 
independent arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League. 

11. The removal of invasive plants would benefit the redwood community as a whole, 
enhancing the ecosystem. There are numerous measures incorporated into the project to 
minimize impacts to the redwoods such as irrigating during construction, not using large 
equipment to perform excavation near old growth trees, and special structural sections that 
minimize the amount of excavation required. 

12. The areas where hand work (shovels, air spades, etc.) is required will be depicted in the 
plans. During construction in addition to the normal Caltrans oversight over the contractor, 
there will be an arborist on site in the park to also ensure that commitments in the plans are 
complied with. 

13. See General Response #3. 
14. Caltrans routinely evaluates the culverts for replacement or improvement.  Durphy Creek 

culvert has not been identified as needing improvement at this time. 
15. Caltrans has proposed to relinquish back to State Parks 0.56 acre of land that is currently in 

the transportation easement. 

https://2.04/2.10
https://1.35/1.36
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. The public review and comment period of the DEIR/EA began December 5, 
2008 and was extended to March 12, 2009. 

2. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 
purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These 
alternatives included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double 
decking the highway through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, 
and several variations of signalization alternatives.  More information is provided 
in Section 1.3.2 of the DEIR/EA. 

3. See General Response #3. 
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1. 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 I-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. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #1. 
3. See General Response #12. 
4. 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 I-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. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #9. 
3. See General Response #2. 
4. See General Response #13 
5. Use of the railroad through the Eel River canyon would require a large amount of 

improvement before it would be viable. Short sea shipping would also require 
improvements in the port before being viable.  Implementing these improvements 
would result in environmental impacts that would have to be evaluated. 
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1. The public review and comment period of the DEIR/EA began December 5, 2008 
and was extended to March 12, 2009. 

2. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 
purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These 
alternatives included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking 
the highway through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several 
variations of signalization alternatives.  More information is provided in Section 
1.3.2 of the DEIR/EA. 

3. See General Response #3. 



 

 
 

 

 
 

1. The road was established in 1915. Much of the lumber used to rebuild San 
Francisco was shipped. 

2. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 

expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  
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 one of the goals in the 
RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.   
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1. Numerous business owners have stated that implementing this project would be a 
benefit and the information provided in our economic study (the “Gallo Report”) 
supports this. 

2. This project was initiated prior to the enactment of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

3. See General Response #6. 
4. See General Response #8. 
5. See General Response #12. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
 

 

 

1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. Dynamic signing was not an option that was considered at this time since without 

improving the roadway geometrics, the deficiencies resulting in the off-tracking of 
STAA trucks would continue to occur. 

4. Increasing enforcement might help motorists be more aware of the conditions in this 
segment of highway, but it would not correct the roadway deficiencies resulting in off-
tracking of STAA vehicles. 

5. The traffic delays that would result from construction of this project would be typical of 
those experienced elsewhere on State highways and are expected average five to ten 
minutes. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Several measures have been incorporated into the project to minimize construction 

and long term impacts to the redwoods which should substantially reduce the 
potential for significant impacts to old growth redwoods.  Both the Caltrans arborist 
as well as an arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League has determined that 
the proposed project would not result in substantial detrimental effect on the root 
health of the old growth redwoods adjacent to the roadway.  While the mitigation 
measure to remove invasive species is “out-of-kind”, it is believed that removing 
non-native vegetation will enhance the environment for the trees.  In addition, 
Caltrans will also be relinquishing about a half acre back to State Parks and 
redwoods could be reestablished there. 

3. See General Response #16. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #12. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #11 regarding why there is a desire for STAA access. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during 
the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of 
doing business. 

3. See General Response #2 regarding impacts to park character. 
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1. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
2. See General Response #11 regarding information on how STAA restriction affects 

small business. 
3. See General Response #3 regarding measures to minimize impacts to the trees. 
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1. See General Response #11 regarding how STAA restriction affects small business. 
2. Motorists traveling through the construction area would experience delays.  These 

delays are anticipated to average five to ten minutes with a maximum delay expected to 
be fifteen minutes.  These delay times are typical for construction along two lane State 
highways. 

3. See General Response #3 regarding minimization measures to protect trees. 
4. The project would not result in long-term increase on noise at Richardson Grove as the 

project would not substantially increase traffic volumes, including truck traffic.  Nor 
does the project appreciably change the travel way to be closer to use areas within the 
park. 

5. The proposed retaining wall is located outside the park in a more developed setting.  
The design of the wall was modified based on comments received during circulation of 
the DEIR/EA. The design modifications include changing the location to the east side 
of the highway and changing the wall type to below the road so it is not visible to 
motorists except for the barrier rail at the edge of the pavement.  The wall is also 100 
feet shorter and requires much less tree removal.  The project does not appreciably 
widen the roadway within the park. The most widening is outside the park to provide 
four foot shoulders. Within the park, two foot shoulders are proposed where there are 
no old growth trees currently abutting the roadway. 

6. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the 
circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing 
business. 

7. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

8. See General Response #1 regarding the purpose and need for the project. 
9. See General Response #14 regarding information about increased truck traffic. 
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1. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 
considered. 

2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

3. See General Response #2 regarding project impacts on park character. 
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1. The underlying purpose of the project is to lift the STAA restriction at this location. 
2. See General Response #1 regarding the purpose of the project. 
3. Goods movement in Humboldt County has limited modal choices.  The 2008 Humboldt 

County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) acknowledges that truck transport is and will 
continue to be the primary method of goods movement.  The RTP also states that Humboldt 
Bay’s marine transport industry in linked to growth in the other primary forms of goods 
movement: truck and rail.  There is no rail servicing the county. Thus, goods loaded on and 
off of commercial shipping vessels would have to be transported to and from the port by 
truck. 

4. Caltrans has provided sufficient documentation that demonstrates that there are no prudent 
and feasible alternatives.  Refer to Appendix B. 

5. It has been determined that the project would not result in a significant impact under NEPA. 
6. We disagree that the overall look and feel of the roadway and the experience of the motorist 

would be fundamentally changed.  There is only minimal widening being proposed in the 
park, areas where two foot shoulders do not currently exist, and where trees abutting the 
pavement don’t preclude widening, two foot shoulders would be added.  The road won’t be 
straightened; it will continue to be on a curvilinear alignment with old growth trees abutting 
the pavement. 

7. The State Office of Historic Preservation concurred with Caltrans’ finding that the portion of 
the archaeological site that would be impacted during construction of the project is not 
eligible for listing in the National Register.  The remaining portion of the site will be 
protected during construction. 

8. 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. An EIS is needed if the project would result in a “jeopardy 
opinion” under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act.  The Section 7 
determination made by US Fish and Wildlife Service for the Richardson Grove project was 
that the proposed project would not result in a jeopardy opinion which does not require 
preparation of an EIS under NEPA. 
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1. See General Response #3 and #15 regarding impacts to the trees. 
2. See General Response #16 regarding information on the corvid proof equipment. 
3. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 

project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #14 regarding the potential for increased traffic. 
2. The capacity of the existing two lane highway would not be increased as a result of 

this project. The roadway through the park is only being minimally widened to add 
up to two foot shoulders where possible. The redwoods abutting the roadway would 
remain. 



1. It is not anticipated that rail will be an available option in the foreseeable future 
for this area. 
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1. See General Response #11 regarding the need for STAA access. 
2. The proposed project is not linked with any Port project, except that both port 

development and the lifting of STAA restrictions at Richardson Grove would 
support goods movement in Humboldt County. 

3. 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, 
agricultural products (including cheese products, the creamery, ranching, lumber 
products, dairies), seafood exporter, clothing manufacturer, local brewery, 
performing arts representatives who rely on STAA trucks to transport the sets for 
local performances, and racing enthusiasts who use STAA trucks to transport 
their racing cars. 

4. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding impacts on park character. 
2. See General Response #14 regarding information on increased truck traffic. 
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1. According to our most recent records, only about 8% of all collisions occurring on US Route 
101 between the City of Santa Rosa and Eureka are related to truck traffic. 

2. It is not anticipated that any on ramps or off ramps on US Route 101 would need to be 
improved to accommodate STAA vehicles.  STAA trucks are not to leave terminal access 
routes such as US Route 101 except where signed and then local streets should have signage 
to approved terminals.  Existing STAA routes on local roads would be required to be 
compliant with Caltrans ramp termini intersections with local roads, otherwise the local 
roads could not be considered STAA routes if there is connection to the State or US 
highway. New STAA local routes might be proposed by local agencies in the future, but it is 
not known where they might be proposed or when.   

3. With the construction of this project, highway conditions are not expected to be any less safe 
than they currently are.  Because there will be revisions 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 somewhat 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 a larger size tractor (if a sleeper 
is included). The load weight restrictions are the same for both STAA and non-STAA 
vehicles. 

4. 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 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 I-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 form non-STAA trucks to STAA trucks which has the potential to 
reduce the number of truck trips. 

5. The project would more aptly be described as a curve modification project rather than a 
widening project. The only widening is minor shoulder widening.  It is unlikely that STAA 
vehicles would affect the safety of passenger vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians substantially 
different from other commercial vehicles. 

6. Total Gross Weight cannot exceed 80,000 lbs with restrictions on individual axle loads, and 
this restriction applies to both STAA and CA Legal vehicles.  The exception is permitted 
loads that will exceed the legal weight due to non-reducible loads (i.e., the load cannot be 
reasonably broken down any smaller).  More information is available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht . 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht


1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #10. 
4. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 



2 

5 

3 

4 

1 

 

 
 



6 

7 

8 

 

 
 



 
 
  
 

  
 

  
  
  

 
 

1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the circulation of 

the draft document.  This modification included changing the location and type of wall.  The 
retaining wall is now proposed on the east side of Route 101 and would be constructed below 
the roadway. This modified design would be 100 feet shorter and would reduce the number 
of trees to be taken (from 30 to 5) and because the wall is below the road, only the barrier rail 
would be visible to motorists. 

4. See General Response #11. 
5. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

6. See General Response #13. 
7. See General Response #4. 
8. See General Response #5. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. Your comments regarding State Route 255 have been passed on to staff working on 

the Feasibility Study for improvements on HUM-255. 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
 

  

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #2 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. 

4. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the 

circulation of the draft document.  The modifications include changing the location and 
the type of the retaining wall. The wall is now proposed on the east side of Route 101 
as a below the roadway wall rather than an above the road wall.  Since it is constructed 
below the road, the wall is much less visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  
The modified wall is also a 100 feet shorter and reduces the number of tree removals 
from 30 to 5. 

4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #16. 
2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive 
as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for 
the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

3. See General Response #13. 
4. See General Response #12. 
5. See General Response #5. 
6. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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1. Route 101 predates the establishment of the park and provides access to the park.  
Caltrans is committed to working with State Parks to come up with a plan that would 
result in minimizing impacts to park resources.  The improvements to Route 101 
through the park include realigning the curves that restrict STAA access, providing 
two foot shoulders in spot locations where they don’t presently exist and where trees 
abutting the existing roadway don’t preclude them, as well as providing some 
drainage improvements. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #1 and #11. 
3. Constructing the project would fulfill one of the objectives identified in the 

County’s Regional Transportation Plan.  Trucking will remain the primary mode for 
goods movement for the County for the near future.   

4. See General Response #3. 
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1. There are a total of thirty trees in the park proposed for removal.  Only two redwoods 
within the park are proposed for removal, a six-inch diameter tree and a seven-inch 
diameter tree.  No old growth trees are proposed for removal.  Construction would 
occur in the structural root zone (circular area with a radius three times the diameter of 
the trunk of the tree) of several redwood trees within the park.  However, all 
excavation below the finish grade within the structural root zone area except for the 
culvert work would be done via “hand work” with shovels, pick axes, or pneumatic 
excavators like air spades to minimize disturbance or damage to the roots from large 
equipment.  Since most of the proposed excavation would occur in the vicinity of the 
outer 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 a pneumatic excavator would clear 
the soil away from the roots, then the roots would be laid down and fill placed over 
the roots. 

2. See General Response #13. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. 

4. See General Response #14. 
5. See General Response #9. 
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1. Redwood trees can adapt to the impacts associated with roads as noted from existing 
highways such as Route 101 at this location as well as along Route 254- “The Avenue 
of the Giants.” Several measures have been incorporated into the plans that would 
minimize the impacts of construction as well as long term impacts on the trees.  The 
measures include hand work in the vicinity of the trees, using permeable structural 
section for the roadway that will allow more water to get to the tree roots, using 
pneumatic excavators like an air spades to minimize cutting the roots, and 
incorporating roots in the fill rather than cutting them.  For more information see 
Appendix B of the FEIR/EA. 

2. See General Response #8. 
3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 

Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as 
there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the 
Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #10. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #10. 
4. See General Response #8. 
5. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive 
as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for 
the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #10. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and 

the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
4. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #15. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
4. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #10. 
4. See General Response #3. 
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1. Total Gross Weight cannot exceed 80,000 lbs with restrictions on individual axle 
loads, and this restriction applies to both STAA and CA Legal vehicles.  The 
exception is permitted loads that will exceed the legal weight due to non-reducible 
loads (i.e., the load cannot be reasonably broken down any smaller).  More 
information is available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht . 

2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #13. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht
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See attachment next page. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  
  
  

1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #2. 
4. See General Response #15. 
5. See General Response #16. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. Currently, infrastructure improvements are necessary to develop short sea shipping 

in Humboldt Bay, and funding for these improvements have not yet been 
identified. And, while short sea shipping may be an option in the future, it will not 
be practical for all shipping needs such as time sensitive goods or animals.  In 
addition, Humboldt Bay has a couple of major disadvantages that must be 
overcome before short sea shipping would be perceived as viable.  As stated in the 
Port of Humboldt Bay Harbor Revitalization Plan, the Bay’s limited inland access 
by both rail and trucks is a key disadvantage since Interstate 5 is a major route for 
goods movement due to its access to major population centers from California to 
Washington.  This lack of inland access combined with Humboldt County’s small 
population and limited economic base makes Humboldt Bay less desirable than 
other competing ports. 

3. Your comments on the Route 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor project have been 
forwarded to the project development team for that project. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. The areas mentioned are outside the project limits of the proposed project.  While 
there may be historical geological issues, as so much of the area is geologically 
unstable, it would be cost prohibitive to do preventive projects to improve the 
stability for all the roadways. 

2. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #15. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. See General Response #8. 

3 

2 

1 

 

 

  
  
  



 
 

  
 

 

3 

1 

2 

1. See General Response #8. 
2. Without making the modifications to the alignment the issue of off-tracking of the 

STAA vehicles would not be solved. Having a pilot car would not resolve the issue of 
STAA vehicles encroaching into opposing lane of traffic which results from the 
geometric deficiencies in the alignment. 

3. STAA trucks are not to leave terminal access routes except where signed and then 
local streets should have signage to approved terminals. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. There should be minimal alteration of the drainage patterns.  The project area is relatively 

flat and the 0.3 acre of increased pavement would not substantially alter the runoff amounts 
over the existing situation. 

3. With the implementation of storm water best management practices and erosion control 
measures there should be little potential for silt and debris to enter the South Fork of the Eel 
River. The largest potential will be where the cut banks would be constructed.  Water quality 
measures are identified in Section 2.2.1 in the document. 

4. Local area business owners will be invited to a meeting prior to construction to discuss 
traffic management during construction and the communication plan that will be in place to 
inform the public of construction issues. 

5. See General Response #7. 
6. See General Response #13. 
7. Access to all businesses and residences including Singing Trees will be maintained.  The 

biggest temporary impacts to Singing Trees would be during the construction of the retaining 
wall. Delays due to the signal are estimated to be approximately five to ten minutes with a 
maximum delay of fifteen minutes.  In addition to delays in accessing the facility when the 
signal is in operation, the employees and residents of the Singing Trees facility would be 
affected by noise during construction.  It is estimated that there would be a minimum of night 
work construction for this project. Most construction activities in the vicinity of Singing 
Trees would not occur over long periods of time (typically a few days per activity) with the 
exception of building the retaining wall.  The wall construction would involve drilling and 
not pile driving. 

8. The intent of the project is not to reduce travel time but to remove the last remaining STAA 
restriction on Route 101 from the San Francisco area to Humboldt County. 

9. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there are 
many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans District 1 
office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  However, the 
California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of project priorities 
and funding. 

10. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #16. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #15. 
3. See General Response #16. 
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1. Careful planning in consultation with a biologist and an arborist to minimize 
impacts to the redwood ecosystem has gone on for this project.  Special measures 
have been incorporated into the specifications for construction to minimize 
impacts to the roots of redwoods.  See Appendix B of the DEIR/EA for more 
information. 

2. Regardless of the speed traveled, the current road geometrics result in STAA 
trucks off-tracking over the center line encroaching into the opposing lane.  Thus, 
only realigning the existing curves or major widening would accommodate 
STAA trucks on the existing highway without off-tracking.  The redwood trees 
abutting the roadway are currently being struck by vehicles causing damage to 
the trees. 

3. Removing the two big leaf maples should not substantially open the canopy.  
There are numerous trees in the immediate surroundings that will remain.  Refer 
to the simulations in Appendix K. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Subsequent to the draft environmental document being circulated to the public, a 

design modification for the retaining wall was developed.  The modification 
includes changing the location and type of wall, from the west side of the roadway 
to the east and from an above the road wall to a below the road wall.  Since the wall 
is constructed below the road it would not be visible to motorists except for the 
barrier rail. This modified wall is shorter and would also decrease the number of 
trees to be removed from 30 to 5. 

3. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 
and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. The railroad and shipping are not currently available.  Both would require major 

infrastructure improvements.  Movement of goods into and out of Humboldt 
County is expected to be accomplished via trucks for the foreseeable future. 

3. The planting palette of the revegetation plan has been carefully considered to fit 
in. In addition, removing invasive species in the project area should enhance the 
natural ecosystem. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #8. 
4. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove 



 
 

  
  
 

1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. Short sea shipping is not currently available.  Infrastructure improvements would 

be necessary for short sea shipping in Humboldt County.  While it may be an 
option in the future, it will not be practical for all shipping needs such as time 
sensitive goods or animals. 
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1. See General Response #15. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. The intent of the project is not to increase the speed of traffic through the park 
but rather to improve the roadway geometrics so that the STAA restriction can be 
lifted. The proposed project actually introduces curves into the alignment 
resulting in the curves being initiated earlier so that vehicles have begun going 
into the curves prior to reaching the trees causing the geometric deficiency.  The 
posted speed limit will not be increased as a result of the proposed 
improvements. 

2. No concrete barriers are proposed within the park.  The only widening being 
proposed within the park is to add two foot shoulders in spot locations where 
there is no shoulder and there are no trees immediately abutting the roadway that 
would preclude adding shoulders. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. It has been estimated that utilizing STAA vehicles could reduce the number of trips 
which would help reduce fuel use. The STAA trucks are the industry standard and are 
the size of vehicle commonly in use throughout the nation.  The non-STAA sized 
trucks are becoming increasingly harder to find as trucking companies replace their 
fleet with the STAA-sized vehicles.  Thus, the non-STAA vehicles tend to be older 
vehicles as the newer vehicles are the industry standard- sized trucks.  Smaller 
businesses which don’t have their own fleet but rely on trucking companies for 
importing and exporting their products are finding it more difficult to reliably access 
these non-standard sized vehicles. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. With little to no shoulder present on the roadway through the park and the 

highway design geometrics resulting in STAA vehicles off-tracking over the 
center line and encroaching into the opposing lane, just yielding won’t solve the 
problem. 



1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #12. 
2. The businesses most affected from the lack of STAA vehicles appear to be small 

businesses that rely on trucking companies to transport their imported and exported 
products. It is not expected that the project would result in increased traffic.  The 
physical alterations in the park should not result in long term harm to any 
businesses; however, traffic delays during construction may have some short term 
adverse effects to businesses in the proximity to the construction area. 

3. The Gallo Report was peer reviewed and is available upon request. 
4. See General Response #14. 
5. See General Response #5. 
6. Currently infrastructure improvements are necessary for short sea shipping in 

Humboldt County.  While it may be an option in the future, it will not be practical 
for all shipping needs such as time sensitive goods or animals. 



1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. See General Response #12. 
4. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. Without making the modifications to the alignment the issue of off-tracking of the 

STAA vehicles would not be solved. 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 are little to no 
shoulders to use. 



 

 

 1. Caltrans is proposing to realign curves and provide shoulders on an existing 
highway. The proposed project would not remove any old growth trees.  The 
largest trees proposed to be removed are twenty four inches in diameter. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. Without making the modifications to the alignment the issue of off-tracking of the 

STAA vehicles would not be solved. 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 are 
little to no shoulders to use. 
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1. The proposed project is not expected to increase traffic so it shouldn’t result in long 
term adverse effects to the atmosphere. 

2. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. The bypass alternative that was evaluated in the past had an estimated cost of $600 

million.  There has been no indication that this amount of funding would be available 
for this project under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #4. 

 

 

  
  



1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. The primary purpose of the project is to provide STAA access.  With the proposed 
roadway modifications it is expected that some safety benefits would also be 
achieved. 

2. See General Response #12 regarding growth inducing effects. 
3. See General Response #14 regarding impacts to truck volumes. 
4. The benefits of STAA access are experienced by existing businesses and residents.  In 

terms of attracting new development, other factors rather than STAA access are more 
influential in the decision to locate in Humboldt County. 

5. Section 2.4 on cumulative impacts has been revised. 
6. Caltrans has been working closely with State Parks throughout the project 

development process in order to minimize the impacts of the project to both the 
resources and the operations of the park. 

7. Despite the presence of the highway and the developed portions of the park including 
residences, parking lots, roads, and campgrounds there is a natural community that 
coexists alongside these uses. 

8. The primary disturbance to the natural community as a result of this project is during 
construction which would be temporary. US Route 101 provides the north-south 
access to Humboldt County and predates the establishment of the park and, in fact, 
provides the only access to the park. Park uses were developed around the existence 
of the highway. 

9. Other modes of goods movement such as railroad and shipping are not currently 
available in Humboldt County.  Humboldt County is not self sustaining and requires 
imports and exports t maintain the current quality of life.  Trucks will be used for 
goods movement for the foreseeable future.  Both the Caltrans certified arborist and 
Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League, 
have concluded that the project would not result in substantial effects to the trees 
including their root health with the protection measures in place. 

10. The project would not substantially affect the operations or resources of the park. 
11. See Response #7 above. 
12. The mission statement for Caltrans is to improve mobility which includes goods 

movement.  One of the values of Caltrans is stewardship of resources.  With the 
protection measures in place during construction, the implementation of the mitigation 
measures as outlined in the FEIR/FONSI, impacts resulting from the project are 
minimized and the highway and the natural community will continue to coexist.   

13. As the proposed project is to remove STAA restrictions on an existing highway, it 
stands to reason that the changes being proposed to the roadway accommodate trucks.  
That does not mean that the modifications proposed do not take adjacent resources 
into consideration when planning and designing for the project. 

14. In making the roadway improvements at Richardson Grove, Caltrans is complying  
with federal regulations.  Constructing the project would also fulfill one of the 
objectives identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan to benefit goods 
movement.  Benefits would be experienced by not only the residents and businesses of 
Humboldt County, but also by those who are currently forced to travel lengthy detours 
due to the STAA restrictions at Richardson Grove.  The size restriction affects not 
only businesses. It has been reported that performing groups have been affected since 
the sets in their productions are transported in STAA vehicles.  continued 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

14. Motorsport enthusiasts have reported that they utilize STAA vehicles to transport 
their racing cars. It has also been reported that since STAA access into Humboldt 
County is available from the north, the exemption for household goods moving vans 
through this area has been rescinded.  With the STAA restriction in place, these 
motorists, among others, are forced to use a lengthy detour which at least doubles the 
mileage required to access Humboldt County. 

15. The document does state why the project was proposed in Section 1 of the document. 
16. The top priority at Caltrans is not commerce, however, removing the STAA 

restriction at Richardson Grove is the primary purpose of this proposed project.  The 
park and highway coexist and share some common goals as Route 101 provides the 
only access t the park for both visitors and staff.  Over the years, the park has 
developed in association with the highway’s presence.  Throughout the planning 
process for this project, Caltrans has partnered with State Parks in developing this 
project to ensure that State Park’s concerns were taken into consideration. 

17. All of these statements are correct; they are just different characterizations of the facts 
so the reader can better put the facts into context.  (It should be noted that the last 
statement actually refers to Appendix I and the statement actually reads, “Over half of 
these trees to be removed are tan oaks, followed in abundance by Douglas firs…” 
Thus, in this statement, the word ‘abundance’ refers to the fact that the number of 
Douglas fir trees proposed to be removed is second only to the number of tan oaks 
proposed to be removed.)  It should be noted that a design modification for the 
retaining wall was developed subsequent to the draft document being circulated.  The 
modification included the wall type and location, modifying the wall to a below the 
road wall on the east from the original above the road wall on the west.  This 
modification makes the wall less visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  See 
the simulations in Appendix K.  The redesigned wall is 100 feet shorter and reduces 
the number of tree to be removed from approximately thirty to five.   

18. As stated above, the statements are all factual and do not contradict themselves.  In 
addition, the project plans provided in Appendix L of the FEIR graphically portray 
each of the trees proposed to be removed. 

19. Attempting to provide the reader a context for the facts by characterizing the facts in 
different ways is perceived as being helpful not careless. 

20. None of the planning or design efforts for this project have been careless.  Careful 
consideration has been utilized in all aspects of the project. 

21. The selected alternative contains the design modification for the retaining wall.  The 
modified design requires five trees to be removed. 

22. Information on the trees to be removed are shown in Table 8 and Appendix L. 
23. As stated in the document, there will be monitors on site during construction to 

ensure protection measures are adhered to.  There will be archaeological monitor, 
Native American monitor, and an arborist present to monitor ground disturbing 
activities within the park.  In addition, there will also be a Caltrans environmental 
construction liaison to oversee construction activities as deemed appropriate.  The 
Caltrans Resident Engineer would also be on site ensuring compliance with the plans 
and specifications. 

24. The monitors will report to the Caltrans Resident Engineer who oversees the 
contractor and is ultimately responsible for ensuring that construction occurs 
according to the plans and specifications developed for the project. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

25. It staff fail to comply with plans, specifications, permit conditions, or special 
provisions, Caltrans has the ability to replace personnel.  If permit conditions are 
violated, regulatory agencies can demand a fine or stop the activity resulting in the 
violation. The monitors are not known at this time as the project has not yet been put 
out to bid. The monitors will be present any time ground disturbing work is 
occurring within the park. 

26. The monitors will report to the Resident Engineer overseeing the contractor to have 
the work halted. Regulatory agencies can impose fines if permit conditions are 
violated, or they can just issue warnings of the violation.  Caltrans can withhold 
payment to the contractor, replace staff, implement corrective actions, or direct the 
work of the contractor to ensure compliance with contract provisions. 

27. The monitors will report to the Resident Engineer who has the final authority over all 
activities occurring during construction.  It is likely that the monitors will be required 
to keep some sort of daily journal reporting on the day’s activities.  The special 
provisions outlining the duties for the monitors is currently under preparation.  Since 
hand work is required in the structural root zone of old growth redwoods in the park, 
the potential for unintentional severing of roots is low.  It is likely that pneumatic 
excavators will be used for excavating in these areas which uses compressed air so 
there is little damage to the roots. 

28. See General Response #3 regarding information on the minimization measures 
incorporated to protect the trees. 

29. Wherever possible the roots will be incorporated into the structural section, not cut.  
In addition, the use of pneumatic excavators will be used which use compressed air to 
remove the soil from around the roots. 

30. No field studies have been conducted. Both the Caltrans certified arborist and Dennis 
Yniguez, an independent consulting arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods 
League, have reviewed the project plans.  Mr. Yniguez notes, “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.”  He 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.” 

31. While the root system extends quite a distance from the tree trunk, the critical area of 
most concern is the structural root zone, which is defined as three times the diameter 
of the trunk. Work that would occur within the structural root zone of redwoods 
thirty inches in diameter or greater would be done by handwork except for the culvert  
improvement work. 

32. Caltrans acknowledges that increasing the impervious surface is an adverse effect but 
it is not a significant adverse effect.  It has been determined that the project would 
increase the impervious surface in the structural root zone of the trees by five percent. 

33. The project does include mitigation for the increase in impervious surface.  A 
restroom and foundation that is no longer in use in the park will be removed.  This 
would remove approximately 900 square feet of impervious surface in the immediate 
area of the roadway improvements. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

34. See Response #30 above. 
35. The root flare is the increase taper of the trunk as it enters the ground.  The brow log 

keeps the root flare above the ground which is a component for optimum health of the 
tree. 25 percent of the trees affected by fill would have depths of two inches or less.  
54 percent of the trees affected by fill would have depths up to six inches.  And 
nearly 75 percent of the trees affected by fill would have depths up to twelve inches.   

36. The out of kind mitigation of removing invasive plants is an enhancement measure.   
Other minimization measures such as not using heavy equipment within the structural 
root zone, irrigating during construction, using brow logs, using a thinner structural 
section so excavation is minimized, and incorporating the roots into the structural 
section rather than cutting the roots are also measures incorporated into the project to 
minimize the impacts of construction on the trees. 

37. It has been determined by certified arborists that the adverse effects to the trees from 
construction are not significant. 

38. See Response #36 above for measures being incorporated into the plans to minimize 
impacts.  It is not the intent that excavation would occur by digging with bare hands, 
but rather that excavation would not occur by the more normal method of using heavy 
equipment such as back hoes, excavators, and similar equipment. 

39. The wording has been revised in the final to reflect that the pneumatic excavator is a 
piece of mechanical equipment.  There will be some flexibility as to how the 
excavation would occur. What is restricted is using heavy equipment to excavate 
within the structural root zone of redwoods thirty inches or greater in the park.  The 
roots of trees abutting the roadway will never be left “completely alone.”  Routine 
road maintenance of Route 101 would occur with or without implementation of this 
project. 

40. See Response #23 above. 
41. It is likely that more than one tree at a time would have work occurring around it.  A 

certified arborist will be one of the monitors utilized for this project.   
42. Vandalism cannot be prevented.  However, it is not likely that many people would be 

traversing the area where the brow logs would be placed since there are no trails 
immediately adjacent to the highway and only minimal shoulders.  The brow logs 
would be incorporated into the fill and would be difficult to move.  The intent of the 
brow log is to decay over time. 

43. See Response #23 above. 
44. Yes the vegetation removal could occur during the early part of the nesting season of 

the Northern spotted owls. However, none of the trees to be removed are trees 
appropriate for nesting for the Northern spotted owl as determined by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  Therefore, the vegetation removal was determined not to be a 
substantial adverse effect to the owl.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service determined 
that construction activities would not likely result in mortality of the Northern spotted 
owl, their young, or the eggs. 

45. The archaeological monitor, Native American monitor, and arborist would be onsite  
when ground disturbing construction activities are occurring.  The minimization 
measures would be incorporated into the contract plans and specifications. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

46. The culverts are deteriorated.  If left unimproved, they could rust through and water could 
undermine the culvert leading to the culvert failing and resulting in sediment entering the 
river and necessitating a road closure until the culvert is repaired.  The improvements will 
ensure that culverts are functioning properly ensuring that erosion doesn’t develop which 
could add sediment loads to the river.   A design modification has been developed which 
eliminates the use of liners and replaces the culverts instead, except for the culvert at PM 
1.18 which would just have an inlet improvement.   

47. See Response #46 above. 
48. Monitors will be onsite when ground disturbing activities are occurring. 
49. The monitors will be ensuring proper compliance with the plans and specifications of the 

contract. The commitments contained in the environmental document and the permit 
conditions will be incorporated into the plans and specifications. 

50. See General Response #16. 
51. The operation of several pieces of equipment at one time is a common occurrence when 

constructing public work projects and was taken into account when US Fish and Wildlife 
Service issued their Biological Opinion. 

52. See Response #51 above. 
53. When consulting with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, (FWS) for this project, presence 

of Marbled murrelet and Northern spotted owl in the vicinity of the project area was 
assumed.  The Biological Opinion issued by FWS took this factor of harassment into 
account. 

54. The Biological Opinion issued by FWS took this into account. 
55. The Biological Opinion issued by FWS took night work into account when they made 

their determination that 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 owls in and near the project 
area. 

56. One of the minimization measures is no construction activity at sunrise and sunset during 
the Marbled murrelet breeding season. 

57. Modeling was used to estimate what the noise levels would be during construction.  The 
modeling takes into account terrain. 

58. For highway transportation projects with the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) 
involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing 
regulations (23 CFR 772) govern the analysis of traffic noise impacts.  This method 
evaluates all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a weighting that reflects the 
fact that human hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and extreme high frequencies 
than in mid-range frequencies.  It also averages the “pulses” with the continuous noise. 

59. The existing noise environment were estimated through modeling utilizing FHWA TNA 
(version 2.5) as well as field noise measurement.  The field measurement was obtained 
by using a sound meter set up within the campground at Madrone loop site #70.  It is not 
anticipated that daily sound levels during construction will be measured.  continued 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

59. If night work occurs during construction, it would be limited to a total of twenty 
days. 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.   

60. As stated previously, certified arborists have determined that the project would not 
substantially affect the trees.  It is not expected that any nest trees would be lost as a 
result of this project. 

61. To minimize adverse impacts to migrating Marbled murrelet during the breeding 
season (between March 24 and September 15) there will be no construction activity 
in the morning for a three-hour period starting one hour before sunrise until two 
hours after sunrise, then in the evening no construction activity in the three-hour 
period starting two hours before sunset until one hour after sunset.  

62. Night lighting could affect Northern spotted owls.  Directing the lights downward is 
an attempt to limit the impacts of the lights. 

63. The FEIR acknowledges that construction-related noise would temporarily impact 
noise levels in the vicinity of the construction activities. 

64. The determinations in the environmental document did not just rely on the 
CNDDB. As stated previously, presence of listed birds in the project area was 
assumed. 

65. No additional biological studies are anticipated, other than the Marbled murrelet 
survey. Section 7 consultation for the Federal Endangered Species Act concluded 
with the issuance of the Biological Opinion by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

66. See Response #63 above. 
67. The determination of the level of effect on the Western pond turtle was made by the 

project biologist. 
68. As you stated, the Pacific fisher is a shy species.  The human activity level of the 

highway, campground, and other park amenities would likely discourage the 
presence of the fisher. 

69. The two year survey is a conservation measure identified in the Biological Opinion.  
This information will be used to assist in the recovery of the species.  The 
information is not being used to assess level of impact to the species as a result of 
the project. 

70. The survey would begin in 2011. Again, the results of the survey are not intended 
to determine level of impact to the species as a result of the project. 

71. No. As there was no projected ‘take’ of a listed species, no incidental take permit is 
required. 



 
 
 
 

 
 

  
 
 

72. See Response #71 above. 
73. Caltrans has determined that no significant adverse effect would result from the project 

with the minimization measures in place. 
74. The cumulative effects section has been revised. 
75. See the revised cumulative effects section. 
76. Reducing the speed limit will not correct the geometric deficiencies which result in off-

tracking of STAA vehicles. 



1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #7. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. The retaining wall was proposed in order to minimize impacts, including the 

number of trees to be removed.  A design modification was developed subsequent 
to the circulation of the draft document.  The modification changed the location and 
type of the wall from the west side of the highway to the east side and from an 
above the road wall to a below the road wall.  Since the wall is constructed below 
the road, it is not visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  In addition, the 
modified design is shorter and reduces the tree removals from 30 to 5. 

4. See General Response #10. 
5. See General Response #9. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. 

3. See General Response #2. 



1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. STAA vehicles would be used to import products used by local businesses in 

producing their goods as well as importing goods ready for sale and exporting 
local products to external markets. 

3. The proposed project is on Route 101 not Route 254, which is also known as the 
Avenue of the Giants. 

4. See General Response #3. 
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1. Caltrans has considered the potential adverse impacts of the proposed project.  Measures to 
avoid and minimize impacts have been incorporated into the project; refer to Appendix D in 
the document. 

2. See General Response #1. 
3. See General Response #2. 
4. STAA vehicles are not expected to appreciably increase storm water pollution over that of 

other trucks. 
5. See General Response #14. 
6. The project proposes improvements to an existing highway.  Development within the State 

Park would be under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Parks and Recreation. 
7. Caltrans concurs that storm water runoff from roads can contain contaminants. 
8. Caltrans has worked with a certified arborist and biologist regarding the development of the 

project. The requirement for hand work in the park and the use of an pneumatic excavator 
such as an air spade is not expected to result in significant impacts to old growth redwood 
trees. The current concept plan for this segment of Route 101 is the highway facility 
remaining a two lane conventional highway.  With the proposed project lifting the STAA 
restrictions, it is not anticipated that further alterations to the highway facility other than 
routine maintenance would be proposed.  Typically, maintenance activities require minimal 
to no ground disturbance, thus additional root cutting is not projected for this segment of 
highway. 

9. See General Response #3. 
10. Refer to Section 2.4 of the DEIR/EA for a discussion of cumulative impacts. 
11. See General Response #4. 
12. See General Response #5. 
13. See General Response #6. 
14. See General Response #7. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #13. 
4. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. . 

5. Shoulders are being widened to four feet outside the park to better accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians.  Within the park, widening on existing roadway to create 
wider shoulders is not possible without removal of several old growth redwoods.  The 
project proposes to add two foot shoulders within the park where no shoulders currently 
exist and where the trees do not preclude widening.  Any separate bike or pedestrian path 
beyond the highway would need to be constructed on parkland; and therefore, would 
have to be done by or in association with State Parks since they are the agency owning 
the land. 
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1. See General Response #12. 
2. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 

purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives 
included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway 
through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of 
signalization alternatives. More information is provided in Section 1.3.2 of the 
DEIR/EA. 

3. See General Response #9. 
4. See General Response #8. 
5. See General Response #1. 
6. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority 
project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County 
Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission 
determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 



1. See General Response #13. 
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1. The word “improve” is accurate as the geometrics of the roadway are being improved so that 
the end result is closer to meeting design standards. 

2. The document has been revised to reflect the exemption granted to livestock carriers.  It has 
been reported that moving vans are no longer being exempted from the STAA restriction and 
that the California Highway Patrol has been issuing tickets.  The reason being given is that 
Humboldt County is accessible by STAA from the north via Route 101, and since there is a 
route available, the special circumstances that allowed the exemption no longer exist. 

3. The reduced speed limit was not in effect at the time the draft document was prepared.  The 
final document has been revised to reflect the change in speed limit. 

4. The final document has been revised. 
5. This statement was derived from the County’s Regional Transportation Plan and statements 

made by County staff as well as local business owners. 
6. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and the 

funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects.  Improvements at Richardson 
Grove to accommodate goods movement has been identified as an objective in the County’s 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

7. Most State and US highways in California were originally constructed decades ago and thus 
the alignments of these highways would not meet today’s design standards.  In addition, they 
were constructed prior to the enactment of the federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 
1982. US Route 101 is not unique is this respect.  US Route 101 is designated as a Terminal 
Access Route for STAA vehicles. 

8. What differentiates US Route 101 from the other State highways within District 1 is that Route 
101 is designated as a Terminal Access Route for STAA and the other State highways are not.  
Refer to Figure 3 in the document which illustrates this.  

9. The model program evaluates the feasibility of a particular alignment for STAA irrespective of 
speed. 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.  The curve radii used in the 
modeling had a design speed of 30 mph. 

10. The Cambridge Systematics study did not include the raw data that this conclusion is based 
upon. 

11. The Humboldt County Workforce Investment Board (WIB) is composed of 34 members 
representing business, community-based organizations, elected officials, education, labor 
organizations, and local government.  For more information on the organization and its 
member list, refer to http://www.humboldtwib.com/about.php. WIB has not released the raw 
data to Caltrans. 

12. In comparing statewide collision averages for highways, highways are grouped into 67 
categories using such characteristics as the number of lanes, the average traffic volumes, 
whether the adjacent land use is rural, suburban or urban, the classification of the highway 
(whether it is a conventional highway, freeway or expressway), the speed, and the terrain 
(whether the terrain is flat, rolling, or mountainous).  The evaluation is not a strict comparison 
of the collision rates of one highway to another, but a comparison of one highway to the group 
of highways with similar characteristics, which together, compose the statewide average. 

13. See Response #12 above. 
14. The purpose of the project is not to improve safety per se.  The improvements in safety would 

occur as a side benefit to making the highway accessible for STAA vehicles.  The purpose of 
the project is to provide STAA access on US Route 101 at Richardson Grove.  By making this 

http://www.humboldtwib.com/about.php


 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

improvement at Richardson Grove, Caltrans is implementing one of the objectives identified in 
the County’s Regional Transportation Plan. 

15.  See Response #14 above. 
16. The purpose of the project is to provide STAA access at this location.  Reducing the speed to 

35 mph does not accomplish the purpose of the project. 
17. See General Response #8. 
18. Better enforcement does not correct the deficiencies in the roadway alignment that lead to off-

tracking. 
19. Improving the curve radii and widening shoulders in the park would slightly improve the 

facility for bicyclists and pedestrians. North of the park, the shoulders will be widened to four 
feet to better accommodate non-motorized travelers.  Within the park it is not possible to 
widen shoulders to four feet on the present alignment without substantial tree removal.  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 US 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. 

20. Accommodating STAA vehicles at this location is identified in the current and past County 
Regional Transportation Plans.  Providing for STAA access would affect more than just a 
select few businesses. The STAA restriction affects a cross section of businesses including 
such diverse interests as local manufacturing firms, dairy owners, clothing manufacturers, 
ranching businesses, lumber product representatives, a creamery, and performing arts 
representatives who rely on the STAA vehicles to transport the sets for local performances.  

21. The text in the final has been revised. 
22. No specific alternatives were identified.  The study referred to in the document to develop 

options for accommodating goods movement was never fully initiated.  A Request for Proposal 
to potential consultants to identify alternatives and prepare the study was developed, but the 
effort was dropped when the Richardson Grove Operational Improvement project was 
initiated. 

23. Typically there are no roots in the existing pavement and base material of the structural section 
of highway. Any roots would typically be below the structural section of the roadway since 
one of the purposes of the structural section is to provide a stable base for the asphalted section 
of roadway; the structural section is compacted to prevent rutting from traffic loads.  The 
standard practice for the existing roadway would have been to remove any roots before placing 
the base material. 

24. There are no old growth redwoods on this slope.  The slope across from Singing Trees that has 
the proposed cut is primarily vegetated with tan oaks, with a couple of Douglas fir trees.  Refer 
to the Layout map, Appendix L. 

25. Subsequent to the circulation of the DEIR/EA, a design modification for the retaining wall  
was developed subsequent to the circulation of the draft environmental document.  The 
modification included changing the location and type of wall, from the west side of the 
highway to the east side and changing the type of wall from an above the road wall to a below 
the road wall.  Since the wall is constructed below the road, it is much less visible to motorists 
except for the barrier rail.  The modified design of the wall would require much less tree 
removal (5 trees as compared to approximately 30 trees of the original wall proposal).  The 
modified wall would not be visible from most of the structures which compose the Singing 
Trees facility. 



  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

26. Standard practice is not to mitigate for construction impacts to businesses. 
27. The intent of the sentence is to state that the improvements which could help lower the 

collision rate would not occur with the No Build alternative, not that the No Build Alternative 
would lower the collision rate. 

28. Queuing at traffic signals in Willits does cause problems in Willits, especially when traffic 
volumes are particularly high such as before and after holidays.  There is currently a proposal 
for a bypass of Willits that would resolve many of the issues of queuing in Willits. 

29. There are standards for where the signals are placed in relation to the location where the 
proposed roadwork is to occur. One factor that determines the standard is the longer the 
distance that is under traffic control, the longer the wait times would be. 

30. The basis for stating that the project would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns is 
that current drainage patterns are being maintained except for the two locations where the 
project would correct erosion in areas where runoff is going over an unprotected slope rather 
than directed to a drainage.  The additional improvements to drainage consist of culvert work, 
primarily replacing culverts at the same location.  An evaluation is done that looks at such 
factors as the potential for erosion, the amount of ground disturbance that is proposed, the 
steepness of terrain, the precipitation rates, and other factors.  The project does not add a 
substantial amount of impervious surface and the roadway is on generally flat terrain, thus, the 
runoff rates are not expected to change substantially over the existing rates. 

31. A noise study was conducted for the project. There would not be a permanent noise increase 
as a result of the project as the project does not result in moving the traffic lanes substantially 
closer to sensitive receptors (residences, schools, campsites) nor would the project 
substantially increase traffic volumes.  Adding STAA vehicles to the existing highway would 
not result in substantially increasing the groundbourne vibration. 

32. The project would not result in substantial impacts to the community character, cohesion, or 
quality of life; nor does the project result in relocations of either residences or businesses, 
including populations protected under environmental justice.  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 do 
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. 

33. The text has been revised to indicate that the project area includes the community of Piercy.  
The document acknowledges that the project may affect emergency service providers, see 
Section 2.1.4. Impacts to emergency responders resulting from this project are similar to that 
experienced in any construction project on a two lane State highway.  For traffic control under 
the direction of flaggers, any emergency responders will be given priority access through the 
construction. In addition, the contractor is required to submit to Caltrans a document called a 
Traffic Handling Contingency Plan addressing such items as emergency opening of a lane 
closure and other traffic handling issues during construction.  A meeting prior to construction 
will be held with law enforcement and emergency responders to discuss how this process will 
work. 

34. Both the Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist contracted by Save the 
Redwoods League, have determined that with the special conditions in place as described in 



 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

the document, there would be no significant detrimental effect on root health or the availability 
of water to the roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway construction.  Mr. 
Yniguez also noted 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.” 

35. If there is evidence of die-off in the grove, Caltrans would work with State Parks to discover 
the cause and implement measures to rectify the problem. 

36. The study was initiated, conducted, and funded by the County. 
37. A study was performed to evaluate the traffic impacts of implementing the Del Norte County 

STAA access projects in conjunction with Richardson Grove.  It was determined that the level 
of service on US Route 101 would not decrease as a result of implementing the STAA 
improvement projects. 

38. The price of fuel is relative.  Regardless of the size of the vehicle, the fuel price is the same.  
The reduction in shipping costs is realized by not having to transfer loads from non-STAA 
vehicles to STAA vehicles.  By not having to off-load goods, time delays and labor costs are 
reduced. 

39. See General Response #6. 
40. The project was initiated in July 2007. The first public meeting was held two months later in 

September 2007 and was the first of four public meetings held for the project. 
41. Members of the general public were represented in the Technical Advisory Group (TAG). 
42. Typically when Caltrans formulates a technical advisory group, representatives from 

established environmental organizations are asked to participate, rather than sending out a 
general request for participation.  This is partly to keep the size of the meeting participants to a 
manageable and effective number, but also it is important that members be committed to 
attending meetings consistently so that progress occurs more smoothly.  Official members of 
the TAG representing the general public included elected officials as well as representatives 
from Save the Redwoods League and the Sierra Club.  In addition, the mailing list for sending 
minutes of the meetings and other material included representatives from the Northcoast 
Environmental Center and the Environmental Protection Information Center (EPIC).  

43. Not sure what is meant by your question.  The County, elected officials, and several business 
owners have been very active in urging Caltrans to pursue the project.  From before inception 
of the project, Caltrans involved representatives from the environmental community, law 
enforcement, and State Parks in TAG which culminated in the identification of the current 
operational improvement project.  The project affects goods movement in the County and 
goods movement inherently affects businesses.  As stated above, opening up STAA access at 
this location is identified as an objective in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan.  By 
virtue of being included in the Regional Transportation Plan, such a project is, by definition, a 
priority of the County. 

44. The standard practice is to put public notices in a newspaper of general circulation that services 
the project area. Information about the project has appeared numerous times in the Ukiah 
Daily Journal, North Coast Journal, and the Redwood Times in addition to the Times-Standard 
newspaper. In addition, there have been several radio shows on KMUD regarding the project.  
Information about the project has also been reported numerous times on KIEM and KTVU 
television stations. There are also numerous environmental groups on the internet which 
contain information about the project.  Caltrans has received thousands of postcards from 
throughout California as well as out of state regarding the project. This is an indication that 
interested stakeholders are aware of the project. 

45. See Response #44 above. 



 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

46. Caltrans has found the one on one interaction with the public to be an effective way to 
communicate with the public. People who just want their question answered don’t have to 
wait for a long period of time.  Maps and other exhibits can be examined closely and technical 
questions can be addressed more effectively.  Half of the meetings did include a question and 
answer portion of the meeting in addition to the one on one contact. 

47. Again, two of the four public meetings included a question and answer segment.  The one on 
one interaction format does not prevent members of the public from staying an extended time 
at one exhibit or station to hear what others have questions about and what the responses are to 
those questions. 

48. The special conditions that will be incorporated into the construction contract are included 
throughout the document.  Each section in Chapter 2 includes a segment, “Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.”  Appendix B and Appendix D also identify the 
special conditions that have been incorporated into the project. 

49. The special conditions are a part of the contract.  There would be penalties to the contractor if 
the specifications in the contract are not carried out.  In addition, there will be monitors 
employed to ensure the contractor is complying with the special conditions.  State Park 
representatives will also be monitoring the project. 

50. Refer to the Layout Map in Appendix L. 
51. Vehicles will only be stored in paved shoulder and turnout areas outside the park.  Long term 

equipment and material storage sites will not be located within the park.  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. 

52. Equipment will turn around where it is legal to do so.  The staging areas are located a distance 
from the park to minimize the impacts to the park. 

53. Equipment will be limited to the work areas.  The area affected beyond the roadbed varies 
depending upon the type of work proposed at each specific location. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #1. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. 



1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #14. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority 
project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County 
Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission 
determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

4. See General Response #14. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #1. 

 

 

  
  



1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. CA Legal trucks are currently allowed through the park.  The geometric 
deficiencies result in STAA trucks to off-track over the centerline and therefore 
such vehicles are restricted from this segment of Route 101. 

2. See General Response #11. 
3. No old growth trees are proposed for removal.  The majority of trees proposed to be 

removed are twelve inches in diameter or less and half of the trees are tan oaks. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority 
project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County 
Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission 
determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 

3. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 
and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 

4. See General Response #8. 
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1. The retaining wall proposed as part of this project is not located within Richardson 
Grove State Park, but outside the park boundaries in an area where there are 
residences and several structures associated with a business.  In addition, a design 
modification for the wall was developed subsequent to the draft document being 
circulated to the public. The modified wall would be located below the road so it 
would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  In addition, it reduced the 
number of tree removals from 30 to 5. 

2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #12. 
2. STAA vehicles would be used to import products used by local businesses in 

producing their goods as well as importing goods ready for sale and exporting local 
products to external markets. 

3. See General Response #2. 
4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #14. 
2. The action to reduce the posted speed limit was an independent action separate from the 

proposed improvements to allow STAA access.  Effects on traffic and safety as a result of 
reducing the speed limit would be expected to be minimal due to the fact that the speed 
reduction was minor (five miles per hour) and the stretch of highway affected by the 
reduced speed limit was about a mile in length.  While reducing the speed may result in 
some motorists being more cautious and aware of the conditions, it is not expected to 
result in a substantial increase in safety. 

3. See General Response #3. 
4. Highway construction adjacent to old growth redwoods on Routes 36, 254, 197, and 199 

were done without the special minimization measures to be used at Richardson Grove 
such as use of pneumatic excavators such as air spades for excavation work and hand 
work rather than large equipment being used within the structural root zone of the old 
growth trees, and irrigation during construction. It is likely that the construction activities 
resulted in adverse effects to the trees.  The trees have adapted to the presence of the 
highway like at Richardson Grove. 

5. Several alternatives were considered including a bypass and signalization options.  
Alternatives that would result in greater impacts than the preferred alternative to the park 
or old growth redwoods were withdrawn from further consideration.  The problems with 
implementing signalization variations are identified in Section 1.4.2 of the document. 
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1. The curve modifications and wider shoulders would be expected to slightly 
improve the situation for pedestrians and bicyclists over the existing condition. 

2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #7. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. After the draft environmental document was circulated a design modification for the 

retaining wall was developed that reduced the number of tree removals from thirty trees to 
five. The preferred alternative proposes to remove a total of 54 trees; the majority of 
these trees to be removed would be twelve inches in diameter or less and nearly half of 
the trees to be removed are tan oaks.  The largest tree to be removed by the project is a 24 
inch in diameter tan oak. 

3. Delays during construction are expected to average five to ten minutes with a maximum 
delay of fifteen minutes. 

4. See General Response #8. 
5. In terms of notifying motorists of the conditions there are already signs for both 

northbound and southbound traffic warning of the curves.  The curve warning sign for 
southbound traffic includes a flashing beacon with a recommended speed limit just before 
entering the park. For northbound traffic there are flashing beacons in the commercial 
area just south of the park and an additional curve warning sign just before entering the 
park. Caltrans has also committed to installing additional signs alerting motorists to the 
presence of bicyclists. While measures such as installing warning signs may help slow 
down traffic or at least alert motorists to the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists in the 
area, signs or even signals would not correct the geometric deficiencies that result in the 
STAA restriction for this portion of US Route 101. 

6. The STAA restriction at Richardson Grove is more a result of curves occurring between 
trees located just off the traveled way than a narrow road in of itself.  The STAA vehicles 
cannot traverse the curves without crossing the centerline or using the shoulder.  Where 
the trees are abutting the paved surface and there is no shoulder to utilize, off-tracking 
over the center line occurs. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. Construction delays are expected to be typical for two lane State highways with average 

delays of five to ten minutes and maximum delays of fifteen minutes. 
3. See General Response #3. 
4. See General Response #12. 
5. Providing for STAA access on US Route 101 at Richardson Grove is identified as a goal 

in the current and past Regional Transportation Plan for Humboldt County.  Construction 
of the project would fulfill this identified transportation need. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. The proposed improvements would occur on the existing highway which passes 
through and provides access to Richardson Grove State Park.  No old growth trees 
would be removed as a result of this project.  The majority of the thirty trees 
proposed to be removed in the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and 
nearly half are tan oaks. The largest tree proposed to be removed from the park is 
a 24 inch in diameter tan oak.  Only two redwoods are proposed for removal in 
the park and they are six inches and seven inches in diameter.  The current 
ambience of the grove in the park for the motorist would not be altered 
substantially as a result of this project as the roadway would remain a two lane 
curvilinear highway with minimal to no shoulders and large redwood trees 
abutting the edges of pavement. 

2. Wildlife is assumed to be present adjacent to the highway.  The survey mentioned 
in the document is to identify nesting birds that might be affected with vegetation 
removal.  The intent is to perform vegetation removal during the non-breeding 
season, October through February. If vegetation removal cannot be done during 
the non-breeding season, then a preconstruction survey would be performed to 
ensure that birds are not nesting in any areas where vegetation removal would 
occur. If nesting birds are found in the survey, the vegetation clearing in a 100 
foot buffer area would be postponed until nesting is complete. 

3. See General Response #3. 
4. See General Response 12. 
5. See General Response #7. 
6. Subsequent to the circulation of the draft document to the public, Caltrans 

developed a design modification for the retaining wall option.  This modification 
would be located below the northbound lane and thus would not be visible to 
motorists except for a barrier rail.  The modified design for the wall is 100 feet   



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

6. (continued) shorter than the original wall design and requires only five trees to be 
removed as compared to the thirty trees to be removed with the original design.  The 
shorter wall would also result in a shorter construction duration.  The majority of the wall 
would be north of the Singing Trees Recovery Center although the southern terminus of 
the wall would be at the dining hall. 

7. The posted speed limit through Richardson Grove was reduced to 35 mph in fall, 2008.  
Decreasing the speed limit does not correct the existing deficiencies in the roadway 
geometrics that result 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. 

8. The US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that no take of Northern Spotted Owl or 
Marbled Murrelet is expected as a result of the project, thus an Incidental Take Permit is 
not appropriate. 

9. The US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the project would not result in any 
Marbled Murrelet or Northern Spotted Owl nesting habitat being removed or degraded.  
The Service also determined that while construction activities may disturb any nesting 
Marbled Murrelet or Northern Spotted Owl present adjacent to the highway, 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. 
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.  
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 committed 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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1. There have been four public meetings on this project since 2007, one of which 
was held in southern Humboldt. The majority of meetings were held further 
north because of the lack of a large enough meeting space that was also 
handicap accessible available in the Garberville area.  The comment period for 
the DEIR/EA was from December 5, 2008 to March 12, 2009.  Information 
about the project is also available online at the Caltrans District 1 website. 



1 

5 

4 

3 

2 

6 

7 

 

 
 



 
  

  
  
 

  
  
 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

1. The project is more accurately a curve correction project as opposed to being a widening 
project. The majority of widening is proposed outside the park to provide four foot 
shoulders to better accommodate non-motorized users.  Within the park, shoulders up to 
two feet in width are proposed where trees aren’t abutting the highway.  Construction 
equipment will be parked in paved areas with the exception of potentially using the 
unpaved turnout at PM 1.79. 

2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #5. 
4. The project purpose is to provide for STAA access, it is not a safety project per se.  While 

the highway alterations may slightly improve safety, the proposed improvements are not 
expected to result in substantial increase in safety.  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. 

5. See General Response #13. 
6. See General Response #6. 
7. It is likely that trucking will remain the primary component for goods movement in and 

out of Eureka for the foreseeable future.  Both the railroad and the port at Humboldt Bay 
necessitate major infrastructure improvements before the railroad or short sea shipping 
would be viable. Funds to complete these infrastructure improvements would be millions 
of dollars and no sources for this funding have been identified. 

8. See General Response #7. 
9. The need for STAA access at Richardson Grove is identified in the current and past 

Regional Transportation Plans for Humboldt County.  Construction of the project would 
fulfill one of the stated objectives in the 2008 Humboldt County Regional Transportation 
Plan. Several local businesses have stated that removing the STAA restriction would 
support their business. 

10. The project would be funded as on operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 
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1. The purpose for the Richardson Grove Operational Improvement Project is to remove 
the STAA restriction. Providing for STAA access at this location is in the County of 
Humboldt’s Regional Transportation Plan, so implementing the project would fulfill 
one of the identified objectives of the County’s Plan. 

2. See General Response #8. 
3. Funding for transportation projects does not come from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
4. See General Response #3. 
5. See General Response #14. 
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1. All trucks are restricted to the same 80,000 lbs weight limit regardless of whether they are 
CA Legal or STAA trucks. Caltrans does not expect truck traffic to increase with the 
proposed project. See General Response #14. 

2. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  The current 
roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over the center line into the 
opposing lane. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the park does not resolve 
the issue of off-tracking.  The proposed project would correct the known geometric condition 
and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no special permits being required. 

3. Presently the only STAA restriction north of San Francisco on US Route 101 is this segment 
at Richardson Grove State Park. 

4. Due to the substantial environmental impacts and high costs of a four lane alignment for this 
section of Route 101, the Route Concept Report acknowledges that the highway would 
remain a two lane conventional highway on its current alignment for the foreseeable future. 
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1. The aesthetics of the proposed roadway through the park would not substantially change.  
Within the park, the highway would remain a two lane curvilinear roadway with minimal to 
no shoulders with large trees abutting the edge of the pavement.  The existing canopy over 
the road would not be substantially changed as no old growth trees would be removed. 

2. See General Response #5 regarding information on bike path. 
3. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures incorporated into 

the project to protect the trees. 
4. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet project purpose 

and need. 
5. See General Response #13 regarding information on the shoulder widening. 
6. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 

6 

5 

4 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 

 
 

1 

1. See General Response #13 regarding information on the shoulder widening. 
2. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 

considered. 
3. The speed limit was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in Fall 2008.  The alignment 

modifications include putting in more curves.  Thus, it is not expected that speeds 
will increase as a result of the project. 

4. See General Response #12 regarding the small businesses affected by the lack of 
STAA access. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding information on how the project affects the park. 
2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. 
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1. See General Response #1 regarding information about project purpose and need. 
2. See General Response #2 regarding information on how the project affects the park. 
3. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
4. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 

considered. 
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1. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures 
incorporated into the project to protect the trees. 
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1. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures incorporated 
into the project to protect the trees. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding information on alternatives considered for this 
project. 

3. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need.  Section 
1.4 in the final document describes the modifications proposed in the project and the 
layout maps in Appendix L show where the alignment changes are. 
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1. The location of the proposed retaining wall is outside the park adjacent to residential and 
commercial land uses. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed after the 
circulation of the draft document.  The modification includes moving the wall to the east side 
of the highway and constructing it below the road so the wall would not be visible to 
motorists except for the barrier rail.  This modification would also reduce the number of tree 
removals from 30 to 5. 

2. See General Response #3 regarding information of minimization measures incorporated into 
the project to protect the trees. 

3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

4. See General Response #10 regarding information on alternatives considered for this project. 
5. See General Response #12 regarding information on how the project affects big box 

development. 
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1. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures incorporated 
into the project to protect the trees. 

2. See General Response #12 regarding information on how project affects big box 
development. 

3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

4. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #9 regarding information on bypass alternative. 
2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
3. See General Response #2 regarding information on impacts to the park. 
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1. The widening being proposed for this project is to provide shoulders where it is 
feasible to do so..Outside the park, four foot shoulders will be provided to better 
accommodate non-motorized travelers.  Within the park, up to two foot shoulders will 
be provided where it is not precluded by old growth trees abutting the highway. 
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1. Only two redwoods are to be removed from within the park and they are six and 
seven inches in diameter.  Transplanting established redwood trees is difficult 
even for trees of this size and would require specialized equipment to get a large 
enough root ball which would result in a substantial hole.  Transplanting these 
trees would also require stabilization stakes or cables for a period of time and 
deep watering for a year. The disturbance required to get a substantial enough 
root ball would likely result in adverse effects to adjacent old growth redwood 
root systems as redwood root systems often overlap.   

2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

3. Due to the constraints in the roadway widths resulting from trees abutting the 
highway on either side, a centerline barrier is not feasible.  The posted speed 
limit for this segment of highway was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in Fall, 
2008 so it is not anticipated that prevailing speeds would increase in this 
segment of highway. 

4. Several mandatory and advisory design exceptions have been processed for this 
project. 

5. Several special provisions have been incorporated into the specifications for 
construction of this project.  Some activities will be performed at the direction 
of the Resident Engineer. 
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1. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 
considered for the project. 

2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

3. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
4. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures 

incorporated into the project to protect the trees. 
5. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives. 
6. While smaller vehicles might provide more jobs, increasing the number of vehicles 

would increase the amount of fuel needed to transport the goods adding to emissions 
and global warming. 

7. Transportation projects are not funded from the General Fund, thus the funding for 
this project is not competing with education priorities. 
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1. The comment period for the DEIR extended from December 5, 2008 through March 
12, 2009. Letters sent in during the comment period are given the same weight as 
testimony heard at the public hearing. 

2. See General Response #8 how reducing speed limit does not meet project purpose 
and need. 

3. It is inappropriate to designate something a construction zone that is not.  To make 
this stretch of highway a “triple fine zone” would require legislation. 

4. An increased fine zone would require legislation. 
5. Providing tax write offs is outside the authority of Caltrans. 
6. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 

evaluated for the project. 
7. Generally, rumble strips are placed on or just outside the white fog stripe to alert 

motorists that they are leaving the established lane.  In the case of Richardson 
Grove, some of the trees are abutting the fog stripe so that by the time the tires are 
on the rumble strip, the car could have already made contact with the tree with their 
side mirrors or other portions of the vehicle. 

8. This would be a service outside the authority of Caltrans to provide. 
9. Reinforcing the pavement would not resolve the issue of off-tracking of STAA 

vehicles. 
10. As the larger trees are hundreds of feet tall, it would be impracticable to have a 

bicycle path located above the canopy. 
11. Low emission cars and using alternate fuels does not alleviate the need for STAA 

access. 
12. STAA vehicles cannot legally traverse the grove at present unless they meet certain 

criteria, such as being a livestock carrier.  The legislation providing this exemption 
expires in January 2012. 

13. The project is not expected to result in a lot of runoff.  The project area is relatively 
flat and the duff of the redwood forest works very well for erosion control.  Water 
quality will be protected by implementing the elements identified in the Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan which will be developed prior to ground disturbing 
construction activities begin. While the project may result in more STAA vehicles 
traversing the grove, the overall number of trucks is not expected to substantially 
change as a result of the project. 

14. Access to local businesses will be maintained throughout construction. 
15. There are no known Native American burial sites that would be impacted by the 

project. 
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1. As both STAA and non-STAA vehicles are subject to the same weight allowance, for 
loads that are heavy, it is not a correct assumption that a STAA vehicle can transport the 
same goods as two CA Legal trucks.  In addition, even for low weight goods, it is not 
accurate to say that a STAA vehicle can carry the same load as two CA Legal vehicles. 

2. STAA vehicles are the industry standard and will likely not become obsolete in the near 
future. 

3. Providing STAA access at Richardson Grove could actually help with global warming 
as it would eliminate the necessity of a lengthy detour into Humboldt County.  As 
STAA vehicles are the industry standard, it is expected that as trucking companies 
replace vehicles in their fleet, they would replace with STAA vehicles. 

4. No, it is not expected to result in increased speeds because: 1) the posted speed limit 
was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in Fall 2008; 2) the widening that is proposed is 
for providing up to two foot shoulders where there are currently no shoulders; and 3) the 
roadway will remain a curvilinear highway with minimal shoulders and large trees 
abutting the pavement.  Traffic volumes are not expected to substantially change.  The 
project’s impact on listed species was considered. 

5. It has been reported by small local businesses that the STAA restriction has negatively 
affected their cost of doing business. Larger big box stores tend to have their own fleet 
of non-STAA vehicles available. 

6. Transferring loads result in making goods movement more expensive and less timely.  
In addition, many local businesses must maintain larger inventories due to erratic 
deliveries and damage during transfers.  It has been reported that local businesses pay 
about ten to fifteen percent more for goods due to poor truck access, increasing the 
decline of locally owned businesses. 

7. Truck traffic is not expected to substantially change as a result of the project.  The type 
of vehicle may change but not the number.  So the assumption that the project would 
result in a substantial loss of jobs is not realistic.  The STAA vehicles are the same 
width as CA Legal. 

8. No, it is not expected that the project would result in loss of jobs. 
9. The two year Marbled murrelet survey is not required to occur prior to the conclusion of 

the NEPA/CEQA document. The survey is a conservation measure identified in the 
Biological Opinion. The intent is to add data about inland breeding populations to 
further the knowledge of Marbled murrelets and assist in the recovery of the species.  
The data is not needed to determine the project’s impacts to the species. 

10. Improving Route 101 at Richardson Grove has been a long-standing priority for the 
county. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies lifting the STAA restriction 
at Richardson Grove for improving goods movement.  Constructing the project would 
fulfill one of the objectives of the RTP.  The RTP went through a public review process 
as well. 

11. No, it is not true. The project was initiated in summer 2007 and the first public meeting 
about the project occurred in the fall, 2007.  Numerous measures have been 
incorporated into the project and construction specifications to minimize impacts and 
protect the trees.  The project is in compliance with NEPA and CEQA.  Permits will be 
obtained from CA Dept. of Fish and Game, Army Corps of Engineers, and the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

12. Goods movement for Humboldt County will continue to be provided primarily by 
trucking. The railroad is not available in Humboldt County.  The port requires major 
infrastructure improvements before shipping could become a major mode of 
transport. 

13. Technical studies were performed for the project by professional staff.  Consultation 
occurred with federal and State resource and regulatory agencies.  The results of these 
studies and consultations are included in the EIR.  

14. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has determined that the project would not 
result in mortality of Marbled murrelet or Northern spotted owl.  The National Park 
Service has determined that the project would not adversely affect the values of the 
Wild and Scenic River.  Certified arborists have determined that the project would 
not substantially adversely affect old growth trees.  Since there would not be an 
increase in traffic volumes it is not expected that there would be a substantial increase 
in emissions. 

15. No environmental laws have been relaxed for this project. 
16. Presence of Marbled murrelet and Northern spotted owl is assumed for the project 

area in the consultation with FWS.  The conservation measures committed to were 
based upon the potential the project had to impact these species.  FWS has 
determined that the project would not result in a take of any listed species. 

17. The project area is relatively flat and substantial runoff is not anticipated.  
Stormwater Best Management Practices will be in effect during construction.  
Permists from CA Dept. of Fish and Game, Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and the Army Corps of Engineers may require additional water quality protection 
measures. 

18. See General Response #3 regarding information on minimization measures 
incorporated into the project to protect trees. 

19. Table 7 in Section 2.2.5 of the document identifies noise levels from typical 
construction equipment. 

20. As stated before, this project would fulfill one of the objectives of the RTP.   
21. See Response #1 above. 
22. There is not reason to believe that the STAA vehicles are older than the non-STAA 

vehicles in a company’s fleet. 
23. The project would fulfill one of the objectives of the County’s RTP. 
24. The data we have indicates that the project would result in local businesses being 

more competitive. 
25. No, the park was established after the road was built.  The road was constructed in 

1915. 
26. The information in this statement was generated by computer modeling.  The degree 

of off-tracking for a given truck is determined by the truck size ad type and the curve 
dimensions of the road, not the truck speed.  

27. See Response #4 above. 
28. No old growth trees will be removed so the canopy won’t be substantially altered. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

29. It is believed that the project would result in economic benefit to the County.  The 
project does not create jobs for Caltrans.  The construction would occur by a 
construction company which would provide jobs within the County. 

30. Transportation projects are not funded by the General Fund. 
31. See Response #6 above. 
32. Businesses that participated in the survey were likely those most affected by 

shipping costs. While the findings in Dr. Gallo’s study are based on information 
from a limited portion of businesses present in Humboldt County, for the industry 
sectors it covers, the response rate was statistically valid.  An actual accounting of 
lost sales is not warranted.  The higher gas prices were not what made the 
transportation costs higher but rather the unique factors associated with the STAA 
restriction. 

33. State Route 299 is also has STAA restrictions.  Certainly in the past road closures at 
Confusion Hill could have been a factor in shipping delays, but the highway has 
been rerouted around the unstable area. It is not known how much of the imported 
goods come from China.  Shipping delays impose costs on the affected businesses 
in various ways such as resulting production costs when labor and machinery are 
idling due to delays of imported goods.  Delays in exporting can result in decreased 
consumer satisfaction because of reduced shelf life of perishable goods.  The 
dissatisfaction can result in loss of markets.  The trees that are proposed to be 
removed do not form a major part of the canopy as they are not the large old growth 
redwoods. The largest tree to be removed is a 24 inches in diameter tan oak.  It is 
not anticipated that the local geology of the area would be appreciably affected by 
the removal of 54 trees. 

34. It is a combination of factors resulting from the STAA restriction that results in the 
higher costs. 

35. Utilizing a signal was considered.  See General Response #10 for more information. 
36. Reducing speed will not correct the geometric deficiencies resulting in off-tracking 

of the STAA vehicles.  The signals in Willits are in an incorporated city and allow 
cross traffic to proceed. 

37. There is currently a project to bypass Willits.  It is currently planned to begin 
construction in 2010. 

38. See General Response #10. 
39. See General Response #8. 
40. The Confusion Hill project did not remove any old growth redwoods.  The Route 

299 projects will occur over several years as funding becomes available.  No old 
growth redwoods would be affected by these projects.  No old growth redwoods 
would be affected by the Redding project. 

41. It is not known how many deer cross the road in front of a driver.  Yes the collision 
history states that the collision rate is 3.47 which is twice as high as the expected 
rate. This number means that for every million miles traveled 3.47 collisions 
occurred. The expected rate is the amount of collisions that are expected to occur 
based on the type of roadway it is. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

42. In comparing statewide collision averages for highways, highways are grouped into 
67 categories using such characteristics as the number of lanes, the average traffic 
volumes, whether the adjacent land use is rural, suburban or urban, the 
classification of the highway (whether it is a conventional highway, freeway or 
expressway), the speed, and the terrain (whether the terrain is flat, rolling, or 
mountainous). The evaluation is not a strict comparison of the collision rates of one 
highway to another, but a comparison of one highway to the group of highways 
with similar characteristics, which together, compose the statewide average. 

43. The environmental document acknowledges that an archaeological site will be 
impacted.  Several minimization measures have been developed to protect the site.  
Please refer to Section 2.17. 

44. While the old growth trees located in Richardson Grove State Park are a portion of 
what remains of old growth trees, the park does not contain the only remaining old 
growth trees. The project does not remove any of the old growth trees. 

45. It is presumed you are referring to the technical advisory group meetings here.  For 
more information on this group, refer to the ‘Background’ section of the document. 

46. The comment period for the draft environmental document was from December 5, 
2008 to March 12, 2009. Comments received at the hearing are not given any more 
weight than written comments received during the comment period. 

47. There was no attempt to deceive the public. 
48. Numerous small businesses have advocated for lifting the STAA restrictions. 
49. While there may be an increase in STAA vehicles as a result of the project, it is not 

anticipated that the number of trucks would substantially change.  It is highly 
unlikely that vehicles with zero emissions would be available in the near future.  
STAA vehicles are not obsolete, they are the industry standard. 

50. The project is not expected to result in substantial adverse effects to the South Fork 
Eel River. Water quality protection measures will be required by the agencies 
issuing permits for this project. 

51. The comment period was extended to 97 days.  A typical comment period is 45 to 
60 days. 

52. Caltrans policy is to notify all the media when a public hearing is to be held.  
Caltrans does not determine which television stations choose to report on the 
meeting.  Public hearing notices are published in the local newspaper of general 
circulation nearest the project area. 

53. The collision reports did not identify deer as a major factor in the reported 
collisions. 

54. Constructing the project would fulfill one of the objectives identified in the 
County’s Regional Transportation Plan.  While the project would not eliminate the 
distractions caused by trees abutting the pavement, it will correct the geometric 
deficiencies that result in STAA vehicles off-tracking. 

55. The speed limit was reduced in this area in Fall, 2008 from 40 mph to 35 mph.  
Reducing the speed in of itself, does not correct the geometric deficiencies that 
result in off-tracking. Thus, reducing the speed would not result in the STAA 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

58. Limited number of exemptions are issued. This does not negate the need for the 
project. The project is identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan. 

59. The railroad is not currently available in Humboldt County.  Before shipping could 
become a major mode for goods movement, the Harbor District has identified a 
number of infrastructure improvements that are necessary.  The funding for these 
improvements has not been identified.  It is likely that trucking will remain the 
primary mode for goods movement for the foreseeable future.   

60. Those participating in the study concurred that lifting the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove was the optimum alternative. 

61. The culverts are causing run off, they transfer drainage from one side of the road to 
the other. Culverts have a finite life, and Caltrans routinely identifies those in need 
of repair or replacement.  Culverts within the limits of a proposed project are 
routinely evaluated to see if improvements are necessary.  The culverts included in 
this proposed project have been identified for improvements.  Caltrans routinely 
meets with staff from regulatory agencies that will be issuing permits to see if they 
concur with the proposed improvements.  Design modifications were implemented 
as a result of the coordination with these agencies.  Instead of installing pipe liners, 
two additional culverts will be replaced.  And the culvert at PM 1.18 will only have 
improvements at the inlet.  There was no study done as a result of this coordination. 

62. See General Response #3. 
63. The document does not state that the retaining wall is to be built to help prevent 

runoff. The retaining wall is necessary to provide the roadway width to 
accommodate the wider shoulders.  The retaining wall is located outside the park.  
A design modification was developed subsequent to the circulation of the draft 
document.  The modification included changing the location and type of wall from 
the west side of the highway to the east side of the highway and from an above the 
road wall to a below the road wall. As the wall would be constructed below the 
road, it is much less visible to motorists, except for the barrier rail.  See the 
simulations in Appendix K.  The modified wall is 100 feet shorter and reduces the 
number of trees to be removed from 30 to 5.  Construction impacts to the Singing 
Trees facility were considered. Other than noise, the greatest impact would likely 
occur when the signal is in operation.  The construction impacts would be 
temporary.   

64. The intent of the sentence is that the roadway improvements which could help 
lower the collision rate would not occur under the No Build Alternative. 

65. The difference between signals in Willits and Richardson Grove is that the wait 
times at Richardson Grove would be longer.  In addition, there are uncontrolled 
accesses (park entrance road, park maintenance road, campground access road) in 
the segment of route 101.  The signals at Willits occur at intersections where the 
cross traffic is controlled by signals too.  Also, at an intersection, the cross traffic is 
visible. Due to the curvilinear nature of the highway, motorists waiting at the signal 
cannot see if vehicles from the uncontrolled access roads have entered the highway. 

66. See General Response #10. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

67. To make this area a triple fine area would require legislation. 
68. See Response #65 above. 
69. Access to businesses will be maintained by the use of cones and flaggers if needed. 
70. See General Response #10. 
71. There will not be signals or stop signs at businesses to maintain access.  Flaggers may be 

used if coning the access is not sufficient. 
72. Caltrans has implemented several minimization measures to offset impact roots during 

construction. 
73. It is not expected that there will be a problem with runoff or that the amount of runoff 

would appreciably change as a result of the project.  The areas disturbed by construction 
will be revegetated. Duff will be collected before ground disturbance occurs and will be 
replaced as erosion control after construction.  The planned cuts are being conducted in 
areas that have been cut before.  The slopes are not being substantially altered. 

74. The Biological Assessment is one of the technical studies that was prepared for the Section 
7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  It was submitted to that agency for 
review in 2008. 

75. The permit applications for this project are submitted to the agencies once the final 
environmental document is completed. 

76. See Response #9 above. 
77. Application for a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement is submitted after the final 

environmental document is completed.  No Consistency Determination for Marbled 
murrelet is required since FWS determined no take would occur. 

78. The application for the 401 Certification is submitted after the final environmental 
document is complete. 

79. A Historic Properties Survey Report was prepared for this project to evaluate the project’s 
effects on cultural resources. The concurrence letter from the CA Office of Historic 
Preservation is included in Appendix F. 

80. The results of Section 4(f) Evaluation consultation with State Parks is included in 
Appendix B including the concurrence letter from State Parks. 

81. The concurrence letter from National Park Service is included in Appendix G. 
82. These consultations have been concluded as evidenced by the concurrence letters from the 

appropriate agencies. 
83. None of the culverts being worked on are fish bearing, thus the movement of fish is not 

being impeded.  The roadway is not being substantially widened, nor is the project 
resulting in substantial changes to traffic volumes or speeds that would affect wildlife 
crossings. No median barriers are being proposed.  The barrier rail at the retaining wall 
could affect wildlife crossing but it is a short span and there are many other opportunities 
on either side of the wall to cross. 

84. There is not any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan within the project limits. 
85. The park does not meet the criteria for being determined a historic resource. 
86. The potential for soil erosion has been evaluated.  Factors including the amount of soil 

disturbance, the soil type, the percent slope, among others are evaluated to determine the 
appropriate stormwater protection measures and erosion control that is appropriate.  It was 
determined that the potential for soil erosion was not excessive. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

87. The culverts are being replaced on existing alignment and grade so there would not be a 
change in drainage patterns. 

88. The project will not result in increased speeds.  See General Response #13. 
89. No old growth trees are being removed by the project.  The project would not result in 

substantially changing the existing water quality of the South Fork Eel River. 
90. The CA Dept. of Fish and Game oversees compliance with the CA Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act in the 1602 Agreement.  Issuing the permit confirms compliance with the 
Act. 

91. The data shows that this is true. 
92. See General Response #12 regarding how the project influences big box development. 
93. By eliminating one of the factors resulting in higher transportation costs, the project 

would have a positive impact on businesses. 
94. Every business in Humboldt County has not been surveyed.  Several small businesses 

in Eureka and the surrounding area have reported that the STAA restriction has 
negatively affected their business. The Office Economic Development is a part of the 
County’s Community Development Office.  The Humboldt County Association of 
Governments composed of representatives form the County and incorporated cities 
prepares the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP identifies providing STAA 
access at Richardson Grove as an objective.  This objective has been a long standing 
priority for the region. 

95. The project will provide four foot shoulders north of the park which would better 
accommodate non-motorized travelers.  For more information on bike path, see 
General Response #5. 

96. Yes, Caltrans coordinated with the Native American Heritage Commission regarding 
the Sacred Lands file. Their response is found in Volume 2.  There has been opposition 
from some of the Native Americans.  No human remains are anticipated to be affected 
by the project. The findings in the Historic Properties Survey Report were provided to 
the Native American representatives that requested it. 

97. Yes, construction activities could stir up soil that has been contaminated by aerially 
deposited lead (ADL). ADL occurs when lead from tail pipe emissions is deposited 
onto the soil adjacent to the highway.  Thus, the old growth trees are affected by ADL.  
When certain thresholds of ADL are reached, a worker safety plan must be developed. 

98. While construction equipment can have leaks and spills, the staging areas for this 
project minimize the potential for impacts by having staging occur on paved areas or in 
turnouts. 

99. Yes, that is correct. In the event of a major storm or earthquake that displaces soil, soil 
contaminated with ADL could be disturbed and end up in runoff with or without the 
project. 

100.Dust palliatives bind the soil so dust production is reduced. 
101.No, it is not accurate to say the emissions from construction equipment for this project 

would be highly toxic. 
102.Newer vehicles tend to have less emissions than older vehicles.  There is no reason to 

believe that STAA vehicles will be older than non-STAA vehicles.  It is not expected 
that truck volumes would substantially change. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  
  
 

 

 
 

103. The widening that is proposed is minor shoulder widening.  The posted speed limit will 
not increase. 

104. See General Response #16. 
105. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) concurred with the determination that 

construction activity would not result in a substantial adverse affect. 
106. If night work occurs it would be for a limited time.  The Biological Opinion prepared by 

the FWS took night work into account the possibility of night work when they 
determined that the construction activities would not have a long term effect on the 
breeding patterns of the listed birds. 

107. It was determined that the project would have no effect on the listed salmonids. 
108. A substantial increase in traffic can result in increased noise.  
109. While there may be a change in the types of trucks, it is not expected that the number of 

trucks would substantially change. Thus, it is not expected that air quality would be 
substantially affected. 

110. Caltrans does not have this information. 
111. The poor economy would make greater pressure to provide a project that would benefit 

local businesses. 
112. Providing STAA access at Richardson Grove has been a long standing priority for the 

region as witnessed that it has been included in the past two Regional Transportation 
Plans. 

113. It is expected that lifting the STAA restriction would result in a benefit to local 
businesses. 

114. Caltrans is not ignoring the environmental impacts of the project including the impact to 
cultural resources. Numerous minimization measures have been incorporated into the 
project. 

115. This project is a priority project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the 
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation 
Commission determines the ultimate decision of projects priorities and funding.  The 
Route Concept Plan for this segment of Route 101 is for it to remain a two lane 
conventional highway for the foreseeable future. 

116. See General Response #12. 
117. See General Response #14. 
118. See General Response #14. 
119. Caltrans acknowledges the importance of redwoods.  Numerous minimization measures 

have been incorporated into the specifications to protect these trees. 
120. It is not expected that listed species are prevalent in the project area due to the high 

amount of human activity associated with the roadway, campgrounds, and other park 
uses. None the less, for the purposes of the Endangered Species Act, presence of these 
species was assumed in the project area. 

121. See Response #9 above. 
122. It is true that Caltrans did not conduct a survey to determine the presence of Northern 

spotted owls in the project area. The document disclosed where the nearest occupied 
nest was known to occur. That does not preclude owls foraging or being present in the 
project limits. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

123. As previously stated, listed birds were assumed to be present within the project 
limits.  This is a conservative approach when surveys have not been conducted. 

124. The purpose of the retaining wall is not to contain runoff.  Best Management 
Practices for stormwater will be implemented to prevent and contain runoff.  Permits 
from regulatory agencies will also likely contain conditions to ensure water quality 
is protected. 

125. It was determined that there would be no effect to listed salmonids from this project. 
126. The alterations to topography as a result from the cuts are not expected to 

substantially alter drainage and runoff. 
127. Both the Caltrans certified arborist and an independent arborist contracted by Save 

the Redwoods League concur that the project would not result in substantial 
detrimental effects to the trees or their root systems. 

128. The brow logs are incorporated into the fill and braced against the tree.  It is unlikely 
that they would shift. 

129. Since much of the construction activity would take place at the edges of the 
roadway, it is likely that the construction equipment would be working from the 
paved lane. 

130. The document acknowledges that there would be some impacts would result from 
construction. 

131. The areas proposed to be cut are previous cut banks that successfully revegetated 
and do not show signs of major instability.  Subsurface geology and soil 
investigation was conducted as well.  It is not expected that the project would result 
in increased landslides in this area. 

132. Disturbed ground would be revegetated.  In addition, erosion control will also be 
placed. 

133. A migration corridor is different from an occasional crossing by wildlife.  A 
migration corridor is a specific path that a species of wildlife uses year after year, 
usually seasonally. There is no known migration corridor within the project limits.  
The document discloses that wildlife may occasionally cross the highway within the 
project limits. 

134. Most of the acreage within the State Park does not contain old growth redwood 
stands. The stands are considered fragmented because they have been disturbed 
with development. 

135. The two areas of cut where the majority of tree removal would occur, are on 
previous cut banks that subsequently revegetated. 

136. Staging area restrictions will be identified in the specifications. 
137. Petrochemical leaks can occur when there are collisions.  So even under the No 

Build Alternative there is the potential for leaks and oil spills. 
138. That is correct, the project is anticipated to have the potential to adversely affect any 

owls and murrelets that may be in the project area but it would not result in a 
substantial adverse effect. 

139. Weeding of the disturbed areas will be conducted for a period of years. 
140. Cumulative effects were considered and determined not be significant. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

141. The project was initiated in the summer of 2007 and the first public meeting occurred 
in September 2007 to disclose to the public that the project was initiated..  In February 
2008 an additional public meeting was held.  In May 2008 the scoping meeting was 
held and in December 2008 the public hearing was held. 

142. While the Times Standard has not written many articles about the project they have 
run numerous editorials regarding the project.  The technical advisory group did 
include representatives from Save the Redwoods League and Sierra Club and they did 
attend. No, business owners did not compose the majority of the group.  For more 
information on the composition of the group refer the Backgound section 1.2 of the 
document. 

143. Caltrans does not control when newspapers report the stories or what they write. 
144. As noted in Response #141 above, there have been four public meetings regarding this 

project. At each of them exhibits and Caltrans staff were available to educate the 
public about the project and answer questions. 

145. The window of vegetation removal from March 1 to September 1 is for compliance 
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Since none of the trees to be removed are nest 
trees for listed birds, the removal of this vegetation should not substantial affect any 
breeding listed birds. The construction activities have been considered by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  The Service determined that the construction would not result 
in mortality of the species and would not result in affecting long term breeding 
patterns. 

146. The DEIR and EA is the document you are responding to.  It is uncertain which 
studies you are referring to. 
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1. No old growth redwoods would be removed with the proposed project. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. The information in the Gallo Report was not used to justify the project.  The need for the 

project is identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan as well as in complying 
with the federal mandates in the Surface Transportation Assistance Act. 

4. Consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service regarding this project occurred which 
included preparation of a Biological Assessment identifying impacts to listed species.  US 
Fish and Wildlife Service prepared a Biological Opinion which states they concur that the 
proposed project may modify, but would not adversely modify designated Critical Habitat, 
nor would the project 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. US Fish and Wildlife Service also concluded that the proposed 
construction activity represents a relatively short term disturbance that is not expected to 
have a long term influence on breeding performance of Marbled Murrelets or Northern 
Spotted Owls in the project area.  Additional information on the impacts resulting from 
construction excavation and fill activities within the structural root zone of old growth 
redwoods will be provided in the final document.  A qualitative rather than quantitative 
analysis for growth was done. The economic costs of not constructing the proposed project 
would fall on businesses currently located in Humboldt County.  However, a study prepared 
by the Humboldt County Association of Governments identified the following as being the 
major constraints to economic activity and subsequent growth in Humboldt County: 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. For more information refer to Section 2.1.2 of the FEIR/EA. 

5. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the purpose and 
need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives included spot 
widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway through the park, 
bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of signalization alternatives.  
More information is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the FEIR/EA. 

6. With the construction of this project, highway conditions are not expected to be any less safe 
than they currently are.  Because there will be revisions 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). 

7. See General Response #5. 
8. See General Response #14. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #15. 
3. See General Response #16. 
4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. The number of fatalities in any given year can change.  Caltrans typically looks at a 

three year period or longer to account for anomalies. 
3. See General Response #14. 
4. See General Response #12. 
5. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 

purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives 
included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway 
through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of 
signalization alternatives. More information is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the 
FEIR/EA. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  
 

6. See General Response #8. 
7. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and 

the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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  1. See General Response #10. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #16. 
4. See General Response #15. 
5. A design modification was developed subsequent to the circulation of the draft 

document.  The modification of the wall included changing the location and type of 
wall, from the west side to the east and from an above the road wall to a below the 
road wall. Because the wall is constructed below the road it would not be visible to 
motorists except for the barrier rail.  In addition, the wall modification reduces the 
number of tree removals from 30 to5. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. While CA Legal trucks have had access through the park, STAA trucks cannot legally 

traverse this portion of Route 101 with the exception of certain licensed livestock 
carriers and household goods carriers. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. Caltrans is carefully considering the public comments received and the issues raised in 

those comments. 
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1. See General Response #1. 

 

 
 

  



1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. See General Response #13. 
4. See General Response #2 
5. While a visual simulation was not provided, a photograph picturing what the wall 

would look like was provided in the document.  The final document has added 
simulations, see Appendix K. 

6. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the 
circulation of the draft document.  The modification included changing the location 
and type of wall, from the west side to the east side and from an above the road wall 
to a below the road wall. Since the wall is constructed below the road it would be 
much less visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  It also reduces the number 
of tree removals from 30 to 5. 

7. With the exception of the removal of Big leaf Maples at PM 1.35 to 1.36, it is not 
anticipated that the project would open up the canopy substantially. The width of the 
cut where the larger trees are located on this one cut slope is about 200 feet.  Since 
similar sized trees surround the proposed cut, the amount of area opened up in the 
canopy is fairly limited.  Traveling at 35mph, the altered landscape would be in view 
for just several seconds. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. See General Response #12. 
4. See General Response #14. 
5. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #1. 
3. No redwood trees larger than nineteen inches in diameter will be removed for the 

project. Within the park, the only two redwoods to be removed are six and seven inches 
in diameter. 

4. The proposed project does include transferring 0.56 acre of land currently in the Caltrans 
easement to State Parks and replanting the area in appropriate vegetation.  The replanting 
plan has been developed in association with staff from State Parks. 

5. The majority of trees proposed for removal are twelve inches in diameter or less and half 
are tan oaks which have a lower value both aesthetically and as food or shelter for 
wildlife. It is proposed to chip the trees and use this for mulch as part of the revegetation 
efforts. 

6. It is not expected with the protection measures incorporated into the design that the 
project would result in the loss of additional redwoods. 
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7. See General Response #14. 
8. As stated above, the capacity of the highway is not being increased, nor is a substantial 

volume of traffic expected to be diverted from I-5 or Route 99.  Thus, the project should 
not result in large increase in traffic flow. Nor would traffic speeds be expected to 
increase since the highway would remain a two lane curvilinear roadway with little to no 
shoulders with a posted speed limit of 35mph.  No barriers are being proposed as part of 
the project with the exception of the location of the retaining wall outside the park which 
is adjacent to other residential and business structures.  Wildlife is already affected and 
have adapted to activities from the park such as campground programs, generators from 
the RVs, and general maintenance activities conducted by the park staff to upkeep the 
park facilities and roads as well as traffic and maintenance activities associated with 
Route 101. 

9. See General Response #2. 
10. See General Response #3. 
11. See General Response #4. 
12. See General Response #5. 
13. See General Response #6. 
14. See General Response #7. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #11. 
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1. See General Response #2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  2. See General Response #9. 
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1. The retaining wall would not be located in the park.  A design modification for the 
retaining wall was developed subsequent to the draft being circulated.  The 
modification included changing the location and type of wall, from the west side 
to the east and from an above the road wall to a below the road wall.  Since the 
wall is constructed below the road, it is less visible to motorists except for the 
barrier rail. It is also 100 feet shorter and requires less tree removals, five as 
opposed to the original design which took thirty.. 

2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #8. 
4. See General Response #10. 
5. See General Response #2. 
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1. Other modes of goods movement such as railroad, short sea shipping or maglev 
vehicles are not currently viable. Both the railroad and the port at Humboldt Bay 
require infrastructure improvements and funding to be procured to implement these 
improvements.  Funding for these improvements have not been identified. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #9. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. The project at Richardson Grove has independent utility and does not rely on the construction of 
the Del Norte improvements to be viable.  In looking at the impacts from the proposed project at 
Richardson Grove, study areas were defined for each resource.  For some resources the study 
area would extend beyond the project limits.  The project was determined not to result in growth 
inducing impacts and as the Level of Service is satisfactory through this area and the project is 
not expected to result in substantial changes to traffic volumes overall, nor truck volumes, it was 
determined the study area for traffic impacts would extend from the four lane section just south 
of Piercy to the four lane section beginning at the bridge a couple of miles north of the project.  
There have been studies conducted for the Del Norte County that consider the results of 
implementing both the Del Norte County improvements and those proposed on US 101 in 
Humboldt County that concluded that Level of Service for Route 101 would not be adversely 
affected. 

2. 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. As stated in the draft environmental document, the lack of STAA access did not 
prohibit the establishment of big box stores in Eureka and elsewhere.  Providing STAA access to 
Humboldt County would likely be beneficial for servicing potential port activity as well. 

3. See General Response #12 regarding the potential for growth inducing effects. 
4. The internet survey was independently performed by the Humboldt County Office of Economic 

Development.  Caltrans did not sponsor, develop, or oversee the survey.  As part of the Del 
Norte County STAA project, a survey was also conducted including some representatives of big 
box stores. In that survey, of those big box stores that responded, they stated the STAA 
improvements would not really change shipping patterns or their business.  This is in contrast to 
the many other producers of goods surveyed who indicated that high shipping rates due to the 
current truck size limitations is of concern.  This is consistent with the information collected 
from businesses in Humboldt County. 

5. No, the survey did not ask the businesses about the advantage of Humboldt County’s relative 
geographic isolation. The geographic isolation would provide some protection from 
competition; it also means that there is finite population base for selling their product.  Business 
owners were asked if they anticipated expanding their business as a result of lifting the STAA 
restrictions. Most indicated that there would be minor or no expansion in staffing or amount of 
shipping anticipated. 

6. No, the survey did not ask big box stores already present whether hypothetically they would 
have been more likely to locate in the area if STAA access were available. 

7. Presumably the big box stores utilize CA Legal trucks just as the independent local businesses 
do. CA Legal vehicles make up the majority of the 11 percent truck traffic volumes on US 
Route 101 in the project vicinity. This information was considered in the overall evaluation of 
the project’s potential impacts. 

8. No. The information collected 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 vehicles for their shipping needs. 

9. Once STAA access is available the choice will be up to the shipper what type of vehicle will suit 
their needs. Since the information collected indicated that truck volumes are not anticipated to 
substantially change. 

10. It has not been established that lifting the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove would result in 
big box stores expanding or enhancing their survival.  In fact, the survey results from the Del 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Norte County survey of big box stores indicate that expanding STAA access would not 
substantially alter their shipping patterns or result in stores expanding. 

11. The information of the internet surveys was evaluated by Dr. Gallo as well as by Alicia Boomer 
who prepared the growth analysis technical study. 

12. The estimated impact refers to the economic benefits or detriments with the availability of STAA 
as identified in Dr. Gallo’s report. The conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study were limited only to 
those sectors responding to the Internet survey, and within those sectors, the response rate was 
significant. 

13. Internet survey responses were limited  (only 14) on the question regarding the effect on annual 
truck traffic of allowing STAA legal trucks on US Route 101 through Richardson Grove. For 
those answering the question, they estimated a reduction in annual truck trips of 12.3%, reducing 
annual truck traffic by 758 trips. 

14. While lifting the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove would be of benefit to the port once it is 
in operation, there are a number of improvements that have been identified by the Harbor 
District that are necessary for shipping to be viable.  The funding for these port improvements 
has not been identified.  Providing STAA access at Richardson Grove is an identified need 
regardless of whether the port is developed or not. 

15. Caltrans has evaluated the growth inducing potential of the project.  Providing STAA access at 
Richardson Grove 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. See General Responses #12 regarding market factors that influence growth in the 
County. 

16. See General Response #14 regarding the potential for an increase in truck traffic. 
17. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project purpose 

and need. 
18. The existing roadway occurs on root systems of old growth redwoods within Richardson Grove.  

Route 101 at this location was constructed over ninety years ago and the redwoods abutting the 
road in the park remain viable to the present day.  Also see General Response #3 regarding 
impacts on trees and the minimization measures incorporated into the project. 

19. It has been determined by the Caltrans certified arborist, and an independent consulting arborist 
contracted by Save The Redwoods League that the project would not result in substantial adverse 
impacts to the root systems of the old growth redwoods. 

20. See Response #19 above regarding the determination by arborists of the project’s impacts on the 
trees. 

21. While the project would add additional paving near some trees and may result in some additional 
soil compaction, the minimization measures incorporated into the project such as use of an 
pneumatic excavator such as an air spade or hand tools around the redwoods and restricting 
parking of equipment and storage of materials in the vicinity of the trees will help ensure that no 
substantial adverse impacts resulting from construction would occur.  It is important to note that 
within the park, the maximum shoulder widening that could occur is two feet for each lane.   

22. It is expected that the project would result in some additional compaction where construction 
occurs adjacent to the trees.  The effects of compaction would be minimized by using Cement 
Treated Permeable Base which reduces the amount of excavation and compaction that would 
normally be required.  Caltrans arborist, Darrin Sullivan, has been involved with the 
development of this project and the numerous measures incorporated into the design as well as 
construction techniques to minimize the impacts to redwoods.  He determined that the project 
would result in minimal impact to the root vitality of the redwoods.  Dennis Yniguez, an arborist 
contracted by the Save the Redwoods League to evaluate the project, notes 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.”  He further concluded that, “… 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.” 

23. As stated above, arborists have evaluated the project’s impacts to the trees and have concluded 
that the impacts would not result in a substantial adverse effect. 

24. Staging for the project is restricted to paved shoulders and turnouts, thus the root zones of the 
trees should not be an issue. 

25. The projected increase in traffic would occur with or without the project.  It is not known what 
the potential impacts from an increase in traffic would be. 

26. Shoulders are being widened to four feet outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Within the park, continuous widening on the existing roadway to create wider 
shoulders is not possible without removing several old growth redwoods.  The project does 
propose to add two foot shoulders within the park where no shoulders currently exist and where 
trees abutting the roadway do not preclude widening.  Any bike/pedestrian path beyond the 
highway would be on park land and would have to be done in association with State Parks since 
they are the agency owning the land.  While the proposed project doesn’t markedly improve the 
safety for pedestrians and bicyclists through the park, it doesn’t worsen the existing situation.   

27. The survey did not query the businesses about their likelihood of using short sea shipping as an 
alternative to trucking. The Humboldt Bay Harbor District has identified improvements that are 
needed in the port to establish short sea shipping.  Currently there is no funding for these 
improvements nor is there any known funding in the immediate future.  Thus, at present, short 
sea shipping is not a viable alternative for goods movement. 

28. See Response to #27 above regarding port improvements. 
29. See Response to #10 and #15 above regarding the information that the project is not expected to 

induce big box development. 
30. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project purpose 

and need. 
31. Cumulative effects were considered for the project and were determined not to be significant. 

The cumulative impact analysis builds upon information derived from the direct and indirect 
impacts analysis.  The cumulative impact analysis focuses on those resources currently in poor 
or declining health or at risk even if project impacts are relatively small.  For the Richardson 
Grove project, three resource areas were considered: parklands; endangered species, specifically 
Marbled Murrelet and Northern Spotted Owl; and old growth forests.  Refer to Section 2.4 in the 
FEIR for results of cumulative impacts analysis. 

32. Dr. Gallo’s study was not intended to be a comprehensive evaluation.  Those businesses 
responding to the survey that his evaluation was based on were likely the businesses most 
concerned about the shipping costs.  These businesses represent fifteen different industry sectors 
but can be lumped into three general categories: agriculture and fisheries (including ranching, 
nurseries and fishing); manufacturing (including such diverse firms as cheese manufacturing, 
sawmill/lumber/reconstituted wood products, brewery, fabricated structural metal 
manufacturing, jewelry, and sporting/athletic wear); and retail sales (including motor vehicle and 
parts). Within several export dependent sectors, a high percentage of the industry firms provided 
quantitative estimates of the dollar impact of trucking constraints on their transportation costs. 
The information generated even from the limited number of sectors considered was sufficient to 
enable Caltrans to determine that the benefits derived from the project would be worth the 
expenditure of public funds. 



 33. It has not been established that the lifting the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove would result 
large proliferation of big box stores in Humboldt County.  Many factors go into the decision for 
a store to locate in a particular area, not the least of which is the population base that would be 
supporting that store.  In addition, by providing STAA access, the local businesses that have 
been disadvantaged by the shipping costs would be able to compete more favorably with the big 
box stores. Caltrans has determined that while there are effects resulting from the project, they 
are not significant given their context and intensity.  Therefore, an EIS is not required. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Wildlife inhabiting the area adjacent to the highway and campgrounds in the park 

is already affected and have adapted to noise, lights, and human activity associated 
with the campfire programs, campground activities including generator noise from 
the RVs, and general maintenance activities conducted by the park staff to upkeep 
the park facilities and roads as well as traffic and maintenance activities associated 
with Route 101. There might be limited night work, but as productivity is not as 
great during night construction, and therefore is more expensive, it would likely 
only be utilized sparingly. 

3. See General Response #8. 
4. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #13. 
3. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 

purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives 
included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway 
through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of 
signalization alternatives. More information is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the 
FEIR/EA. 

4. See General Response #9. 



 

 
 

  
 

 

1. See General Response #13. 
2. No old growth trees would be removed as a result of this project.  The majority 

of the 30 trees proposed to be removed in the park are four to twelve inches in 
diameter and  half are tan oaks. The largest tree proposed to be removed from 
the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan oak and only two redwoods are proposed for 
removal in the park and they are six inches in diameter and seven inches in 
diameter.  The current ambience of the area for the motorist would not be altered 
substantially as a result of this project as the roadway would remain a curvilinear 
two lane highway with minimal to no shoulders with large redwood trees 
abutting the edges of the roadway. With the design modification of the retaining 
wall, the number of tree removals at the wall was reduced from 30 to 5.  The total 
number of tree removals proposed for the project is now 54. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #12. 
3. STAA access to Humboldt County is available from the north via Route 101.  For 

trips originating from the south along Route 101, STAA vehicles would have to 
detour east to I-5 then north to Oregon then detour back west to return to Route 101.  
Then STAA vehicles could head south through Del Norte County before entering 
Humboldt County on Route 101.  This represents a detour of about 300 miles which 
would add substantial travel times and result in greater fuel costs. 

4. The proposed project would result in roadway improvements. 
5. As mentioned above, there are several factors which affect rate of growth in 

Humboldt County which have a greater influence than STAA access availability.  
“Big box” stores are already present in Humboldt County in part because these 
businesses have access to a fleet of California Legal vehicles which are not restricted 
at Richardson Grove. The small businesses have expressed concern about the lack of 
availability of non-STAA vehicles. They report that the trucking companies they 
rely on generally stock the industry standard – sized vehicles (e.g., STAA trucks) in 
their fleet and it is becoming increasingly more difficult to access the non-STAA – 
sized vehicles. Thus, the proposed project is anticipated to benefit the small 
businesses. 
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1. Within the park, the project proposes only to adjust the width of Route 101 to provide 
two foot shoulders where possible where there are currently no large trees abutting the 
roadway. Outside of the park four foot shoulders will be provided.  Slight 
realignments are proposed to eliminate off-tracking. 

2. The project will provide access for STAA trucks with up to a 53 foot trailer and 25 
foot truck. Refer to Figure 3 of the document for truck lengths. 

3. The 2008 average daily traffic for Route 101 at Richardson Grove was 5,520 vehicles 
with 11 percent of that amount composed of trucks (Section 1.2 of the document).  It is 
impossible to tell what percentage may be STAA trucks that are illegally using the 
highway. Collision data collected does not differentiate between STAA and non 
STAA trucks. 

4. The STAA truck restrictions at Richardson Grove are estimated to be responsible for a 
reduction in annual income for businesses and residents of Humboldt and Del Norte 
Counties of $8.0 million (in 2004 dollars).  For the 20 year period of the analysis, and 
allowing for annual nominal growth of 3 percent, the income losses total $228 million.  
The income losses for just one year exceed the $5.5 million estimated cost of the 
realignment project at Richardson Grove. 
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5. STAA trucks cannot legally traverse Richardson Grove and restricted vehicles can be 
ticketed by the California Highway Patrol. STAA vehicles can access Humboldt County on 
US Route 101 from the north.  The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on 
STAA vehicles. The current roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over 
the center line into the opposing lane.  Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the 
park does not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  If a collision were to occur involving a 
STAA vehicle that was given a permit to traverse the park and off-tracking was found to be 
the reason for the collision occurring, Caltrans would be liable because 1) Caltrans knew 
there was a geometric problem associated with STAA trucks traveling through the area and 
2) Caltrans did nothing to correct the known issue. 

6. The proposed project would necessitate the removal of two small redwoods in the park.  
They are six inches and seven inches in diameter respectively.  With the special conditions 
and minimization measures in place during construction, the project is not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect to the larger redwood trees. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  The 
current roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over the center line 
into the opposing lane. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the park does 
not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  If a collision were to occur involving a STAA 
vehicle that was given a permit to traverse the park and off-tracking was found to be the 
reason for the collision occurring, Caltrans would be liable because 1) Caltrans knew 
there was a geometric problem associated with STAA trucks traveling through the area 
and 2) Caltrans did nothing to correct the known issue.  The proposed project would 
correct the known geometric condition and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no 
special permits being required. 

2. See General Response #10. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 

their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. 

4. See General Response #13. 
5. See General Response #7. 
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1. The level of impact determines the appropriate level of document under NEPA.  The project as 
proposed with the special design features and special conditions in place is not anticipated to 
result in significant impacts. 

2. Within the park, the only widening proposed to provide up to two foot shoulders where 
possible where currently no shoulders exists.  North of the park, widening is proposed to 
provide four foot shoulders to better accommodate non-motorized traffic.  No old growth 
redwoods will be removed.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that the project 
would not result in take of the Marbled Murrelet, and that the construction activity represents a 
relatively short term disturbance that is not expected to have a long term effect on the breeding 
performance of the Marbled Murrelet as stated in the Biological Opinion for this project.   

3. The truck traffic volume is not expected to substantially change.  By lifting the STAA 
restriction the type of trucks is expected to change, not the number of trucks.  As the weight 
restrictions are the same for STAA trucks as non-STAA trucks, the STAA trucks are not 
expected to weigh substantially different. 

4. No work is proposed in the South Fork of the Eel River.  Culvert work on drainages that empty 
into the River is proposed and appropriate best management practices will be in place.  For 
more information refer to chapter on water quality, Section 2.2.1 in the environmental 
document. 

5. The project is not expected to result in increase in noise, vehicle emissions, or truck traffic.  
The US Fish and Wildlife Service have determined that the project would not result in a take of 
listed species, including the Marbled Murrelet.  The Service further concluded that the 
construction activity represents a relatively short term disturbance that is not expected to have 
a long term effect on the breeding performance of the Marbled Murrelet as stated in the 
Biological Opinion for this project.  The project impacts to the redwoods have been minimized 
with special design features and special conditions during construction.  With these measures 
in place, the project is not expected to result in die back of the redwoods. 

6. The habitat abutting the existing roadway has less value to the Marbled Murrelet than that 
found further from the roadway since the highway itself results in “edge habitat” that provides 
less protection from predators.  For the most part, the impacts from the project are limited to 
the area adjacent to the existing roadway. 

7. STAA trucks are currently allowed on US Route 101 (via access from the north) with the 
exception of the one mile segment that is included within the project limits of this project.  
STAA truck route designations on local streets are determined by local governments.  Any 
improvements needed to interchange on-ramps or off-ramps or at-grade intersections with 
State highway legs would have to be made on a case by case basis as local governments decide 
to create STAA routes on their local streets. 

8. The draft document did contain information reflecting the scoping comments. 
9. Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act defines impacts to designated critical habitat.  

As the project would not remove any potential nest trees, it was determined that the project 
would not adversely modify critical habitat.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with 
this determination per the Biological Opinion that they prepared for this project. 

10.  As stated previously, the traffic volumes are not expected to substantially change.  Trucks 
would be unlikely to divert from I-5 and Route 99 which are the primary north south trucking 
routes because they are more fuel efficient and less timely to access the major population 
centers in northwestern US. Nor is the project expected to result in increased noise and vehicle 
emissions.  Caltrans has involved the California Parks and Recreation Department throughout 
the planning process for this project.  It is not expected that tourism within the Richardson 
Grove State Park would suffer long term effects as a result of the project. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. STAA access to Humboldt County is available from the north via Route 101.  For 

trips originating from the south along Route 101, STAA vehicles would have to 
detour east to I-5 then north to Oregon then detour back west to return to Route 101.  
Then STAA vehicles could head south through Del Norte County before entering 
Humboldt County on Route 101.  This represents a detour of about 300 miles which 
would add substantial travel times and result in greater fuel costs. 

4. See General Response #8. 
5. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  The 

current roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over the center 
line into the opposing lane.  Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the 
park does not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  The proposed project would correct 
the known geometric condition and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no 
special permits being required. 

6. The project plans have been reviewed by a certified arborist.  In addition, an 
independent arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League also reviewed the 
project in relation to potential impacts to the trees.  The arborists both concluded that 
the project would not result in substantial adverse effects to the trees with the 
protection measures in place.  See more information in General Response #3. 

7. See General Response #5. 
8. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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1. The location of the proposed retaining wall is outside the park where adjacent land use 
includes residential and commercial development. 

2. See General Response #13. 
3. With the construction of this project, highway conditions are not expected to be any 

less safe than they currently are.  Because there will be revisions 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). 

4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #13. 

 
 
 

  



1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #12. 
4. See General Response #13. 
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1. The establishment of the highway predates the establishment of the park.  Typically, changes 
to both the highway and park facilities have been made by the two agencies working together. 

2. The trees proposed for removal do not constitute nesting habitat for either Marbled Murrelet or 
Northern Spotted Owl. The area affected by the proposed project is adjacent to human activity 
areas such as the highway itself, campgrounds, visitor center, and park roads and as such, is 
less desirable habitat. 

3. Final design plans are not prepared until after the environmental document is finalized so that 
commitments made during the environmental process can be incorporated into the final plans.  
The use of “For Design Study Only” terminology is to differentiate between preliminary and 
final design plans. 

4. Political pressure, either positive or negative does not drive the data.  The proposed measures 
to avoid or minimize impacts to the redwoods were recommended by a certified arborist. 

5. Construction of the proposed project would not destroy the “interconnecting web of forest 
parks along the Redwood Highway” since the proposed project would only affect that area 
immediately adjacent to existing highway.  The majority of 2,000 acres that comprise the park 
would remain unaffected by the project. 

6. Caltrans has committed to providing monitors during construction to ensure protection 
measures identified in the plans and specifications are utilized properly.  Regardless of the 
political climate, the contractor selected to construct the project will have to adhere to the 
conditions stated in the plans and specifications as well as any conditions contained in the 
permits that will be obtained.  . 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. 

7. See Response #3 above. 
8. “Big box” developments are present in Eureka already.  These stores have fleets which 

included the CA Legal - sized trucks.  It is the small businesses which have experienced the 
most challenge in accessing the CA Legal – sized trucks.  The small businesses desire access to 
STAA – sized vehicles for importing and exporting more economically. 

9. The Biological Opinion prepared by US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) acknowledges 
habitat loss due to timber harvest as the primary reason for listing the Marbled Murrelet and 
Caltrans accepts this statement.  US FWS concurs 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. In addition, 
the USFWS concurs that the project may modify, but is not likely to adversely modify 
designated Critical Habitat for Marbled Murrelet.  Richardson Grove State Park contains many 
acres of suitable nesting habitat higher in value than the forest area within the project area due 
to being a distance from the existing human activity areas of the campground, park 
maintenance yard, and roads. 

10. Table 8 in the FEIR/EA includes a listing of the trees and Appendix L shows the locations of 
the trees proposed for removal. Approximately sixty five percent of the trees to be removed 
range from four to twelve inches in diameter.  Areas to be cut or filled are identified and staked 
prior to construction so the limits of the cut and fill activity are clearly delineated.  The trees to 
be removed are not particularly valuable as merchantable timber and there is little incentive for 
the contractor to not adhere to the plans and specifications.  In addition, there is oversight 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

performed by Caltrans inspectors, archaeological monitors, and biological monitors to ensure 
compliance with the plans. 

11. The project is not designed to increase freight traffic but the purpose is to change the types of 
vehicles that traverse this portion of Route 101.  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 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 I-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 form non-STAA trucks to STAA 
trucks which has the potential to reduce the number of truck trips. 

12. The species covered in the Biological Assessment (BA) was determined after consulting with 
the species list provided by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Much of the life 
history information provided in the BA is provided in every BA prepared for that species.  
USFWS is familiar with the references that provide the information on the species’ life 
histories. Since the BA is a document prepared for the USFWS, it wasn’t deemed necessary to 
provide all the citations for info provided in every BA.  The corvid-proof trash receptacles are 
being proposed by Caltrans as part of the proposed project as an enhancement to the Marbled 
Murrelet and Northern Spotted Owl. Thus, it was determined to be appropriate to include 
references for proposed enhancement measure. 

13. Impacts on scenery of the South Fork of the Eel River would be minimal.  The existing trees 
on the western banks of the River screen views of the highway from the River.  The proposed 
project would not substantially alter drainage patterns or result in an appreciable increase in 
runoff. Erosion control and storm water Best Management Practices implemented during 
construction would protect water quality. The proposed project was determined to have No 
Effect to listed salmonids. 

14. It is not anticipated that there would be a reduction in the tree canopy over the highway.  As 
mentioned above, 65 percent of the trees to be removed are twelve inches in diameter or less.  
The larger trees which comprise the majority of the canopy would remain.  As can be seen in 
Appendices K and L, and photos 6B and 7B in Section 2.1.6 of the FEIR/EA, the areas where 
the vast majority of tree removal is proposed do not contain large trees, thus, the tree removal 
is not expected to increase blow-down or wind throw of large trees. 

15. The proposed project would not affect the wages of Caltrans staff.  It is not anticipated that the 
project would substantially affect the wages of California truck drivers.  Some small business 
owners have reported that the expected cost savings that could result from this project would 
enable them to increase wages and/or benefits of their employees. 

16. No on/off ramp improvements are anticipated. 
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1. No old growth redwoods are proposed for removal as part of this project.  The 
largest redwood proposed to be removed is nineteen inches in diameter, however, 
within the park boundaries, the only two redwoods proposed for removal are six 
and seven inches in diameter. 

2. See General Response #8. 
3. The location of the proposed retaining wall is outside the boundaries of the park in 

an environment that has been altered with numerous buildings, private access roads, 
utility poles, and other associated development. 
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1. Redwood trees can adapt to the impacts associated with roads as noted from 
existing highways such as Route 101 at this location as well as along Route 254 – 
“The Avenue of the Giants.” Several measures have been incorporated into the 
plans that would minimize the impacts of construction as well as long term 
impacts on the trees.  The measures include hand work in the vicinity of the trees, 
using permeable structural section for the roadway that will allow more water to 
get to the tree roots, using air spades to minimize cutting the roots, and 
incorporating roots in the fill rather than cutting them.  For more information see 
Appendix B of the FEIR/EA. 

2. See General Response #5. 
3. See General Response #3. 
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 1. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 
State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive 
as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for 
the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. Dedicated funding to CHP enforcement is outside the authorization of Caltrans. 
3. The proposed project introduces more curves into the alignment, thus it is estimated that the 

proposed modifications would tend to discourage motorists from speeding.  In addition, in 
fall 2008, the posted speed in this portion of Route 101 was reduced from 40mph to 35mph. 

4. Installing speed bumps would not correct the geometric deficiency of roadway that results in 
the off-tracking. 

5. Non mechanized and pneumatic excavators such as an air spade work around redwood trees 
in the park limit the amount of disturbed soil that occurs during construction.  Equipment is 
limited to shoulders and pullouts in the park except for those areas that would be under fill 
as part of the project. 

6. Within the park heavy equipment would be precluded from going off the roadway within the 
structural root zone (three times the diameter of the tree trunk) of redwoods thirty inches in 
diameter or greater with the exception of the culvert improvement work. 

7. Additional information has been provided regarding impacts to old growth redwoods.  See 
Section 2.3.1 in the final document. 

8. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the circulation of 
the draft document.  The modification included changing the location and type of wall from 
the west side to the east side and from an above the road wall to a below the road wall. Since 
the wall is built below the roadway it is less visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  
In addition the modification reduces the number of trees to be removed . 

9. See General Response #12. 
10. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #6. 

 

 
 

 
  
  



 

 
 

 1. The proposed project would not substantially alter the current aesthetics of the 
roadway and its setting. The road would remain a two lane curvilinear road with 
minimal to no shoulders with large trees abutting the edge of pavement.  The two 
redwoods proposed to be removed in the park are six and seven inches in diameter. 
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1. Additional information is provided in the final document in Section 2.3.1 regarding 
proposed impacts to redwoods. 

2. The current ambience of the area for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a 
result of this project as the roadway would remain a curvilinear two lane highway with 
minimal to no shoulders and large redwood trees abutting the edges of the roadway. 

3. 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, thus, no incidental take permit is required. 

4. See General Response #8. 
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1. The public review and comment period of the DEIR/EA began December 5, 2008 and 
was extended to March 12, 2009. 

2. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 
purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives 
included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway 
through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of 
signalization alternatives. More information is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the 
FEIR/EA. 

3. See General Response #3. 
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1. Several alternatives were considered but were determined to either not meet the 
purpose and need for the project or were considered not feasible.  These alternatives 
included spot widening at the STAA restriction points, double decking the highway 
through the park, bypassing Richardson Grove State Park, and several variations of 
signalization alternatives. More information is provided in Section 1.4.2 of the 
FEIR/EA. 

2. Currently, infrastructure improvements are necessary to develop short sea shipping in 
Humboldt Bay, and funding for these improvements have not yet been identifed.  And, 
while short sea shipping may be an option in the future, it will not be practical for all 
shipping needs such as time sensitive goods or animals.  In addition, Humboldt Bay 
has a couple of major disadvantages that must be overcome before short sea shipping 
would be perceived as viable. As stated in the Port of Humboldt Bay Harbor 
Revitalization Plan, the Bay’s limited inland access by both rail and trucks is a key 
disadvantage since Interstate 5 is a major route for goods movement due to its access 
to major population centers from California to Washington.  This lack of inland access 
combined with Humboldt County’s small population and limited economic base 
makes Humboldt Bay less desirable than other competing ports. 

3. See General Response #3. 
4. Shoulders are being widened outside the park to better accommodate bicyclists and 

pedestrians. Within the park, widening on existing roadways to create wider 
shoulders for bicyclists is not possible without removal of several old growth 
redwoods. Any path beyond the highway would have to be done by or in association 
with State Parks since they are the agency owning the land. 

5. See General Response #7. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how STAA restriction at Richardson Grove has adversely impacted their business.  
The STAA restriction affects a cross section of businesses.  

2. Subsequent to the circulation of the DEIR/EA, a design modification for the retaining wall  
was developed. The modification for the retaining wall would be built on the east side of US 
Route 101 and below the northbound lane.  The modified wall would require much less tree 
removal (5 trees as compared to approximately 30 trees of the original wall proposal).  Thus 
the tree removal for the overall project was reduced from 87 to 54.  Sixty-five percent of the 
trees proposed to be removed are twelve inches in diameter or less and 85 percent of the 54 
trees are tan oaks. Once cut, the trees will be chipped and used as mulch as part of the 
revegetation efforts. 

3. See General Response #10. 
4. Of the 54 trees proposed for removal, only six are redwoods.  The largest redwood to be 

removed is nineteen inches in diameter. 
5. The STAA restriction affects more than just the bulb farm businesses.  Many local businesses 

and individuals have expressed their concerns about how the STAA restriction affects their 
business including such diverse interests as local manufacturing firms, cheese producer, 
seafood exporter, local brewery, construction industry representatives, lumber product 
representatives, dairy owners, clothing manufacturer, ranching business, creamery, performing 
arts representatives who rely on the STAA vehicles to transport their sets for local 
performances, and racing recreationists who use the STAA vehicles to transport their cars.  In 
addition, Caltrans heard from many other business owners who support those businesses who 
are affected by the STAA restriction and so, they themselves are also affected. 

6. Due to deficient geometrics in several curves on State Route 299 which would result in larger 
vehicles off-tracking, STAA trucks are restricted from this highway. 

7. Currently, infrastructure improvements are necessary to develop short sea shipping in 
Humboldt Bay, and funding for these improvements have not yet been procured.  And, while 
short sea shipping may be an option in the future, it will not be practical for all shipping needs 
such as time sensitive goods or animals.  In addition, Humboldt Bay has a couple of major 
disadvantages that must be overcome before short sea shipping would be perceived as viable.  
As stated in the Port of Humboldt Bay Harbor Revitalization Plan, the Bay’s limited inland 
access by both rail and trucks is a key disadvantage since Interstate 5 is a major route for goods 
movement due to its access to major population centers from California to Washington.  This 
lack of inland access combined with Humboldt County’s small population and limited 
economic base makes Humboldt Bay less desirable than other competing ports. 
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1. The proposed improvements would occur on the existing highway which passes 
through and provides access to Richardson Grove State Park.  No old growth trees 
would be removed as a result of this project.  The majority of the 30 trees proposed 
to be removed in the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and half are tan oaks.  
The largest tree proposed to be removed from the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan 
oak and only two redwoods are proposed for removal in the park and they are six 
inches in diameter and seven inches in diameter.  The current ambience of the area 
for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of this project as the 
roadway would remain a two lane highway with minimal to no shoulders and large 
redwood trees abutting the edges of the roadway. 

2. The issue is that the size of vehicle in use commonly throughout the nation, 
including California has changed to the STAA.  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.  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. 

3. Neither the Caltrans certified arborist nor park ecologist have noted a loss of vigor in 
the trees adjacent to the highway in Richardson Grove.  While not ideal, redwood 
trees can adapt to the impacts associated with roads.  Several measures have been 
incorporated into the plans and specifications that would minimize the impacts of 
construction as well as long term impacts.  Measures such as hand work in the 
vicinity of the trees, using permeable structural section for the roadway, using air 
spades to minimize cutting the roots, and incorporating roots in the structural section 
rather than cutting them are among some of the measures. 

4. The characteristics of the road and the setting in the park would not be substantially 
modified as a result of the project. 

5. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1.  See General Response #2. 
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1. In the park only two redwoods would be removed.  They are six and seven inches in 
diameter. 

2. See General Response #13. 



1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #6. 
4. 
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  See General Response #7. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. As noted above, construction in the park within the structural root zone of redwoods 

thirty inches in diameter and larger would be performed by hand work or pneumatic 
excavators such as an air spade. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA 
restriction at Richardson Grove. 

2. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and 
the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 

3. See General Response #8. 
4. See General Response #10. 
5. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. The two redwoods proposed to be removed from within the park are six inches and 

seven inches in diameter. 
3. Wildlife is already affected and have adapted to activities from the park such as 

campground programs, generators from RVs, and general maintenance activities 
conducted by park staff to upkeep the park facilities and roads as well as traffic and 
maintenance activities associated with Route 101. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #15. 
3. See General Response #16. 



 

 
 

  
  
 

1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. The location of the proposed retaining wall is outside the park. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
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 1. There is more than one curve which results in the STAA restriction on this segment 
of Route 101. The proposed project would make adjustments to the current 
alignment that would modify the deficient geometrics of the highway and allow 
STAA vehicles to traverse this portion of Route 101 without off-tracking. 
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1. See General Response #15. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. See General Response #2. 
4. See General Response #8. 
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1. The project proposes some modifications to the existing alignment.  The road predates 
the establishment of Richardson Grove State Park, thus the park has developed in 
association with the highway. 

2. See General Response #2. 
3. Once construction is complete, it is not anticipated that campers or other park visitors 

would experience any adverse long term effects since the scenic setting would not be 
substantially altered. 

4. See General Response #9. 
5. See General Response #8. 
6. See General Response #10. 



 

 

  
  
 

1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. The long term effects on air quality and noise are not expected to be substantially 

different from existing condition. The proposed project is not increasing the 
capacity of Route 101, nor will travel times be reduced as a result of the project.  
The alignment shifts would not result in any appreciable differences in noise to 
sensitive receptors like campers or park residences.  It is possible that the project 
would result in fewer emissions since there could be fewer trips. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Caltrans is working with the local businesses and the park to minimize construction 

impacts.  For example, flaggers will be present at the park entrance when traffic 
queues are expected to ensure for minimal delays for ingress and egress.  At 
businesses south of the park where sight distance is better, business access will be 
protected and maintained so traffic queues don’t block entrances.  A communication 
plan to inform local businesses and motorists as to construction impacts will be used 
throughout construction. 

3. See General Response #5. 
4. The primary purpose of the project is to lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  The 

current roadway geometrics are such that STAA vehicles off-track over the center line 
into the opposing lane. Issuing a permit to allow STAA vehicles through the park 
does not resolve the issue of off-tracking.  The proposed project would correct the 
known geometric condition and lift the restriction for STAA trucks with no special 
permits being required. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #14. 
3. Widening the roadway to provide four foot shoulders outside the park would provide a 

much improved condition for bicyclists and pedestrians as compared to existing.  
Within the park, the proposed modifications to the roadway would add two foot 
shoulders where the presence of trees does not preclude it.  It is not expected that 
speed rate would increase within the park as the proposed project would not be 
removing the curves from the highway, but rather would be introducing more curves 
into the alignment and modifying the existing curves.  While the proposed project 
would not be markedly improving the safety for bicyclists within the park, it wouldn’t 
worsen the existing condition.  Caltrans has committed to installing additional signs 
alerting motorists to the presence of bicyclists in this segment of Route 101 as part of 
the project. 

4. See General Response #5. 
5. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. The proposed project is not expected to result in trucks traveling faster since the 
project introduces more curves to the alignment.  In addition, the highway would 
remain a two lane curvilinear road with minimal to no shoulders through the park.  
Large trees would continue to abut the edge of pavement.  These characteristics 
would tend to discourage motorists from speeding.  In addition, the posted speed 
limit was reduced from 40 mph to 35 mph in the fall of 2008.  The scenic qualities 
of the highway setting would not be substantially altered and no old growth trees 
would be removed. Thus, tourists stopping in Willits and local residents of Willits 
should not be affected by the proposed project except during construction. 

2. There have been four public meetings about the project and numerous articles and 
editorials in several newspapers informing residents about the project.  Each of the 
public meetings was advertised in advance in the newspapers. 



1. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. The posted speed limit was reduced for this segment of Route 101 from 40 mph to 
35 mph in fall 2008. 

2. Shoulders are being widened to four feet outside the park to better accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians. Within the park, widening on the existing roadway to 
create wider shoulders is not possible without removing several old growth 
redwoods. The project does propose to add two foot shoulders within the park 
where no shoulders currently exist and where trees abutting the roadway do not 
preclude widening. Any bike/pedestrian path beyond the highway would be on 
park land and would have to be done in association with State Parks since they are 
the agency owning the land. While the proposed project doesn’t markedly improve 
the safety for pedestrians and bicyclists through the park, it doesn’t worsen the 
existing situation. 

3. See General Response #8. 
4. See General Response #3. 



1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. Caltrans considers all comments before making a final decision. 
2. The Singing Trees Recovery Center would be impacted during construction, 

experiencing increased noise and traffic delays.  If night work occurs near the 
business it would be disruptive. Long term impacts would primarily include the 
right of way that would need to be acquired in order to construct the retaining wall, 
impacts to aesthetics resulting from vegetation removal for the cut from postmile 
2.05 to 2.10 and the retaining wall. The proposed cut bank is currently vegetated 
primarily with shrubs and low growing vegetation and would be revegetated as part 
of the project. The proposed retaining wall would be constructed below the road 
and would be visible from some of the structures (both a residence as well as one 
of the buildings associated with the business) as well as being visible from various 
spots on the property. 

3. See General Response #3. 
4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 

 

 
 

  
  



1. See General Response #15. 
2. See General Response #16. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #2. 
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1. No old growth trees would be removed as a result of the project.  Both the Caltrans 
arborist and an arborist contracted by the Save the Redwoods League have determined 
that the proposed project would have no substantial detrimental effect on root health of 
old growth redwoods adjacent to the highway. 

2. See General Response #13. 
3. With the construction of this project, highway conditions are not expected to be any less 

safe than they currently are.  Because there will be revisions 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). 

4. See General Response #3. 
5. The land use both north and south of the park includes residential and commercial use 

and both uses have altered the natural landscape.  The proposed cut slope at postmile 
2.05 to 2.10 is a previous cut bank and is vegetated primarily with shrubs and low 
growing vegetation and would be revegetated so the visual impacts would not be long 
term.  A design modification for the retaining wall was developed subsequent to the 
circulation of the draft document.  The modified design includes changing the type of the 
wall from an above the road wall to a below the road wall.  Since the wall is below the 
roadway motorists would only see would be the concrete barrier adjacent to the 
northbound lane. The barrier is required due to the height of the wall (12 feet) should a 
vehicle leave the roadway. 

6. See General Response #11. 
7. See General Response #7. 
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1. The majority of roadway widening in the project occurs in the northerly portion 
outside the park where shoulders would be widened to four feet to better accommodate 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The project would not increase the capacity of the highway, 
thus it is not anticipated that traffic volumes would substantially change over existing 
volumes. 

2. See General Response #12. 
3. The adjacent land use within the project limits is residential, commercial, and public 

recreation. The project does not impact any land zoned for agriculture.  In addition, as 
stated above, the project is not expected to be growth inducing, thus impacts to 
agricultural land beyond the project limits are not anticipated. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #10. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #13. 
4. With the construction of this project, highway conditions are not expected to be any less safe 

than they currently are.  Because there will be revisions 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). 

5. The only viable option for goods movement into Humboldt County from the south currently 
is by truck. Since Humboldt County isn’t self sufficient, goods movement would likely 
continue to occur. While California Legal-sized trucks are still in use, they are becoming 
increasingly harder to find as trucking companies replace their fleet with the industry 
standard-sized vehicles. Thus, the non STAA trucks 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 STAA trucks. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #1. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. The NEPA Environmental Assessment does take into consideration that South Fork Eel 
River is a federally designated Wild and Scenic River and that portions of the project 
area have been designated as Critical Habitat for the Marbled Murrelet.  What 
determines the level of NEPA document is whether a significant impact is anticipated to 
occur as a result of the project, not the presence of federally protected resources alone.  
The project is not expected to have substantial adverse impacts on the values that 
resulted in South Fork Eel River being designated.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service 
determined that the project would not result in “take” of any listed species and that the 
construction activity represents a relatively short term disturbance that is not expected to 
have a long term effect on the breeding performance of the Marbled Murrelet as stated 
in the Biological Opinion for this project.   

2. Impacts to federally listed species is analyzed through the Section 7 process of the 
Federal Endangered Species Act process then summarized in the NEPA document.  
Preparing an EIS does not result in a more detailed analysis per se.  

3. The examples cited in your letter are not inconsistencies.  Both the NEPA/CEQA 
document and the Biological Assessment, prepared for compliance with the federal 
endangered species act process, acknowledge that the project activities may affect the 
Marbled Murrelet. The terminology, “may affect and likely to adversely affect” is the 
Section 7 language that is part of the federal Act.  In the Biological Opinion prepared by 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Service concurs that the project may affect and is 
likely to adversely affect Marbled Murrelets, but goes on to determine that there would 
be no take of species. 

4. Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act defines the level of impacts to 
designated Critical Habitat.  As the project does not take any potential nest trees, it was 
determined that the project would not adversely modify designated Critical Habitat for 
Marbled Murrelet. The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with this 
determination. 

5. Both the Caltrans arborist and Dennis Yniguez, an independent arborist contracted by 
Save the Redwoods League, have determined that with the special conditions in  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

place as described in the document, there would be no significant detrimental effect on root 
health or the availability of water to the roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the 
highway construction. Mr. Yniguez also noted 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 concluded that with the special conditions 
incorporated into the design and construction, the project “…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.”   

6. In the majority of areas where tree removal is to occur within the park, the trees to be 
removed are not immediately adjacent to redwoods as can be seen in Appendix L, the layout 
maps.  The reason for this is that most of the areas where tree removal would occur are on 
previous cut banks, so there are no large redwoods present in these areas.  Thus, it is not 
expected that tree removal would result in more wind throw and blow down of the redwoods, 
nor is a major opening in the canopy expected.   

7. The comments are not generated until the draft environmental document is circulated to the 
public. The draft document did contain information reflecting the scoping comments. 

8. Many small businesses have requested the County and Caltrans to pursue the project and 
have expressed concern of how the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove has adversely 
impacted their business.  STAA trucks are currently allowed on Route 101 (via access from 
the north) with the exception of the one mile segment that is included within the project 
limits of this project.  STAA truck route designations on local streets are determined by local 
governments.  Any improvements needed to interchange on-ramps or off-ramps or at-grade 
intersections with State highway legs would have to be made on a case by case basis as local 
governments decide to create STAA routes on their local streets.  

9. It is not anticipated that lifting the STAA restriction would adversely affect tourism.  It is not 
anticipated that truck traffic would substantially change, nor is noise expected to 
substantially increase. 

10. See General Response #12. 
11. The widening that is proposed within the park is to provide up to two foot shoulders where 

possible in areas where currently no shoulders exist. 
12. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and the 

funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #2. 

1 

2 

3 

 

 
 

  
  
  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

 

 
 



 
  
  
  
  

 

 

 

 

1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #12. 
3. See General Response #11. 
4. “Big Box” stores are already present in Eureka, and STAA access to Eureka is available from 

the north via Route 101. 
5. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

6. Currently, infrastructure improvements are necessary to develop short sea shipping in 
Humboldt Bay, and funding for these improvements have not yet been identified.  And, 
while short sea shipping may be an option in the future, it will not be practical for all 
shipping needs such as time sensitive goods or animals.  In addition, Humboldt Bay has a 
couple of major disadvantages that must be overcome before short sea shipping would be 
perceived as viable. As stated in the Port of Humboldt Bay Harbor Revitalization Plan, the 
Bay’s limited inland access by both rail and trucks is a key disadvantage since Interstate 5 is 
a major route for goods movement due to its access to major population centers from 
California to Washington.  This lack of inland access combined with Humboldt County’s 
small population and limited economic base makes Humboldt Bay less desirable than other 
competing ports. 



1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #12. 
3. See General Response #7. 

2 

1 

3 

 

 
 

  
  
  



1 

2 

 

 
 



3 

 

 
 



 
  
  
 

 

1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #14. 
3. As you note, some big box stores are already present in Eureka.  The economic costs of not 

providing access for STAA trucks would fall on businesses currently located in Humboldt 
County. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  Economic activity 
and subsequent growth in Humboldt County faces a challenge in the form of distance to 
major markets with or without the proposed project.  The inaccessibility of the County to 
larger trucks is not the most important constraint on business development in this portion of 
northern California. A study prepared for the Humboldt County Association of Governments 
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 (Cambridge Systematics, Inc., 1989). 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. See General Response #9. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  



1. See General Response #15. 
2. 
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See General Response #16. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #14. 
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1. See General Response #9. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. See General Response #1. 

 

 
 

  
  
  



1 

2 

3 

1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #1. 

 

 
 

  
  
  



1. See General Response #2.. 
2. See General Response #4. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #11. 
3. See General Response #2. 
4. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 

Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there 
are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 

expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  
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 one of the goals in the 
RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.   

3. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. 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 pneumatic excavator such as 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. 

3. Very little change is being proposed for the vegetative community.  No old growth trees would 
be removed as a result of this project.  The majority of the 30 trees proposed to be removed in 
the park are four to twelve inches in diameter and half are tan oaks.  The largest tree proposed 
to be removed from the park is a 24 inch in diameter tan oak and only two redwoods are 
proposed for removal in the park and they are six inches in diameter and seven inches in 
diameter.  The current ambience of the area for the motorist would not be altered substantially 
as a result of this project as the roadway would remain a curvilinear two lane highway with 
minimal to no shoulders with large redwood trees abutting the edges of the roadway. 

4. Twenty Douglas fir trees are proposed to be removed. 
5. There is not discrepancy in the tree removal, it is just different ways to describe the 

information.  Table 8 identifies the tree species to be removed.  Trees proposed for removal as 
well as the limits for proposed cut and fill are shown on the project maps in Appendix L in the 
document. 

6. A certified arborist will be present to monitor ground disturbing activities adjacent to redwood 
trees during construction.  This person will report to the Resident Engineer overseeing 
construction, not the contractor. 

7. A certified arborist will be present during construction in the park. 
8. As previously mentioned above, a certified arborist will monitor construction activities that 

involve redwood tree roots in the park.  It has been demonstrated by a certified arborist that an 
air spade tool can be used to excavate material successfully without severing roots.  Caltrans 
has committed to not cut roots larger than 2 inches in diameter.   

9. See Response #8 above. 
10. To the extent practicable, tree roots won’t be severed but incorporated into the structural 

section. Numerous measures have been incorporated into the project design and construction 
to minimize the impacts to the roots.  Dennis Yniquez notes that the proposed grade changes 
are minimized and “will favor moderately increasing road height rather than severing roots 
beneath existing grades.” He further concludes 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.” 

11. A certified arborist evaluated the potential impacts to the trees.  Only a minor amount of 
asphalt (0.3 acres) would be added to the existing asphalt.  If the new asphalt was laid in a 
continuous width along the existing highway within the project limits it would be 
approximately one foot wide on each side of the highway.  Roots affected with the new asphalt 
areas are likely already adapted to the existing roadway.   



  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

12. There are numerous measures incorporated into both the design to limit the depth of 
excavation and fill, as well as measures incorporated into the construction contract to protect 
the trees as identified in the document. 

13. Section 1.4 in the document addresses the no build alternative.  In addition, each of the 
environmental consequences sections in Chapter 2 discusses the no build alternative. 

14. It is not correct to state that culvert work is only needed if the project is constructed.  There are 
existing erosion issues that are being addressed by some of the culvert improvements.  In 
addition, some of the culverts are deteriorated and would have to be replaced in the near future 
or they would eventually fail independent of the proposed project. 

15. Refer to the response above. 
16. There will be environmental monitors during construction ensuring all commitments, permit 

conditions, and special conditions are adhered to. 
17. Regulatory agencies prepare permit conditions.  Caltrans prepares the language for the special 

conditions that are incorporated into the construction contract. 
18. 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 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 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 includes measures to avoid and minimize impacts to old 
growth redwood tree roots during construction. 

19. The Noise Study Report and Biological Assessment that were prepared for this project. 
20. The recommendation for corvid-proof trash cans has been used on past projects and has been 

accepted by US Fish and Wildlife Service as an enhancement measure for Northern Spotted 
Owls and Marbled Murrelets by discouraging the presence of their predators.  Even if the 
species are not currently occupying habitat at Richardson Grove State Park, by discouraging 
predators, this measure would enhance the existing habitat over what exists presently.  The US 
Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the construction impacts would be a relatively short 
term impact and would not affect long term breeding patterns of the listed birds. 

21. The trees adjacent to the roadway are not likely to be used as nest trees because the birds prefer 
nest trees that are not exposed.  Meaning, that due to the roadway, the trees are more open and 
thus, more vulnerable to corvids.  The road and the redwood trees abutting it, have co-existed 
since 1915. It is not expected that the proposed project, with the protection measures in place, 
would result in the demise of the trees.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred that the 
project would not result in the loss of potential nest trees. 

22. Noise impacts from construction activities are temporary.  As part of the noise study conducted 
for this project, a sound meter was set up in Richardson Grove State Park approximately 100 
feet from the roadway to measure day and evening decibel levels (see Section 2.25 in the 
DEIR/EA). Typical maximum temporary noise levels generated form construction activities 
are shown in Table 7 of the FEIR/EA. Existing noise levels are about 64 dBA Leq.  Typical 



 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

construction equipment used for this project would average about 67 to 78 dBA.  This would 
not be a substantial increase over existing. 

23. The Noise Study Report prepared for this project. 
24. The area that could have a pond turtle nest that is within the project limits is very small and the 

duration of construction at this area would be of short duration, about a day. 
25. This determination is based on the area that is suitable for nests and the area anticipated to be 

disturbed by the project. 
26. This determination is based on the professional biologist’s opinion and consulting with 

appropriate agencies. 
27. See above response. 
28. The survey for presence of Marbled Murrelet will likely begin in the late spring, 2010. 
29. Appropriate mitigation for the Marbled Murrelet is identified by the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service and contained in the Biological Opinion this agency prepares.  The Biological Opinion 
for this project identified the corvid proof equipment enhancements and the Marbled Murrelet 
survey in their Biological Opinion. The survey is meant to provide information as to the 
breeding numbers in this inland site which would better assist the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the State Parks in developing land use management practices that would accommodate this 
species. 

30. The cumulative effects of this project are discussed in Section 2.4 in the final document. 
31. The project modifies the relationship of the fixed object to the curve.  By modifying the 

geometrics of the curve, motorists should more easily traverse the curves.   The project will not 
be removing the fixed objects, e.g., trees. 

32. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #10. 
2. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
3. The majority of trees to be removed in the park are concentrated in two areas, a 

former cut slope that has since revegetated near the southern end of the project 
limits and a cut bank at the northerly park boundary.  Since these two areas have 
been disturbed before, there are no large redwoods present in the immediate 
surrounding area. 

4. See General Response #8. 
5. From information provided by some small business owners, the reloading takes 

place in or around Oakland or San Francisco since these areas are where major 
easterly and north-south routes converge as well as shipping opportunities to the 
west. 

6. See General Response #11. 
7. See General Response #10. 
8. The park ambience for the motorist would not be altered substantially as a result of 

this project.  The presence of large redwoods abutting the edges of a curvilinear two 
lane roadway with minimum shoulders would not be changed. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at 
Richardson Grove. 

2. See General Response #13. 
3. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 

expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  
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 one of the goals in the 
RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. The Surface Transportation Act of 1982 (STAA) is a federal regulation allowing STAA 

trucks on the National Network, Terminal Access routes, and Service Access routes 
(collectively known as the STAA network). The National Network (federal highways) 
are primarily comprised of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, for 
example I-5 and I-80.  Federal law requires that States allow STAA trucks reasonable 
access to terminals.  In the 1980’s, California evaluated all State Routes and allowed 
STAA vehicles on those routes that could accommodate them.  These are called Terminal 
Access (STAA) routes.  US Route 101 has been designated a Terminal Access Route.  
Most major highways already accommodate STAA trucks, which are the industry 
standard for hauling goods. 

3. Currently, infrastructure improvements are necessary to develop short sea shipping in 
Humboldt Bay, and funding for these improvements have not yet been identified.  And, 
while short sea shipping may be an option in the future, it will not be practical for all 
shipping needs such as time sensitive goods or animals.  In addition, Humboldt Bay has a 
couple of major disadvantages that must be overcome before short sea shipping would be 
perceived as viable. As stated in the Port of Humboldt Bay Harbor 
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Revitalization Plan, the Bay’s limited inland access by both rail and trucks is a key 
disadvantage since Interstate 5 is a major route for goods movement due to its access 
to major population centers from California to Washington.  This lack of inland 
access combined with Humboldt County’s small population and limited economic 
base makes Humboldt Bay less desirable than other competing ports. 

4. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed 
their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. 

5. See General Response #7. 
6. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, and 

the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
7. See General Response #8. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #3. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #13. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #12. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  



 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

1. Caltrans does not intend to cut any roots two inches or larger.  Refer to General 
Response #3. 

2. 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 
effect on the breeding performance of the Marbled Murrelet as stated in the Biological 
Opinion for this project. 
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1. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business and negatively affected 
their cost of doing business. 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 one of the goals in the RTP is to 
eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.  The difference between the larger 
chain stores and the local businesses is that the stores you mentioned have their own truck 
fleet and the smaller businesses rely on trucking companies to provide their shipping needs.  
What has been reported is that while the smaller California Legal sized vehicles are still in 
use, they are becoming increasingly harder to find as trucking companies replace their fleet 
with industry standard-sized vehicles (STAA trucks).    

2. See General Response #13 regarding information that the highway is not being appreciably 
widened. 

3. See General Response #8 regarding information that slowing traffic down does not meet the 
project purpose and need. 

4. See General Response #2 regarding how the project would not substantially alter the gateway 
character of the roadway. 

5. See General Response #11 regarding the issue with non-STAA vehicles. 
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1. See General Response #9 regarding information on the status of the park bypass. 
2. The bypass alternative that was evaluated in the past had an estimated cost of $600 

million.  There has been no indication that this amount of funding would be available 
for this project under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 

3. Because of the challenges to obtain the necessary funding for a bypass and the 
substantial environmental impacts that would result from such a bypass, the current 
Route Concept Report for this stretch of US Route 101 for the foreseeable future is 
that the highway remain a two lane conventional highway. 
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1. The proposed project would not remove any old growth trees.  The largest trees to be 
removed are a 24 inches in diameter tan oak and 23 inches in diameter Douglas fir tree.  The 
largest redwood to be removed is 19 inches in diameter.  There are only two redwoods to be 
removed from within the park and they are 6 and 7 inches in diameter. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding signalization alternative that were considered. 
3. See General Response #8 regarding information on how reducing the speed limit does not 

meet the project purpose and need. 
4. The park was established after the road was constructed.  The project as designed, will not 

cut down any old growth trees. The largest tree to be removed is 24 inches in diameter.  
With the minimization measures in place, arborists have determined that the project would 
not result in substantial adverse impacts to the old growth trees. 

5. Substantially increasing the lighting, especially flashing lights along Route 101 adjacent to 
campground areas in the park, would likely not be acceptable to the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, the agency that manages Richardson Grove State Park.  The STAA 
restriction is in place because of the existing geometrics of the roadway are insufficient to 
allow STAA vehicles to traverse without off-tracking.  Increasing visibility and reducing 
speed will not be sufficient to correct the issue of off-tracking related to the existing highway 
alignment. 

6. There have been several opportunities for public comment for this project including four 
public meetings.  The public comment period for the DEIR/EA began December 5, 2008 and 
concluded March 12, 2009 giving the public ample opportunity to comment. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding information of how reducing the speed limit 
does not meet the project purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding information of how the project would not affect 
the existing gateway character of this section of highway. 
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1. While the findings in Dr. Gallo’s study are based on information from a limited portion of 
businesses present in Humboldt County, for the industry sectors it covers, the response rate 
was statistically valid.  It is assumed that those businesses choosing to participate in the 
survey were concerned about shipping costs.  The conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study did not 
provide the rationale for the project. 

2. See Response #1 above regarding the survey results. 
3. STAA vehicles cannot legally traverse Richardson Grove.  Therefore, to legally traverse the 

grove, STAA vehicles traveling north on Route 101 must offload onto CA-Legal vehicles 
south of Richardson Grove before continuing north of the grove. 

4. It is not known how many truck loads are shipped in or out of the county. 
5. It is not anticipated that the project would result in substantial reduction in truck traffic.  Nor 

is a substantial increase anticipated. 
6. Caltrans has heard from several small businesses that lifting the STAA restriction at 

Richardson Grove would be beneficial for them. 
7. Total Gross Weight cannot exceed 80,000 lbs with restrictions on individual axle loads, and 

this restriction applies to both STAA and CA-Legal vehicles.  The exception is permitted 
loads that will exceed the legal weight due to non-reducible loads (i.e., the load cannot be 
reasonably broken down any smaller).  More information is available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht. As the weight restrictions 
are not increased for STAA vehicles over that of CA-Legal vehicles, road maintenance costs 
should not be substantially affected. 

8. The County conducted the survey and has not released the raw data to Caltrans. 
9. Dr. Gallo stands by the findings in his report.  In addition, the findings in Dr. Gallo’s study 

are used to provide an indication as to the potential results of implementing the project.  The 
conclusions, in of themselves, do not provide the justification for the project. 

10. It is not solely the perceived effects on freight rates that small businesses have mentioned 
regarding their concerns about lack of STAA access.  Businesses have mentioned the 
difficulty and uncertainty in the delivery of imported goods and the costs of having loads 
wait until a non-STAA vehicle can be found. They have also mentioned lost time and the 
cost of reloading goods from non-STAA vehicles to STAA vehicles or vice versa.  In 
addition, for some, it is simply the availability of access that is of concern, not the cost per 
se. For example, racing enthusiasts transporting their racing cars have been affected by the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove. Center Arts has reported that some theater 
productions have been affected because the sets are transported in STAA vehicles. 

11. Dr. Gallo stands by his findings. 
12. The effect of lifting the STAA restrictions at Richardson Grove was not calculated for all 

sectors. 
13. Dr. Gallo stands by his findings. The findings from this study were used to gain a broad 

brush look to see if there would be economic benefits to implementing the project, not 
provide the justification for the project. 

14. There are no indication that shipping needs will markedly change in the near future.  It is not 
expected that lifting STAA restrictions would substantially affect the local carriers.  A survey 
performed by Fehr & Peers for shipping companies from the Eureka vicinity and Del Norte 
County was performed for the STAA access project in Del Norte County.  Over half stated 
that they would be unaffected by opening up STAA access.  Some of the shippers indicated 
if Richardson Grove was opened to STAA, they might increase their shipping.  For those 
indicating that they might increase shipping, some are only currently shipping two to three 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/trafficops/trucks/trucksize/weight.ht


 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

loads a month.  Given this, even if they doubled their shipping it would be an insignificant 
increase in truck traffic. 

15. The pulp mill owner did not respond to the survey so that sector was not included in the 
findings in Dr. Gallo’s study. 

16. Several small businesses have reported that lifting the STAA restrictions at Richardson 
Grove would be economically beneficial to them and none have reported to Caltrans that 
implementing the project would result in adverse impacts to their businesses. 

17. The findings from this study were used to gain a broad brush look to see if there would be an 
economic benefit to implementing the project.  The specific conclusions are not used to 
justify the project. 

18. The project to make operational improvements at Richardson Grove has been advocated by 
the County of Humboldt and has been identified in the current and past Regional 
Transportation Plans for the County. The specific conclusions provided in Dr. Gallo’s study 
are not used to justify the project. 

19. The safety improvements that would result from constructing the project are an added benefit 
of the operational improvements.  The proposed project is not a safety project per se, but the 
improvements made should help improve safety at this location for all motorists.  The wider 
shoulders north of the park should also provide some additional improvements for non-
motorized users as well. 
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1. The letter attachment from “Concerned Traveler” has been added as a separate letter. 
2. A number of businesses have a stake in the final outcome of providing STAA access at 

Richardson Grove. The Marina Center is an independent project and was initiated prior to 
the initiation of the Richardson Grove Operational Improvement project. 

3. The findings from this study were used to gain a broad brush look to see if there would be an 
economic benefit to implementing the project.  The specific conclusions are not used to 
justify the project. 



 
 

 
 

 1. See General Response #8 regarding information about how reducing the speed limit 
does not meet project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding information that the gateway character of 
the highway would not be substantially altered by the project. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit would not 
meet project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #15 regarding the out of kind mitigation. 
2. See General Response #16 regarding the corvid proof equipment mitigation. 
3. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limits does not 

meet project purpose and need. 



 
 
 

 

 
   
  
  

1. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed after the circulation of the 
DEIR/EA changing the location to the east side of the highway and changing the wall type to a 
below the road wall which results in the wall being 100 feet shorter and taking fewer trees.  
The total number of tree removals is now 54 trees. 

2. See General Response #3 regarding minimization measures incorporated to protect the trees. 
3. See General Response #11 regarding information on the need for the STAA vehicles. 
4. See General Response #10 regarding information on the signalization alternatives. 

1 

2 

3 

4 



 
 
 

 1. See General Response #13 regarding information that the project does not result in 
appreciable widening through the park. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet project 
purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding information on the signalization alternatives. 
3. The majority of trees proposed for removal are tan oaks four to twelve inches in 

diameter and these trees only minimally contribute to the existing canopy. 
4. See General Response #3 regarding minimization measures incorporated into the 

project to protect the trees. 
5. The proposed retaining wall would be located north of the park.  The wall is proposed 

in order to gain roadway width in order to provide wider shoulders to better 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists, not stop erosion.  A design modification for 
the retaining wall was developed after the circulation of the DEIR changing the location 
to the east side of the highway and from an above the road wall to a below the road 
wall design. The modification shortens the wall by 100 feet and reduces the number of 
trees to be removed from 33 to 5. 
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1. See General Response #13 and Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the 
surrounding area have expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has 
impacted their business.  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 
one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. Numerous response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA 
stated that the STAA restriction affected their cost of doing business. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding impacts to the park character. 
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1. See General Response #1 regarding information on project purpose and need. 
2. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit would not meet 

project purpose and need. 
3. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 

considered. 



 
 
 

 

  

1. See General Response #13 and #14 regarding information about how the project 
would not result in substantial widening nor increase truck traffic. 

2. See General Response #2 regarding impacts to park character. 

1 

2 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

1 

5 

1. See General Response #3 regarding impacts to trees. 
2. The retaining wall is located outside the park in an area that has commercial and 

residential development.  The existing vegetation in the area for the retaining wall  
represents marginal foraging area for Northern Spotted Owls.  Subsequent to the 
circulation of the DEIR/EA Caltrans evaluated a design modification for the wall that 
reduces visual impacts to the motorists by modifying the wall design to a below the 
road wall type on the east side of the highway. This modification also reduces the 
tree removal. 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, thus no incidental take permit was required. 

3. See General Response #7 regarding construction impacts on Piercy businesses. 
4. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing speed limit does not meet project 

purpose and need. 
5. The speed limit for this section of Route 101 is 35 mph. 
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1. See General Response #12 regarding information on growth inducing impacts . 
2. See General Response #14 regarding information on potential for increased truck traffic. 
3. See the above response; it is not expected that substantial numbers of trucks would be 

diverted from I-5 or Route 99 due to the lesser travel times and fuel consumption these 
routes represent. For example, Sacramento, California to Grants Pass, Oregon is 
approximately 337 miles via I-5 and 487 miles via US Route 101.  San Francisco, 
California to Grants Pass, Oregon is approximately 391 miles via I-5 with an estimated 
travel time of 6 hours, but is 438 miles via US Route 101 with an estimated time of 8 
hours. 

4. Facilitating goods movement is in the Regional Transportation Plan for Humboldt County 
as well as being one of the goals for Caltrans.  The project is supported by the Humboldt 
County Board of Supervisors and the Del Norte County Board of Supervisors. 

5. Many factors are involved in influencing where development occurs.  While we concur that 
development is often tied to road networks, it is not the only factor.  The proposed project 
is not increasing the capacity of US Route 101, nor will travel times be reduced as a result 
of the project; both are important factors as to whether the project would influence growth. 

6. The correction for Indian Warrier is noted.  A botanist performed the botanical survey and 
did find Quercus berberidifolia. Appendix H of the Natural Environment Study (NES) will 
be corrected. Numerous studies have proved that just providing wildlife crossings will not 
result in wildlife utilizing the crossing.  To make crossings effective, a barrier along the 
highway would have to be installed to direct wildlife to the crossing.  Such a barrier would 
result in affecting the aesthetics of the park. Since the project does not result in changes 
that would substantially affect wildlife crossing the roadway and no locations were 
identified by CA Fish and Game, State Parks, or the Caltrans Maintenance as high incident 
locations, it was determined not to pursue any wildlife cro  

7. The culvert improvement at PM 1.18 only involves the inlet.  The outlet extends out from 
the bank but no work is being proposed at the outlet, so it will continue to be barrier for the 
salamander  There would be no barrier for wildlife with the culvert improvements at PM 
1.28 and 1.35. The culvert improvement at PM 1.34 would not correct the existing barrier.  
There is no habitat for Southern torrent salamander at the culvert at PM 2.10.  To correct 
for the barriers for the culverts at PM 1.18 and 1.34 would likely involve disturbing trees 
adjacent to the culvert. Information on the Northern spotted owl has been corrected. 

8. CEQA allows for documents to be incorporated by reference, such as is done with the 
Regional Transportation Plan. 

9. The biological surveys included the areas within the project limits including areas both 
within the park and north of the park. 

10. Caltrans does not concur that the project results in significant cumulative impacts. 
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1. You will be notified that the final EIR has been certified and is available for public review. 
2. See General Response #3 regarding tree impacts and the professional opinion from certified 

arborist that project with the minimization measures in place would not result in substantial 
adverse impacts to the tree roots. 

3. Numerous highways abut old growth redwoods including Routes 36, 101, 128, 197, 199, 254, 
and 271. No formal studies of dieback have occurred, but it has been speculated that the 
dieback that is evident along a small stretch between Routes 101 and 254 occurs due to drainage 
patterns that may have been altered as a result of the freeway construction.  The project area is 
relatively flat and the project would not substantially affect existing drainage patterns. 

4. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 
concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of 
the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.  Numerous 
response letters submitted during the circulation of the DEIR/EA stated that the STAA 
restriction affected their cost of doing business. 
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1. See General Response #2 regarding impacts on park character. 
2. See General Response #3 regarding information on tree impacts. 
3. Transportation projects are not funded through the General Fund. 
4. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 

project purpose and need. 
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1. See General Response #8 regarding how reducing the speed limit does not meet 
project purpose and need. 

2. See General Response #10 regarding information on signalization alternatives 
considered. 



 

 
 

 

  

1. Caltrans has not taken lightly the public comments received and has given 
consideration to all the public comments generated by this project.  Caltrans has 
carefully considered the impacts that could result from the project and alternatives 
to the proposed project. Caltrans does not concur that an EIS is required for the 
project. 

2. See General Response #1. 
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1. See General Response #11. 
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1. The majority of trees proposed for removal are at the northern limits of the project 
at the cut bank that starts at the northern boundary of the park and extends to the 
Singing Trees facility. About half of the trees proposed for removal are tan oaks 
and the majority of the trees to be removed are twelve inches in diameter or smaller.  
Since the DEIR circulation, a design modification for the retaining wall was 
developed. The modification included moving  the retaining wall to the east side of 
US Route 101, and constructing it as a below the road wall.  Thus resulted in 
reducing the number of trees to be removed (30 trees reduced to 5 trees).  The wall 
is below the roadway and would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier 
rail. The proposed project would not change the primary characteristics of the 
highway setting through the park—the road would continue to be a curvilinear, two 
lane road with little to no shoulders and old growth redwoods abutting the edge of 
pavement. 

2. See General Response #11. 
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1. The project was proposed to facilitate goods movement by allowing STAA 
vehicles, not to accommodate increased traffic.  No additional travel lanes are being 
proposed. 



1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #12. 
3. See General Response #2.. 
4. See General Response #8. 

4 

3 

2 

1 

 

 
 

  
  
 
  



 

 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  

1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #3. 
4. See General Response #6. 
5. See General Response #7. 
6. See General Response #14. 
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1. See General Response #8 
2. See General Response #3. 

1 

2 

 

 
 

 
  



1 

1. See General Response #3. 

 

 
 

  



1. See General Response #2.. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
3. The proposed retaining wall would be located outside the park. Subsequent to 

circulating the draft document to the public, a design modification was developed 
for the retaining wall. The modification changed the type of the wall to a below the 
road wall so it would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  It also 
reduced the number of tree removals needed from 30 to 5. 

4. See General Response #3. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  
  
  
  

1. See General Response #13. 
2. See General Response #15. 
3. See General Response #16. 
4. See General Response #13. 
5. See General Response #8. 
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1. Currently there is State legislation which exempts licensed livestock carriers meeting certain 
length and other criteria from the STAA restrictions in place through the park.  The 
exemption provided in the legislation for these vehicles would expire in January 2012. 

2. See General Response #8. 
3. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

4. See General Response #11. 
5. The majority of trees proposed for removal are at the northern limits of the project at the cut 

bank that starts at the northern boundary of the park and extends to the Singing Trees facility.  
About half of the trees proposed for removal are tan oaks and the majority of the trees to be 
removed are twelve inches in diameter or smaller.  Since the DEIR circulation, a design 
modification was developed for the retaining wall, changing the location to the east side of 
US Route 101, and changing the type of wall from an above the road wall to a below the road 
wall. As the wall is below the roadway it would not be visible to motorists except for the 
barrier rail. The design modification also reduces the number of tree removals from 30 to 5.  
The proposed project would not change the primary characteristics of the highway setting 
through the park—the road would continue to be a curvilinear, two lane road with little to no 
shoulders and old growth redwoods abutting the edge of pavement. 

6. See General Response #3. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #12. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #10. 
3. The number of trees to be removed has been reduced resulting from a design 

modification for the retaining wall from 30 to 5.  This is possible as the design 
modification included changing the location of the wall from the west side to the 
east of the road, and changing the wall type from an above the road wall to a below 
the road wall. The total number of tree removals proposed is 54.  About half of the 
trees proposed for removal are tan oaks four to twelve inches in diameter and these 
trees only minimally contribute to the existing canopy. 

4. See General Response #3. 
5. The proposed retaining wall would be located north of the park.  It is proposed in 

order to gain roadway width so wider shoulders can be constructed.  The wider 
shoulders would better accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.  The wall is not 
being proposed to stop erosion. With the design modification of changing the wall 
to a below the road wall, the wall is much less visible to motorists.  In addition, the 
modified design for the wall reduced the number of tree removals from 30 to 5. 

6. See General Response #11. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #10. 
3. See General Response #8. 
4. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive 
as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for 
the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of 
Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission determines the 
ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. Caltrans has worked closely with State Parks throughout the project development process to 

minimize impacts to the park resources.  The majority of the project can be constructed 
within the existing transportation easement. 

3. Goods movement into Humboldt County will continue to occur via trucks for the foreseeable 
future. To use short sea shipping or the railroad requires infrastructure improvements.  
Funding for these improvements have not been identified. 

4. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there are 
many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans District 1 
office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  However, the 
California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of project priorities 
and funding. 

5. See General Response #11. 
6. The Regional Transportation Plan for the County identifies an objective of providing STAA 

access at Richardson Grove. This project would satisfy this stated objective.   
7. The finding and conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study were not used to justify the project but to 

provide a broad brush look at the potential economic effects of the project. 
8. See General Response #11. 
9. It should be noted that US Route 101 predates the establishment of Richardson Grove State 

Park. The project would not substantially alter the characteristics of the existing highway.  It 
will remain a two lane, narrow, conventional highway with trees abutting the roadway. 

10. The widening that is proposed in the park is to provide one to two foot shoulders where it can 
be done without removing large trees.  The majority of the tree removal in the park occurs in 
two previous cut slopes, which is why there are no old growth redwoods present.  The 
majority of the thirty trees to be removed in the park are twelve inches in diameter or less.  
These trees are not the main component of the canopy. 

11. The curve corrections that would occur as a result of the project would make the road easier 
to traverse by all motorists.  The roadway would not be moving the travel lanes closer to the 
primary campgrounds, nor would it result in a substantial increase in truck traffic so it is not 
expected that noise would increase post construction. 

12. The retaining wall is located outside the park.  Subsequent to the circulation of the draft 
document a design modification for the wall was developed.  The modified wall would be 
located below the road so it would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail and 
the location changed from the west side of the road to the east side.  The design modification 
reduces the number of tree removals from 30 to 5.  The staging areas for the wall as well as 
the rest of construction would occur in paved turnouts and the one unpaved turnout at PM 
1.79. 

13. See General Response #6. 
14. The project would not have any substantial effect on global warming or air quality. 
15. Transportation needs will continue to evolve over time.  As stated previously, this project is 

in compliance with the County Regional Transportation Plan which identifies STAA 
improvement at Richardson Grove.  The project does not increase the roadway capacity.  It 
will remain a two lane conventional highway. 

16. A bypass alternative was considered. See Appendix B. 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

17. It is unclear how designating US Route 101 as a historic or scenic highway would improve 
safety, reduce maintenance costs, and reduce the highway noise.  Designating a highway as 
scenic or historic does not eliminate trucks from the traffic flow. 

18. It is the geometrics of the alignment including roadway width that results in the restriction of 
STAA vehicles. Highway standards have evolved as the automobile itself has changed.  
Highway geometrics less than the standard increase the potential for liability in the event of 
collisions occurring. 

19. This project would not affect I-5 being the primary north-south trucking route.  Trucking 
routes are determined by fuel costs and time.  I-5 and route 99 are more fuel efficient and 
have higher speeds than US Route 101. Since major coastal cities from southern California 
to northern Washington have readily available access to I-5 and Route 99 corridors which 
have straighter alignments and faster travel times, it is not expected that trucks would divert 
to US Route 101, especially since east-west routes connecting US Route 101 and I-5 such as 
299, 36, and 20 are also restricted for STAA vehicles. 



 

 
 

 

 
  
 

  
  

1. From the south, there is no direct access for STAA vehicles into Humboldt County.  
The only access would be from the north on Route 101 from Oregon. 

2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #3. 
4. The public’s use of the State Park should not be affected once construction has been 

completed. 
5. See General Response #5. 
6. See General Response #7. 
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 1. The proposed project would lift the restriction on STAA vehicles.  Currently, the only 
STAA vehicles that are exempted from the restriction are household goods carriers and 
certain licensed livestock carriers. 
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1. See General Response #3. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have 

expressed their concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  
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 one of the goals in the 
RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson Grove.   

3. See General Response #12. 
4. See General Response #2. 



1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #10. 
3. See General Response #8. 
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1. The curve corrections and added shoulders would be expected to make the roadway safer to 
traverse for all users. 

2. In late 2008 the speed limit on this segment of US Route 101 through the park was reduced 
to 35 mph. 

3. A separate economic study is being prepared for the projects on Routes 197 and 199 in Del 
Norte County. 

4. The income loss is connected to the lack of STAA access into Humboldt County from the 
south. 

5. Yes, there are currently STAA access improvement projects under study on Routes 197, 199, 
and 299. The projects on Routes 197 and 199 have incorporated Richardson Grove into their 
analysis. There are several projects ongoing on Route 299 to improve STAA access. 

6. The Del Norte study did consider potential traffic increase on Route 101 as a result of the 
STAA restriction at Richardson Grove and Routes 197 and 199 being removed.  It was 
determined that the level of service on Route 101 would not deteriorate even with the three 
routes open to STAA vehicles. 

7. The internet survey was voluntary. The internet survey was independently performed by the 
Humboldt County Office of Economic Development.  Caltrans did not sponsor, develop, or 
oversee the survey. 

8. The survey questions focused on the effect of the lack of STAA access on the cost of 
importing and exporting goods, materials, and equipment.  In addition, in February 2008 
supplementary survey questions were added to the online questionnaire in order to obtain 
more detailed information on cost impacts.  Humboldt County has not released the raw data 
to Caltrans. 

9. Humboldt County has not released the raw data to Caltrans. 
10. The questions pertained to Richardson Grove. 
11. It is not known what fraction of total businesses are represented in the survey respondents.  

The businesses that responded only represent a few industry sectors.  Since it was a 
voluntary survey, it is likely that those businesses most concerned about shipping costs are 
the ones who participated in the survey. 

12. The County considers the effects of the STAA restriction to be significant. 
13. It is not known for certain what the source for these figures are.  The findings and 

conclusions in Dr. Gallo’s study were not used to justify the project but rather to gain a broad 
brush look at the potential economic effects of implementing the project. 

14. In the economic evaluation for the Del Norte STAA improvement project, 60% of the local 
trucking firms stated that they were unaffected by the STAA improvements.  Opposition 
from trucking firms was not received.  It is expected that as companies replace equipment, 
they would like consider replacing vehicles with the industry standard STAA vehicles. 

15. STAA improvements needed to lift all the restrictions on Route 299 would take several years 
to implement.  It is expected that the competitiveness with out of the area companies would 
remain fairly similar to the present condition. 

16. It is not expected that the quality of life for the majority of Humboldt County citizens would 
appreciably change. The highway improvements would not result in substantial traffic 
increase, divert substantial numbers of trucks from the primary trucking routes, or result in 
substantial growth in Humboldt County. 

17. The primary guide for development in Humboldt County is the City and County General 
Plans. 



 

 
 

18. The project fulfills an objective identified in the County’s Regional Transportation Plan.  The 
information from Dr. Gallo’s study were used to provide a broad brush look at the potential 
for economic impacts.   



 

 
 
 
 

  
  
 

  

1. See General Response #1. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. The retaining wall would not be constructed within Richardson Grove State Park.  

The wall had been proposed to be placed in an existing cut slope on the west side of 
the highway north of the Overpacks Resort and Singing Trees Recovery Center.  
Subsequent to the circulation of the draft document, a design modification was 
developed. The design modification included changing the location to the east side 
of US Route 101, and changing the wall type to below the roadway so the wall 
would not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  The design 
modification also reduces the number of trees to be removed from 30 to 5.. 

4. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #3. 
3. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a 
priority project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt 
County Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation 
Commission determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. No old growth redwoods would be removed for this project. 
2. Many small businesses throughout Eureka and the surrounding area have expressed their 

concern of how the STAA restriction has impacted their business.  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 one of the goals in the RTP is to eliminate the STAA restriction at Richardson 
Grove. 

3. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #1. 
2. Caltrans has been coordinating with State Parks throughout the development of the 

proposed project and has been taking their concerns into consideration. 
3. The State General Fund does not fund transportation projects.  This project would be 

funded as an operational improvement project through the State Highway Operation 
and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there are many needs 
throughout the State. This project is a priority project for the Caltrans District 1 
office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  However, 
the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate decision of 
project priorities and funding. 

4. In late 2008 Caltrans reduced the speed limit for this segment of Route 101 to 35 
mph. However, reducing the speed limit does not correct for the off-tracking that 
occurs because of the existing highway alignment geometry. 

5. See General Response #8. 
6. The retaining wall would use chemically treated timber lagging.  It utilizes standard 

chemical treatment. 
7. Singing Trees facility and adjacent residents would experience temporary impacts 

during construction. A design modification for the retaining wall was developed 
subsequent to the circulation of the draft document.  The modified design changed te 
location of the wall from the west side of the highway to the east side and changed 
the type of the wall from an above the road wall to a below the road wall.  Since the 
wall is constructed below the roadway, it is not visible to motorists except for the 
barrier rail. It would also be visible from various locations of your property, 
although the trees and vegetation on the slope would provide screening of the wall.  
The modified design reduces the number of tree removals from 30 to 5. 



 

 
 

  
 

1. See General Response #2. 
2. This project would be funded as an operational improvement project through the 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is 
competitive as there are many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority 
project for the Caltrans District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County 
Board of Supervisors. However, the California Transportation Commission 
determines the ultimate decision of project priorities and funding. 
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1. The project’s impacts to the redwood trees have been evaluated by both the Caltrans 
arborist as well as an arborist contracted by Save the Redwoods League, Dennis 
Yniguez. These arborists have determined that with the special conditions in place as 
described in the document, there would be no significant detrimental effects on root 
health or the availability of water to the roots of old growth redwoods adjacent to the 
highway construction. 

2. One of the special conditions that have been incorporated into the project is to 
incorporate the roots into the road structural section rather than severing the roots. 

3. The “apparent wind” phenomenon currently exists with the trucks that traverse this 
portion of US Route 101. It is not expected that the project would result in trees being 
more susceptible to dropping limbs or falling over. 

4. Liability would be determined on a case by case basis.  It should be noted that Caltrans 
reduced the posted speed limit in the grove from 40 mph to 35 mph in the fall of 2008.  
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. See General Response #6. 
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1. Design exceptions are needed because many features of the existing roadway do not meet 
current design standards in a number of areas including curve radii, shoulder width, 
superelevation rates, and clearance to a fixed object.  These items have to do with how vehicles 
interact with the highway, not pedestrians and bicyclists.  Of course, both pedestrians and 
bicyclists benefit if the design standards are met.   

2. All design plans must be reviewed and approved by a registered engineer. 
3. The Richardson Grove Operational Improvement project does have independent utility and 

logical termini.  A traffic analysis was performed that included evaluating the STAA 
improvement projects in Del Norte County in conjunction with Richardson Grove. 



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. The State General Fund does not fund transportation projects.  This project would 

be funded as an operational improvement project through the State Highway 
Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).  Funding is competitive as there are 
many needs throughout the State.  This project is a priority project for the Caltrans 
District 1 office and is supported by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.  
However, the California Transportation Commission determines the ultimate 
decision of project priorities and funding. 



1. See General Response #3. 
2. See General Response #9. 
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1. See General Response #15. 
2. 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. 

3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. Subsequent to circulation of the draft document, a design modification for the retaining 

wall was developed. The modified design changed the location of the wall from the 
west side of the road to the east and changed the type of wall from an above the road 
wall to a below the road wall.  Since the wall is constructed below the road, it would 
not be visible to motorists except for the barrier rail.  The modified wall also reduced 
the tree removal from 30 to 5. 

3. See General Response #8. 
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1. See General Response #9. 

 

 
 

  



1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
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1. See General Response #2. 
2. Funding for transportation projects is not funded from California’s General Fund, 

and the funding is specifically allocated for transportation projects. 
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1. See General Response #8. 
2. See General Response #2. 
3. See General Response #11. 
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