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PUBLIC NOTICE
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
HYAMPOM ROAD IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

As lead agency, Trinity County has prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the
proposed Hyampom Road Improvements Project; Post Miles 6.8 to 8.3. The project area is seven miles
west of Hayfork and 12 miles east of Hyampom, between James Creek and the Nine Mile Bridge crossing
Hayfork Creek on Hyampom Road (County Road 301) in Trinity County within the Hayfork Ranger
Disgtrict of the Shasta-Trinity National Forest.

The Trinity County Department of Transportation (TCDOT) proposes to: Realign tight radius curves to
achieve a 25 miles per hour design speed; Widen Hyampom Road and Nine Mile Bridge to 11-foot lanes
with two-foot paved shoulders; Raise the profile of the road at the eastern end of the project to correct
flooding problems; Rehabilitate the bridge (replace the barrier rail, refinish the deck, and repaint; Place
rock slope protection and retaining walls; Replace the culvert at James Creek with a bridge; Realign the
approach to Nine Mile Bridge and relocate the trail access for the Eight Mile Trail. No major roadway
relocation or bridge replacement will occur as part of the project. Construction is planned for the
summers of 2005 and 2006. Additional projects are planned along Hyampom Road by the TCDOT and
the Federal Highway Administration.

Copies of the Final EIR will be available starting May 29, 2003. The document may be reviewed at the
Weaverville Library located at 211 Main Street, the Hayfork Library, the Hayfork Ranger Station,
Hyampom General Store, Hyampom Post Office, Trinity County Planning Department located at 190
Glen Road, PO Box 2819, Weaverville, CA 96093, (530) 623-1351, the Trinity County Department of
Transportation, 303 Trinity Lakes Boulevard, PO Box 2490, (530) 623-1365 and on the Trinity County
website at www.trinitycounty.org. Copies of the Final EIR may be purchased for the cost of the copying
at Trinity County Department of Transportation.

The Final EIR. consists of the Draft EIR, any errata sheets and revisions to the Draft EIR, comments and
responses to comments, a Mitigation Monitoring Program, and proposed findings to be made by the
Board of Supervisors.

The Trinity County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on June 5, 2003, at 7:00 p.m at the
Trinity County Board of Supervisors Meeting Room, Trinity County Library, 211 Main Street,
Weaverville to consider recommendations to the Board of Supervisors, including the following:
= A recommendation as to whether the E.l.R. has been completed in compliance with C.E.Q.A.,
= A recommendation regarding selection of a project aternative (including the proposed project
and the “no project” aternative), and
= A recommendation regarding adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors will discuss and/or take action regarding certification of the
Final EIR, considering al information in the record, then make formal findings and determinations as
required by C.E.Q.A. at apublic hearing on June 17, 2003, starting at 1:30 p.m, or as soon thereafter as
the matter can be heard, at the Trinity County Board of Supervisors Meeting Room, Trinity County
Library, 211 Main Street, Weaverville

NOTE: If you challenge the action or proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone
else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission
and/or Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public hearing. (Comments delivered to TCDOT at the address above during the
comment period shall be delivered to the Planning Commission.)
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Hyampom Road Improvements Project, PM 6.8-8.3
Final Environmental Impact Report
INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

ThisFinal EIR consists of the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference), alist of persons and
agencies who commented on the DEIR, written and verbal comments and responses to
comments, revisions to the Draft EIR, and a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the proposed
Trinity County

Pr oj ect Description:

Hyampom Road is akey part of the local transportation system in that it is the only year-round
publicly maintained access to the community of Hyampom. The objectives of the proposed
project are to:

*  Reduce traffic disruption due to slope failure and localized flooding.

*  Protect water quality by reducing erosion and sedimentation, and preventing flooding of

the roadway.

*  Enhancetraffic safety along Hyampom Road and the Nine Mile Bridge.

* Provide apublic roadway that meets current design standards

*  Reduce maintenance requirements

To meet these objectives, the project consists of the following components:

* Redlign tight radius curves to achieve a 25 miles per hour design speed;

*  Widen Hyampom Road and Nine Mile Bridge to 11-foot lanes with two-foot paved
shoulders,

» Raisethe profile of the road at the eastern end of the project to correct flooding problems;

* Rehabilitate Nine Mile Bridge: replace the barrier rail, refinish the deck, and repaint;

* Place rock slope protection and retaining walls along Hyampom Road above Hayfork
Creek;

*  Replace the culvert at James Creek with a bridge;

* Replace two other culverts conveying ephemeral drainages and improve the subsurface
drainage system;

* Redlign the approach to Nine Mile Bridge;

* Relocate thetrail accessfor the Eight Mile Trail.

Construction is planned for the summers of 2005 and 2006.
Summary of Alternatives:

The range of reasonable alternatives for the proposed Hyampom Road Improvements Project
would include the following:

The Proposed Project to perform rehabilitation, minor realignment and widening of Hyampom
Road and Nine-Mile Bridge as described in detail in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. The Proposed
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Project is the alternative preferred by the County Department of Transportation and programmed
by the Trinity County Transportation Commission.

Alternative A: The No Project Alternative: The road would remain in its present alignment,
elevation and width. Ongoing maintenance by Trinity County would continue, but no
improvements would be made.

Alternative B: Hyampom Road would be relocated to a more stable aignment. This new
alignment would be in anew location, essentially requiring construction of a new road.

Alternative C: The design speed would be increased to 50 km/h, 30 mph. This alternative would
require a wider, straighter road than what exists today, or what is proposed as the preferred
alternative.

The alternatives to the proposed project are described in more detail, and their impacts are compared
to the impacts of the proposed project in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. The analysis concludes that
while, in the short term, the No-Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the
proposed project, in the long term the proposed project is the environmentally superior alternative.

Project Background:

Hyampom Road has long been the only County road providing year-round access to Hyampom.
Other U.S. Forest Service resource roads provide seasonal access from Hayfork, State Route
(SR) 36 to the south, and SR 299 to the north, but these roads are not maintained in winter, and
normally receive heavy snowfall. Hyampom Road is cut through steep slopes and slope failures
have caused frequent road slipouts and closures and required extensive and frequent repairs.
Portions of the road lie within the floodplain of Hayfork Creek. In addition, the annual freezing
and thawing action, resource truck use and gradual wear and tear have lead to degradation of the
road condition. The road was constructed as a logging road in the 1920’s and reconstructed in
the 1940’'s by the USFS as a resource road. However, the road was simply constructed, by
cutting and sidecasting along the steep slopes, without the benefit of modern engineering and
geotechnical expertise. The road lacks substructure and subsurface drainage facilities, and fills
and structures are not keyed into good foundations. Maintenance has been ongoing, but major
reconstruction and minor realignment are needed to bring the aging resource road to current
safety standards, and to maintain sufficient width for two-way traffic. In the steepest sections,
the road is aready reduced to only one lane, and roadway width continues to be lost
continuously to erosion of the vertical rock bluffs and pockets of decomposed rock in this area.
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In the 1980’s severa residents of Hyampom made a request to the Board of Supervisors to fix
Hyampom Road, but the funding was not available at that time. In the late 1990's the County
gained authority to program State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds at their
discretion. The STIP provides a combination of State and Federal Transportation funds, derived
primarily from fuels taxes, for congestion relief and road rehabilitation projects. Hyampom
Road was considered a priority for this funding because of the request of the citizens, the
substandard condition of the road and the high cost to maintain it. The Director of
Transportation held a meeting in Hyampom in the late 1990's about this County project from
Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3, before funding was programmed in the State Transportation Improvement
Project by the Trinity County Board of Supervisors, sitting as the Trinity County Transportation
Commission, on December 15, 1998.

Additional funding was programmed in the following STIP cycle, in 2000, for rehabilitation,
curve corrections and widening of the segment of Hyampom Road that is outside the National
Forest, from the intersection with SR 3 in Hayfork to the Forest Boundary at Post Mile 3.7.
Trinity County Department of Transportation performed an Environmental Initial Study for that
project, as required by CEQA, and the Trinity County Planning Commission approved a
Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact in a public hearing on September 13, 2001.
Trinity County Department of Transportation is now performing design and acquiring right-of-
way for that project, with construction anticipated in the summer of 2004. However,
construction could be delayed due to State Budget shortfalls.

Both County projects were included in the Trinity County Regiona Transportation Plan adopted
by the Transportation Commission on November 6, 2001

Recognizing that there would not be sufficient funds in the STIP to undertake the major
realignment and reconstruction necessary to provide two travel lanes through the vertical rock
bluffs at Post Mile 10.7 to 14.3, or straighten the tight-radius curves and repair chronic slope
failures through the steeper sections of the road, the Trinity County Department of
Transportation submitted a grant application to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD) for Forest Highway Funds through the
Public Lands Highway Program administered by the FHWA, USFS and the County under the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21). Forest Highways are defined in the
Federal Highway Act of 1921 as “Those forest roads which serve the nationa forests and aso
serve the communities within and adjacent to the national forests.” This program is funded from
the Federal Trust Fund, mostly derived from gasoline taxes, and administered by the Federal
Highway Administration’s Federal Lands Highway Divisions in cooperation with the U.S. Forest
Service and the local road or highway agency (Trinity County) as a “Tri-agency” group. The
grant application was approved, and the Trinity County Board of Supervisors approved and
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signed the Project Agreement on March 5, 2002. The project described in the Tri-Agency
Agreement would perform resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation and reconstruction of
Hyampom Road Segments 2 (Post Mile 3.7 to 6.8), Segment 4 (Post Mile 8.3 to 10.7) and
Segment 5 (Post Mile 10.7 to 14.3), with the remaining Segments 1 and 3 to be rehabilitated by
Trinity County through the previously programmed STIP projects. Trinity County will provide
$2,000,000 of future STIP funds to match the estimated $18,500,000 FHWA expenditure.

Under the STIP program for the project that is the subject of this EIR, (post mile 6.8 to 8.3), the
Caltrans Office of Local Assistance serves as a liaison between the County Department of
Transportation and the FHWA. The FHWA is the federal lead agency responsible for
compliance with federal environmental regulations such as NEPA and the Endangered Species
Act. TCDOT's consultants prepare environmental reports required by the federal environmental
regulations, and TCDOT submits the reports to Caltrans for approval. Once Caltrans approves
the reports they pass them aong to FHWA for final approval or consultation with responsible
federal agencies such as NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Trinity
County is the lead agency for CEQA and compliance with state regulations. Once the
environmental process is complete, TCDOT will prepare the final design, hire a construction
contractor and be responsible for construction monitoring.

The proposed FHWA project on other segments of Hyampom Road is administered directly by
FHWA'’s Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD) in Lakewood, Colorado. Thisisa
different division from the FHWA that administers the STIP project through Caltrans. The
CFLHD will perform the environmental studies required by NEPA and other federal regulations.
CFLHD will be responsible for design, contracting and construction administration and
monitoring. Trinity County will be responsible for acquiring any needed right-of-way, reviewing
plans, providing local information and interface, and complying with state environmental
regulations such as CEQA. Trinity County intends to circulate the CFLHD NEPA environmental
document as a CEQA document, as encouraged by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15221).

In order to meet required STIP funding deadlines, the EIR for this project must be certified by
June 25, 2003. Thiswill alow Trinity County to obtain further funding to complete project
design. Environmental studiesfor this project began in November 2000 and have been
sufficiently completed to provide the detailed analysis presented in this EIR. The environmental
studies for the CFLHD project began in March 2002, and will not be completed for another year.
Therefore impacts of the CFLHD project can be qualitatively discussed at thistime, but cannot
be precisely quantified.

An agency is generaly not permitted to “segment” or “piecemeal” a project into small partsto
avoid full disclosure of environmental impacts. However, this does not mean that every activity
related to a proposed project must be included in asingle CEQA document. CEQA case law
indicates that the decision whether related actions must be evaluated in a single CEQA document
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is determined by the facts and circumstances of each case. (Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d. 376). (Basset. a.
1999). For example, if the project being analyzed in the EIR (the County’ s project) is being
evaluated at a time when meaningful information about the related project (the CFLHD project)
is not capable of being obtained, (because the CFLHD has just begun its environmental surveys
and preliminary alignment), then aLead Agency may elect to exclude or limit the evaluation of
related activitiesin their CEQA document. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.
App. 3d 223). (Basset. a. 1999).

In addition, the two projects are being designed, constructed, managed and monitored by two
different entities. Although the CFLHD will mitigate the environmental impacts of their project
in similar ways and to similar levelsto the mitigation measures proposed in this Draft EIR for
the County’ s project, the County cannot commit the CFLHD to mitigation measures for their
project without their agreement. The CFLHD could not responsibly guarantee the feasibility and
effectiveness of specific mitigation measures imposed on their project at this time, because
specific impacts are not yet identified and there is not sufficient design information to determine
feasibility.

Another court case regarding CEQA “piecemealing” Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City
Council of the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal. App 4. 712; determined that if the project is
part of alarge highway project with logical termination points and independent utility, the
CEQA document is not required to address the entire large highway project. The County’s
project, from Post Mile 6.8 to Post Mile 8.3, has logical termination points and independent
utility because it would be beneficial even if the CFLHD project is not constructed; and because
proceeding with the County’ s segment does not commit the CFLHD, USFS or County to
proceeding with the CFLHD project.

Nevertheless, CEQA requires analysis of the cumulative impact of the project when added to
other “closely related past, present or reasonably foreseeable, probably future projects.” The
CFLHD project is considered a*“closely related, reasonably foreseeable’ project, and the
cumulative effects of the County’ s project and the CFLHD project are analyzed, to the extent
possible, in the Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures Section of each environmental
impact chapter (Chapters 4.1 through 4.12) as well as in the Growth Inducing Impacts Chapter
(Chapter 6) in the Draft EIR. Because the CFLHD has only a preliminary alignment, and less
than one year of field data on biological and cultural resources, it is not possible to quantify the
effects of the CFLHD’ s project on these resources at thistime. However, ageneral explanation
of what types of impacts the CFLHD’ s project might produce, their severity and likelihood of
occurring and how they contribute to the impacts from the County’s project is disclosed for each
impact. This cumulative impacts analysis fulfills the requirements of CEQA.

The specific environmental effects of the CFLHD project will be disclosed in an Environmental
Assessment being prepared by CFLHD pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) which will be supplemented to comply with CEQA and circulated as a CEQA document
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15221 and 15225(a). The joint CEQA/NEPA document
is expected to be ready for circulation near the end of 2004.
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CEOA Process:

TCDOT contracted with ateam of environmental consultants in November 2000. The
consultants performed biological and archaeological field surveys through 2001, and prepared an
Administrative Draft Environmental Initial Study for the TCDOT’ sreview in January 2002. The
field surveys documented in the Initial Study revealed the presence of the Trinity Bristlesnail, a
State Listed Threatened species. A meeting with the Responsible Agency for State-listed
species, the California Department of Fish and Game, was held on February 6, 2002, to discuss
the need for an Incidental Take Permit for the bristlesnail. At that meeting it was determined that
an EIR would be required to address impacts to the snail, due to CEQA’s Mandatory Findings of
Significance which includes “reduce the number or restrict the range of arare or endangered
plant or animal”. A Notice of Preparation of an EIR (NOP) was circulated on February 20, 2002,
asrequired by CEQA. The NOP was published in the Trinity Journal on February 20, 2002, and
sent to all Responsible and Trustee Agencies and involved federal agencies, to the State
Clearinghouse, and to parties previously requesting such notice. A complete list of NOP
distribution; a copy of the NOP and all responses received isincluded in Appendix B of the Draft
EIR. The publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day scoping period, during which affected
agencies and the general public had an opportunity to make comments and suggestions regarding
the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures and potentially significant effects should
be analyzed in the EIR.

The Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for public comments from April 4, 2003 to May 19,
2003. Fifteen copies of the Draft EIR were submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution
to State agencies having jurisdiction over resources affected by the project. No state agencies
submitted comments to the State Clearinghouse. The Acknowledgement of Receipt from the
State Clearinghouse is included in Section 2, Written Comments, of this Final EIR. The TCDOT
distributed copies to Federal and local agencies with similar jurisdiction. Adjacent counties were
provided with copies of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, and a location map, and were
offered a copy of the Draft EIR for their review and comment. Copies of the letters sent to the
adjacent counties are included in Section 4, Consultations with Public Agencies, in this Final
EIR. Responses were received from three of the five adjacent counties, indicating they had no
concerns or comments. Copies of these responses are included in Section 2, Written Comments,
of thisFinal EIR.

A Notice of Availability was posted in the County Courthouse, published in the Trinity Journal and
mailed to every post office box in Hayfork and Hyampom on April 2, 2003. The Notice announced
the availability of the Draft EIR, stating where the Draft EIR and supporting documents could be
obtained or reviewed, the dates of the comment period, the deadline for written comments and the
time, place and date of the Public Hearing on the Draft EIR.

Page 6 of 6



Hyampom Road Improvements Project, PM 6.8-8.3
Final Environmental Impact Report
INTRODUCTION

On May 6, 2003 the Planning Commission conducted an informational public workshop
regarding the Draft EIR. Thisworkshop provided an opportunity for the Planning Commission
and the public to become familiar with the Draft EIR, the project, and the process of the
California Environmenta Quality Act (CEQA).

A formal public hearing on the Draft EIR was conducted by the Planning Commission on May 8,
2003. Public comments were received during the meeting. These formal comments, aswell as
written comments received by the Trinity County Planning Department and Trinity County
Department of Transportation by 5:00 p.m on Monday, May 19, 2003 are included in this Final
EIR. These comments have been considered and responses have been prepared and included in
thisFina EIR.

The Trinity County Planning Commission will hold a Public Hearing on the Final EIR on June 5,
2003. The Planning Commission will make recommendations to the Trinity County Board of
Supervisors regarding the following:

= A recommendation as to whether the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA,

= A recommendation regarding selection of an appropriate project alternative, and

= A recommendation regarding adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

The Board of Supervisorswill consider all information in the record, including the Planning
Commission’ s recommendations and the contents of the Draft and Final EIR, and then make
formal findings and determinations on the above-listed issues, at a Public Hearing. The Public
Hearing on this EIR is tentatively scheduled to be heard at the June 17, 2003 Board of
Supervisors meeting.
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1. LIST OF COMMENTERS ON
DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT



PUBLIC WORKSHOP

COMMENTS
May 6, 2003
John Rapf Hyampom resident and business owner
Vernon Rylee Affected property owner
Marilyn Renaker Hyampom resident
Steven Greenleaf Hyampom resident

PUBLIC HEARING
COMMENTS

May 8, 2003

John Rapf Hyampom resident and business owner

Marni Rapf Hyampom resident and business owner



AGENCY CONSULTATIONS

U.S. Forest Service, Shasta-Trinity National Forest, South
Fork Management Unit:

- Jim Fitzgerad, Hydrologist

- Cheryl Carrothers, Wildlife Biologist

- Mark Arnold, Archaeologist

NOAA Fisheries
— Diane Ashton

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
— Andy Baker

California Department of Fish and Game
— Bob Williams



WRITTEN COMMENTS

-CITIZEN COMMENTS

L-1 Marilyn Renaker

L-2 Cindy Winter

L-3 Janet and Vernon Rylee

L-4 Marni Rapf

L-5 John Rapf

L-6 Marilyn Renaker

L-7 The Rosenstein Family: David, Tori, Gabriel, Theo, Isabel
L-8 Neil Harvey

L-9 Uschi and Eberhard Schneider

L-10 John Rapf



2. WRITTEN COMMENTS



SECTION 2
WRITTEN COMMENTS

Note:

Copies of written comments cannot be provided in the online version of the Hyampom
Road Improvements Project Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 Final EIR. All comments are
summarized in Section 4, CONSULTATIONS WITH PUBLIC AGENCIES and Section
5, RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS.

Hard copy of the Final EIR, including written comments, can be viewed at the
Weaverville Library located at 211 Main Street, the Hayfork Library, the Hayfork Ranger
Station, Hyampom General Store, Hyampom Post Office, Trinity County Planning
Department located at 190 Glen Road, PO Box 2819, Weaverville, CA 96093, (530) 623-
1351,and at the Trinity County Department of Transportation, 303 Trinity Lakes
Boulevard, PO Box 2490, (530) 623-1365. Copies of the Final EIR may be purchased for
the cost of the copying at Trinity County Department of Transportation.



3. PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES



3a  May 6, 2003



TRINITY COUNTY

SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
May 6, 2003 at 7:00 p.m.

Hyampom Community Center,

MINUTES Hyampom

3.

4.

CAIIL TO ORDER

Chairman Jaegel called the meeting to order at 7:15pm. Members present: Commissioner
Roger Jaegel, Commissioner Ray Bushman, Commissioner Jim Hahn, Planning Director John
Jelicich, Senior Planner Jeanne Bonomini, Associate Planner Tina Cameron, Environmental
Compliance Specialist Jan Smith and Department of Transportation Director Carl Bonomini.

Members absent: Commissioner Keith Groves, Commissioner Tom McKnight and
Administrative Coordinator Tina Teuscher.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Commissioner Jim Hahn moved to adopt the agenda. Commissioner Bushman seconded.
DEPARTMENTAI MATTERSAND COMMUNICATIONS
WITHDRAWN OR CONTINUED ITEMS

OLD BUSINESS

None

NEW BUSINESS

5.

WORKSHOP ON DRAFT EIR FOR HYAMPOM ROAD IMPROVEMENT PW-02-03

Workshop on draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hyampom Road Improvements
Project; Post Miles 6.8 to 8.3 on Hyampom Road (County Road 301) between Hayfork and
Hyampom. Applicant: Trinity County Department of Transportation.

Chairman Jaegel stated that tonight’s meeting was held to hear comments from the community
of Hyampom. He asked everyoneto please sign in and state their name for the record as they
take the podium to present their comments.

Environmental Compliance Specialist Jan Smith presented the staff report. She stated that the
Department of Transportation was proposing improvements to Hyampom Road from Post Mile
6.8 to Post mile 8.3. She stated that the project includes widening to two full 11-foot wide
lanes with 2-foot shoulders, curve realignment, widening and repainting of Nine-mile Bridge,
raising portions of Hyampom Road out of the floodplain, and replacing the culvert at James
Creek with abridge. Slope stabilization will be installed along the creek at some points. At
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other locations where the road has slipped out above the creek, retaining walls would be placed
that would not extend down to the creek bed. The expanding of the bridge will require
lengthening the existing piers.

Jan stated that a culvert at James Creek will be removed and replaced with anew bridge to
allow for fish and several small aquatic species passage. They will also be replacing several
other culvertsto allow for flood passage.

Jan stated that construction of the project would begin in the summer of 2005, and will most
likely take two years to complete. The construction could start in 2006 due to financing.

She stated that one of the primary concerns is the necessity to close the road. They have talked
with the schools and the mail carrier to determine when their schedule needs the road to be
open.

Jan stated that they will not be taking any right-of-way away from individual propertiesfor this
project. They will be working on Forest Service property and will get a Specia Use Permit..

She stated that the County was working on another project that starts at Hayfork and goes on to
the forest boundary. The Federal Highway Administration also has alarge project on other
segments on the road, including the one-lane section. Jan asked if there were any questions
from the Commission.

Chairman Jaegel stated that aformal public hearing was scheduled in Weaverville on May g".
He asked everyone to be sure and write down their comments for the public record.
Commissioner Jaegel opened the public hearing.

John Rapf, resident of Hyampom, stated that he has owned property here since the 1970's and
he first traveled Hyampom Road in the 50’ s as a young boy.

He stated that this was the first time that Hyampom had ever been consulted. There was never
any opportunity for residents to express what they wanted. He mentioned that previously there
was a meeting where the Department of Transportation just told the community what they were
going to do.

He stated that this was a big project and he was disappointed that the community of Hyampom
was never consulted by anyone at the county level. He feels that the community should have
had more information sooner so they could make a sound determination if this was a reasonable
expenditure of county funds.

The other problem he had was the draft EIR. He mentioned that it addresses a two-mile section
of road, but the project is actually 14-miles. It seemslike the project is getting piece-mealed
and he does not like that. He believes that the entire 14-mile section should be addressed.

Mr. Rapf stated that he has faith that the project will result in a net benefit for water quality, he
isnot sure that is so for the forestry. No one was looking at the impact that this project had on
the community of Hyampom, nor were they looking at the inconvenience to the community.
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He said he had not read the entire document and didn’t understand all of it, but he looked
through it. The document makes no claim that the project is going to benefit Hyampom. The
document in fact points out that product and people have gone in and out of the community for
years with the road the way it is. He stated that the document also states that the changes in the
road will not have an effect on safety.

He stated that he spoke with many people and no one can remember any accidents involving
two people. No one has said that safety is an issue here and he thinks that it may actually create
more accidents because people will drive faster once the road is wider.

He concluded by stating that it seemed as though the government was telling them what to do.
No one ever asked them if they wanted the road fixed.

Commissioner Bushman stated that this was the reason for tonight’ s meeting in Hyampom.
Staff consulted the Commission to discuss whether or not to have this meeting here. He stated
that the meeting would have normally been held in Weaverville.

Mr. Rapf stated that he appreciated that staff and the Commission was here. He explained his
reason for being upset. He stated that the Supervisor of that area should have come and talked
to the community. He mentioned that Carl did come and speak to the community about 3 years
ago; however, no one came to the meeting due to lack of advertisement.

Carl explained that they used to place the notice on the bulletin board, now they stuff the
mailboxes.

Mr. Rapf remembered Carl talking about problems with the bridge and a section of road that
had slid away near Hayfork. He stated that Carl was the only one who has ever made an effort
to come and talk to the community of Hyampom.

Carl stated that it was Supervisor Reiss who asked to have meetings held in Hyampom.

Mr. Rapf stated that his point was that the project istoo big and seemed to be already approved.
He did not understand why they were asking for comments, because he felt asif they would not
matter.

Vernon Riley stated that he resented being lied to. He asked the Commission if they saw the
stakes on the way out there. He was told that they could not stop the project, but he believed it
could still be stopped. He told the Department of Transportation to use the property on the
other side of the road. He stated that the County came and put stakes in hisfront yard. Hetold
the audience that they could stop the project if they all wrote the governor and congress.

Marilyn Renaker, Hyampom resident, stated that she has lived in Hyampom since 1968 and she
agrees that the project is much too big. She has some questions regarding the road closure. She
asked if an ambulance needed to use the road, what would happen. The road would be closed
and nothing could get through. She stated that issues such as those need to be addressed.
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She asked how the tourists were going to get there and if there would be a sign on Hwy 299
stating that the road was closed. She stated that the road closing will hurt the hotel and the bed
and breakfasts that have developed there over the years.

Mrs. Renaker asked about cost overruns. What happens when the inevitable overruns happen?
Who is going to be responsible? Who will maintain the new road? The Federal Highways
project on Highway 36 had problems for years after.

She stated that her main concern was the effect that the new road would have on Hyampom.
She mentioned that Hyampom was a village and that the people that live there love it there.
She does not want the character of the town to be destroyed. She asked staff about the Trinity
scenic byway going through and stated that the rural atmosphere was what attracted the
residentsto live there.

She mentioned that the road wouldn’t be so threatening if they were assured that variances
wouldn’'t take place. She believes that the community would be happier if the county would
honor the zoning and not issue variances.

John Rapf stated that he was one of the individual s that owned a Bed and Breakfast, and a small
vineyard. He worries about how the closure of the road will affect his business.

He also debated the fact that a wider road was somehow safer. He stated that there are now
dips and bumps across the slide that was fixed just two years ago. If we are going to have a
wider road then you have to spend more money to maintain it.

Carl Bonomini, Director of Transportation, asked him what made him think that the
maintenance cost were going to be higher. Generally, a new road costs less to maintain than an
older road. He stated that they are losing roadway every year. He noticed up around the
switchback that the culvert was plugged and was slowly losing roadway. They don't have a
crystal ball to see what is going on under the pavement. He said that in the 24 years he has
been here he has seen places where the road has |ost 3-4 feet. There isno way to put that back.
The road may not completely go in your or my lifetime, but it will eventually go. If they don’t
do something the road will be lost sooner or later.

Carl stated that they could use this money to work on any eligible road in the County,
Wildwood Road, Mad River Road, Ruth-Zenia Road or on roads in Trinity Center.

Mr. Bonomini explained that the two-lane concept was a safety issue. He said in the area past
the nine-mile bridge the centerline has been blacked out in two places because they can't get
two lanes. There areradial cracks in the pavement and | think to myself, is there any soil
underneath the pavement there. | put my tires to the left side of that crack; near the ditch. |
recommend you do it too because we don't know if thereis soil under there. That areais going
to go if we don't do something. We don't have the maintenance dollarsto repair it. We already
exceed the maintenance dollars with the rock runs, but thisis your only year round route
through to Hayfork. Carl said his concern is that the maintenance dollars won't be able to
restore the road in the event of amajor failure. Hyampom Road isyour lifelinein the winter.
St. Johns Road is too steep and not paved.
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Carl stated that they do not have maintenance money to fix slides. Maintenance wiseif you
lose a section of road, they do not have the money to fix it. He explained that they would be
isolated for alot longer than afew hours, if aslide occurs. He mentioned that the other roads
that serve the community of Hyampom couldn’t provide access all year.

Vernon Riley asked if other alignments had been looked at.

Carl stated that the north side of Hayfork Creek from the Nine-mile bridge down,
environmentally, would be considered anew pristine area. He also mentioned that in 1985 they
looked at the top of the mountain. There were 20 different alignments checked out in 1985. He
stated that from the top of St. John’s Loop, it is one massive slide.

The gentleman stated that the whole mountain was sliding and the further that they cut back
into the hillside the further it is going to slide.

Steven Greenleaf, resident of Hyampom, stated that he and his family have been there for over
50 years. He haslooked at the Executive Summary and Project Description and has not
decided on whether the project is agood one or not. He liked the improved safety. He stated
that he did not believe that the EIR addressed cumulative impacts. It also doesn’t address
economic impacts. He read a section of the Draft EIR about the project background. It stated,
“Recognizing the routine maintenance al one would not be sufficient to maintain a safe and
adequate width for two-way traffic. The complete loss of both lanes would eventually be
inevitable. The Trinity County Department of Transportation sought funding to perform the
major reconstruction and rehabilitation that would be necessary to keep the road open.” He
stated that he did not feel that the complete |oss of 1anes was inevitable in this 1.8-mile section;
however, he may change his mind after hearing what Carl said. On the next page it talks about
where the funding was coming from and that this project must proceed ahead of the CFLHE
project. He stated that this was not two projects, because the EIR mentions both projects and
the funding for both projects. He stated that the Draft EIR was internally inconsi stent.

He mentioned that in his knowledge of CEQA, he didn’t feel it adequately addresses
cumulative impacts or that it addresses both projects completely.

He concluded by saying that the document does not address how the project is going to take
care of fire control or how it will deal with awildfire possibly created by the project.

Mr. Bonomini stated that the 1.8-mile project is a stand alone project. It was programmed two
years before FHWA was solicited for help with the other segments. Their funding istotally
separate from ours. He stated that our funding is money to the county; their funding is based
on their environmental review. Their project can possibly be killed if they have impacts that
they cannot be mitigated. Ours can stand alone even if theirsiskilled.

Carl stated that under their construction document, thereis afire plan that is part of the contract
plan. He stated that the Forest Service and the Federal Highway Association developed the
plan. They usethat plan as part of their program as well as the issues on emergency services.
There is a plan where you put radio communications and contacts to facilitate emergency
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vehicles as quickly as they can to get an advance start. They know emergency vehicles are
coming as soon as they are called out. They do not have to wait until the siren hits the flagman.
He stated that they have used this plan on Mad River. He mentioned that it is part of the head
contractor’ s responsibility to have afire person and a head emergency person whom of which
all have radio controlsto the operators.

Mr. Bonomini stated that in 1997 Coffee Creek Road was wiped out for 15 miles. He stated
that there are two resorts at the end of Coffee Creek Road. The road was closed at noon on
Monday and they did not open it until noon on Friday. He stated that there was massive
destruction on that hillside and there was no way that they could have opened it everyday. If
the notification is out there and people know that the road will be closed for aweek, it
minimizes your impacts because people are prepared. The resort owners were able to call their
clients who had made reservations.

He stated that the big unknown is whether the projects will happen consecutively or not.
Consecutively draws them out longer. If it is concurrently, then you have alonger stretch at
timing. There will be more of an impact but for a shorter time. The County’s rehab on the first
three miles will have a two-hour delay maximum.

Steven Greenleaf stated that heisin favor of some improvements but believes that this may go
too far. He aso doesn't think the EIR adequately addresses CEQA issues.

Chairman Jaegel asked if there were any more questions. There were no more questions, so he
closed the public comment period on the Draft EIR for Hyampom Road Improvements Project
Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 and then called a 10-minute break. Chairman Jaegel called the meeting
back to order at 8:30 pm.

EEDERAL HIGHWAYSADMINISTRATION PRESENTATION

Stephanie Popelil, Federal Highways Association, stated that they came out at the request of the
County due to their need for more money to do the project. She stated that there was a public
meeting held in November. She does not have alot more information since that meeting. It has
been winter time and they are now starting field surveys. They will be looking for wetlands,
historic sights and conducting borings to check the stability of the soil. She stated that they are
still trying to determine which alignment to use. She stated that there would be alot of field
staff out there this summer. They are planning on sending out a newsletter in June with more
information. There will also be awebsite containing information regarding the project. They
are a'so planning on having more public meetings this fall to gain more input.

Richard Klein stated that the only place that scares him is the section out past Nine-mile bridge
where the road is down to about a lane and a half and the other side drops straight down into
Hayfork Creek. He asked if this section would be part of the County’s portion to fix or part of
the Federal Highway project.

Stephanie stated that it was part of the Federal Highway project. She stated that this section
was one of the higher priorities.
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Steven Greenleaf asked Stephanie if they were doing an EIS. She stated that right now they are
doing what is called an Environmental Assessment. It isahigh level Environmental
Assessment. She stated that it isadlightly smaller level of document than an EIS. They are
looking at doing studies at the EIS level. She stated that it could turn into an EIS, but they
think that they can complete the study with an EA.

Mr. Greenleaf asked if her EA would address cumulative impacts of the County’s project with
their project. Stephanie stated that it would. Mr. Greenleaf stated that he found it interesting
that theirs would include the County’s; however, the County does not find it necessary to do the
cumulative impacts for the Federal Highway project.

Jan Smith stated that this was not necessarily the case. Due to project timing and funding they
are not able to wait for them to design their project. She stated that the County started their
project two years prior to the Federal Highway Association. The Feds have not chosen an
alignment yet. She stated that the Feds have not completed their surveys so the County is not
ableto have the data on alevel of analysisthat they need at thistime. However, their funding
deadlines require them to continue with this project on this schedule. There are strict funding
deadlines on this program. She stated that it was not that the County did not feel that it was
important, they did do the best that they could to address cumulative impacts with the
information that they have on the Federal Highway’ s project.

Stephanie reiterated that the County has independent funding to do their project. She stated that
even if her project never happens the County still has the ability to complete their project.

Mr. Rapf stated that the document talks about not changing the character of Hyampom Road.
The road definitely does have a character and he disputed the fact that the character of the road
would not change. He stated that in changing the two-mile stretch you may be able to get away
with not changing the character, but to change the entire road, it will definitely be changed.

He went on to say that unlike Richard Klein he does not mind the one-laneroad. In fact, he
likesit. He believesthat changing it will change the character of the road. He also wasn’t sure
exactly were these segments were.

Stephanie told him that he was right. It isgoing to be atwo-laneroad. It may change the
character of the road, but it is not going to become a freeway. She stated that she will have
surveyors out this spring and fall marking the road because even they have problems identifying
where the segments are.

Vernon Riley stated that there have been no studies done regarding how the speed limit will
change. He knows that 90% of the people there break the law and speed on their way into
Hayfork. He asked how straightening the road would affect accidents.

Stephanie stated that the road will not be straightened enough for people to drive fast. It will
improve the accident ratio, because people will have more time to get out of the way. There
will now be room for error.

Tim Brey asked what the mission statement was of the Federal Highway Administration. He
wanted to know if they could use part of the money to fix the road and part of the money to help
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people in the community.

Stephanie stated that the mission of her agency wasto get funding for counties. She works for

the Federal Lands Commission. They help with roads that serve as access to the Federal Forest
and that serve surrounding communities. She stated that their funding does have requirements.
Unfortunately, they cannot do economic development; it is not part of their mission.

Vernon Riley stated that this project would not bring any money into the area. The people will
come from who knows where to work on the road. They will probably bring their trailers and
not stay at the local motel.

Stephanie stated that it was not their intent to bring an economic boom to the area. They are
there to provide access to the Forest and the surrounding communities only.

Mr. Greenleaf asked if through the planning process it was determined that this project needed
to be cut back, would it endanger the funding for the rest of the project?

Stephanie stated yes and no. She stated that their funding is strictly construction funding.
There are times when they do spot improvements, but usually they do the entire project because
they have to increase the safety to areasonable standard. Spot improvements usually cost more
for design. Usually when they come into a community and do a project, they do not come back
for 30 years.

Mr. Greanleaf stated that at the last November meeting, someone had asked why the Federal
Highway Administration couldn’t just fix the bluff section. He could not remember what the
answer was at that time; however, the jest of it was that if you pick apiece in the middle of the
road you have a substandard roadway on either end of the fixed piece which brings up new
issues. He asked if there was a minimum size project on the Hyampom Road project. If there
was a minimum, what wasit. How far could they size down to before they said that it was to
much liability or too much overhead.

Stephanie stated that basically they are at that minimum. They are putting in the minimum
width that they feel is safe. She stated that they are putting in narrower shouldersin the bluff
area than they normally would because of how steep theterrainis. One of the alternatives that
they will be considering and not bringing forward in their document is building the road to
federal standards. The improvements that they are proposing are actually not going to meet the
federal standards. Federal standardswould require 6-foot shoulders; however, on this road that
isnot feasible.

Mr. Riley asked what was being done to keep the rocks from falling into windshields.

Stephanie stated that they are dealing with those issues. Rock fall is obviously a huge issue.
They are not sure what the final option will be.

Chairman Jaegel asked if adesign speed had been selected for the road yet?
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Stephanie stated that the design speed was 20 mph. Design speed for the project isrealy for
the worst weather conditions. Travel speed will be higher.

Mr. Greenleaf asked Stephanie, based upon her knowledge of the project and her agency, would
they do just portions of the project or would they say it was all or nothing.

Stephanie stated that in her opinion if there was a large enough chunk of the project that could
be done first they might do a portion of the project. However, they would prefer to do the entire
project at once.

Mr. Rapf asked if the funding ran out would they cut back a portion of the project.

Stephanie stated that their funding comes in chunks, so they will do the project in chunksiif
necessary. They do move funds around to keep projects going.

Mr. Rapf asked if they would be starting from Hayfork and moving towards Hyampom.

Stephanie stated that they would probably do the bluffsfirst. They do not like to run trucks full
of material over new pavement.

Stephanie asked for copies of the minutes and the tape.

Chairman Jaegel stated that this was the end of the informational part of the meeting. He asked
if anyone would like to comment on anything else? No comments were received.

6. PUBLIC COMMENT

Members of the public may address the Planning Commission concerning matters within their
jurisdiction, which are not listed on the agenda. No action may be taken on these matters.

7. ADJOURN

Commissioner Hahn moved to adjourn the meeting. Chairman Jaegel adjourned the meeting at
9:00 pm.
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3b. May 8, 2003



TRINITY COUNTY

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
May 8, 2003 at 7:00 p.m.

Trinity County Library Weaverville

DRAFT MINUTES (Not final until approved by Planning Commission on June 5, 2003)

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Jaegel called the meeting to order at 7:30 pm. Members present: Commissioner
Keith Groves, Commissioner Ray Bushman, Commissioner Roger Jaegel, Commissioner Tom
McKnight, Commissioner Jim Hahn, Planning Director John Jelicich, Senior Planner Jeanne
Bonomini, Associate Planner Tina Cameron, County Counsel David Hammer and
Administrative Coordinator 11 Tina Teuscher.

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Commissioner Hahn moved to adopt the agenda. Commissioner Bushman seconded. Motion
carried.

3. MINUTES (April 10,2003 and May 6, 2003)

Commissioner Bushman moved to approve the April 10™ minutes. Commissioner Hahn
seconded. Motion carried.

Commissioner Bushman stated that on page 6 of the May 6™ minutes, it needed to state that the
public hearing was closed prior to the break. Commissioner Bushman moved to approve the
May 6" minutes as amended. Commissioner Hahn seconded. Motion carried.

8. DRAFT EIRFOR HYAMPOM ROAD IMPROVEMENT PW-02-03

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Hyampom Road Improvements Project; Post Miles
6.8 to 8.3 on Hyampom Road (County Road 301) between Hayfork and Hyampom. Applicant:
Trinity County Department of Transportation.

Environmental Compliance Specialist Jan Smith presented the staff report. She stated that this
was a proposal by the Department of Transportation to make improvements on Hyampom Road
from mile 6.8 t0 8.3. In this areathere are several curvesthat will be realigned and the road
will be widened to two 11-foot lanes with atwo-foot shoulder on either side. Therearea
couple of areasthat lie in the 100-year floodplain or less that will be raised. The bridge will be
sanded repainted and widened. The cement piers need to be widened aswell. She stated that
they would place rock slope protection and retaining walls along the road above Hayfork Creek.
Thereisaculvert in James Creek that is a potential barrier for fish, which will be replaced with
abridge. They will realign the approach to nine-mile bridge. She explained that there was a
trailhead to Eight Mile Trail that is located on the opposite side of the street of the parking area
for thetrailhead. They will be moving the parking area to the same side of the street to make it

May 8, 2003 Planning Commission Hearing Minutes Page 1



safe for hikers.

Smith stated that construction should take place in the summer of 2005 or 2006. It could be
pushed back do to lack of funding. Construction will only occur during the summer months.
The construction on the bridges will only occur from June to October; and construction
elsewhere would be from May to November. Construction will be from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.
She explained that one of the Community’s main concerns was the road closure. These
closures will be in 4-hour durations every day. For the main construction the closures will be
from 8:00 am to 11:00am, then opened for a half hour to alow for the mail truck to enter
Hyampom. Then closed again from 11:30 am to 12:30 pm. They will reopened again for
another half hour to allow for the mail truck to return, then close again from 1:00 pm to 3:30
pm to alow for the school busto return. They will keep the road open again for another half
hour then close it from 4:00 pm to 5:15 pm. In the summer time when school is out they will
keep the road closed all afternoon.

Smith stated that when preparing the EIR, during the biological survey they found Trinity
Bristle Snail, which islisted on the California endangered specieslist. The EIR containsa
mitigation plan to restore habitat away from the roadway. The Creek is accessible to Coho
salmon, which are also addressed in the EIR. The Northern Spotted owl is also mentioned in
the EIR; however, so far they have not found any. They we will be looking again as soon as the
nesting season begins.

She stated that in this section of the road there are no deep seated dide areas; however, there are
isolated failures. The Department of Transportation has painted black over the centerlinein
some areas where road has slipped out has become a one-lane road.

Smith mentioned that this was an old road that was built in 1923 for logging. It was not
designed to be apublic road. It needs significant maintenance. She stated that the rocks needed
to be removed everyday. She explained that maintenance was not going to keep this road
drivable. It needs massive improvements soon.

She stated that a Negative Declaration was prepared and brought before the Commission in
2001 for the segment of Hyampom Road between Hayfork and the Forest Boundary at mile 3.7.
Construction on that segment of the road was supposed to begin this year, but will be delayed

due to state funding. She stated that two years after they got this project on miles 6.8 to 8.3,
going, the Federal Highways Administration came through with significant assistance for
another section of the road that was falling away rapidly. She explained that this section of the
road would not be passable soon. That area of the road is very cliffy and the County did not
have the money to fix that portion of theroad. The Federal Highway Administration just began
doing their studies. The Department of Transportation tried to address thisinformation in this
Environmental Impact Statement as cumulative effects, however, their information was limited
do to the fact that the Federal Highways Administration does not have information to provide to
them.

She stated that in order for them to recel vethelr funding they needed to get approval from the
Board of Supervisors no later than June 17", They are holding the public hearing tonight and
receiving written comments through May 19", They will work on the Final EIR and bring it
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back to the Planning Commission for their recommendations to the Board if they should accept
the EIR and select the proposed project or an Alternatlve To do this schedule they would
either need to hold a special public hearlng on June 5" or have the Commission hear the final
EIR at their regular meeting on June 12" and then give the Board of Supervisors the Planning
Commission’s recommendations at the Board meeting. The Planning Commission’s
recommendations could not be included in staff’ s report to the Board prior to the meeting, if the
Planning Commission does not hear the matter until June 12.

Commissioner Bushman asked if the Commission could not make a decision tonight because
they do not have the pubic comments. County Counsel Hammer stated that he believed a
special public hearing was needed, so the Board would have the Planning Commission’s
recommendations

Chairman Jaegel stated that it was okay with him to hold a special hearing on June 5" All
Commissioners were in agreement.

Smith stated that the other Alternatives would be either ano project Alternative, increase the
design speed and widen the road even more, or relocate the road completely. The Department
of Transportation did not look at these Alternative in much detail because it would have a
greater impact on the environment than the proposed project. It would potentially allow new
growth along the new alignment and abandoning those along the old alignment. She reiterated
that this was the preferred Alternative. She explained that it was probably this Alternative or
the No Project Alternative, that would include maintenance as is done now.

Commissioner Bushman asked if she was only talking about a 1.5-mile section. Mrs. Smith
stated that he was correct.

Chairman Jaegel asked if there was a requirement for aNEPA document. Mrs. Smith stated
yes, it was being taken care of through the Federal Highway Administration. She mentioned
that it is through the CalTrans Local Assistance Program. The Federal Highway Administration
isthe lead agency. The Forest Serviceisinvolved because a Use Permit isrequired. The
County’ s consultants will be doing special studies for the Forest Service that are required by
the Northwest Forest Plan.. These studies are not yet complete. The studies that are available
were done for the NEPA document.

Chairman Jaegel asked if there was adeadline for the NEPA document.

Smith stated that it was a funding issue, the State does not require them to have the NEPA
document done prior to getting their design funding.

Commissioner Hahn stated that on page 3-3, in the second paragraph, it states that the County
will provide 2 million dollars. He asked if those funds were in the County’ s hands at this
point. Mrs. Smith stated that the 2 million dollars was a County match for the Federal Highway
Administration’s segments.  The County is matching their efforts with 2 million of our STIP
funds. She explained that the money is already programmed in the STIP, and will be provided
to Federal Highway Administration when they start construction on their segments (miles 3.7 to
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6.8 and 8.3 to 14.0).

Commissioner Hahn asked what the 18.5 million dollars was for. Smith stated again that those
funds were for the Federal Highway Adminstration’s project on other segments of Hyampom
Road.

Commissioner Hahn asked why these cost werein this report if they do not pertain to this
project. Smith stated that they wanted to provide the entire picture of the project.

Commissioner Hahn asked that if tonight’ s project was not completed, would the other program
bekilled. Smith stated that thisissue was brought up the other night. If this project was dead
they would probably not want to go ahead with their project because they would have a segment
in the middle of their project that was not fixed. They like to have a complete project. It would
not necessarily kill the Federal Highway Project, but our agreement with them includes this as
an in-kind match, and the agreement would have to be re-negotiated.

Commissioner Hahn stated that on page 3.5 it talks about a design speed of 25 mph. He
mentioned that the other night the lady from the Federal Highway Administration stated that
their speed would be 20 mph. Smith stated that the design speeds are based on the straightness
of the road, and it was not feasible to have a 25 mph design speed in their one lane section of
theroad. She stated that the segment of road that the Federal Highway Administration would
be working on has really tight turns.

Commissioner Hahn stated that cost wise it seemed to him that this area should also be 20 mph.
Smith stated in order to introduce alower design speed you would have to make the road
curvier. Commissioner Hahn asked if it would cost more for a 25 mph road or a 20 mph road.
Smith explained that this was not how it worked. In order to make that section a 20 mph road it
would need more turns, and it would actually cost more to design more turnsin the road than to
keep it at the curvature that it was currently at.

Chairman Jaegel stated that in that section there must be some curves that could be designed to
a 20 mph design speed as opposed to 25 mph. He stated that it would be prudent to look at a 20
mph design speed for curves at least. Smith stated that they could reduce the speed if the
Commission directed them to. County Counsel Hammer stated that the Commission could not
consider the cost. He explained that the purpose for the meeting tonight was to discuss the
adequacy of the EIR, not the cost.

Chairman Jaegel stated that it was an issue of areduced standard. Lesswidth and lower design
speed would result in less environmental impact. He believes that it is worth looking into.

Smith asked the Commission if they would want staff to ook into areduced design speed if it
created more impacts to the environment.

Chairman Jaegel stated no, they would not.

Commissioner Bushman stated that he did not believe that it would be abig deal to make it a 20
mph zone.
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Commissioner Hahn stated that his only concern was that if the Federal Highway
Administration thought it was best to have a 20 mph design speed, why would the County want
to have 25 mph.

Commissioner McKnight asked staff if the entire basis of the design was to get more width on
theroad. Smith stated yes.

Chairman Jaegel stated that if staff could control the alignment and lower the speed that would
be great.

Commissioner Hahn wanted to make sure that he understood the construction time line along
with the road closures. Smith stated that construction would only occur during the summer
months. The construction on the bridges would occur from June to October with hours of
operation from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. Out of the streams, constuction may start in May and
continue into November. These closures will be in 4-hour durations every day. For the main
construction the closures will be from 8:00 am to 11:00 am, then opened for a half hour to
allow for the mail truck to enter Hyampom. Then closed again from 11:30 am to 12:30 pm.
They will reopened again for another half hour to allow for the mail truck to return, then close
again from 1:00 pm to 3:30 pm to allow for the school busto return. They will keep the road
open again for another half hour then close it from 4:00 pm to 5:15 pm. In the summer time
when school is out they will keep the road closed all afternoon.

She explained that the road would never be closed on Sundays and rarely on Saturdays.
However, it would be closed during the hours spoken of Monday through Friday.

Commissioner Groves asked about the mitigations on the traffic impact. He stated that
nowhere in the document could he find information on the socio economic impacts.  Smith
stated that under CEQA, they do not need to look at those impacts. They did not do a study on
the economics. She explained that if an individual owned a bed and breakfast, they could let
their clients know of the situation and what times to arrive.

Commissioner Groves asked if staff had information at al regarding the economic impacts to
Hyampom. Smith stated that because the road was not a through road staff did not anticipate a
loss of revenue from casua “drive by” customers. They did perform a study on the economic
impacts because thisis not required by CEQA.

Commissioner Groves stated that just because it was not a through road does not mean that
someone won't drive to Hyampom to see what it looks like.

Commissioner Hahn stated that the document mentions that there are 1,024 trips per day made
on Hyampom Road. He asked what a“trip” meant. Smith stated that it meant one way.

Chairman Jaegel opened the public hearing.
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John Rapf, resident of Hyampom, stated that he was at the meeting Tuesday night. He and his
wife own awinery and a Bed and Breakfast on 120 acres. Hefirst traveled the road in the
1950 s and bought his property in 1975. He asked staff when they started the draft EIR.

Smith stated that the Notice of Preparation was sent out on February 20, 2002.

Mr. Rapf stated that the EIR and the Executive Summary, both refer to the entire 14 miles of
work being done on the road. He asked the Commission if they had read the scoping report that
was completed by the Federal Highway Administration in July 2001. It statesthat there was a
meeting at the Forest Service in Hayfork in October of 2000 in regards to the other 12 miles of
road. He also asked the Commission to look at the letters in the document. There was one
from Senator Feinstein that was dated January of 2000, although he realized this date was
probably supposed to be January 2001; one from Dr. Meredith dated December of 2000, one
from Dickerson dated 2001 and one from Bar 717 dated January 2001. He stated that staff
should be talking about 14 miles of roadwork in one document. The piecemeal approachis
absurd. He stated that he had an understanding of the reasons why they were doing the
construction in segments, but it needs to be looked at as awhole.

Mr. Rapf stated that the first time the general public became aware of the proposed road
realignment was a couple weeks short of last year’s county fair. He stated that he was not for
sureif they ever received aletter regarding the 1.5-mile section.

Mrs. Smith stated that they were not in the practice at that time to stuff mailboxes asthey are
today. She mentioned that the information was posted in the paper and routed to the affected
agencies.

Mr. Rapf stated that with the exception of the meeting that Carl Bonomini held about the
County’s project on this segment, the residents of Hyampom have never been included in the
process. He mentioned that at the meeting that Carl held, he made reference to fixing the nine-
mile bridge. That was the only time they have heard about this construction. He believes that
the Department of Transportation should have included the residents of Hyampom in every
decision and thought process regarding this project.

He believes that they should have asked the community if they even wanted their road fixed.
He stated that he did not know who solicited letters from Meredith or 717 and wondered why
they did not ask him to write aletter. He mentioned that he was unaware of when this project
was placed before the Board of Supervisorsfor their approval of the project. He wanted to
know who gave the Department of Transportation permission to pursue the Federal Highway
Administration for additional funding. He stated that the process that got the project to this
point troubled him and that he was going to beat the drum every chance he got and that was
why he was here this evening.

Mr. Rapf stated that the other night Chairman Jaegel stated that the reason for holding the
meeting in Hyampom was to extend a service to the community. Mr. Rapf feelsthat it isthe
Commissions responsibility to come to Hyampom.

He believes that thiswill be 6 years of road closure for the residents of Hyampom. He asked if
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anyone was paying attention to the impacts that this project was going to have on the residents
of Hyampom. He cannot help but wonder if this construction was really necessary. He stated
that the document mentions that this project will not affect the economy of Hyampom. He aso
mentioned that the document states that the road is safe. He stated that there have been no
accidents, except for the five vehicles that have driven off of the side of the road and one was
probably suicide. He said he does not know if all these were fatal. He stated that he had
sympathy for the Department of Transportation and the maintenance issues that they have to
deal with. Heisnot ageologist or arock person, but when he drives the one lane section it
looks very stable to him. It has been one lane as long as he can remember, and has not failed.
He does not believe failure is immanent.

He mentioned that the other night Ms. Popeil from the Federal Highway Administration made
comments regarding their project and the Department of Transportation’s project. He
remembered asking her if they would they start at the Hayfork end and work their way towards
Hyampom. Her response was that they would start the bluffs first which is a one lane section.
He stated that this must be a priority because it was a one-lane section of road. He quoted her
as saying that the Federal Highway Administration does not like to run trucks full of material
over new pavement. He stated that the County was doing a mile and a half of roadwork prior to
the Bluffs being done. He wondered why they would do that if the Federal Highway
Administration does not like to run trucks full of material over new pavement. Where are they
taking the material ?

He reiterated again that the entire roadway should be addressed under one document. He
believes that there are holesin the EIR. He asked why the Government would need to take
sections of property from people and stated that they should have to have areason to do that.
He believes that there are several areas where they are taking property.

He stated that he couldn’t hammer away enough at the process that has taken place for this
project. He mentioned that he had come up with a new name for the road; it was the Grand
Canyon of Hayfork. Heloves that road, and they are blasting a huge swath through the most
stable, safest part. He believes that cars will go faster when the road is wider and when they hit
the ice they will not be able to stop and will end up over the edge. He stated that Ms. Popell
mentioned that they would have room for error with awider road; however, he does not believe
that. No car has ever gone over the edge there before.

Commissioner Bushman asked how the residents of Hyampom received their news. He then
asked if someone wanted to notify the community what would be the best way to go about it.

Mr. Rapf stated that historically it has not been difficult to get people to attend public hearings
held in Hyampom. He mentioned that notices being placed in their post office boxes would be
the most effective form of notification. He mentioned that there was ameeting held in
Hyampom where every seat was filled and the only form of notification was word of mouth. At
the Federal Highways meeting after the fair, every seat was filled, there was a notice in the PO
boxes.

Mrs. Marni Rapf stated that she has lived in Hyampom since 1990, and owned property since
1980. Sheis concerned on the effect that the construction will have on Hyampom. She stated
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that socioeconomic impacts were not addressed in the EIR. She mentioned that the local
businesses were struggling and that the bar and restaurant had closed. She stated that there
were four Bed and Breakfasts and afew small businesses. She believes that the construction
will also hurt the local businesses in Hayfork and Weaverville because people will go to the
coast to do their shopping. Six yearsistoo long for a struggling business to survive. She
doesn’t think that people will want to come and visit their establishment when she tells them
that the road will be closed from 7am to 7pm. Sheis concerned how the construction will
affect the people of Hayfork and Hyampom and other parts of the County. She asked the
Commission what would happen if she was to leave her house afew minutes late and believe
that she will make it out before the road closed and didn’t. She would be stuck on the road for
four to five hours.

Sheisalso concerned about the funding and the environment. She stated thereis not enough
money for schools and the arts, but $25 million for aroad project that will make their lives
miserable. The project will be bad for the environment, for water quality and fish. Shefeels
likeit isalandslide that cannot be stopped. She stated that Hyampom is unique, it is a specia
place and she and her husband are concerned that it will not be the same anymore.

Mr. Rapf asked where the next public hearing would be held.
Chairman Jaegel stated that it would be held in Weaverville.

Mr. Rapf asked why it was being held in Weaverville when it affected the residents of
Hyampom. He said Hayfork would be a good halfway point.

Director Jelicich stated that the Planning Commission decided many years ago that they would
go out to other communities therefore workshops, but formal public hearings are held in the
County Sesat. It isdifficult for Commissionersto travel and Weaverville is the County Seat.
County Counsel Hammer stated that by law the Board of Supervisors have to meet in the
County Seat. He would haveto find out if it islega to hold a Planning Commission Public
Hearing outside Weaverville.

No other comments were received. Chairman Jaegel closed the public hearing.

Chairman Jaegel stated that there was no action necessary at tonight’s meeting.

Commissioner Hahn stated that he did not mind holding the meeting in Hyampom.
Commissioner McKnight stated that was setting a dangerous precedent.

Commissioner Groves stated that he had a problem with going to Hyampom. Helivesin
Trinity Center and does not want to travel to Hyampom, and Hayfork is not halfway for him.
Nor did he want to start that precedent. He said those of us who choseto live remotely do so by

choice.

BREAK
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Chairman Jaegel called a 10-minute break at 9:18 pm. Chairman Jaegel called the meeting
back to order at 9:28 pm.
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CONSULTATIONSWITH PUBLIC AGENCIES

The Draft EIR was circulated to responsible and trustee agencies having jurisdiction over
natural resources affected by the project. Adjacent counties were also notified of the
availability of the Draft EIR, provided with a summary of the project and invited to
comment. No public agencies submitted formal written comments in response to the
Draft EIR. However, several public agencies were consulted during the circulation
period. A summary of these consultations follows.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, SHASTA-TRINITY NATIONAL FOREST, SOUTH
FORK MANAGEMENT UNIT

Jim Fitzgerald, Hydrologist
Trinity County DOT conducted a field review with Hydrologist Jim Fitzgerald of Shasta-
Trinity National Forest on May 14, 2003.

1. Comment Summary: Mr. Fitzgerald recommended a geotechnical engineer and/or
hydrologist review all proposed cutsin the field, and have input in the design of cuts and
fills. He was particularly concerned with cuts in areas where the rock strata dip toward
theroad. Perched, loose soil in these areas tends to slide along the dip plane, resulting in
rock fall ontheroad. Moist soils where cuts encounter springs or seeps may also cause
dliding of cut slopes. He recommended pipe drains and underdrains to dewater wet cut
slopes, rock buttresses at the base of cut slopes and/or removal of loose soil perched on
bedrock dipping toward the road.

1. Response: The project will be designed by California-licensed Civil Engineers with
experience in road design. Structures, such as bridge pier widening and retaining walls,
will be designed by a Structural Engineer. TCDOT intends to have a Registered
Geologist, Certified Engineering Geologist, or Geotechnical Engineer review the
proposed cut locationsin the field and provide recommendations that will be incorporated
into the plans and specifications. To demonstrate TCDOT’ s commitment to having
Geotechnical review and input in the project design, a mitigation measure has been added
to Section 4.2, Geology, Soils and Seismicity, asfollows:
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Geology Mitigation-2 A California Registered Civil Engineer shall design the proposed cuts
and fills in accordance with the Caltrans Design Manual, AASHTO
Design Guide, California Standard Plans and California Standard
Specifications, and in accordance with the recommendations of a site-
specific Geotechnical Review. Field review and materials exploration
shall be conducted by a California Registered Geologist, Certified
Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer during design to
determine the stability of materials encountered in proposed cuts, and
any necessary treatments. Rock buttresses, slope rounding, rock
catchment systems and/or other appropriate methods recommended by
the Project Geologist to prevent slope failures will be incorporated into
project design.

However, removal of al loose soils perched on bedrock above cuts would result in more
impacts to vegetation and terrestrial mollusks. This practice would be avoided unlessit is
the only solution to a potential rockfall problem in an area where strata dips toward the
road.

2. Comment Summary: Forest Service Best Management Practices require equipment
staging areas to be at least 300 feet from any stream. Mr. Fitzgerald was especially
concerned about the proposed staging area on the bar at creek level just east of Nine-Mile
Bridge, in the Eight-Mile Trail parking area. However, the entire project is within 300
feet of Hayfork Creek, so the Forest Service may have to make an exception, provided
adeguate containment and spill controls are provided.

2. Response: The entire project iswithin 300 feet of Hayfork Creek, and staging outside
of this areawould require vegetation removal and grading on the uphill side of the road,
resulting in additional impacts. Hydrology Mitigation —1 in the Draft EIR requires that
maintenance and refueling areas will be located a minimum of 100 feet away from the
active stream channel, and also requires spill containment booms to be maintained on site
at al times. Water Pollution Prevention measures will be included in the plans and
specifications, and a Water Pollution Control Plan and Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan will be required. These documents will include specific requirements regarding the
placement of barriers between staging areas and riparian areas and stream beds, and
specific materials handling, housekeeping and equipment maintenance and fueling
procedures, as well as spill response procedures. Location and design of staging areas
will be subject to approval of the USFS through the Use Permit process, and TCDOT and
its contractor will abide by any reasonable conditions placed on the staging areas through
that process.

Cheryl Carrothers, Wildlife Biologist

Telephone and email consultation was conducted between the TCDOT Environmental
Compliance Specialist and Ms. Carrothers on May 12 and May 19, 2003. Written
comments received by email are included in Section 2, Written Comments as Comment
A-1.
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1. Comment Summary: The DEIR says that the whole project isin Critical Habitat for
the northern spotted owl. The summary on Page 1-3 callsit “designated habitat”. Only
the western end of the project iswithin Critical Habitat. The DEIR should be more
specific with regard to designated and critical habitat designations and effects on critical
and suitable habitat.

1. Response: The text on Page 1-3 should have read, “designated critical habitat”. This
error is corrected in the Final EIR. Communications between the biological consultant
and another USFS Wildlife Biologist (D. Garrison, 2001) indicated that the entire project
was within Critical Habitat for northern spotted owl. In atelephone conversation
between the TCDOT Environmental Compliance Specialist and Ms. Carrothers on May
19, 2003, Ms. Carrothers indicated that the eastern boundary of the Designated Critical
Habitat Unit CA-35 ends between Project Station 113 and 114 (500 to 600 meters east of
Nine-Mile Bridge). This change will be made in Section 4.7 of the Final EIR.
Regardless of the Critical Habitat Unit Boundary, the Draft EIR treats northern spotted
owl as potentially present in the project area, and suitable habitat is considered present
throughout the entire length of the project. Impacts to potential habitat are quantified in
the Draft EIR, Table 4.7-4 as acres of temporary and permanent disturbance to Douglas
fir forest, Oregon oak woodland, foothill pine chaparral and white alder riparian forest.
Approximate number of trees per acre are also provided for each habitat in Table 4.7-2,
so the number of potential nesting trees to be removed can be calculated. This provides
an adequately quantitative analysis on effects to spotted owl habitat. Further analysis will
be provided in the Biological Assessment and other documentation developed during
consultation between the Federal Highways Administration as the Federal Lead Agency
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

2. Comment Summary: In their consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
the USFS generally bases noise tolerance of nesting spotted owls on change above
ambient levels, rather than 90dB at 50 feet from the source, the standard used in the EIR.

2. Response: TCDOT and its biological consultants do not agree that any noise over
ambient noise levels disturbs nesting, breeding and rearing behavior in northern spotted
owls. The proposed mitigation measure, Biology Mitigation-11, which states:

“No construction activities that exceed 90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) measured 50 feet
from the source will occur within 1,000 feet of the nest tree during the period between
February 1 and July 10" will be presented during consultation between the Federal
Highways Administration as the Federal Lead Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. If the Fish and Wildlife Service does not concur with this proposed mitigation, a
more stringent noise limitation will be agreed upon. In no case will the mitigation be less
stringent than what is stated in the Draft EIR. Any reasonable conditions applied to this
project by either the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the Federal Highways
Administration as aresult of their consultations will be adhered to by TCDOT and its
contractors. In afollow-up discussion with Ms. Carrothers, she stated that if the Fish and
Wildlife Service concurs with this mitigation, then the USFS would also concur.
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3. Comment Summary: None of the categories for a NEPA categorical exclusion used
by the U.S. Forest Service would apply to this project, yet Page 2-7 of the Draft EIR
states that the FHWA intends to issue a categorical exclusion.

3. Response: The Nationa Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) gives each federal
agency the authority and discretion to determine which of their own activities should be
categorically excluded from NEPA. Therefore, the types of activities that are
categorically excluded differ substantially among agencies (Bass et. al. 2001). The
Federal Highway Administration has made a preliminary determination that this activity
fitsinto the category of “Categorical Exclusion with required technical studiesinvolving
Federal action”. This means that although an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement will not be prepared, the Federal Highway
Administration will still consult with the State Office of Historic Preservation as required
by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (consultation was completed on
March 25, 2002) and with NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as
required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. FHWA will also review and
approve the floodplain study and wetland delineation and make applicable findings
required by Executive Orders 11990 and 11988. The Categorical Exclusion
determination could change upon review of al the technical studies and completion of
the required consultations, if FHWA deems an EA or EISto be necessary. All technical
studies and the results of all consultations will be provided to the USFS with the Use
Permit application, for their usein fulfilling their requirements under NEPA.

4. Comment Summary: Inasubsequent conversation, Ms. Carrothers approved the use
of the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation Site near James Creek, as described in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR, “Conceptual Mitigation Plan for the Trinity Bristlesnail” .

4. Response: Comment noted. TCDOT thanks the USFS for their review, and will
implement the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation Plan as described in Appendix D
of the Draft EIR.

Mark Arnold, Archaeologist:

Comment Summary: Mr. Arnold reviewed the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation
Site near James Creek, as described in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, “Conceptual
Mitigation Plan for the Trinity Bristlesnail” . He determined that the area has been
previously surveyed by the Forest Service for archaeological resources and none were
found.

Response: Comment noted. TCDOT thanks the USFS for their review, and will
implement the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation Plan as described in Appendix D
of the Draft EIR.
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NOAA FISHERIES SERVICE:

Diane Ashton
Ms. Ashton attended a meeting and field review with TCDOT on May 6, 2003, after
reviewing the Draft EIR.

Comment Summary: The Draft EIR states that Coho Salmon are not present in Hayfork
Creek, but recent surveys have found Coho salmon in Olsen Creek and Corral Creek near
Hyampom.

Response: Comment noted. The information in Table 4.7-3 will be updated in the Final
EIR to reflect this recent discovery.

NORTH COAST REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

Andy Baker
Trinity County DOT conducted a field review with Water Quality Specialist Andy Baker
of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board on May 14, 2003.

1. Comment Summary: Will the Water Quality Control Board get a chance to
comment on the project design?

1. Response: Thisisnot typically the case. The STIP funding guidelines state that
design cannot be completed until after the CEQA review process is complete and the
CEQA document is certified. After the design is complete, and before construction
begins, TCDOT will apply for Water Quality Certification pursuant to Section 401 of the
federal Clean Water Act. The application could contain a set of reduced plans. In
addition, the TCDOT will submit a Notice of Intent to Comply with the Terms of the
Genera Permit to Discharge Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity to the
State Water Resources Control Board. TCDOT will prepare, or require the selected
Contractor to prepare (subject to TCDOT engineer approval) a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan. The Plan will not be submitted to the State Water Resources Control
Board or the Regional Water Quality Control Board, but will be kept available for their
review upon request.

2. Comment Summary: The Regional Water Quality Control Board will require
secondary containment on all fuel storage tanks with a capacity of 1.5 times the capacity
of the fuel storage tank. For temporary fuel storage tanks used during construction a
temporary containment system of plastic sheeting and earthen or straw bale berms would
be acceptable.

2. Response: TCDOT will require its contractor to comply with this requirement.
Alternatively, fuel may be brought to the site in tanker trucks and equipment may be
fueled directly from the tanker trucks, so that fuel is not stored on site in staging aress.
This method would also allow fuel transfer to occur on the road surface rather than in
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staging areas near Hayfork Creek. The contractor would still be required to have
adequate spill control and countermeasures in place.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Bob Williams

Telephone and email consultation was conducted between the TCDOT Environmental
Compliance Specialist and Mr. Williams on March 21 and May 16, 2003. No written
comments were received from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
during the comment period.

1. Comment Summary: The California Department of Fish and Game concurs with
and approves the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation Plan, as described in Appendix
D of the Draft EIR, “Conceptual Mitigation Plan for the Trinity Bristlesnail”, and
believes implementation of the plan will fully mitigate impacts to the Trinity Bristlesnail.
However the TCDOT must complete consultation with CDFG and obtain an Incidental
Take Permit for the Trinity bristlesnail in accordance with Section 2081 of the California
Endangered Species Act. If there will also be take of the Coho Salmon, a single 2081
Incidental Take Permit should be obtained for both State-listed species.

1. Response: Comment noted. TCDOT thanks the CDFG for their review, and will
implement the proposed Trinity Bristlesnail Mitigation Plan as described in Appendix D
of the Draft EIR, and will also obtain an Incidental Take Permit from CDFG in
accordance with Section 2081 of the California Endangered Species Act for the Trinity
Bristlesnail, and also for the Coho Salmon, if warranted. However, biological studies
indicate that the project would not result in a“take” of Coho salmon as defined by the
Fish and Game Code.

2. Comment Summary: The California Department of Fish and Game concurs with
and approves the proposed instream operation period of June 15 through October 15, with
aprovision to extend the period later in the year based on weather conditions with
permission from CDFG.

2. Response: Comment noted. TCDOT will implement the proposed instream
operating period as described in the Draft EIR as Biology Mitigation —9.
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Response: The October 2000 meeting was part of the grant application process to obtain
the Forest Highway Funds. The Board of Supervisors did not specifically authorize this
meeting, but it is part of the Director of Transportation’s job to seek funding for road
improvement projects. The Regional Transportation Element/Circulation Element of the
Genera Plan in effect at the time included the following Goa and Objective:
Goal 4.3: Toidentify and aggressively pursue additional funding sources to
support transportation
Objective 4.3.1: Program available funds to rehabilitate roads and
provide an adequate transportation system.
This document, adopted by the Trinity County Board of Supervisors sitting as the Trinity
County Transportation Commission on June 20, 1997 (Resolution No. 7-97(T)) served as
direction to the Department of Transportation to pursue this funding opportunity.

5. Comment Summary: Does Trinity County benefit administratively from the funds
being used for this project? If so, how and how much?

Response: The only fiscal benefit to the County isin reduced maintenance costs. The
County spends between $20,000 and $50,000 per year in Road Maintenance Funds on
chip sealing and patching Hyampom Road. Improving the drainage and structural
section, as well as resurfacing the road, will greatly reduce these costs on the sections to
be reconstructed. Even when the new surfacing eventually deteriorates to the point it
needs to be replaced, the structural and drainage improvements will continue to reduce
maintenance costs on the new surface. In addition, the wider shoulders and rock
catchment systems and stabilized slopes will not only improve safety but will reduce the
frequency of rock removal, which currently has to be done daily during the rainy season,
including weekends and holidays resulting in overtime costs. Removal of the road from
the floodplain will reduce emergency opening and repair costs, and installation of
retaining walls will reduce costs for major repairs that would otherwise have to be done
with Road Maintenance Funds if they were not the result of a declared disaster. The
“administrative benefit” to the County therefore comes in the form of significant savings
of Road Maintenance Funds.

6. Comment Summary: The entire Hyampom Road Improvement Project should be
considered in one process. The DEIR states that there are more improvement projects
planned for Hyampom Road. It is obvious that the Road Department has been pursuing a
larger project for many years. To do an EIR on asmall section of the overall project is
absurd. What is the rationale for not considering the overall and cumulative impact on
the environment and social/economic conditions?

Response: Asexplained in the response to Comment 2, above, the project that is the
subject of this EIR was programmed into the 1998 STIP by the Trinity County Board of
Supervisors, sitting as the Trinity County Transportation Commission December 1, 1998,
and initiated in November 2000. The FHWA project was not formally initiated until
March 2002 when the Board of Supervisors entered into the Tri-Agency agreement.
Therefore, the process for this project is ayear and a half ahead of the FHWA project.
The environmental process requires more than a year of studies, consultations and
document preparation. Biological surveys, in particular, must be done at specific times of
year, spring to early summer. Having just obtained authorization to begin work in spring
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of 2002, the FHWA has not been able to compl ete their biological field surveys until this
spring and summer. Therefore the datais not available yet to support an adequate
analysis of the environmental effects of the FHWA project. However, the County’s
project was programmed in the STIP in 1998. There has been adequate time to complete
the environmental studies on this project. The STIP program has very stringent
timelines, and the CEQA process must be complete by June 2003 in order for the County
to obtain funding for design.

As stated in the response to Letter L-4, Comment 1, CEQA case law has determined that
if the project being analyzed in the EIR is being evaluated at a time when meaningful
information about the related project is not capable of being obtained, the Lead Agency
may elect to exclude or limit the evaluation of the related activity. (No Qil, Inc. v. City of
Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal. App. 3d 223) (Basset. a. 1999). Asthe comment states,
the DEIR does disclose the existence of the additional improvement projects on
Hyampom Road. In fact, it attempts to address the cumul ative environmental impacts of
the combined projects to the extent possible given the information available. The DEIR
also addresses some of the social/economic impacts of the combined projects to the
extent required by CEQA, in Chapters 4.9 Land Use and Recreation; 4.10 Public
Services, Utilities and Energy; 4.11 Traffic and Circulation and Chapter 6, Growth
Inducing Impacts. However, effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical
change in the environment, and economic as social effects are not considered
environmental effects under CEQA (Bass et. al. 1999).

7. Comment Summary: What isthe cumulative impact to native fish, plants and
wildlife asaresult of as much as 6 years or more of heavy construction of the type
proposed by both the County and the FHWA.

Response: The effects on fish, plants and wildlife from the County’s project at Post Mile
6.8 to 8.3 are disclosed, quantified and mitigated in Chapter 4.7 of the DEIR. As
explained above in the response to Comment 6, the FHWA’ s environmental analysisis
not complete, so the effects of their project on biological resources cannot be quantified
at thistime. The cumulative effects of the combined projects will be disclosed in the
FHWA’s NEPA document (and the concurrent County CEQA document).

8. Comment Summary: How much of the road will be unpaved during construction
and for how long? What will be the cumulative impact to native fish, plants and wildlife
as aresult of traffic on an unpaved road? What will be the impact to private vehicles?
Response: For the County’s project, Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 (1.5 miles) will probably be
unpaved over most of the two construction seasons. During the winter suspension period,
the contractor will be responsible for maintaining the road surface. Because of this
obligation, the Contractor will probably apply aleveling course of asphalt-primed base
rock or chip seal to minimize maintenance needs over the winter. Temporary and
cumulative impacts from dust and erosion and sedimentation during construction are
addressed in the DEIR. The impact to private vehiclesis not an environmental effect and
does not need to be addressed in a CEQA document. However, if motorists adhere to
construction zone speed limits, they should not incur any additional vehicle maintenance.
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9. Comment Summary: If the County completes its work at Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 before
the FHWA does it’swork on Segments 4 and 5 to the west, how will thisimpact the new
pavement on the County project and who will pay the cost to remedy the damage caused?
Will this result in further construction work?

Response: Because the structural section and drainage beneath the pavement would be
improved, the road will be better able to handle theload. The new surface and new
structural section will hold up better to the FHWA’ s construction vehicles than the
existing road has held up to logging traffic in the past. However, thelife of the new
pavement may be decreased and the County may have to repave sooner than otherwise,
using either County Road Maintenance Funds or STIP funds. This may consist of
grinding out any failed pavement, leveling, patching, or completely resurfacing the road.
Thiswould probably not be needed immediately after completion of the FHWA project,
but may be needed sooner than the 20 years expected of the new surface otherwise. |If
thereis actual damage to the County’s new pavement as aresult of the FHWA project, as
opposed to heavy wear and tear, the FHWA or its contractor would be responsible for
repairs.

10. Comment Summary: A significant amount of rock and dirt will have to be moved.
What will happen to the excess that cannot be used as fill on the project?

Response: Preliminary design indicates that the County’ s project can balance cut and fill
by raising portions of the road out of the floodplain and realigning the approach to Nine-
Mile Bridge toward the Creek. The FHWA is currently working with the USFS to
identify disposal areas for the excess material generated by their project. Spoils areas
will be located and designed so that sediment will not run off into waterways, and will
not be placed in areas where they would impact wetlands, sensitive plant species or
sensitive wildlife habitat.

11. Comment Summary: The DEIR’s assertion that the unique character of Hyampom
Road will not be significantly and permanently changed is “ utterly false”. Theintention
of the project isto widen and straighten the existing road, resulting in awider road
significantly larger road cut that will ater the character and visual quality forever.
Response: Seeresponse to Letter L-1, Comment 2.

12. Comment Summary: The wider road will be more expensive to maintain than the
current road. In winter, awider road will take longer to clear, and the larger road “prism”
will cause more rocks and debris to fall onto the wider road. Where will the County get
the additional funding?

Response: The project will result in significantly reduced maintenance costs. The road
will be two full lanes throughout its length. It is already two lanes in parts, and more than
one lane (1.5 lanes) in other parts. Thereisa4-mile section in the FHWA'’s project that
isonly onelane. It takes two passes with the snow plow to clear the road now (usually
one pass in each direction). Thiswill not change. Widening the road will not increase
the quantity of rocksthat fall on theroad. The wider road, including the two-foot
shoulders, will provide a place for rocksto fall where they will not impact the traveled
way. New cut slopes will be designed to reduce rockfall onto the road, by sloping the
cuts depending on the geology, buttressing the base of slopes, or providing catchment
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systems that direct falling rocks into the ditch or shoulder instead of the traveled way. As
mentioned previously, thiswill reduce the need for daily rock removal, which will reduce
mai ntenance costs, especially overtime costs. The improved structural section and
subsurface drainage will increase the life of the pavement, and the new pavement will not
need patching or repair for many years. The retaining walls will prevent slipouts before
they occur as well as correcting existing slipout problems.

13. Comment Summary: The improved road may be more unsafe as a result of
increased speed of traffic. The DEIR states that Hyampom Road is statistically safe as
presently constructed. | disagree with the contention that higher vehicle speed does not
result in more accidents. Where is the documentation to support the notion that a wider
road will be safer?

Response: The DEIR does not state that “Hyampom Road is statistically safe as
presently constructed”. Thiswould not be a responsible statement for the Department of
Transportation to make. The DEIR reports the accident history from 1990 to the present
as compiled by the Department of Transportation based on accidents reported to law
enforcement and/or the County. The DEIR states, in reporting these statistics, “no
accidents were reported in the portion of Hyampom Road to be rehabilitated by this
project (Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 including Nine-mile Bridge) during that time period.” The
concept of “ statistical safety” isof little comfort if you or your loved oneisinvolved in
an accident. Nor does the DEIR contend that “higher vehicle speed does not result in
more accidents’. It isnot clear where this alleged “contention” comes from, but it is
possibly a misinterpretation of a statement made by Federal Highway Administration
representative Stephanie Popiel at the May 6, 2003 public workshop. What she actually
said was that studies show awider road is safer, even though speeds increase because
thereisroom for error and recovery to avoid an accident. She also said that just paving a
narrow winding road without improving the geometrics (width and curvature) could
increase accidents because speeds increase without improving the safety features of the
road. The American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
has devel oped road design standards based on decades of experiencein road design,
experimental data and accident analysis. These standards prescribe roadway and
shoulder widths and curve radii based on the average daily traffic, design speed and
terrain. The AASHTO standards have been adopted by the County as the design
standard for public roads, because they represent scientific and engineering based
guidance on how to design a safe roadway.

14. Comment Summary: The cost and inconvenience of the project are not justified.
There is no mention in the DEIR of the cumulative socia and economic impact to the
Hyampom community that will result from 3 to 6 years or more of traffic disruption.
Businesses and the real estate market in Hyampom may suffer. Businessin Hayfork may
also suffer because people will choose to bypass Hayfork and go to Weaverville or
further since they have to be gone all day.

Response: As mentioned previously, social and economic effects are not considered
environmental effects under CEQA. Neverthelessthereis some mention in the DEIR of
the cumulative social and economic effects as they relate to access in and out of
Hyampom, such as Land Use Impacts 2 and 3 on Page 4.9-11 and Traffic Impacts 2 and 3
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on page 4.11-9. More speculative and far-reaching economic effects such as property
values in Hyampom or impacts on businesses in Hayfork are not analyzed in the DEIR,
because they are not related to a physical change in the environment.

L-6: MARILYN RENAKER

1. Comment Summary: The construction phase will be very difficult for Hyampom
residents and businesses. Five yearsislong enough for people to forget the town’s
existence and for them to learn to avoid the difficulty of traveling there. Service vehicles
and delivery services such as UPS and Fed Ex will not be able to make a quick runinand
out. Theissue of emergency services has not been addressed.

Response: In Ms. Renaker’ s previous letter (L-1), she stated: “People who livein
Hyampom love it and are willing to give up some amenitiesin order to have the life style
that arural and remote environment provides... The road improvement and easier access
increases the possibility that traffic, noise and litter will increase.” Thisimplies that
because of the current condition of the road, people are already “learning to avoid the
difficulty of traveling” to Hyampom. In thisletter, (L-6) she expresses a concern that the
project will make access more difficult and keep people out.

Campora and AmeriGas propane services and UPS and Fed Ex delivery services were
contacted to determine the impacts of the proposed temporary road closures on their
ability to serve Hyampom. The Campora manager stated that deliveries to Hyampom
originate in Hayfork, and it would be possible to adjust their delivery schedule without
much difficulty, and after afew weeks they would “get used to it”. He was more
concerned about emergency situations such as a severe tank leak, in which case the
emergency provisions in Hazards Mitigation — 1 would apply. He also stated that large
propane delivery trucks would have difficulty going over the alternate Forest Service
accessroads. Amerigas, originating in Weaverville, would have more difficulty
accommodating the schedule. Meridith/Merlo Vineyardsistheir only client in
Hyampom, and they usually cover Hayfork and Trinity Pinesin the sametrip. Being
stuck in Hyampom may cause them to miss a delivery elsewhere, or they would not be
able to combine their trips for maximum efficiency.

The UPS representative had not returned TCDOT’ s call at the time this Final EIR was
written, but the local delivery driver for Federal Express provided the following
information for both services to the best of his knowledge. Federal Express and UPS do
not pick up packages in Hyampom, but they do make deliveries there, including medical
supplies. They typicaly travel to Hyampom between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Federal
Express priority packages are required to arrive by 4:30, and deliveries to Hyampom
General Store need to arrive before the store closes at 6:00 p.m. The proposed closure
schedule, which has the road opening from 3:30 to 4:00 during school days, and at 5:00
p.m. every day, may be able to accommodate UPS and Federal Express delivery
schedules with some minor adjustments to the closure schedule, the delivery schedules
and/or the business hours.
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The issue of emergency servicesis addressed in the Draft EIR in Chapter 4.4 Hazards,
Hazardous Waste and Materials, Chapter 4.10 Public Services and Utilities, and Chapter
4.11 Traffic and Circulation. Impacts of the County’s project (subject of this EIR) are
mitigated by Hazards Mitigation —1, and cumulative impacts of the County’s and
FHWA'’s combined projects are mitigated by Hazards Mitigation —4.

2. Comment Summary: Those who signed statements in support of the project had no
idea of the scope of the proposal. The Mountain Valley Unified School District
(MVUSD) letter saysthey arein favor of repairs, not awhole new road.

Response: The comment refersto letters that were solicited by TCDOT in support of the
grant application for the Forest Highway Funding for the FHWA project. The MVUSD
letter isvery brief. It's entire contents are quoted below:

“On behalf of the Mountain Valley Unified School District | am writing in support of the
Hyampom Road project. Thisroad isin dire need of repairs. Our school bus travelsthis
road twice aday, 180 daysayear. The district’s transportation department whole-
heartedly supports this project, too. If thereisanything | can do to support this project
please fedl freeto call upon me. Sincerely, Joan Hair, Superintendent.”

The MVVUSD did not comment on the Draft EIR. However, the school bus driver
continued to voice support at the scoping meetings held by the FHWA in August and
November 2002.

There have been, and will continue to be, other opportunities for members of the
community to voice support or opposition to the FHWA project, as more information
develops about that project. The purpose of this EIR isto disclose information about the
County’s project on Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3, and obtain comments on that project.

3. Comment Summary: The County needs to do a cumulative impact [assessment]
since the whole project hinges on the County’ s portion of the road. Assessing the
impacts piecemeal will not give this sensitive area the protection it needs.

Response: Seeresponsesto Comment 1 in Letter L-4 and Comment 6 in Letter L-5.

The FHWA'’ s project may “hinge” on the County’ s project in the sense that if the County
does not implement this project the agreement between the County, FHWA and the USFS
would have to be renegotiated. The FHWA may decide not to implement a project that
would not have a uniform width and design standard, or may remove other elements of
their project or obtain more funding to fill in the missing segment. However, the
County’s project on Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3 haslogical termination points and independent
utility and would be beneficial even if the FHWA project is not constructed. The
decision to proceed with the County’ s segment does not commit the FHWA, USFS or the
County to proceed with the FHWA’ s segments. The decision whether or not to proceed
with the FHWA'’s project will be based on afull NEPA/CEQA analysis, including public
comments, when sufficient information about that project and its effectsis available.

4. Comment Summary: Thisproject isnot tailored to the needs of the community and
businesses. Itisill conceived and larger than the real and necessary repairs that could be
made with less cost and less inconvenience.
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Response: Seeresponse to Comment 3in Letter L-4. Again, this comment evidently
refers to the combined County and Federal Highway Administration projects. The
County project, taken by itself, would address repairs to one 1.5-mile section of the road.
This represents an example of the minimum project that could be considered to have
logical termini and independent utility and therefore be eligible for Federal
Transportation Funds designated for road rehabilitation purposes. It ispossible to
approve the County’ s project and not the larger FHWA project, if that is the decision the
County wishes to make. However, Federal Rehabilitation funds cannot be used for “ spot
fixes’” such asasingleretaining wall to repair aslipout, etc. The only sources of funding
for these types of fixes are storm damage repair funds if the damage occurred during an
officialy declared disaster, or safety fixes. For safety funding, there has to be arecord of
accidents at that location, and usually this record has to include fatalities before the
project is prioritized high enough to receive funding. County Road Maintenance funds
are not sufficient to repair any of the existing failures or lack of roadway width.

While protesting this project, which is designed to prevent a catastrophic failure that
would render Hyampom Road completely impassible, Ms. Renaker, among others, has
been very vocal about demanding repairs to Lower South Fork Road. Thisroad serves
approximately 17 residences, and was completely destroyed by alandslide in December
of 2002. Fortunately, the storm event was declared a disaster and storm damage funds
amounting to 75% of the permanent repair costs were obtained from State Office of
Emergency Services. However, repairs cannot begin until the site dries out sufficiently
for equipment to safely enter the area, and planning, environmental clearance, and design
are completed. The road has been completely closed for five months now and it will
probably be another month or two before the road is opened. Alternate emergency routes
have been opened, but are not conducive to daily use due to travel time, and oneis
suitable only for 4-wheel drive vehicles.

The purpose of this project isto prevent asimilar catastrophic failure from occurring on
the main road to Hyampom. The funding, environmental analysis and design for the
Hyampom Road project will take several years. Construction isstill 2 to 3 years away.

If TCDOT waits for a section of Hyampom Road to become impassible before it takes
any action, it would probably be a year or more before the main road to Hyampom could
be opened again, especialy if the failure occursin the bluffs of the one-lane section,
where atemporary land bridge may not be feasible and any repair would require major
earthmoving involving geotechnical study, detailed design and location of a suitable site
to dispose of the material removed from the cliff. Some environmental analysis would
also be required, even in the event of an emergency. Even if the failure occurred during a
declared disaster, the County Road Fund would still have to provide a share of the repair
costs, ranging from 10% to 50%. If the failure was not the result of a declared disaster, it
is unknown where the funding for such alarge undertaking would come from, and the
search for funding could cause additional delays.

A safe, two-lane road (one lane in each directions) that meets basic safety standards
(including fire safety standards) would fit the needs of the Community. Businesses
would benefit if tourists and delivery driversfelt safe driving to Hyampom. Residents
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would also benefit from a safer road that is not subject to unexpected closures for
indefinite periods of days or months due to slipouts, slides or flooding.

L-7: THE ROSENSTEIN FAMILY

See Response to Letter L-4 which makes the same four comments.

L-8: NEIL HARVEY

1. Comment Summary: If those who use the road were unhappy with it the County
would have heard about it. The consensusin Hyampom is that the road works well
enough so why fix it? Did someone or some department in Trinity County go fishing for
money and catch some and now must spend it if we need the project or not? Doesthe
County benefit administratively from this project?

Response: Seeresponse to Comments 2, 3, 4 and 5in Letter L-5. The County Board of
Supervisors did hear arequest to repair Hyampom Road from Hyampom residents in the
1980’s, but funds were not available then. It isthe job of the Trinity County Department
of Transportation to seek and obtain funding to repair, improve and maintain the County
roads. The funding for this particular project, (the County’ s project on Post Miles 6.8 to
8.3) came from a sum of money the County obtained through the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). The County Transportation Commission had the
discretion to program this money for any eligible transportation project in the County.
Because of the previous request by Hyampom residents, and because Hyampom Road
has long been a priority project due to its substandard condition, this project was one of
several projects selected by the Trinity County Transportation Commission for this
funding. The TCDOT did specifically seek out funding from the FHWA for
improvements to other segments of the road, particularly the one-lane segment that was
too expensive to program in the STIP without sacrificing all other eligible projectsin the
County. As mentioned in the response to Letter L-5, the only “administrative benefit” the
County will receive from this project is a substantial, long-term reduction of maintenance
costs on Hyampom Road.

2. Comment Summary: The Scoping Report of July 2001 shows that only 7 accidents
occurred from 1995 to 2000 and none of them happened in the parts of the road selected
for work. One fatality occurred on a section near Hyampom not proposed for repair.
Straightening curves, contouring, and widening the road will increase speeds, increase
trips per day and increase accidents. Accidents will be more severe due to higher
attainable speeds, as drunk high school students get into fourth gear.

Response: The comment refers to the Reconnai ssance and Scoping Report prepared by
the FHWA for their project. It shows five accidentsin Segment 1, (the County’s other
project from SR 3 in Hayfork to the Forest Boundary at Post Mile 3.7, for which a CEQA
negative declaration was approved by the Planning Commission in September 2001) and
two in Segment 5 (the one-lane segment proposed for repair by the FHWA). Asthe
DEIR states on Page 4.11-2, no accidents were reported in the portion of Hyampom Road
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to be rehabilitated by this project (from Post Mile 6.8 to 8.3). However, there are
frequent “near misses’ on al segments of the road that go unreported.

See the response to Comment 13 in Letter L-5 regarding the relative safety of aroad
designed to AASHTO standards vs. the current condition of the road. The proposed
design speed is 25 miles per hour, which does not facilitate getting into fourth gear. The
road will still be narrow with tight turns. However, the two lanes and paved shoulders
will provide away to avoid an accident and milder curves will provide more sight
distance and reaction time. The main purpose of this project is not to increase design
speed or travel time. It isto improve safety, but another main purposeisto arrest and
repair the ongoing slipouts and undermining of the road surface that is resulting in the
road getting narrower each year. The segment of the road that is the subject of thisEIR
has two locations that have lost 4 inches of width this year, and are less than two lanes
now. In the one-lane segment proposed for restoration by the FHWA, there is a section
that would not be passable by atruck or maybe even by a passenger car if it |ost another
foot or two of width.

3. Comment Summary: How do the frequency and severity of accidents per trip on Rte
3 and Rte 299 compare to the current Hyampom Road numbers. The proposed work will
move us closer to aroad with the characteristics of 3 and 299 and so move us toward
those accident characteristics. Are those roads statistically safer?

Response: The accident statistics on Rtes 3 and 299 are not directly comparable,
because the number of trips per day are significantly higher, and contain a much larger
percentage of trucks. The more cars and trucks on the road, the more accidents because
the chance of multi-vehicle collisionsincreases. Buckhorn Summit on Rte. 299 has a 25-
mile and hour design speed, and is known to have a higher accident rate than straighter
sections of the road with 55 mph design speeds. Accordingto AASHTO and the
Transportation Research Board, State Highways and Freeways are statistically safer than
rural roads.

4. Comment Summary: The school district supports the project. Why has Hyampom
been issued a school bus with a carrying capacity of 70? Perhapsit is not the road that is
too small but the busthat istoo big. Swapping the big bus for one more suitable would
be more cost effective.

Response: Thisisaquestion for the Mountain Valley Unified School District.

However, the need for a safe and reliable two lanes of traveled way would exist, even
with asmaller school bus. Two years ago there was talk of closing Hyampom
Elementary School and bussing elementary school students to Hayfork, as well as high
school students. Thisideawas rejected, but could possibly arise again if the State budget
continues to affect schools.

5. Comment Summary: The letters sent to FHWA from Bar 717 and Merlo/Meredith
Vineyards do not demonstrate a degree of need that justifies investing 26 million dollars
to service 250 residents. A decade of during and after construction delays, disruptions
and closures could break the backs of small businesses in Hyampom.
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Response: Seeresponse to Comment 4 in Letter L-1; Comment 4 in Letter L-4,
Comment 14 in Letter L-5 and Comment 1 in Letter L-6. The letters from both
businesses adequately explained why the project was important to keeping their
businesses alive. Bar 717 explained the difficulty in getting busses to transport children
to the camp, and complaints from parents about the treacherous nature of the road. The
vineyard mentioned similar difficulties with deliveries and exports.

The cited dollar amount refers to the combined Trinity County and FHWA projects. The
number of residents in the community is not a factor in determining the need for the
project. Thefactis, thereisaresidential community, and the County has adopted
Hyampom Road as a County Maintained Road, so the County is required to maintain this
public road to serve that community. The Trinity County Road Standards and the Fire
Safe Ordinance require all newly constructed and reconstructed public and private roads
to be two lanes, providing two-way traffic flow for safe access for emergency fire
equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently. (Article 2, Trinity County Fire Safe
Ordinance No. 1162). The one-lane segment is barely one safe lane now, and the
segment that is proposed to be fixed by this project is now less than two lanesin two
locations, and is continuing to degrade. Without this project or some unknown future
source of funds, there is a strong probability that there will not be a public road access for
the Bar 717, vineyards, bed and breakfast operations, motel, general store, small truck
farms, school bus (of any size) or other enterprises or residents to obtain goods and
services or mail. The County would not be fulfilling its obligation to provide a public
road and the businesses would not survive.

6. Comment Summary: Our service from UPS and Fed Ex are already hanging by a
thread. Fed Ex will not make pick-upsin Hyampom. The mail and school bus runs have
been factored into the closure schedule, what about the delivery services? Will they
decide to stop serving Hyampom and never come back? My livelihood would be greatly
impacted by their loss.

Response: Seethe response to Comment 3 in Letter L-1 and Comment 1 in Letter L-6.
According to the local Fed Ex delivery driver, neither service picks up in Hyampom now,
and both services deliver between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m. Since the road will open at 5:00 or
5:15, this schedule may be accommodated with some minor adjustments to the closure
schedule, the delivery schedules and/or the business hours. On the other hand, if the
project does not go forward, and the road becomes too narrow for safe passage of
delivery trucks, deliveries may cease permanently.

7. Comment Summary: Businesseswill suffer in Hayfork as well asin Hyampom.
People in Hyampom will attend fewer social functionsin Hayfork.
Response: Seeresponse to Comment 4 in Letter L-4 and Comment 14 in Letter L-5.

8. Comment Summary: The cliffs above Hyampom Road have had decades to settle
and stabilize. New cuts will have to be massive to achieve the acceptable angle of
repose. The new cuts will take generations to stabilize and in the meantime the Road
Department will spend money to shore up the miles of fresh scars, newly destabilized
cliffs and additional miles of pavement. The FHWA should provide funding for post
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