
ITEM NO. 5   MEETING DATE: 11/10/16        APPLICATION NO. PW-16-06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROJECT NAME:   Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 Intersection Control Project 
 
 REPORT BY:  Janice Smith, Sr. Environmental Compliance Specialist 

 
APPLICANT:  Trinity County Department of Transportation (TCDOT)    
           
PROJECT NUMBER:  PW-16-06 
 
LOCATION: Intersection of State Highway 299, Lance Gulch Road and Glen Road in eastern 

Weaverville.  Caltrans and County right-of-way.   
   
PROJECT SITE INFORMATION: 
 
The potentially affected parcels surrounding the project include: 

APN 

Orientation to 
Intersection (NE, 
SE, NW, or SW + 

Nugget Lane) 

Current Business 
Occupant 

General Plan 
Land Use Zoning Alternatives*  

 

024-480-3100 NW Weaverville Market  Commercial General 
Commercial 
(C-2) 

1, 2 

024-500-5100 NE Trinity River Lumber 
Mill office 

Commercial C-2 Not directly affected 

024-500-5200 NE Hair salon, et al. Commercial C-2 Not directly affected 
024-500-5300 NE Coldwell Banker Real 

Estate 
Commercial C-2 Not directly affected 

024-500-5700 NE CHP/DMV Commercial C-2 1, 2 
024-500-7100 SE Vacant Commercial, 

County Right-
of-Way 

C-2, County 
Right-of-Way 

1, 2 

024-500-6500 SE CVS Pharmacy Commercial C-2 1, 2 
024-500-4000 SW + Nugget Lane U.S. Nails, Radio Shack, 

office space 
Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub-Alts B, C 

024-500-5000 SW + Nugget Lane The Floor Store, et al. Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub Alts B, C 
024-500-0500 SW + Nugget Lane Owens Pharmacy Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub-Alts B, C 
024-500-0600 SW + Nugget Lane Trinity Lanes Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub-Alts B, C 
024-500-6400 SW + Nugget Lane Marino’s Pizza House Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub-Alts B, C 
024-500-5600 SW + Nugget Lane Organic Juice Garden Commercial C-2 1, 2; Sub-Alts B, C 
024-500-5500 SW + Nugget Lane Beckett’s Trails End 

Steakhouse 
Commercial C-2 Sub-Alt A 

024-500-1000 SW + Nugget Lane Round Table Pizza Commercial C-2 Sub-Alt A 
024-610-2900 SW + Nugget Lane Vacant land Commercial Highway 

Commercial 
(HC) 
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Project Description:    

The Trinity County Department of Transportation (TCDOT) is proposing to construct a roundabout at 
the intersection of Lance Gulch Road, Glen Road and State Route (SR) 299.  Additionally, a new 
opening to Nugget Lane would be constructed across from the Trinity Plaza Shopping Center.  This 
intersection is located at the eastern end of Weaverville and serves as the southern terminus of Lance 
Gulch Road, the recently constructed arterial route between SR 299 and SR 3.  This intersection also 
serves residents on Glen Road and businesses on Nugget Lane.   
 
There are two alternative roundabout designs, and three alternative locations for the new opening to 
Nugget Lane.  See the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) Figures 3, 4 and 5 for 
details on these two alternatives and three “sub-alternatives”.  The intersection of Lance Gulch Road 
and SR 299 was originally planned for, programmed, and approved as a signalized intersection as part 
of the East Connector Roadway Project (now known as Lance Gulch Road).  Therefore, the signalized 
intersection is considered the “no project” alternative.  If the Planning Commission, and ultimately the 
Board of Supervisors, chooses not to approve any of the roundabout alternatives, the signalized 
intersection will be constructed as originally planned for in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
the East Connector Roadway Project.  
 
Background: 

To alleviate congestion through Weaverville, the East Connector Roadway Project was approved by 
Board of Supervisors in 2003, based on the EIR.  The project entailed construction of Lance Gulch 
Road, a 1.3-mile two-lane, undivided, limited-access arterial road along the east side of Weaverville, that 
connects SR 299 across from Glen Road, to SR 3 across from Five Cent Gulch Street in northern 
Weaverville.  In addition to the arterial road, the project included bridge crossings, an extension of 
Pioneer Lane to connect with Martin Road, pedestrian/bicycle facilities, and a new traffic signal at the 
intersection of Lance Gulch Road and SR 299.  At the time, the existing intersection of Glen Road and 
SR 299 had only turn lanes and stop signs on Glen Road (the minor approach of a 3-way intersection).  
Since the construction of Lance Gulch Road, traffic at the intersection has been controlled by 4-way stop 
signs.  This method of traffic control is an interim solution before a permanent traffic control device is 
installed. Caltrans is not willing to let the 4-way stop signs remain permanently.  A two-way stop 
intersection, with stop signs only on Glen Road and Lance Gulch Road, is not acceptable to Caltrans or 
the County, because numerous studies have consistently determined that the resulting Level of Service 
(LOS) at the intersection would violate the standards in the Circulation Element of the Trininty County 
General Plan. 
 
Subsequent to project approval, TCDOT is considering a roundabout intersection as an alternative to the 
signalized intersection, which has not yet been constructed.  The signalized intersection was a point of 
controversy within the community during preparation of the East Connector Roadway Project EIR.  The 
purpose of the proposed project is to construct a roundabout in support of Lance Gulch Road that would 
facilitate better circulation and traffic flow than a signalized intersection, conform to the rural aesthetics 
of the community, and increase vehicular and pedestrian safety.  A public workshop was held on August 
23, 2016, to present the alternatives to the public and to answer questions and respond to comments.  
Minutes of the workshop and comments received were included in Appendix B of the IS/MND.  
 
Environmental Scoping and Comments: 

ENPLAN and TCDOT staff prepared the IS/MND.  The IS/MND was filed with the State Clearinghouse 
for distribution to State agencies on September 29, 2016.  All interested local and federal agencies, local 
emergency service agencies, people who signed in at the August 23, 2016 Public Workshop, and other 
interested parties received a copy of the IS/MND, or a notice telling them where the document was 
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available just before or on October 3, 2016.  The IS/MND was posted on the County’s web site and made 
available at the Weaverville Public Library and transportation and planning offices.  The public review 
period began on October 3, 2016, and ended on November 2, 2016.  A Notice of Availability and Intent to 
Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was posted in the office of the County Clerk on September 29, 
2016, and published in the Trinity Journal on September 28, 2016 and October 5, 2016.  Circulation 
documents are included in Exhibit A.  The IS/MND was sent to the Planning Commission on September 
28, 2016.   
 
No comments were received by the State Clearinghouse.  Twenty-one comments were received from the 
public by email or mail by the close of the comment period.  Most of the comments simply expressed 
opinions and preferences for a particular alternative or intersection design.  Some comments were 
regarding the impacts on local businesses at the intersection.  Two comments raised concerns about the 
adequacy and impartiality of the environmental analysis.  The comments and responses are attached in 
Exhibit B.   

The major issues that were discussed in the IS/MND included impacts on the businesses near the 
intersection.  Although technically not considered an environmental impact under CEQA, impacts on 
businesses are an important consideration in the County’s decision.  These types of impacts were discussed 
in Chapter IV. Community Impacts in the IS/MND, and in the public comment letters and Public 
Workshop comments and minutes presented in Appendix B of the IS/MND.  The roundabout would have 
impacts on adjacent businesses, ranging from more difficult access and loss of parking to complete 
removal of a building housing the Radio Shack and U.S. Nails.  Access from the Weaverville Market to 
Glen Road would change, precluding their plans to add a gas station at the store.  The access to the DMV 
would also change, eliminating an area in Caltrans right-of-way that they use for truck inspections.  
Various businesses on Nugget Lane would lose some parking spaces on the highway side of Nugget Lane 
that are actually in Caltrans right-of-way.  Access to south Nugget Lane to and from Glen Road would be 
eliminated, so through traffic along Nugget Lane would no longer be possible, making it especially 
difficult for delivery trucks.  The additional entrance to Nugget Lane from Highway 299 (sub-alternative 
A, B, or C shown in Figure 5 of the IS/MND) reduces this impact, but does not eliminate it completely for 
businesses close to Glen Road.  This impact would vary depending on which sub-alternative access point 
is selected.   

Other potential impacts that were discussed and mitigated included impacts on nesting migratory birds; 
unexpected cultural resources; potential for encountering lead paint or asbestos during demolition of 
buildings, signs and roadway pavement; temporary noise during construction and temporary and 
permanent impacts on emergency response.  All of these potential impacts were determined not to be 
significant, or were reduced to less-than-significant levels by mitigation measures.  See the IS/MND for a 
detailed environmental analysis. 
 
Project Costs: 

Although also not an environmental impact under CEQA, project costs are a concern that should be 
considered, especially by the Board of Supervisors.  We are including cost information in this staff report 
to inform the Commission, as the subject will inevitably come up in the discussion. 

Costs of constructing a roundabout alternative will total approximately $2.5 to $3 million dollars, 
depending on alternative.  This includes approximately ½ million for right-of-way, another ½ million for 
utility relocation and $1.5 to $2 million for construction.  There is about $400,000 remaining in funding 
already allocated to the Phase 2 Lance Gulch Project.  Caltrans has offered to pay $600,000 towards 
construction costs.  The County has obtained a Highway Safety Improvement Program grant in the amount 
of $2.3 million for right-of-way and construction costs.  Total funding is $3.3 million, covering the 
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maximum construction costs.  However, the County may have to pay the $500,000 for utility relocation 
with County Road Funds, because utilities were already relocated once for the Lance Gulch Road project. 

If the “no project” alternative is selected, there will be adequate funds remaining in allocation for the Phase 
2 Lance Gulch Road Project to install the traffic signal as originally programmed. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: 

After the comment period, ENPLAN prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
for the County.  The MMRP is included as Exhibit C. 
 
Role of the Planning Commission: 

Normally, the Planning Commission can adopt an IS/MND for a project that does not involve a rezone or 
General Plan amendment.  However, due to the controversy surrounding this project, and the Board of 
Supervisor’s long-standing involvement in this project, the final decision on whether to approve the 
roundabout or revert to the traffic signal will be made by the Board of Supervisors. 

The Planning Commission’s role is to review the IS/MND, hear any public comments at today’s public 
hearing, and then make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors, including the following: 

 A recommendation as to whether the IS/MND has been completed in compliance with CEQA, 

 A recommendation regarding selection of an appropriate project alternative (the “proposed 
project” or the “no project” alternative), and 

 A recommendation regarding adoption of the MMRP. 

The Board of Supervisors will consider all information in the record, including the Planning Commission’s 
recommendations, then make formal findings and determinations as required by CEQA. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission: 
 
A.  Recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
finding that, on the basis of the whole record including the initial study, comments received, and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, that there is no substantial evidence that the project will 
have a significant effect on the environment and that a mitigated negative declaration reflects the Board's 
independent judgment and analysis. 
 
B.  Recommend that the Board of Supervisors select Alternative 2 and sub-alternative B, as described in 
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, finding that the long-term safety and operational benefits 
outweigh the impacts on local businesses. 
 
C.  Recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as 
identified in Exhibit C of this Report. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 

Jan Smith, Sr. Environmental Compliance Specialist 
Trinity County Department of Transportation 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

CEQA CIRCULATION DOCUMENTS 



No.

Affidavit of Publication

Attention: Jan Smith
{ T.C. Transportation Commission

P.O. Box 2490
Weaverville, CA 96093

{

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ss.

COUNTY OF TRMTY

Wayne R. Agner of the said County, being duly sworn, deposes
and says:

That he is and at all times herein mentioned was a citizen of the
United States, over the age oftwenty-one years and that he is not
a party to, nor interested in the above entitled matter;

That he is the publisher of The Trinity Journal, a newspaper of
general circulation published in the Town of Weaverville,
County of Trinity, and which newspaper at all times herein
mentioned had and still has a bona fide subscription list of paying
subscribers, and which newspaper has been established, printed
and published at regular mtervals in the said Town of

Weaverville, County of Trinity, for a period exceeding one year
next preceding the date of publication of the notice hereinafter
referred to; and which newspaper is not devoted to nor published
for the interests, entertainment or instruction of a particular class,
profession, trade, calling, race, or denomination, or any number

of same; that the notice, of which the annexed is a printed copy,
has been published in each regular and entire issue of said
newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following
dates, to wit:

September 28, October 5, 2016

I hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true
and correct. Executed at Weaverville, California, on the 5th day
of October, 2016.

[jOC^\\\JU t^
WAYNE R. AJ&NER
Publisher

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION OF

Notice of Public Meeting
"Roundabout Negative Declaration"

BY TMNITY JOURNAL

MMUINMMCBMBSSSWB
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPTA

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
An Environmental Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 Intersection
Control Project which entails construction of a roundabout at the
intersection of Lance Gulch Road and State Route (SR) 299.
Additionally, a new opening to Nugget Lane from SR 299 would be
consbucted. The intersection was originally planned as a sigrialized
intereectiori as part of the East Connector Roadway Project, and the
signalized intersection remains the "no project alternative". Work is
expected to commence as early as summer 2017.
The review period to submit written comments on the Mitigated
Negative Declaration begins on October 3, 2016 and ends
on November 2,2016. The Initial Study and proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration may be viewed on the internet at
httD://www.trinitvcountv.ora/index.asDX?Daae=82, or at the following

locations: '
• Trinity County Library, 351 Main Street, Weaverville
• Trinity County Planning Department at 61 Airport Road Weaven/ille
• Trinity County Department of Transportation at 313Q1 State
Highway 3, WeavBtvilte
Comments may be sent to Janice Smith at the Trinity County
Department of Transportation, PO Box 2490, Weavervilte, CA 96093
(530) 623-1365, or via email to jsmith@trinitycounty.org.
Public Hearings on the project will be held by the Trinity County
Planning Commission on November 10, 2016 at 7:00 p.m., and by
the Board of Supervisors on December 20,2016 at 10:00 a.m. or
as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard. Hearings will take
place at the Trinity County Libraiy meeting room, 351 Main Street
in Weaverville. Anyone desiring to make a statement may do so,
eitter in writing or in person.

NOTE: If you challenge the action or proposed action in court, you
may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else I
raised at the public hearings described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior
to, the public hearing. (Comments delivered to tettfdress above
during the comment period shall be delivered to the Planning
Commission.) Sept. 28, Oct 5, 2016



TRINITY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

P.O. BOX 2490, WEAVERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 96093
PHONE (530) 623-1365 FAX (530) 623-5312

Email; tcdot(%trinitvc.ountv,org

September 27, 2016

Subject: Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration:
Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 Intersection Control Project, Weaverville,
CA

To Whom It May Concern:

This notice is to advise interested parties that an Initial Study has been prepared for the
Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 Intersection Control Project and is available for your
review. This information is being circulated in order to solicit comments from public
agencies and interested members of the community on environmental issues related to the
scope of the Initial Study.

Project Summary
The Trinity County Department of Transportation is considering construction of a
roundabout at the intersection of Lance Gulch Road and State Route (SR) 299.
Additionally, a new opening to Nugget Lane from SR 299 would be constructed. The
intersection was originally planned as a signalized intersection as part of the East
Connector Roadway Project, and the signalized intersection remains the "no project
alternative". Work is expected to commence as early as summer 2017. The project site is
not identified as a hazardous waste facility, hazardous waste property, or hazardous waste
disposal site.

Project Review Period
The 30-day public review period for the Initial Study ends on November 2, 2016.

Public Hearings
Public Hearings on the project will be held by the Trinity County Planning Commission on
November 10, 2016 at 7:00 p.m., and by the Board of Supervisors on December 20, 2016
at 10:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard. Hearings will take place at
the Trinity County Library meeting room, 351 Main Street in Weaverville. Anyone desiring
to make a statement may do so, either in writing or in person.

Initial Study Availability
A copy of the Initial Study is available for review at the following locations:

• Trinity County Library, 351 Main Street, Weaverville
• Trinity County Planning Department at 61 Airport Road, Weaverville
• Trinity County Department of Transportation at 31301 State Highway 3, Weaverville
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Comment Submittal
Written comments may be sent to Janice Smith by mail or email at the following address.
Comments must be received by November 2, 2016.

Janice Smith, Senior Environmental Compliance Manager
Trinity County Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 2490
Weaverville, CA 96093
(530)623-1365
jsmith@trinitycounty.org

Sincerely,

I ^ _ly1
,-if\ p^-t'V-'jC-e '<_ A/i'i"1^/'

»Janice Smith
Senior Environmental Compliance Specialist
Trinity County Department of Transportation
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055-05 
November 2, 2016 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Jan Smith, Senior Environmental Compliance Specialist 
  Trinity County Department of Transportation 

PO Box 2490 
Weaverville, CA 96093 

 
FROM: Carla L. Thompson, AICP 
  Lindsay Kantor 
 
SUBJECT: Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 Intersection Control Project 

Response to Comments and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code 
Section 15000 et seq.), and CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) 
an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Lance Gulch Road/State Route 299 
Intersection Control Project was prepared and made available to the general public and interested 
agencies for a 30-day public review period.  The agency review period managed by the State 
Clearinghouse ended October 28, 2016; the general public review period ended November 2, 2016.  
 
All written comments received during the public review period are attached, along with written 
responses to environmental issues raised by commenters on the IS/MND.   
 
Response to Comments 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(b), in reviewing negative declarations, persons and public 
agencies should focus on the proposed finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment.  This can be accomplished by identifying the specific effect, explaining why the 
commenter believes the effect would occur, and explaining why the commenter believes the effect 
would be significant.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 
 
In preparing a response to each comment, the written response must address the significant 
environmental issue raised and must be detailed, especially when specific comments or suggestions 
(e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted by the lead agency. 
 
In addition to a letter from the State Clearinghouse confirming that the public review period occurred, 
the following individuals and representatives of organizations submitted written comments on the 
IS/MND.  No comments were received from any public agencies.  Each comment letter is reproduced in 
its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the letter.   
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Letter Agency, Organization or Individual Date 

1 Joan Berrien, Resident October 6, 2016 

2 Gail Goodyear, Resident August 10, 2016 

3 Stephen and Christina Hubbell, Residents October 11, 2016 

4 Steven Mackay, Cara Lon Mackay, Leon Hutchinson, Residents October 19, 2016 

5 Jill Richards, Resident October 7, 2016 

6 Mandeep Sandhu, Resident October 6, 2016 

7 Richard McAvoy, Resident October 24, 2016 

8 Everett H. Harvey, Jr., Resident October 27, 2016 

9 William F. Barnum, Attorney, Barnum Law Office October 26, 2016 

10 Judy McLaughlin, Resident October 31, 2016 

11 Angela Dills, Resident October 30, 2016 

12 Lacy Hayth, Resident October 30, 2016 

13 Gerard Lane, Resident October 30, 2016 

14 Rory Duckworth, Resident  October 31, 2016 

15 Weaverville Market October 6, 2016 

16 Michael Charlton, Redwoods & Rivers October 30, 2016 

17 John Knight, Resident October 31, 2016 

18 VaLynn Crafford, Resident  October 31, 2016 

19 Gerard and Dale Kaz, Residents October 31, 2016 

20 Roberta Dooley, Resident November 1, 2016 

21 Scott White, Resident  November 2, 2016 

 
 
Enclosures: 
Public Comment Letters  
Responses 
Public Comment Letter from Scott White (Attachment A) 
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1-1 

LETTER 1 
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LETTER 1  JOAN BERRIEN, RESIDENT 
 
Response 1-1: The Commenter states roundabouts cost too much.  She also expresses 

concerns that the roundabout is too small to accommodate large trucks 
and would create too many problems for foot traffic around the 
roundabout.  She believes the roundabout would be detrimental to the 
community. 

 
The issue of cost is not an environmental impact.  This comment will be provided 
to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
 
As stated in under d) in Section III.C.16, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
IS/MND (page 51), the roundabout would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with County and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
requirements and standards.   
 
The County utilizes the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards for all design guidelines, and all 
specifications are drafted based on the California Department of Transportation 
Specifics.  AASHTO includes geometric designs for roundabouts to 
accommodate a variety of users (truck, transit, bicycle, pedestrian).  The 
roundabout will be designed to accommodate larger vehicles pursuant to these 
standards. 

 
AASHTO: “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.”  

2001.  http://nacto.org/docs/usdg/geometric_design_highways_and_streets_a
ashto.pdf.    

 
According to Caltrans, roundabout intersections on the State highway system 
must be developed and evaluated in accordance with the following: 
 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 672 entitled 

“Roundabouts: An Informational Guide – Second Edition.”  October 
2010.  http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/164470.aspx.     

 
Traffic Operations Policy Directive (TOPD) Number 13-02.  August 23, 

2013.  http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/policy/13-02.pdf.    
 
Signs, striping and markings at roundabouts must comply with the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD):  http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/.    
 
Section III.C.16, “Transportation and Circulation,” under f) of the IS/MND (page 
51) also explains pedestrian crossings would be provided on all four legs of the 
roundabout intersection.  The roundabout’s splitter islands would slow vehicle 
speeds and reduce crossing distances.  When crossing at the roundabout, 
pedestrians would cross one lane of traffic at a time, coming in one direction at a 
time.  Pedestrians could then take refuge in the splitter island, then cross another 
12 feet on single lane traffic coming in a single direction.   

 

http://nacto.org/docs/usdg/geometric_design_highways_and_streets_aashto.pdf
http://nacto.org/docs/usdg/geometric_design_highways_and_streets_aashto.pdf
http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/164470.aspx
http://dot.ca.gov/trafficops/policy/13-02.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/camutcd/
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With either stops signs or a signal, pedestrian crossings would be approximately 
65 feet long and pedestrians would have to cross traffic in both directions with no 
refuge in the middle.  In addition, due to issues with signal timing, only three legs 
of the signalized intersection would have crosswalks; the southern leg, closest to 
the Nugget Lane and Trinity Plaza Shopping Center, would not have a crosswalk.   
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2-2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-5 

2-1 

LETTER 2 
 

    
  



Trinity County Department of Transportation 
November 2, 2016 
Page 7 
 
LETTER 2  GAIL GOODYEAR, RESIDENT 
 
 
Response 2-1: The Commenter states that a traffic signal allows time for motorists to read 

business advertisement signs and decide to go to these businesses. 
 

The Commenter does not raise specific issues relating to the adequacy of the 
IS/MND.  This information will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to 
taking any action on the project. 
 

Response 2-2: The Commenter states there are no side roads to allow someone to avoid 
the roundabout.  She believes this could significantly increase traffic 
through the shopping center parking lots and this is a dangerous 
consequence. 

 
A driver’s decision to take a short cut through the shopping center parking lots 
could just as easily occur if a traffic signal is installed, perhaps more so than with 
a roundabout.  A roundabout provides continuous traffic flow and may be more 
desirable to a driver than stopping at a traffic signal.  The Commenter does not 
raise specific issues relating to the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking any action on the 
project. 

 
Response 2-3: The Commenter states there are a significant number of senior drivers in 

Trinity County and older drivers gradually lose their ability to turn their 
head right or left.  She states a roundabout requires this head turn and a 
driver may be in the roundabout unable to get out or about to cause an 
accident. 

 
With a four-way stop, which is the current means of traffic control at this 
intersection, drivers must turn their heads left and right to check for other drivers, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians.  This is also true with a traffic signal.   

 
According to the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration Office of Safety (FHWA), research indicates roundabouts can 
enhance the safety for drivers, including older drivers, by: 

• Allowing more time to make decisions, act, and react; 
• Reducing the number of directions in which a driver needs to watch for 

conflicting traffic; and 
• Reducing the need to judge gaps in fast traffic accurately. 

 
The following technical summary provides an overview of the key considerations 
for planning, analysis, and design of roundabouts. 
 
Reference: 
 
FHWA, Technical Summary (FHWA-SA-10-006):  Roundabouts.  

2010.  http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/fhwasa
10006/fhwasa10006.pdf.  Accessed October 2016.   

 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/fhwasa10006/fhwasa10006.pdf
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/fhwasa10006/fhwasa10006.pdf
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Response 2-4: The Commenter expresses her belief that the Garden Club may be 

unwilling to maintain vegetation in the roundabout due to safety concerns. 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 2-5: The Commenter states the crosswalk across 299 at Glen Road/Lance Gulch 

Road should remain.  She states Lance Gulch Road has been a benefit to 
many drivers and walkers who live east of SR 299, but west side drivers 
lack this benefit.  She is thankful for Lance Gulch Road and the sidewalks 
and recommends remaining dollars be used to extend the sidewalk.  

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This comment will 
be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project.  
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LETTER 3  STEPHEN AND CHRISTINA HUBBELL, RESIDENTS 
 
Response 3-1: The Commenters state they are against a roundabout.  Either a traffic 

signal or four-way stop signs are acceptable to them. 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 4 STEVEN MACKAY, CARA LON MACKAY, LEON HUTCHINSON, 

RESIDENTS 
 
Response 4-1: The Commenters state they believe a roundabout is unnecessary.  They 

state they have lived in Trinity County for 30 years and traffic is never so 
heavy that this degree of traffic control is needed.  They believe the four-
way stop should remain and Main Street should be unblocked.  They 
believe the intersection of Washington Street and Main Street has a greater 
need for traffic control.   

 
As stated in the Environmental Impact Report for the East Connector Roadway 
project (State Clearing House No. 2001032073), Weaverville’s main traffic 
problems result from the large volume of vehicles using SR 299 and SR 3.  Traffic 
is expected to increase due to slow but steady growth and increased through-
traffic in the Weaverville Basin. By 2030, this growth in traffic levels in the 
existing roadway system would further increase congestion problems.   

 
The Circulation Element of the Trinity County General Plan describes the 
East Connector project in detail and also contains findings, goals, 
objectives and policies relevant to the project.  There include, but are not 
limited to: 

 
Finding 1:  
Increasing seasonal traffic congestion in Weaverville creates 
potential safety issues and adverse impacts to the community.  

 
Finding 2: 
State Route 299 in Weaverville operates at level of service E during 
peak periods.  During peak periods, vehicle movements along SR 
299 are slowed, while movements onto the highway experience 
significant delay.  Conflicting traffic movements (turns from side 
streets, parking ingress and egress, delivery vehicles, etc.) cause 
additional delays. 

 
Objective 1.6:   
Identify anticipated street and road congestion/capacity problems 
before they become critical in order to program preventative 
measures and reduce the cost of correction.  

 
Policy 1.6.A:   
The minimum acceptable Level of Service (LOS) standard for 
roadway and intersection operation in Trinity County is “D”.  No 
public highway or roadway should be allowed to fall to or below 
LOS “E”. 

 
LOS is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions, whereby a letter 
grade “A” through “F” is assigned to an intersection, or roadway segment, 
representing progressively worsening traffic conditions. 

 
The traffic signal warrant analyses by Fehr & Peers (F&P) in 2002 concluded the 
intersection would meet the peak-hour and four-hour signal warrants.  The LOS 
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at this four-way intersection without signalization would be “F”.  With the signal, 
LOS would be “C”.   

 
In addition, an Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) addressing the SR 
299/Lance Gulch Road/Glen Road intersection was prepared by Fehr & Peers in 
2015.  The evaluation utilized 2009 traffic volumes and travel demand forecasts 
that were prepared for the 2011 Weaverville Traffic Signalization Study, which 
was conducted in conjunction with Trinity County’s Regional Transportation Plan.   

 
Supplemental field observations and traffic counts at the intersection of Glen 
Road and Nugget Lane were conducted in April 2015.  LOS was calculated for all 
intersection control types using the methods documented in the Transportation 
Research Board Publication Highway Capacity Manual, Fourth Edition, 2010.   

 
The ICE concluded that for 2040 traffic levels, both the roundabout and the signal 
would have a LOS of “D” or better.  The peak hour intersection operations 
analysis showed that the signal would have longer queues of vehicles on SR 
299, where the queues would block adjacent driveways leading to higher vehicle 
delay and a greater collision risk. 

 
Therefore, a four-way stop is not acceptable because LOS would be inconsistent 
with the General Plan.  Further, Caltrans has indicated that a four-way stop is not 
an acceptable means of traffic control.  Either a traffic signal or roundabout 
needs to be installed. 
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LETTER 5  JILL RICHARDS, RESIDENT 
 
Response 5-1: The Commenter states she is vehemently against the roundabout.  She 

previously lived in a neighborhood with a roundabout and there were many 
accidents and near hits of pedestrians.  Cars would speed around the 
turns. 

 
The Commenter is directed to Response 5-3. 

 
Response 5-2: The Commenter states her household loves the stop signs and she 

appreciates that motorists cross from Glenn Road onto SR 299.  The exit 
from ACE Hardware is dangerous and a stop light provides for a safe 
crossing.  Large trucks parking on the shoulder heading east block 
visibility and traffic lights would allow people to safely cross onto SR 299. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 5-3: The Commenter states they believe the “safer” argument is bogus.  She 

states “reports prove that the number of accidents at Round Abouts are 
many times higher than those at stop signs.” 

 
The Commenter doesn’t cite any specific reports or evidence related to 
roundabout safety issues.   
 
As stated in the IS/MND, according to Transportation Research Board’s 2010 
Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, roundabouts have an observed reduction 
of 35 percent in total crashes, 76 percent in injury crashes and 90 percent in fatal 
accidents compared to conventional intersection control.   
 
The crash reduction is due to minimizing of conflict points and the lower speeds 
needed to traverse the intersection.  While traffic signals can reduce the 
likelihood of broadside crashes, rear-end crashes may increase since drivers 
may not expect to encounter a traffic signal, particularly on a two-lane highway in 
a rural county.   
 
This information is supported by a report prepared by Caltrans:  Roundabouts:  
The California State Highway System Roundabouts Inventory (July 2014). 

In addition, according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration Office of Safety (FHWA), roundabouts are a proven safety 
countermeasure because of their ability to substantially reduce the types of 
crashes that result in injury or loss of life.  Roundabouts are designed to improve 
safety for all users, including pedestrians and bicycles.  Most significantly, 
roundabouts reduce the types of crashes where people are seriously hurt or 
killed by 78-82 percent when compared to conventional stop-controlled and 
signalized intersections, per the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Highway Safety Manual.  

According to the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Highway Loss Data 
Institute (IIHS), with roundabouts, potentially serious crashes essentially are 
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eliminated because vehicles travel in the same direction and at low speeds, 
generally less than 20 mph in urban areas and less than 30-35 mph in rural 
areas.  Installing roundabouts in place of traffic signals can also reduce the 
likelihood of rear-end crashes and their severity by removing the incentive for 
drivers to speed up as they approach green lights and by reducing abrupt stops 
at red lights. 

References: 

California Department of Transportation.  “Roundabouts:  The California State 
Highway System Roundabouts Inventory.”  July 
2014.  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/system_planning/Final_20
14_CA_SHS_Roundabout_Inventory_Report_07082014.pdf.  Accessed 
October 2016. 

 
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Highway Loss Data Institute. 2016.  

Roundabouts.  http://www.iihs.org/iihs/topics/t/roundabouts/qanda.  
Accessed October 2016. 

 
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration.  

“Roundabouts and Mini Roundabouts.”  
2016.  http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/#resear
ch.  Accessed October 2016.   

 
_____. 2014.  Proven Safety Countermeasures – 

Roundabouts.  http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/fhwa_sa_
12_005.cfm.    Accessed October 2016.  

 
  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/system_planning/Final_2014_CA_SHS_Roundabout_Inventory_Report_07082014.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/system_planning/Final_2014_CA_SHS_Roundabout_Inventory_Report_07082014.pdf
http://www.iihs.org/iihs/topics/t/roundabouts/qanda
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/#research
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/#research
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/fhwa_sa_12_005.cfm
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/fhwa_sa_12_005.cfm
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LETTER 6  MANDEEP SANDHU, RESIDENT 
 
Response 6-1: The Commenter states a roundabout will cost more to build. 
 

The issue of cost is not an environmental impact.  This comment will be provided 
to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 6-2: The Commenter states a roundabout will result in one-way traffic on 

Nugget Lane, which will impact his business and reduce traffic flow to 
Weaverville Market. 

 
Section IV, “Community Impacts,” of the IS/MND addresses potential social and 
economic impacts of the proposed project, including impacts on neighboring 
businesses. 

 
As described in Sections IV.A.2 and IV.B.2 (pages 59 – 67) of the IS/MND, the 
Board of Supervisors will consider two alternatives and three sub-alternatives for 
Nugget Lane south of Glen Road.  These Sections discuss impacts of each 
alternative and sub-alternative on local businesses.  This information will be 
considered by the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
The Commenter does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND and no additional 
response is warranted.   

 
Response 6-3: The Commenter states a roundabout will need more space to build which 

will require removal of Radio Shack and the nail salon. 
 

Section IV, “Community Impacts,” of the IS/MND addresses rights-of-way that 
would need to be acquired in order to construct the roundabout.  Table 9 of the 
IS/MND (page 61) provides a summary of parcels/businesses that would be 
affected by each alternative and sub-alternative.  This information will be 
considered by the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
 
The Commenter does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND and no additional 
response is warranted.   

 
Response 6-4: The Commenter states loading trucks will have a harder time getting in and 

out of Nugget Lane.   
 

The Commenter is directed to Response 6-2.   
 
The alternatives and sub-alternatives take into consideration issues relating to 
the ability of cars and trucks to turn around on Nugget Lane.  Truck maneuvering 
for loading/unloading at the businesses was also considered.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking any action on the 
project. 

 
The Commenter does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND and no additional 
response is warranted.   
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Response 6-5: The Commenter states that a 4-way stop should be replaced with a traffic 

signal which would cost less to implement and access to Nugget Lane 
would be unaffected.  The Commenter also states that although a signal 
may result in some traffic delays, the signal would be equipped with a 
sensor and timer. 

 
The Commenter does not raise specific issues relating to the adequacy of the 
IS/MND.  This information will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to 
taking any action on the project. 
 

 
 



Trinity County Department of Transportation 
November 2, 2016 
Page 20 
 

7-1 

LETTER 7 
 
   



Trinity County Department of Transportation 
November 2, 2016 
Page 21 
 
LETTER 7  RICHARD MCAVOY, RESIDENT 
 
Response 7-1: The Commenter states a roundabout is uncalled for, expensive, and the 

“existing blinking stoplight is working like a champ.”  He believes a 
roundabout will confuse motorists, endanger pedestrians, and eliminate 
businesses.  He prefers a signal rather than a roundabout. 

 
The Commenter is directed to Responses 1-1, 2-3, 5-3, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4.   
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 8  EVERETT H. HARVEY, JR., RESIDENT 
 
Response 8-1: The Commenter states the California Highway Patrol does not support the 

roundabout alternatives proposed for this location. 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 8-2: The Commenter references the IS/MND and states it is not clear that the 

proposed mitigation in every case will be sufficient to alleviate the impact.  
 

Mitigation measures are prescribed in Section III.C.4, “Biological Resources,” 
Section III.C.5, “Cultural Resources,” Section III.C.8, “Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials,” Section III.C.14, “Public Services”, and Section IV, “Community 
Impacts,” of the IS/MND.  As described in the respective sections, these 
mitigation measures are sufficient to minimize potential impacts to less than 
significant due to compliance with existing regulatory and industry standards. 
 
The commenter does not suggest any additional mitigation measures that could 
be considered.  Therefore, no additional response is warranted.  

 
Response 8-3: The Commenter states 16 parcels or businesses would be directly affected 

and acquiring property would require funds and have an untold effect on 
various businesses and their customers.  He believes the proposed 
mitigations are likely insufficient. 

 
The Commenter is directed to Responses 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4. 
 
Mitigation Measure MM IV.2.1 states, “TCDOT shall purchase the affected 
property and provide appropriate compensation to the property owner, 
building owner, and business owners in compliance with federal and state law 
and provide relocation assistance to the business owners, if necessary.” 

 
The commenter does not suggest any additional mitigation measures that could 
be considered.  Therefore, no additional response is warranted. 

 
Response 8-4: The Commenter references the Project Objectives section of the IS/MND 

and the SR 299/Lance Gulch Road Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) 
prepared by Fehr & Peers in 2015.  He believes the objectives described in 
the IS/MND are not supported by the ICE and he believes two of the claims 
are misleading or plainly false: one relating to safety and one about traffic 
flow.   

 
The Commenter is directed to Responses 1-1, 2-3, 4-1, 5-3, and 8-5. 

 
Response 8-5: The Commenter references the Safety Analysis section of the ICE and 

states it is based on 5 reported accidents during a five-year period, one of 
which involved a bicycle.  He notes the ICE acknowledges this intersection 
has an overall vehicle accident rate greater than the statewide average for 
similar activities.  He believes because the number of accidents is so low, a 
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statistical conclusion as to the danger that previously existed is not 
reliable. 

 
 Further, he states the ICE does not say a roundabout would be the 

preferred way to improve vehicular or pedestrian safety.  The ICE says both 
the roundabout and signal options would improve the existing condition. 

 
The Commenter is directed to Responses 1-1, 2-3, 4-1, and 5-3. 
 
It is correct that the ICE states either a roundabout or a signal would improve the 
existing condition.  The Summary and Conclusion section of the ICE (page 10), 
states: 
 
“While the roundabout option will affect vehicle access and have a greater 
construction cost, this option will provide lower vehicle delay, enhanced traffic 
safety, and lower maintenance cost than the signal option.” 
 

 
Response 8-6: The Commenter states the ICE did not consider timed operation for the 

signal and did not consider traffic actuated signals which uses detectors in 
the approaches to monitor and assign the right-of-way on the basis of 
traffic demand.  He references a roundabout policy document from the 
County of Los Angeles, which states for low volume roads (less than 6,000 
ADT), a roundabout can decrease efficiency, especially when cross traffic 
volumes are low in comparison to the primary traffic movement. 

 
The Commenter is directed to Responses 2-2 and 4-1.  It should also be noted 
that the Average Daily Traffic at this intersection exceeds 6,000 vehicles per day.   
 
Reference:  
 
State of California, California State Transportation Agency, Department of 

Transportation, Division of Traffic Operations.  2014 Traffic Volumes on the 
California State Highway System.  Page 
208.  http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2014_aadt_volumes.pdf. 
Accessed November 2016. 

 
Response 8-7: The Commenter states a roundabout would have high initial costs and a 

farther out implementation. 
 

The issue of cost is not an environmental impact.  This comment will be provided 
to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

   

http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/2014_aadt_volumes.pdf
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LETTER 9  WILLIAM F. BARNUM, BARNUM LAW OFFICE 
 
Response 9-1: The Commenter states he represents Merritt D. (Duane) Heryford.  He 

provides a brief description of the property and its configuration. 
 
   Comment noted.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 9-2: The Commenter states that implementation of the roundabout will result in 

loss of parking, loss of convenient truck access, and loss of convenient 
vehicle access to and from Nugget Lane.  The Commenter states that these 
impacts will reduce the value of the commercial properties located on the 
parcel. 

 
 The Commenter is directed to Responses 6-2, 6-3, 6-4, and 8-3.   
 

Implementation of a roundabout would result in loss of parking and changes to 
truck and vehicle access to and from Nugget Lane.  In regards to truck access, 
Sub-Alternative B (where a new opening to Nugget Lane from SR 299 would be 
provided across from the driveway to CVS Pharmacy in the Trinity Plaza 
Shopping Center), would likely contribute to more convenient truck access to and 
from Mr. Heryford’s property than the two other sub-alternatives.  Under this sub-
alternative, because the new access opening would be directly across from Mr. 
Heryford’s property, trucks would be less likely to have to back up on Nugget 
Lane and maneuver around other moving and parked vehicles. 

  
 In addition, it should be noted that parking along the SR 299 side of Nugget Lane 

is in Caltrans and Trinity County right-of-way, and thus, not privately owned.  
However, it is understood that the quantity of parking spaces available along 
Nugget Lane could affect local businesses. 

 
Response 9-3:  The Commenter states that the roundabout would be less safe than a stop 

sign or traffic signal.  Specifically, implementation of a roundabout will 
result in a steady stream of vehicles on SR 299 where pedestrians would 
have difficulty crossing lanes.  The Commenter states that senior citizens 
and disabled persons would especially have difficulty crossing the 
intersection.  

 
   The Commenter is directed to Responses 1-1, 2-3, and 5-3. 
 
Response 9-4: The Commenter states that although implementation of the stop sign and 

signal removes 50 percent of the access that currently or historically 
occurred at this location, access from Glen Road onto Nugget Lane is 
permitted which is better than eliminating access from Glen Road 
altogether.  

 
The Commenter does not raise specific issues relating to the adequacy of the 
IS/MND.  This information will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to 
taking any action on the project. 
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Response 9-5: The Commenter states that some property owners will be subjected to 

eminent domain but that Mr. Heryford “is not without a remedy for the 
impacts to his investment-backed expectations.”  The Commenter cites the 
Supreme Court case, First English Evangelical Lutheran Church of 
Glendale vs. Los Angeles County, California, ratifying “a citizen's right to 
bring a regulatory takings claim when, instances such as this matter, his 
investment-backed expectations are damaged (though not entirely 
frustrated) by local government actions.”  The Commenter states that if a 
roundabout is approved, Mr. Heryford will likely file a claim “based on 
proof of diminution in value of the commercial properties resulting from the 
project and its adverse impacts on access and parking on Nugget Lane.” 

 
The Commenter does not raise specific issues relating to the adequacy of the 
IS/MND.  This information will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to 
taking any action on the project. 
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LETTER 10 JUDY MCLAUGHLIN, RESIDENT 
 
Response 10-1: The Commenter states that they are not in favor of a roundabout.  The 

Commenter indicates that a signal would be desired in place of a 
roundabout but that the existing 4-way stop is sufficient and motorists are 
comfortable with it.  

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 11 ANGELA DILLS, RESIDENT 
 
Response 11-1: The Commenter states that neither the roundabout nor the existing 4-way 

stop are necessary or good ideas.  She also states that an existing 
driveway behind the CVS Pharmacy is dangerous for employees that park 
there due to the high speed of vehicles and presence of rocks.  She states 
that if she is hit, she will file a lawsuit.   

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 12 LACY HAYTH, RESIDENT 
 
Response 12-1: The Commenter states they are not in favor of a roundabout and that traffic 

control should be limited to a stop-sign on the Lance Gulch Road and Glen 
Road legs of the intersection.   

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 13 GERARD LANE, RESIDENT 
 
Response 13-1: The Commenter states he is not in favor of a roundabout and that a signal 

should be installed to save money.   
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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Trinity County Department of Transportation 
November 2, 2016 
Page 40 
 
 
LETTER 14 RORY DUCKWORTH, RESIDENT 
 
Response 14-1: The Commenter states that a roundabout is a waste of money and he 

prefers a signal.   
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 15 WEAVERVILLE MARKET 
 
Response 15-1: Via a telephone conversation with Jan Smith of the Trinity County 

Department of Transportation, the Commenter requests that the driveway 
from Glen Road to North Nugget Lane be kept as is.  The Commenter 
indicates that if the driveway is relocated farther up Glen Road, the existing 
building (on APN 024-480-3100) would have to be moved farther back and 
the proposed gas pumps would be installed out in front.  This setup would 
be cost prohibitive.  Alternatively, if the driveway was not relocated, the 
existing building could remain and gas pumps could be installed at the 
location of the former carwash. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 16  MICHAEL CHARLTON, REDWOODS & RIVERS 
 
Response 16-1: The Commenter is in favor of a roundabout. 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 17 JOHN KNIGHT, RESIDENT 
 
Response 17-1: The Commenter notes that as described in the IS/MND, implementation of a 

roundabout offers improved vehicle and pedestrian safety and increased 
traffic flow.  The Commenter states that the higher cost of a roundabout 
should be a concern to the Board of Supervisors but that Federal and State 
contributions should help with the costs.  The Commenter states that the 
roundabout will be a long-standing project where the initial cost of the 
project will be forgotten in the future with successful operation. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 18 VALYNN CRAFFORD, RESIDENT 
 
Response 18-1: The Commenter is in favor of the roundabout due to the benefits of 

improved safety.  The Commenter states that although the roundabout is 
expensive, the cost is worth preventing potential deaths. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 19 GERARD AND DALE KAZ, RESIDENTS 
 
Response 19-1: The Commenters object to construction of a roundabout.  The Commenters 

state that the signal should be constructed because it is already funded 
and a roundabout would present an “extra financial burden.”  

 
The issue of cost is not an environmental impact.  This comment will be provided 
to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 19-2: The Commenters state that the existing crosswalks at the intersection 

provide safe crossing for pedestrians.  The Commenters note there is an 
increased number of people in motorized wheel chairs and that a signal 
would ensure the safety of pedestrians, including those in wheel chairs. 

 
   The Commenter is directed to Responses 1-1 and 5-3. 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 19-3: The Commenters state that SR 299 is being “realigned and resurfaced to 

accommodate increase traffic which included passage of larger longer 
trucks,” and that these trucks would be unable to “navigate roundabouts 
easily or safely.” 

 
The Commenter is directed to Response 1-1. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 

 
Response 19-4: The Commenters state that snow removal is more difficult in roundabouts 

as compared to “straight highways.” 
 

This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 20 ROBERTA DOOLY, RESIDENT 
 
Response 20-1: The Commenter states that the project should not continue and suggests 

that the two stop signs on Glen Road and Lance Gulch Road be kept in 
place to save money and so that residents and business owners will be 
able to “use our Main Street again.” 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the IS/MND.  This information 
will be provided to the Board of Supervisors prior to taking action on the project. 
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LETTER 21 
 

Due to the considerable length of this letter and its original attachments, please see Attachment A of 
this memorandum for a complete copy. 
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LETTER 21 SCOTT WHITE, RESIDENT 
 
Response 21-1: Following preparation of the ICE, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., an engineering 

firm with expertise in roundabout design, was hired to develop the alternative 
designs presented in the IS/MND.  Any changes to the design that have been 
considered during preparation of the IS/MND in order to accommodate access 
for emergency vehicles or businesses have been developed by these experts, 
not the environmental analysts.  The ICE was included for complete disclosure, 
but the IS/MND reflects more recent design information.   

 
The Commenter's comments during and after the July 6, 2016 Board of 
Supervisors meeting were not omitted because of bias.  Planning staff typically 
does not include letters to the editor in with comments on an environmental 
document.  Comments made to the Board are already part of the public record 
that will be available to the Board of Supervisors when they make the ultimate 
decision. 

 
A more thorough response to this comment letter cannot be completed in time for 
Planning Commission agenda packets.  Further response to this letter, as well as 
comments and responses to comments received after the public comment period 
of the Draft IS/MND and comments made at the Planning Commission public 
hearing, will be made available to the Board of Supervisors and included in their 
agenda packets, which will be posted on the County's website on December 16, 
2016, for the December 20, 2016 Board Meeting, where the final decision is 
expected to be made.



 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Attachment A 

 
Public Comment Letter from Scott White, Resident 
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