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Introduction

Workshop Purpose and Format

As part of the ongoing process to select a safe, reliable long-term alternative at Last Chance
Grade in on U.S. Highway 101 in Del Norte County, California, Caltrans is currently considering
whether any of the seven remaining build alternatives can be eliminated from further study and
which will be moved forward into the EIR/EIS process. To that end, they are developing an
alternatives analysis tool based upon criteria and related performance measures for each of the
project’'s major objectives. Caltrans hosted the first in a series of three workshops designed to
solicit and refine Last Chance Grade stakeholder input on the methodology and criteria. The full
process will be as follows:

Workshop 1: Purpose—qget stakeholder input on the initial proposed methodology and
criteria used to select the alternatives. The Workshop 1 series was completed December
14-17, 2020.

Workshop 2:

= Prior to Workshop 2, the project team will refine the methodology, considering all
criteria and measurements suggested by the stakeholders during Workshop 1. They
will take into account the data needed to achieve a metric, whether another metric
could serve as a proxy, and if the criteria or metric is of significance to differentiate
one alternative from another. They will then apply it to the remaining alternatives.

=  Workshop 2 Purpose—discuss results of initial application of methodology; discuss
potential further refinements to methodology and criteria. The Workshop 2 series will
be scheduled for the week of March 15, 2021.

Workshop 3:

= Prior to Workshop 3, the project team will complete the alternatives analysis using
the refined criteria and methodology.

=  Workshop 3 Purpose—share results of final alternatives analysis as completed using
refined criteria and methodology. The Workshop 3 series will be scheduled in late
April 2021.

The same workshop was held four times for the benefit of each of the four Last Chance Grade
working groups. These include:

Cultural Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for cultural resources
management and permitting.

Biological Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for natural
resource management and permitting.

Last Chance Grade Partners: Members have land ownership and land management
responsibilities.

Congressman Huffman’s Stakeholder Group: Along with Caltrans, the group includes
representatives from local government, tribal groups, businesses, agencies, and
environmental groups who provide feedback to all the partners involved.
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Some organizations are members of more than one working group. Participants belonging to
multiple groups were welcomed to participate in multiple meetings if their schedule permitted.
However, if they preferred to limit their attendance, they were encouraged to choose the group
or groups wherein they’d most like to share their viewpoints.

The workshops, held via Zoom, were designed to be interactive. Participants viewed a
presentation reviewing the alternatives analysis process, timeline, project need and purpose,
history of alternative selection, and proposed criteria and performance measures for five major
objectives of the alternatives analysis process. The presentation is attached as Appendix A,
“Workshop Materials.”

The presentation provided context for how criteria will be used to evaluate alternatives both in
the current and future stages of the project. Caltrans is hoping to identify criteria that can be
measured, for which there is adequate data, and that represent comprehensive objectives. Not
all criteria may be used for evaluating which alternatives move forward in the EIR/EIS. Some
might be used in future steps of the alternatives analysis. It was also noted that weighting the
different criteria is not crucial at this point since the preferred alternative is not being selected at
this point; it is only necessary to determine which alternatives will be removed from
consideration prior to the EIR/EIS process.

Following the presentation, they were asked to review and discuss the suggested criteria and
metrics for each objective, considering the following:

e Do these criteria reflect what is valued?

o Are there any gaps or duplicates?

o Do the performance measures quantify what is important to assess this criteria?
¢ Should any of these be weighted much higher than others?

Participants used a combination of the Zoom Chat feature and spoken discussion to provide
input. Their comments, along with information from the project team in response to their
guestions, were recorded on a digital whiteboard. The full digital whiteboards are reproduced in
Appendix B, “Workshop Results.”

Following the discussion, participants were asked to respond to a series of polling questions
gauging their level of support. First, they were asked to identify their level of support for the
overall alternatives analysis process as described during the workshop (highly supportive,
somewhat supportive, neutral, somewhat unsupportive, or do not support). Then they were
asked to identify to what degree they supported the revisions as discussed for each objective
and associated criteria (highly supportive, somewhat supportive, neutral, somewhat
unsupportive, or not supportive — revisions do not address my concerns). It was emphasized
that this was not intended to be a binding vote, but simply a way to get a sense of the general
level of support for the revisions that were discussed. The polling results are also included in
Appendix B.
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Workshop Attendance

In addition to Caltrans District 1 and project team staff, the following organizations were

represented at the four workshops:

Cultural Resources Working Group
= California State Parks

= National Park Service / Redwood National Park

Partner Working Group

California State Parks
Elk Valley Rancheria

= Green Diamond Resource Company

Redwood National Parks

= Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
= Yurok Tribe

Biological Resources Working Group

= California Coastal Commission

= California Department of Fish and Wildlife

= California State Parks

= Elk Valley Rancheria

= National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

= National Park Services

State Water Resources Control Board

= Tolowa Dee-Ni' Nation

US Army Corps of Engineers

= US Environmental Protection Agency

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Huffman Stakeholder Group

Crescent City-Del Norte Chamber of Commerce
Del Norte County Board of Supervisors

Del Norte Local Transportation Commission
Environmental Protection Information Center
(EPIC)

Friends of Del Norte

= Green Diamond Resource Company

Humboldt County Association of Governments
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

Office of Representative Jared Huffman

Redwood National Parks
Resighini Rancheria

= Save the Redwoods League

lI. Key Findings

A high-level summary of stakeholders’ consensus across all workshops regarding each
objective and the overall methodology is provided below.

A. Objective: Long-Term Safe, Reliable Roadway
e ltis crucial to consider economic and social impacts on the communities for both of the

criteria to be considered for this objective.

Criteria: Road Closure

e All groups are comfortable with this metric and agreed that it makes sense.

o Avoiding long-term road closure is extremely important to preserve access to schools,
businesses, tribal offices, and public safety / health services.

¢ What is the duration of closure used in the metric? It might be useful to differentiate

short-term and long-term closures.

e Closures should be kept as brief as possible, ideally less than one week; longer than

that is a significant concern.

Criteria: Traffic Mobility

e All groups agreed that they had no concerns regarding this as a useful metric.
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e This criteria is key to identifying the most sustainable alternative that will avoid the
likelihood of lane reduction and the associate impact on travel time. The frequency of
traffic mobility impact is important to consider. An additional performance metric might
be the percentage of time that lane reductions would be likely. This impacts the ongoing
maintenance and economic objectives as well.

o Consider whether alternatives are in landslide areas since most lane reductions occur
due to landslides. This metric is related to natural resources impacts due to associated
sediment which may impact watersheds.

B. Objective: Reduce Maintenance Costs

Criteria: Maintenance Cost

e All groups agreed this was a good and important performance measure to be used
moving forward.

e A baseline for benchmarking should be set based on current maintenance costs.

e Maintenance cost is also affected by the traffic mobility criterion for the Long-Term Safe,
Reliable Roadway objective.

C. Objective: Protect the Economy

e “Protect the economy” seems like an odd way to characterize the objective; it's more
related to feasibility of the project and responsible stewardship of resources.

Criteria: Capital Costs
e All groups agreed that this is a useful and straightforward metric.
e Consider adding the duration of construction as a metric.

Criteria: Mitigation Costs

¢ Important to focus on mitigation, which may be a make-or-break for the process. More
mitigation creates less litigation, which may equal quicker implementation.

e Crucial to ensure that this metric will not be used to avoid the full cost of mitigation, and
therefore incentivize doing minimal mitigation, which would externalize the cost onto the
environment.

o Consider how to measure mitigation costs beyond fiscal concerns, including
socioeconomic, environmental and cultural impacts. Some alternatives may include
extra mitigation costs or challenges due to impacts such as old growth tree loss that are
difficult to assign a dollar amount to or to mitigate. It may be necessary to consider how
remaining resources might help mitigate for the loss of natural resources.

e Consider avoiding cultural resources to greatest extent possible rather than mitigation.

e Additional costs that should be included in calculating mitigation costs include: purchase
of off-site land to mitigate for loss of wetlands; the cost of monitoring any mitigation;
removing or creating new uses for the existing roadway, and maintenance costs for
these new uses.
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Criteria: Litigation Costs

e An important consideration that is complex to predict or adequately estimate. How will
litigation costs be gauged (based on historic cases or on projections)? Ranking
alternatives as high / medium / low risk for litigation may be a sufficiently meaningful
criterion for this objective.

¢ In addition to the cost of the litigation itself, delays caused by litigation would also
escalate construction costs over passing years, increase time for project completion and
therefore affect project feasibility as well.

¢ Mitigation and litigation may not be mutually exclusive. Although there are other criteria
that may determine or influence litigation, must consider that minimal mitigation may
cause the project to wind up in court; substantial mitigation planned at the start (as
possible under the CEQA process) will help avoid litigation delays.

e Continuing the current inclusive, trusted process, with good communications, meaningful
consultations with tribes, making and fulfilling front-end agreements (where geology
allows) may help avoid litigation. All stakeholders want a project that happens sooner
rather than later and works for all.

D. Objective: Protect Natural Resources

e Need to specify considering impacts on water / aquatic resources. Criteria might include
number of stream crossings; cut-and-fill volumes and associated risk of sedimentation;
potential to fill wetlands. Must also consider impact on aquatic habitats, whether directly,
through downstream impacts, or through risk of sediment delivery to stream system from
watercourse crossings. This is a complex measure that is influenced by many factors.

¢ Consider amounts of cut and fill material to be deposited within project area or moved
elsewhere, and the associated impacts including environmental, wildlife habitat and
connectivity, edge effects, construction traffic and air quality.

e Natural resources fall under cultural resources for tribes. Must consider each impacted
area’s significance to tribes and its link to cultural resource value.

Criteria: Trees/Forests

¢ Should measure acres directly impacted.
e This criteria also affects habitat for plants and animal species.

Performance Measure: Old growth redwood forest (acres)

e This criteria will be the biggest driver of controversy that could derail the project. It will
also be a primary metric for habitat and other impacts.

e Impacts and a qualitative assessment of the old growth redwood forest to be impacted
must be considered beyond just acreage. This includes size of trees (since the public is
responsive to big trees regardless of age); whether the acres are continuous; long-term
impacts to the health of trees located along the edges of new roads; effects on water
guality and habitat; and loss of carbon sequestration. Characteristics of old growth forest
that are lost or impacted will need to be compared to any candidate “old growth” forest
that may be considered as mitigation habitat. It will likely be necessary to measure and
assess every tree.
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Old growth redwood wood from removed trees should be given to the tribes.

Performance Measures: Young growth / mixed forest (acres); Mature mixed
coniferous forest (acres); Other types, i.e. coastal scrub (acres)

How is the distinction between young and mature forest defined?

Mixing forest type and habitat types is confusing; suggest capturing “mature forest” in
habitat acres only.

Criteria: Habitat

Important to consider impacts on multiple species, both animals and plants, particularly
sensitive species; might be missing something by focusing only on specific protected
species. Consider whether some umbrella species can be identified to capture habitats
that are essential to many different species.

Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be protected. Will need to make qualitative
assessments beyond just acreage to determine habitat value for different species.
Mitigation may include adding protections such as purchasing lands with similar habitats.

Performance Measure: Marbled murrelet habitat (acres); Northern spotted owl habitat
(acres)

No comments specific to these performance measures.

Performance Measure: Marten/fisher habitat (acres)

These two species have different habitat requirements, so they should be considered in
separate performance measures.

Criteria: Wildlife Connectivity

Connectivity is an important criteria.

Consider the ability of each alternative to incorporate migration corridors or wildlife
crossing features, and its impacts on permeability for wildlife movement, which may vary
across species. Also remember to consider water habitat connectivity.

Criteria: Recreational Resources

Important to maintain access and connectivity to these resources. Include consideration
of impacts to amenities such as vista points and parking lots and to tribal / culturally
valuable routes.

This criterion is easily mitigated, providing many opportunities to improve access and
recreational facilities, leaving the impacted resources better than before.

E. Objective: Protect Cultural Resources

Criteria: Cultural Resources

Caltrans District 1
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¢ Not all sites have equal value, and their value is influenced by many factors. Possible
approaches include categorizing or ranking sites by high / medium / low risk but must go
deeper than standard archeological information to assess ethnographic significate. Tribal
input is required to clarify how they assign cultural resource values, which may include
holistic significance of sites and how sites relate to one another; access and connectivity
to sites and cultural trails; mythological connections to specific locations; cultural
significance of natural resources (e.g., plant species, fisheries). May not be able to
specify precise considerations of cultural value.

e Again, this is strongly related to mitigation and its potential costs. High / medium / low
assessment of risk may not provide enough detail to assess mitigation. Consider
avoiding cultural resource impacts as much as possible rather than mitigation.

F. Comments on Overall Process and Methodology

¢ The “big nasties” that are most likely to be controversial and “blow up” the project—e.g.,
impacts to old growth redwoods—must be heavily weighted as drivers for decision
making. Doing so may help clearly eliminate some alternatives.

o Consider the most sustainable alignment with least resource impacts, but must factor in
cost to build, since a low-impact but very high-cost alternative might not be feasible.

o Concerned about the lack of updated information regarding the geotechnical risks; it's
difficult to assess criteria, impacts and needs or eliminate alternatives without this.

e Additional metrics and criteria suggested included:

= Consider time needed to adjust if running into complications once project is started.
This will impact several of the objectives and associated criteria, including traffic
mobility and capital costs.

= Consider how well alternatives would accommodate multi-modal travel (e.g., bike
travel), as this relates to equity.

¢ Questions asked regarding: when the number of alternatives for further may be reduced,;
getting more information on other working groups’ activities and input; opportunities for
accelerating process.

G. Polling on Level of Support

The level of support for the overall process as described was neutral or greater across all four
workshops, with the exception of a single “somewhat unsupportive” response from the Huffman
Stakeholder group. There were no responses of “do not support.” In each case, the percentage
of those who were either highly or somewhat supportive was greater than the percentage of
those who were neutral. The highest level of agreement was among Partner group members,
who were 100% highly supportive.

The level of support for the revisions to objectives as discussed for participants across all four
groups was much the same: neutral or greater, with the exception of a single “somewhat
unsupportive” response for revisions discussed to the Objective: Protect the Economy from the
Huffman Stakeholder group. There were no responses of “not supportive — revisions do not
address my concerns.” In all cases, the percentage of those who were either highly or
somewhat supportive was equal to or greater than the percentage of those were who were
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neutral. Again, the highest level of agreement was among Partner group members, who were
100% highly supportive of the revisions discussed for all five objectives.
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Appendix A: Workshop Materials

Alternatives Assessment — Workshop #1
Cultural Resources Working Group
Monday, December 14, 2020
1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.

Biological Resources Working Group
Tuesday, December 15, 2020
1:00 p.m. — 3:00 p.m.

Partner Working Group
Wednesday, December 16, 2020
9:00 p.m. —11:00 a.m.

Huffman Stakeholder Group
Thursday, December 17, 2020
1:00 p.m. — 3:00 p.m.

. Discussion
Topic Speaker Tool
I.  Welcome and Introductions Joan Chaplick, MIG
Jaime Matteoli, Caltrans
Il. Alternatives Analysis Process and Input Jaime Matteoli
lll. Project Need, Purpose and History of Jaime Matteoli
Alternatives
IV. Proposed Methodology and Criteria Dina Potter, HNTB Chat and
Raise Hands
V. Review of Criteria by Objective Joan Chaplick, MIG Chat and
All participants Raise Hands
VI. Level of Support for Criteria by Objective Joan Chaplick, MIG Polling, Chat
All participants and Raise
Hands

VII.Next Steps and Closing Comments

Jaime Matteoli
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Meeting Purpose

* Get stakeholder input on the process for assessing the
alternatives

e Conduct a transparent and defensible process

* In today’s meeting, we will:
— Describe the approach and methodology
— Get your input on the criteria and performance metrics that will be used

— Gauge the level of support for the process and the comments we have
discussed
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Virtual participation on Zoom

1 Audio & Video 2 Chat

Computer * Click on the chat and type

* Use the toolbar your comments and questions
* We'll take comments

Phone throughout the workshop

e Access dial-in number

* Use *9 to raise hand

Virtual participation on Zoom

Participants

 Select icon on the toolbar to open the participants’ window
* Select ‘Raise Hand’ button
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Workshop Agenda + Input Opportunities

* Welcome and Introductions
* Alternatives analysis process and input
- Questions via chat
* Project need, purpose, and history of alternatives
- Questions via chat
* Proposed criteria and proposed performance measures

- Discussion and comments via chat, with digital note taking

* Review of criteria based on objectives
- Discussion and comments via chat, with digital note taking
- Polling on level of agreement with proposed revisions

e Summary and Next Steps

Alternatives Analysis Process
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Project Timeline

Project Need

Landslides and road failure at LCG have been an
ongoing problem for decades. A long-term
sustainable solution at LCG is needed for the
following reasons:

e Economic ramifications of a long-term failure;
» Risk of delay/ detour to traveling public;
* Increasing maintenance costs and;

* Increase in frequency and severity of large storm
events caused by climate change
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Project Purpose

The purpose of this project is to develop a
long-term solution to the instability and
potential roadway failure at LCG.

The project will consider alternatives that:

* Provide a more reliable connection,
e Reduce maintenance costs, and

* Protect the economy, natural resources, and

cultural resources.
Sunday night on LCG

History of Alternatives

e 2015 Feasibility Study considered 14 alternatives and rejected eight
e 2016 Project Study Report considered six alternatives

e 2018 Risk Assessment added alternatives L and X

e 2018 Value Analysis rejected alternatives C3, C4 and C5

e 2019 Project Study Report Addendum added alternatives G1 and G2

e 2020 Seven build alternatives will be assessed and evaluated
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Project
Alternatives

Objectives + Performance Measures

Purpose
To develop a long-term * Reliable roadway
. . o p I S . LONG TERM, SAFE
solution to.the instability e “No-Build” alternative is not an option RELIABLE ROADWAY
and potential roadway  Secure the regions economic future
failure at LCG. q g g REDUCE
L]
. . Tunnels will be considered part of options B
Consider alternatives that:  Minimize construction impacts
e Provide a more reliable e High value considerations PROTECT THE
i ECONOMY
connection, O Natural resources 0 Mitigated measures
* Reduce maintenance O Old growth trees O Cultural resources PROTECT NATURAL
costs, and i) st RESOURCES

O Existing and future
* Protect the economy,

0 Aquatic resources recreation
natural resources, and o Wildlife opportunities PRo;:;:g l(J:::(l.:'ElSJRAL
cultural resources . 0 Aesthetics
O Restoration
potential
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Long-Term Safe, Reliable Roadway

Performance

Criteria How Measured
Measure

Expert-based risk assessment including

Probability of long-term probability of deep ground

Road closure

closure displacement

Probability of lane Expert-based risk assessment including
Traffic mobility reduction and mobility probability of unmitigable landslide

impact activity / hydrogeological changes

Reduce Maintenance Costs

Performance

Criteria How Measured

Measure

Expert-based risk assessment including
probability of unmitigable earth
movement

Probability of increased

Maintenance cost .
maintenance costs
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Protect the Economy

Performance

Criteria How Measured
Measure

Engineers’ Order of Magnitude

Capital costs Construction cost (millions) ;
estimate
Mitieation costs Mitigation cost range Expert environmental estimate with
g (high / medium / low) historical cost data

Risk based on costs of delay and level

Litigation costs Risk of litigation (millions .
g g ( ) of potential controversy

Protect Natural Resources

Criteria Performance Measure How Measured

Old growth redwood forest (acres)
Mature mixed coniferous forest (acres) Aerials / field review
Trees / Forests i . .
Young growth / mixed forest (acres) information
Other types, i.e., coastal scrub (acres)
Marbled murrelet habitat (acres)
Habitat Marten/fisher habitat (acres) Aerials / existing reports

Northern spotted owl habitat (acres)

Wildlife connectivity New habitat islands generated (acres) Aerials

Recreational resources Number and type of sites / trails affected Aerials / LIDAR

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1, December 2020—Summary of Results
Appendix A: Workshop Materials



Protect Cultural Resources

Criteria Performance Measure How Measured

Cultural resources Expert assessment of risk Record search and pedestrian survey

Discussion of Criteria and Performance
Measures by Objective

* Review the suggested criteria and metrics for each objective

Consider the following:

— Do these criteria reflect what is valued?
— Are there any gaps or duplicates?
— Do the performance measures quantify what is important to assess this criteria?

— Should any of these be weighted much higher than others?
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Polling on Overall Methodology

e What is your level of support for the overall process that has been
described today?
— Highly supportive
— Somewhat supportive
— Neutral
— Somewhat unsupportive

— Do not support
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Polling on Each Objective

* The poll is anonymous and is is not a binding vote. Its purpose is intended as a
way to gauge general support for the comments that were discussed.

* To what degree do you support the revisions as discussed?

* Levels of Support:

— Highly supportive

— Somewhat supportive

- Neutral

— Somewhat unsupportive

— Not supportive - revisions do not address my concerns

Next Steps and Next Meeting

* Meeting format is being replicated with all four groups

* Project Team will collectively review feedback and refine the
methodology accordingly

* Project Team will apply the refined methodology will be applied to the
alternatives and present the results for discussion at the next meeting

* Next workshop will be scheduled during the week of March 15
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Appendix B: Workshop Results

Caltrans District 1

Cultural Resources Working Group - 12.14.2020
Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1

March workshop?

need more collaboration / - the nextfew
interim meeting prior to  resuls be shared out rom all

Maybe yes. It may depend on
Caltrans asks: will we it

the participation of Tibes in
weetings. Wil the

the meetings? (Calirans
response: Yes)

Overall Methodology

General Comments / Questions

Of value; cannot

move forward
tribes' participation

Do think it would be
out
valuable.

Would be valuable costs beyond just
aluable. =

?

Add socioeconomic  Close coordination

es is

? necessary

Criter

: Road closure
Performance Measure: Probability of long-term closure

No concerns about
this particular Yes, comfortable with
b " Thumbs up
performance this metric
measure.

Criteria: Traffic mobility
Performance Measure: Probability of lane reduction and mobility impact

No concerns with
Traffic Mobility as
performance meagig

Criteria: Maintenance cost
Performance Measure: Probability of increased maintenance costs

maintenance costs
should be a
Thumbs up v
performance measure
moving forward

Criteria: Litigation costs
Performance Measure:

Criteria: Capital costs
erformance Measure: Construction cost (millions)

Looks good, thumbs

up

No comments

Criteria: Mitigation costs
Performance Measure: Mitigation cost range (high / medium / low)
no concerns. However

isk of litigation (millions)

° Includes
I'm waiting for soi B
- socioeconomic costs This is just

other indirect costs to 5 nd fiscal TR
seef they are eyond flscal environmental?
considered later G

Thumbs up, Look Add socioeconomic If adding a new
il 5“'3 CELS costs beyond just  metric, consider how

9oo fiscal?

to mitigate

Response: Could include
ROW, utiities, but largely
cost of mitigating
environmental impacts

Also includes cost of
cultural mitigation

Criteria: Trees / Forests
Criteria: Trees / Forests.
Performance Measure: Old growth redwood forest (acres)

Sl ity . Size of individual trees needs
Just by acres? Orby  doing so by tree;an  Depends on the Whatis the definition  to be captured; public is
trees? individual tree can be situation of old growth? R e
a habitat for species T R
Crosses line between  Recent point of l
natural & cultural contention in Caltrans: Have tree  DoN't have count for
:esoknyJ rlces: wlm l:e cons\'d’eﬂngtremuval counts widiameters _ oGur:‘e:Vl:Er:\;r;d; ::;\rl‘g
ricky to evaluate of one tree
forsome areas o \ironmental process

Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Young growth / mixed forest (acres)

Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measur

No comments No comments

Criteria: Habitat
Consider changing
Imeasurements ontiOr both treesiand i patatout PNt AdalnTplants naylbe:
~ . communities not cultural resources as
habitat from acres to  acres depending
e trees, wetlands, etc... wel

Criteria: Cultural Resources

Mature mixed coniferous forest (acres)

Criteri

: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Other types, . coastal scrub (acres)

By adding "other
Add DBH or some types" you seem to
kind of measure cover all types

Criteria: Wildiife connectivity
Performance Measure: New habitat island generated (acres)

No comments

Criteria: Recreational resources
Performance Measure: Number and type of sites / trails affected

Will any new

. Road or

This seems tospeak 808 L

opportunities be  to existing sites / trails. g
added? o

inall

need to consider
nly
those resources

Performance Measure: Expert Assessment of Risk

Possible approach:  Notallsites have ~ rojectin D9: had to

sible approach: Y® " do least risk analysis Chart created by Jay
preliminary info, 22 equal value by size, o oo~ 1€ 1OV A
sites and 18 isolates  significance, etc. " 9 9 9.

artifacts, complexity,

Categories per
amount / type of

Historics more difficult Tribes may object to

ELLGHES Y EED Find way to assess
subjective; but sites May be able to look at Y

otential mitigation,
to quantify sites being ranked  do not have equal acreage potential mitig
cost, timeline, etc.
system for site types value
Needtolknowhow  Need feedback flom  Considerhow visual gy e Who considers these  Go deeper than
Like idea of categorizing - yyipeg assign value tribes on cultural attributes of graphic s 9. mytholog Must consider beyond ~ resources valuable standard
or ranking sites, but need @ assessing indirect connections to. h
Uibes invoved to discuss  and how the sites  significance of plant resources are ! bounds of alignments  and how are they  archeological info and
effects to resources  specific locations o
relate to each other populations affected valuable? consider it
Calrans: I it reasonable A matter of building Wil 2k some work nd Agreed on working In process of
to take all info and assign relationship among 4" omyybe gchm §  Group has been well as group, S"'" in T‘GS* ;f =f'('ezw‘1‘ developing
e llnfo and assion ¢ ‘ info; values identified wil :
g/ medur committee, clearand ST DESERES doingwellsofar  understanding issues prdionl understanding; work
©open communication communication holistically in progress
Fairly easy GIS Other types of sites
Another approach:  Takes distance to  Only afew areasare "> ii_ alsz = Could be helpful with _ that need to be
use sensitivity model water, slope, geology, high sensitivity by that g - s pre-contact (R D
developedin D9 etc. into account metric ! ° :
pe during construction archeologicalinfo  determine types of
tisks
Participant responses: o %
HNTB: Howwould  Create chartand — Hard to state what Requires close Have follow-up adsbacs : Overlap between
t & low much detail to . > Close > mitigation and  May be more detailed
ranking approach  submit to tribes or o into? works best;tribal  coordination with  conversations if o e e e e environmental and
work best? start from scratch? partners need to speak tribes necessary o 4 &
for themselves

utural mitigation cultural mitigation
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Caltrans District 1

Biological Resources Working Group - 12.15.2020
Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1

Criteria: Mitigation costs
Performance Measure: Mitigation cost range (high / medium / low)
There may be extra
Obviously mitigation can ~ Mitigation costs could
Loss of trees from  mitgation  som g
e e o iigaion s 0750M0 fy uspace construcion  should include the cost
B costs but Caltran is of monitoring any
acost trees could afect that o= L
on mitigation

Old growth tree loss cannot  Mitigation may require o

be miigated.whichmaybe  purchase of off-site it is vital to consider

difcul to analyze under this _ mitigation for wetlands/  mitigation costs
Oz waters of the state.

N . TS Criteria: Litigation costs
Criteria: Road closure Criteria: Maintenance cost Critera: Capita
: . Performance Measure: Risk of litigation (millions)
Performance Measure: Probability of long-term closure Performance Measure: Probability of increased maintenance costs Betformance Wessure:Eonstivclioncostmiions)
Caltrans: addressed in
Caltrans: comes down ~ Should be adequate o
. " - Can you adequately Example: project with Even if an aterative is This may impact A2
acceptablelno Nocommentfrom | COMSIFST COMMUNIY  goag osres siatymean What s the cost of "0 Pulld alternative o eoine” tojudgementofiegal forthe purpose of  Erc 1P POISCLANR e ey came TE D10 1P
" . . < heavily considered, not estimate cost o 4 g y smaller impact held up ool oo von and G2 alternatives in
questions or T impacts - economic  sides & sediment potentially O TGS doing nothing? e e teams and estimate of screening alteratives Bt o e e oW o
pisstor several people b Impact towates o sustaratie it o o e Sl It kg ha Gsntion o
orwar
il s o iD= oY vecul lsc) Litigation is an
Criteria: Traffic mobility should at least be considered in @SCalate construction 9
Performance Measure: Probability of lane reduction and mobility impact the analysis matrix. Ar costs over pas: .
e e i consideration.
e years
Consider community Otherwise no
impacts comments

Criteria: Trees / Forests

Criteria: Trees / Forests Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Old growth redwood forest (acres) Performance Measure: Other types, i.e. coastal scrub (acres)

Catomsconsorg | ot oy Agseyosteeds g gy | sl P— [mpr— [ —————— .
eliminating A2 and G2 \iees slong newly created LS, S L P : inahighway adjacent  '3ve0dsWiBe e you can't mitigate for-  impacts pose the. kot st i s
e cutinood | by rdece | plctonslitoy, | ofthecondtons) | sequestationfom | (ST TINS | mmeymevciore Y DS T et specifc measure

consdredhozarions | eamiocge et ese foests type. €5 ooprcy anays esource project. e e

e — Catronsiyes,wehave  Catrans: honin
e ROy Sere cerlsand ree couns Soer> PO Does group feelthat L KT thats the plan,  Caliansinsupportof  both are mportan -
foihe o grov i cualy nablat tc+ AN esUmAIeS b Trsome areas oners  21o000 MISONE 8 ol ametorsare 1 COMO SN0 quegtonis hetner usingree countsfor actesand ndhicual
\oves. e X o require onhe- needed? nowor later oid growth oniy? vees
loolkal mapping? round surveys sereen
e —— TS

S S—— Can tree counts 1 0ld  cyjyans:somevhat con Related to loss of
ness of the acres, now but coul
Either fragmented or  consider - possibly

el continuous. more qualiatively.

types should be sultable:
Torthis xercise

requres 1o0king rainforest are effects on
ground

from mapping  end
2 climate change

1 do notsee aquatic
Protect Natural resources (e.g., tributaries,
Resources - Wateris  wetlands) on this st This
not on the list? ST Criteria: Trees / Forests Trees / Forests
S EEHAOED Performance Measure: Young growth / mixed forest (acres)

riter Criteria: Wildlife connectivity
Performance Measure: Mature mixed coniferous forest (acres)

Performance Measure: New habitat island generated (acres)

Widife Connectiy -
We should discuss how o4

Widife connectiviy: Forcomectiy, atematves  New habifat islands 7o oanole,snd semathe Ust 4 g verses a suface
. 1 would suggest not mixin measure: probability of  abiiity of each alterative may also have TERLET O Created ASSUMeS e  jomurec e e ot dussny 1054 5 probabily the
You e deinng young  Callans: Young forest Mature forestn park Ogrowhnevercut, - vous o g probapiy of sty of e oo assumes the (el oot ro0d s prevoy
and mature forests. What  is Green Diamond ~ east of road, landslide : it gets pretty confusing may permeabilty of each fixed ‘comectiaty han st connectiviy represented
e ——— ren ren different habitat - thats Coprure tne “mature forest” e o osonts) XK ’ conaidring the e by the atiemative
between these two? ‘mature forest in the habitat acres only. plisinate) ovement across species. fragmented by the alterative.
Agree re wildife Nood axpert
(EC0 iadtyond o Calt g T assessment on level
saidre.habitat  rememberfisnhabitst  Sometingsare  cweoo oo
comneciviysbove  and steam afcutto quanity, | meoctfor hese,
‘connectivity i .
Criteria: Habitat
Agree with need for
riterias: Habitat e qualtative assessments  AJree, acres of habitat
Performance Measure: Marbled murrelet habitat (acres) uitadility of various s obesionied

in sufficient detail to Criter
ESASPOCieS  geramine naiatvaive  Pocoise Y ore ot
for aferent specics.

: Recreational resources

Performance Measure: Number and type of sites / trails affected
No comments specific

s may b contoversial o hve t0be moved s ot
Habita - willyou use.
to this measure i

y be convoers tove : Disregard my comment
Response: Coltans will _ Need o came Uiy iy nged o gv i infesticine bowarin oy madoady | noiseeflectsto Ml ©"Mil Creek
other sensitive species 1" O1eT eV gt prants, migratory  amphibians - b SackcounsyCompground  important Treyare il Creek Campground oo e
rformance gosciesbe nesting birds these thet are essentil to many e I e
i considered? 9 o eenscrng s ey b cestoyed ‘modited aleady been dropped
ure move forward species
iteria: Habitat LS
Performance Measure: Northern spotted owl habitat (acres) ‘The Constal Act requires. Must look at hazards:
roecionctth ek PN s
e o el e s 8 mostconsistentwi 88 9N BOUEET
“auatnes affect ks from
No comments specific e e it 1Sy e o8 remone. ‘P e confics
to this measure
Criteria: Habitat
Performance Measure: Marten/fisher habitat (acres)
Zieukeotte et (g Secmctae L
Martens and fishers: 1, mpacted or mitigated for marten habitat not 3 3 . .
o oot il v vasly affrot _ccuvlontlo Sacresof_ should reallybe  Fishers aren'tlsted in
ave different habitat i act; for the overall  fisher habitat with respectto  considered separate. NW CA
requirements conservtonofhese  thermpactofbenetor perooroc SRS
species, tespectie consenvaton)
Critria; Cultral Resources Overall Methodology
Performance Measure: Expert Assessment of Risk
Caltrans: must be Nocommentson ~ Aslong as the tribes' Group has captured . Remember: worst case Hoping that
: : comments are ) s Weighting some of  Caltrans: hope to use R
sensitive to tribal  cultural resources - the big nasties”'  Need to be drivers for ) is just studying all 7 presentation of results
~ addressed, the Corps . these criteria can get expert-based . - o
preferences for  should be handledin o "% 1 TP things that can "blow ~ decision making '~ 1S %0 9 e DUl altermatives - will help eliminate
information sharing  that working group. cultural vesources. up" project y d Judg more expense and time  some alternatives
Thank you for your
SR Consider fisheries
comments Jaime. No :
value to tribes and
further comments

Ty General Comments / Questions
from Elk Valley.

Not sure where to mention
multi modal issues as they

these modes of travel?.
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Caltrans District 1

Partner Working Group - 1241

Overall Methodolo
6.2020 e

Are these criteria and criteria, most Ifassessing impa
measures for each sustainable alterai

ctsofeach  Caltrans response: for s, should focus on

ive, what area s this tool,justlooking at In environmental  Need your help to protection with realistic

expectations based on cost
o buld. Ao impact illon

footprint/ —»  footprint/direct  phase, mustlookat  determine criical

.
Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1 Merswerotet vt ST it Mg o e

feasible-)

On front end, based on
geology; then look at

resources, activities, etc.

General Comments / Questions

1 think this was very
supportive, thank you
very much

riteria: Road closure
Performance Measure: Probabilty of long-term closure.

This is a really important,
. especially for
Need a sustainable Looks good v Sl s:‘fety, aclcess to
businesses, tribal offices PERiED
in CC and Kiamath

Criteria: Traffic mobillty
Performance Measure: Probabilty of lane reduction and mobility impact

Fine s this ameasure Ao e i andsiide

Criteria: Maintenance cost
Performance Measure: Probability of increased maintenance costs

T mobilty crerion goss to

e costs, Mostsustainable
gain. Look to avoi
Hosures and possibily orre-

foutes once s Uit Criteria: Mitigation costs

Performance Measure: Mitigation cost range (nigh / medium / low)

Criteria: Capital costs
Performance Measure: Construction cost (millions)

Are mitigation costs Is "sustainable” Response: will
No comments at this. rolle this interpreted as relial consider whether it's
time from most criteria? Response: istainability for the sustainable and costs

no, they're separate use of resources?. of maintaining

Add duration of
construction?

agree with these Seems fine but needs
want o reduce maintenance Response: would be
thoughts re importance BR o i Avoid cultural
of sustainable route for This is a good costs especially in light of tobe benchmarked  ~ ST S Count on 20% of What will happen to the Response:stil  Mayuseasrecreational oy ninionance
measure resource Impacts associated against current sl oroject cost foy | esources as much as - exiting 1017 Will there uncentim partof  resource.Varies flom (08 FEECRTICE
with a new alignment 5 ave lots of data i — ;
access fn Lo maintenance costs. mitigation possible rather than be a cost to take it mitigation potential alternative to ta—r
mitigation down? alternative

Good with me, super-
important for Caltrans

Nothing at th

No comments

Criteria: Litigation costs
Performance Measure: Risk of ltigation (millions)

Agreed upon actions onthe | agree, also keeping local

of aternative as built? L
Consider frequency o FENANE S U area and therefore il o e ctek o decmione. e ao o™ Litigation and mitigation  How will you gauge  Response: Historic #5 Or could make high/  Believe this can be
traffic impact ‘il be aseccsing each  Prone to possibilty of where geology alows, _process and having real costsmaynotbe litigation costs? Based and looking at coststo  medium /low  ranked as H/M /L risk -
and comparing O EEY 3 on historic cases or  repair this road; e.g., _determination of risk. a meaningful criterion
andwe shoudnathave - helpwihncihadag  for one may reduce oher  just projections? $10M per year #5 are estimated for this objective
figaton. sgation
Caltans response: iodeling what was So baseline for
blizpomEnEks Zakfans respor done in expert-based > Caltrans response:
of what percentage of Believe ts silinsame 17151 P00 existing route would -1 " RS
time when there would . number but will have to : be100%onthis Y 10 °U!
be  lane reducion? oy probabilty of eventw/ ¢ 100% on 1o baseline
in time periods 2 :
term comments we  agree with thoughts
costs, B re most sustainable
toute again. Lok to avoid _ mainta Ay
Closures and possibity for  allthe resource impacisto  senices such asschool, food, route
reroutes once fisbult  change he location eattn care et
Where is limit if Caltrans response:  Any alternatives have  Can build time for ”r‘: “"'”:'“:vr"‘” Sy ool
running into Good question, that risk. Considering changing conditions pairing existing CEEETEELE
sy — oy o ey ' location. Have not  changing conditions and
complications once haven't considered liigation risk, for intotime to buitd  (¢tR BN O MBS
i 7
project is started? for this effort instance emergency funds needed
Can look at an area based
Agree on avoidance, not Ny g resources fall  Seekways to use mitigation = LUEC R TR AT
mitigation for both Under catural for 1o enhance habitat/natural | %Mt Leonans but
cultural and natural resources, for instance thin g
tribes for trbes, link to cultural
resource impacts conifers in old growth areas
resource value
Criteria: Trees / Forests
: Young growth / mixed forest (acres)
Criteria: Trees / Forests No comments
Criteria: Trees / Forests Performance Measure: Mature mixed coniferous forest (acres) regarding these
specific criteria
Criteria: Trees / Forests Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Old growth redwood forest (acres) Performance Measure: Other types, ie. coastal scrub (acres)
Question: Where will Response: Nave 1 yue have talked about in Weve discussed ftand  SUGESt: give to Parks have Ek Valley is absolutely  Oierfeme catins s
the old growth logs Veues‘mn == '9" " the cultural resource  noted the desire of tribes to create agreementsreold  interested in obtaining  comment re wood for artworks
be going? Local okt porks ang  870UP: could be partof  trbes to be provided artworks to be growth wood, will  redwood resources if/ are sestnetic project
Tribes? AT mitigation any old growth displayed honor when available e o e
Criteria: Habitat
Could impact muitple Can'tignore aquatic  Measure risk of
Consider creative
speciesiwoudhave o Viery important for - i i " i Plus volume, sco Agreed. Biological
No comments on Getermine ffhabitatis S mitigation, ways to BT  Cie i G JECH IR
other species as well, impact specific species; _siream system; more and size of group will be looking
Specific habitats  impacted by each atand improve habitat in " °
cnaracensics such s tree eg.elk earby areas ay be ; impact atthis
e impacts more impact
Adding, reaching out to Canmore deeply | Stick o aquatic resource. o —
ol Natural Reources  Should already be Proposed: create ply e oOE s May also b Thisis amulti-  Amountoffil maybea ot congider more (L s e b
investigate water 1 . i factor,for instance; " Agreed, musttake  performance meausre,
tosee whatthey have  staff from tribes in category for #of . stream crossings area  influenced by other dimensional than just # of : .
e T UL Coregon o r o impactsiniater e | IO mensiondl  broaden the metricto TLTEX into consideration agree more complex
e KperE 0se groups 9 stages major category g be multi-dimensional 9 than just # of crossings
Criteria: Wildife connectivity
Performance Measure: New habitat island generated (acres)
Goodtoseetnis  COMmectMy il be
metric, nothing to add Y
alternative
Criteria: Recreational resources
Performance Measure: Number and type of sites / trais affected
e — Crterion vy easly ) Some trbal outes  Agree, accessibilty was Dontjust provide
faoisecil Therefore almost P Ry bppectecchy  [oeot another opportunity  wempeenkorans  More than just road
comectvty o umans o measure s looking at  epporuiesto mpove e AMOSL 45 o cloment of those areas sl overooked winthe  impacts o vista points, 1O OPPOTLIY - component nwetores n just o
be considered along w/ extsting ccess and recreational  DesIde the poin \ribal access | accessed, evenifpre-  Praiio Creckbypass  parking areas, etc. 7 PeOPle to tras| TErs FRTEL
jdite opportunty n project area e area
Criteria: Cultural Resources
Performance Measure: Expert Assessment of Risk
- - Other tems Cairans is
Question: Where will _ Caltrans response: have ~ we have talked aboutin  We've discussed it and Parks have Elk Valley is absolutely Suggest: give o congigering related to that Redwood to tribes
the old growth logs  notyet consideredibig the cultural resource  noted the desire of  agreementsre old  interestedin obtaining tribes to create  suggeston are aesthetic e
be going? Local  question requiring work  group, could be partof tribes to be provided  growth wood, will redwood resources iff artworks to be project reatments to ot
Tribes? with parks and tribes ‘mitigatior any old growth (i e displayed e ol ncesl mitigation v o
I routes
Canlook atanareabased  Agreed re protecting  50Me tibal Can look at an area based i
Naturalresources fall onwhathcontans bt scasa for hurane._ eady impacted; e TSRO e
under culturalfor  mustconsidrsanicance e oo o those areas sl must considr significance SS0UrCeS s much asfor both cultural an
T Tortibes, Ink tocultural addanelementof O RS e ink (el POSSible ratherthan  natural resource
esource value tribal access e resource value mitigation impacts
Elk Valey would Trbes donitdstinguish  Factors onalarger  MPact to cultural Cattrans: acknoweciged and
appreciae coninued  between hes eca 10 0ke | epre et s resources and Hard tobreak | Consider Navinga v ey to ot 1ok o
consutation asthey were _orol hstories, octonal | 8818 A1 O propertiesvery  resources downinto  cultural monitor o Amendafam Tolowa who
unavailable for Cultural  cultra landscape, etc. into Pyl Nioranteienonts)| (Mindvidualetes: hand ows detas of how wefl
Resources Group Monday account into context of tribes A oroceed
i Agree wih what was saic Have big picture in
. Caltrans doing a good - Agree win whatwas 0 o ider how areas  May not be able to 9 p
Appreciate tribe’s  job reaching out o all, mind, not just from a
toal  pers utolso consider relate to each other  specify precise
trustin the process  treating with sensitivity  “roiouc sanifene o mas material perspective,
" re.access, etc considerations
nection o othe areas informed by tribes.
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Overall Methodology

Seems we're always
behind on info; would be
more effective if we had
info prior to meetings
(e.g., geotechnical)

Huffman Stakeholder Group - 1217.2020
Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1

These seem weird to
group under “protect
o the economy”

These 2 criteria and
metrics make sense.

Criteria: Capital costs
Performance Measure: Construction cost (millions)

This seems more related to
feasibilty of the project, so If
the costs are too high then
the likelihood of project
completion is more dificult

Question for Jaime, is
there any requirement
for local government
contributions?

Caltrans response:
not that we're aware
of

Capital costs are
straightforward.

Criteria: Maintenance cost

Measure: y of increased maintenance costs
Criteria: Road closure This seems like a smart
Performance Measure: Probability of long-term closure C”‘e”une""""af‘ce "
measure. W can seemin vy o [Vt
No comment g Criteria: Mitigation costs

keep the current road open
but the long-term upkeep
costs are jumping up.

Might be good to Performance Measure: Mitigation cost range (high / medium / low)
differentiate short

term closure and long

What is the duration of Caltrans: not certain, but
the "closure” used in  think approximately a
the metric? They make week used in study - wil

sense, just wondering. get back to you

This seems
appropriate and
straight forward

These 2 criteria and

No comment N
metrics make sense.

Makes sense v
Should rethink this
measure; hadn't
considered that project
success would be based

on mitigation cost

Could occur to sway one altC0uld choose to limit
higher than another: for  Mitigation. important That would Caltrans response:
Caltrans to declare cost of not to assume we'll use externalize cost onto — will put thought into

mitigation has exceeded  thjs to avoid full cost of  the environment that
some degree of possibility mitigation

term Increased from what? Not e St
and compare the future

sure if increase s the right
way to phrase, but having —» maintenance costs for each |
alntenancelcostsla a\lefnat!ve The current
e maintenance costs will
consideral Y serve as a baseline.

Mitigation process
important; old growth
redwoods hardest to

overcome

Incentivizes doing as Hvowever. haven't given
this angle much thought;

little mitigation as i ant ways to look at
possible it

using that as as
baseline makes sense

Caltrans response: yes,
if construction closure;
may be longer if not
under our control

| would be concerned Short term 1 week or
— of long term of more less long term longer
than 1week than 1week

is there a way to keep
closure to part of a
day period?

Caltrans asks: Does a
week make sense?
It is something we must
take seriously, Hoping to see what comes
understand what it out of geo studies, hope that
means to each chosen helps us eliminate some alts
route

Mitigation is a big
focus; how to
measure cost of
mitigation?

More mitigation
creates less litigation
which equals sooner

implementation

Agree that mitigation will be
make-or-break; must put in
forefront, not have it be
elephant in room

Possibly use other
Caltrans projects as
Criteria: Traffic mobility benchmarks
Performance Measure: Probability of lane reduction and mobility impact

..since you can't compare
apples to oranges. If
spending too much to
mitigate, consider spending
more to avoid impact
instead

Caltrans: noted that an
different #s of tree,  old growth tree is not
would you use an mitigatible; will do our

amount per tree? How best to determine H /
would you apply?

(e G, Don't want to May need to move

minimize value of old  beyond attitude of
growth, but many old protecting one
growth redwoods.  specific plant or tree

This seems less important
than long-term closure. We
have lived with this as the
“normal” for a while now.

Not ideal, but not the worst!

Consider what else
can be done to
mitigate

How would you put a
dollar amount on
mitigation?

Criteria: Litigation costs
Performance Measure: Risk of litigation (millions)

Criteria: Cultural Resources
Performance Measure: Expert Assessment of Risk

Revelation that
alternatives have
different attributes
needing mitigation, so
those will be weighed

I think risk of litigation
could be both a financial
cost but also a cost of
time for project
completion

Agree in part that mitigation
could influence litigation but
itis only one criteria (As
someone who has sued
Caltrans)

Caltrans: developed  will tap tribal knowledge, ~ Sharing only what
list at other meetings, must rely on that as most tribes are comfortable
will share important input sharing

Caltrans: yes,
discussing cost of
greater time to
complete project

Where are cultural
trails included?

Mitigation and
litigation may not be
mutually exclusive

Mitigation is going to
determine litigation

That is the quote of
the day

I will wait to learn

more from what came Huffman e of

the loop on this All of us want a If we come up with  Not sure how we do that

Good point that this cost  Important point; perhaps

t moisture ack 50-100 feet. Dead
tops abound.

planned with more

embankment than
excavation; oppty for

slides and slipouts

from the CR group. il p 3 g
Thanksg P- criteria isless about dollars than _mostimportant. Value  project that happens  TMie il be he it part:  substantial mitigation — through CEQA process,
about time and project Congressman Huffman's sooner than later and ATt right at the start, can but can proceed
feasibility. process sl Tt Ty differently from usual
Criteria: Trees / Forests : : Hope to get What are other Caltrans: did exact ) Caltrans: this is part of
Late coming to this  Still have same aits; Caltrans: hopefuly by HoPe 098t e 5 o e Will ramp up Last summer, Hufiman 2o {15 1 Part o
Criteria: Trees / Forests Criteria: Wildlife connectivity group, playing catch-  when will we drill —— 3rd series of o d?n;’l;" “:’f‘;‘p IouPS WorkiNg OF ——- ProCcss & IMesiYOU communication about  mentioned tryingto 1 ot sPeeq UP
Performance Measure: Old growth redwood forest (acres) Performance Measure: New habitat island generated (acres) up. down? meetings AL I R oo sl all4workinggroups  accelerate process il
Forinstance, on Hwy 101 That area is a 4 lane itiqatic ; -
01d growth €an e angaveafGants show y and many ol _ Mitigation process Old growth redwood is Habitat continuity/
harmed by adjacent tree die off due to the y important; old growth o e e performance is an Glad to see
effects, not just by changes inground water  OWth trees have died oy 0045 hardest o 9°19 0 Pe e kev e i el | Gty e Projectin 9805 gioto iooking for That said, big » Huge unknown; need
] i this project. . Have been drilling for ~ the data; might

disposal sites right
away so were ready
when needed

overcome DGR G demr;'\"“z;‘:/:’:a' S 4months; haven't eliminate alts or ise to
iy heard anything  the top; need that info.
geotechnical o

cutting.

Criteria: Trees / Forests.

Performance Measure: Mature mixed coniferous forest (acres) Criteria: Recreational resources

Performance Measure: Number and type of sites / tras affected Caltons won' nave
complete info unth we
complete gealech butwil
consider all informaton in
assessing riss n st two
performance measures

HNTB: taking longer
than expected; still
struggling to confirm
info; should finish in
January

Hoping we would be

able to identify routes

that won't work; hope:
that will tell us more

You're right; geotech
will determine
footprint

Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Young growth / mixed forest (acres) ew access can be more
thoughtfully planned and
make it better so that the
highway isn't a "wall" for
recreation and habitat
connectivity both.

Generating new
habitat islands would
not guarantee
increased wildiife
habitat connectivity.

These two criteria makes
sense to me but I'm
curious what measuring
wildiife connectivity with
acres ook like.

Criteria: Trees / Forests
Performance Measure: Other types, i.e. coastal scrub (acres)
Have been working with
consultant team to

Caltrans update on

"Staggering" breadth
geotech: team has BT

of investigation; all

Will do laboratory

In data collection " o
testing, analysis, etc.

Hoping to complete Very selective about

To the extent that there are
large amounts of fill to be
deposited elsewhere, are

there specific measures for
alts where that would be

criterion?

HNTB: We are
calculating cut and fill;
—> not certain where it's
going but important to
consider and evaluate

Great point about the  The trick will be timing
spill disposal sites. If  so that when we need
we look regionally o dispose there are
there may be projects areas ready to accept

in need of some fill. the fill.

Criteria: Habitat

., .such as a purchase of
Some of the mitigation lands from GDRC that have
options may include adding Murrelet habitat in temporary
protections to some of these  protection that if added to
habitats. the park would be more
permanent protection.

Habitat continuity/
performance is an
important, albeit harder
to quantify, criteria

On recreational access | think
everyone's assumption s that
the project can mitigate to
improve whatever is
impacted and leave it better
than before

Opportunity to create
new recreational
opportunities / enhance
access to this resource

a5 possible because hauling 1o ot e

: — ; embarked on aggressive by January or hande on o modeijust starting to. (o> T ATEYRS S5 ensure thatevery piece ¥ 58 STV Results in early 2021

Ithink considerations AEDUEEE iy I had a similar thought. In . investigation as of late: February ands on dec; interpret andthenbe ableto o gata is correlated to orngioceions

, sensitive plants aren't a N Agree with adding an No specific comments Caltrans: developed eptember getting it completed provide info ‘geotech risk
of water (stormwater addition to acres, measures Where are cultural

noff, erosion, stream , <onsideration? | realize of success could be based  2uatic criteria as discussed on these measures e list at other meetings,
:Iltera;'\on ot ) - there are many areas of NR 0/ SEEE8 ONE R IR yesterday (sedimentation trails included? S

include o ese seem ey forestecosytem functon esreans) B e e e n 1o o w5 ICF: interesting observation; : If on east side of
be included. these seem key | appreciate tobolancecutand filesbest  How doesthat  foweriteroncluy e Caltrans: not an mustconsiderwornuck  Thereisalotof o O SRS S

study to consider maximum undulation along that

comments on the

<polls of site, especialy i tis ]
geotechnical work. project? aiready logged and impacted

expensive.

option

could be grade issues where to cut back to

grades, component line. t
west side

structures

Caltrans District 1
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Last Chance Grade Working Group Alternative Workshop 1 - Polling Results

1. Overall Methodology: What is your level of Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral Somewhat Do not support
support for the overall process that has been Total #
. % # % # % # % # % #
described today?
Cultural Resources Working Group 33% 2 50% 3 17% 1 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 46% 6 23% 3 31% 4 0% 0 0% 0 13
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 50% 5 40% 4 0% 0 10% 1 0% 0 10
N . Not supportive -
2. Objective: Long-Term Safe, Reliable Roadway - . . 3 Somewhat ..
L Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral R revisions do not
To what degree do you support the revisions as unsupportive dd Total #
ress my concerns
discussed for the Objective: Long-Term Safe, addre y conce
Reliable Roadway? % # % # % # % # % #
Cultural Resources Working Group 33% 2 17% 1 50% 3 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 56% 9 25% 4 19% 3 0% 0 0% 0 16
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 33% 3 44% 4 22% 2 0% 0 0% 0 9
Not supportive -
N . . . . Somewhat .
3. Objective: Reduce Maintenance Costs - To what Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral unsubportive revisions do not
degree do you support the revisions as discussed PP address my concerns | Total #
for the Objective: Reduce Maintenance Costs?
% # % # % # % # % #
Cultural Resources Working Group 33% 2 17% 1 50% 3 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 36% 5 43% 6 21% 3 0% 0 0% 0 14
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 22% 2 33% 3 44% 4 0% 0 0% 0 9
Not supportive -
N . . . Somewhat L.
4. Objective: Protect the Economy - To what Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral . revisions do not
L. . unsupportive
degree do you support the revisions as discussed address my concerns | Total #
S >
for the Objective: Protect the Economy? % " % 4 % 4 % " % M
Cultural Resources Working Group 0% 0 50% 3 50% 3 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 21% 3 50% 7 29% 4 0% 0 0% 0 14
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 25% 2 50% 4 13% 1 13% 1 0% 0 8

Caltrans District 1

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1, December 2020—Summary of Results
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somewhat Not supportive -
5. Objective: Protect Natural Resources - To what Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral unsupportive revisions do not
degree do you support the revisions as discussed address my concerns | Total #
for the Objective: Protect Natural Resources?
% # % # % # % # % #
Cultural Resources Working Group 0% 0 50% 3 50% 3 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 27% 4 47% 7 27% 4 0% 0 0% 0 15
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 38% 3 25% 2 38% 3 0% 0 0% 0 8
somewhat Not supportive -
6. Objective: Protect Cultural Resources - To what Highly supportive Somewhat supportive Neutral unsupportive revisions do not
degree do you support the revisions as discussed address my concerns | Total #
for the Objective: Protect Cultural Resources?
% # % # % # % # % #
Cultural Resources Working Group 0% 0 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Biological Resources Working Group 33% 4 33% 4 33% 4 0% 0 0% 0 12
LCG Partners 100% 6 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 6
Huffman Stakeholder Group 63% 5 0% 0 38% 3 0% 0 0% 0 8

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #1, December 2020—Summary of Results
Appendix B: Workshop Results
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. Introduction

Workshop Purpose and Format

The Last Chance Grade (LCG) Permanent Restoration Project is a project proposed by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to find a permanent solution to the instability
and roadway failure on a 3-mile segment of U.S. Highway 101 in Del Norte County. As part of
the process in selecting a safe and reliable long-term solution to this problem, Caltrans is
conducting an alternatives analysis to determine if any of the seven build alternatives can be
eliminated from further study. An alternatives analysis tool is being developed based on criteria
and performance measures for the project’s major objectives, which include providing a long-
term safe and reliable roadway, reducing maintenance costs, and protecting the economy and
natural and cultural resources.

Caltrans is hosting a series of workshops to solicit and refine LCG stakeholder input on the
methodology and criteria. The purpose of each round of workshops is as follows:

o Workshop Round 1: Present initial alternatives analysis methodology and obtain initial
stakeholder input. Based on stakeholder input, consider data needed to achieve each
metric, determine whether another metric could serve as a proxy, or if the metric is useful in
differentiating one alternative from another.

e Workshop Round 2: Discuss initial alternatives analysis results and recommended
alternatives for further study using refined methodology and criteria. Assess further
refinements to methodology and criteria based on stakeholder input.

e Workshop Round 3: Share the results of the final alternative analysis results and
alternatives for further study completed using the refined criteria and methodology.

The structure of the process was to conduct the same workshop with each of the four working
groups. These groups include:

e Cultural Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for cultural resources
management.

¢ Biological Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for natural resource
management and permitting.

e Last Chance Grade Partners: Members have land ownership and land management
responsibilities.

¢ Congressman Huffman’s Stakeholder Group: Members include representatives from local
governments, tribal groups, businesses, agencies, and environmental groups who provide
feedback to all the partners involved.

The first workshop of this series was conducted with each of the four working groups between
December 14 and 17, 2020. Participants identified the metrics of greatest importance and
identified additional metrics for consideration. The results of the workshops were documented in
a summary report, dated February 2021, that was provided to workshop participants.

During the second round of workshops, which was again conducted with each of the four
working groups between March 1 and 4, 2021, the project team presented the results of the
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initial alternatives analysis using the refined methodology based on stakeholder input, an
assessment of each alternative, and solicited stakeholder input on these results.

Workshop 3 will be scheduled in April 2021 and will most likely be convened as one workshop
for all four working groups.

Some organizations are members of more than one working group and were welcome to
participate in multiple meetings; however, if they were limited on time, they were encouraged to
choose the group(s) in which they’d most like to share their views.

The workshops, three of which were held via Zoom and one using Webex, were designed to be
interactive. Participants viewed a presentation (Appendix A) on the alternatives analysis
process, purpose, and timeline, the value of screening alternatives prior to further study,
highlights of the findings from Workshop 1, and preliminary results of the alternatives
assessment.

The presentation explained the process whereby the alternatives were assessed. The analysis
criteria and performance metrics were refined and grouped into categories based on
stakeholder input during the initial round of workshops. These categories included:

e Core factors identified as most important across all working groups. These included major
trees including old growth redwoods, construction costs, and mitigation costs, and were
weighted most heavily in the analysis.

e Operational factors: road closure potential and cost to maintain
e Construction factors: time to construct, cut and fill amounts, etc.
¢ Natural resource factors: impacts on animals, vegetation, and waters

It should be noted that that two types of criteria and performance metrics were removed from
consideration as part of the assessment tool. Metrics related to cultural resources were
removed since the suggested metrics did not appropriately describe the resources and the
resources will be discussed in greater detail during direct communications with Native American
tribes in the area. There is also close alignment of cultural resources and natural resources. The
performance metrics related to the risk of litigation were also removed. The project team found
the metrics were highly speculative and did not speak to impacts which is the focus of the
current assessment.

The Project Team developed numeric-based metrics and identified high, medium, and low risk
ranges with corresponding color-coding in red, yellow, and green. The lowest scores, coded
green, were considered most desirable in terms of each of the metrics. The performance of
each alternative was assessed based on the metrics and assigned weighting. The team also
varied the assigned weights for the metrics and tested the results to demonstrate how weighting
variations could change the score. However, in several scenarios tested, while the scoring
changed, the rank order by performance did not. Of the seven build scenarios currently under
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consideration, Alternatives F and X consistently
ranked highest; the A1 and A2 alternatives ranked
strong in terms of operational factors but in the
middle of the pack for all other factors; and
Alternatives G1 and G2 consistently ranked low.

For more information on the alternatives, see the
presentation reproduced in Appendix A. The
proposed alignment maps and matrix showing how
scores were assigned based on various
combinations of factors and information on how the
criteria were assessed are included in Appendix B.

The team demonstrated that based on the
evaluation matrix, alternatives X and F scored
higher and were likely to be carried forward for
further study and the other alternatives dropped
from consideration.

Upon stakeholder request, the project team provided more detailed information regarding the
assessment process and results, including: how the criteria and performance metrics were
refined; details regarding data collection methods; specific examples of how weighting variations
would affect the results; maps showing construction and resource impact footprints for the
different alternatives; and a chart comparing estimated tree removal counts by type for each of
the alternatives.

Following the presentation, participants were asked to provide feedback, as well as ask any
guestions they might have regarding the alternatives assessment process and preliminary
results.

Participants used the videoconferencing chat feature and spoken discussion to provide input.
Their comments, along with information from the project team in response to their questions,
were recorded on a digital whiteboard (Appendix B). Note that project information as
represented in the digital whiteboard comments is not necessarily complete or presented with
full context; it is intended to show the types of questions and comments shared and include a
summarized record of the project team’s responses to stakeholder questions and comments.

Following the discussion, participants were asked to identify their level of support for the
alternatives assessment process and recommendations as discussed. Options for levels of
support included: highly supportive, somewhat supportive, neutral, somewhat unsupportive, or
do not support. It was emphasized that this was not intended to be a binding vote, but simply a
way to get a sense of the general level of support for the process as discussed. The polling
results are also included in Appendix B.
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Workshop Attendance

In addition to Caltrans District 1 and project team staff, the following organizations were
represented at the four workshops:

Cultural Resources Working Group Partner Working Group

= California State Parks = California State Parks

= Elk Valley Rancheria * Elk Valley Rancheria

« Redwood National and State Parks = Redwood National and State Parks
= Resighini Rancheria = Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation

= Tolowa Dee-Ni' Nation
= Tolowa Nation

Biological Resources Working Group Huffman Stakeholder Group

= California Coastal Commission = California State Parks

= California State Parks = Crescent City

= National Park Service = Crescent City-Del Norte Chamber of Commerce
= Resighini Rancheria = Del Norte County Board of Supervisors

= State Water Resources Control Board = Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

= US Army Corps of Engineers = Environmental Protection Information Center

= US Environmental Protection Agency (EPIC)

= US Fish and Wildlife Service = Friends of Del Norte

= Green Diamond Resource Company

= Humboldt County Association of Governments
* Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

= Office of Representative Jared Huffman

» Redwood National and State Parks

= Resighini Rancheria

Il. Key Findings

A. Results of the Alternatives Analysis

The following summarizes the preliminary results of the alternatives assessment that was
shared with the participants.

The initial application of the criteria and performance metrics yielded the following assessment
of each of the alternatives. The Project Team developed numeric metrics and identified ranges
(high, medium, and low) with corresponding colors red, yellow, and green. High scores
correlated with high impacts and were coded red. Scores in the medium range were coded
yellow and low scores, considered most desirable, were coded green.

The project team assessed the performance of each alternative. The team also assigned
weights and tested the results to demonstrate how weighting could influence the final score. The
team looked at a variety of scenarios that changed the final scores but there were few
modifications that resulted in a change in the rankings. They alternatives are listed in rank order
of performance from lowest (or best performing) to highest (or worst performing).
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Alternative X — Re-Engineering along Generally Current Alignment

Alternative X was developed at the request of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
FHWA wanted to make sure that Caltrans had given full consideration to a holistic effort to
reengineer a roadway generally along the current alignment to increase long-term stability
through large-scale dewatering, walls and other structures, terracing, alignment retreat in
specific locations and other improvements. To date, most repairs and improvements made to
Last Chance Grade have been in reaction to earth movement. Alternative X had positive
performance on most of the criteria and performance metrics. For example, Alternative X has by
far the lowest construction cost and the smallest project footprint, limiting potential impacts.
However, Alternative X performed relatively poorly on the operations metrics, eliciting concerns
from some working group participants. Caltrans responded to such concerns by noting its
successful implementation of dewatering activities at other locations and intention to further
develop and refine this alternative prior to the environmental document.

Alternative F — LCG Tunnel

Alternative F includes approximately one mile of tunnel that runs generally parallel to the
existing alignment to greatly reduce potential impacts to natural and cultural resources including
old growth trees. Limited geotechnical studies support the feasibility of this alternative. While
Alternative F is the second highest cost alternative (scoring poorly), Alternative F has lower
resource and construction impacts and performs well on operation metrics. Alternative F's
relatively lower environmental impacts also correlate with reduced mitigation costs.

Alternative L — Upslope Realignment

Alternative L is an alignment that would be located upslope of the existing roadway. The
intention of Alternative L was to achieve a higher level of stability relative to the existing
roadway. Recent geotechnical analysis revealed unanticipated results that the desired level of
stability would likely not be achieved. The poor performance on the related metrics, along with
the substantial impacts created by cutting a new path through current park land, resulted in a
higher than expected score on this alternative and potential for it to be removed from
consideration. While no formal decision was made, there were no voiced objections to removing
Alternative L from further study.

Alternatives A — East Side Realignment (A1 Short Tunnel, A2 Long Bridge)

Al and A2 go to the east of the ridge above Last Chance Landslides. Al includes a short
section of tunnel to rejoin US 101 on the north and A2 includes a long bridge to rejoin US 101
on the north. Both have significant cuts and fills creating a very large footprint that would require
significant soil disposal and other construction impacts, which strongly impact environmental
resources. While Al performs well on operations, Al is mostly located in current park land
resulting in poor scores in related metrics. There were no voiced objections to removing the A
alternatives from further study.

Alternatives G — West Side Realighment (G1 Short Tunnel, G2 Long Bridge)

Alternatives G1 and G2 are just east of the ridge above the Last Chance Grade Landslides in
Redwood National Park and Del Norte Coast Redwood State Park. These were the two lowest
performing alternatives across all metrics. Like alternatives A1 and A2, these have a large
project footprint and thus substantial construction impacts. Gl and G2 were consistently scored
medium and high in the metrics; the alternatives did not receive a “green” rating on any of the
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performance metrics. There were no objections voiced in response to a suggestion to drop the
two alternatives from further consideration.

B. Overall Assessment Process

A summary of stakeholders’ comments from across the four workshops is provided below. The
project team will consider all comments received in preparation for the final workshop.

Participants were largely satisfied with the detail included in the analysis and expressed
confidence or satisfaction with the analysis process. Some expressed their appreciation for the
rigor used in the process and how clearly it was explained during the workshop. Some found the
maps and charts very useful, adding considerably to their understanding of the impacts and
footprints of each alternative and their ability to provide useful feedback. Some participants were
surprised by the initial results, but the explanation and additional information led to a change of
opinion regarding the perceived impacts of particular alternatives.

e There were requests for more detailed information, including:
— A complete summary of the information in the preliminary analysis;

— Maps that clearly show the position of the most likely alternatives and associated
structures, as well as potential new edges;

— An overall timeline of the project including what studies are ongoing and which are
scheduled to begin soon;

— More specific information regarding natural resources metrics and mitigation (see
below); and

— A copy of the analyses and presentation slides.

e Overall, participants supported reducing the list of alternatives to be studied to increase
efficiency, decrease costs and lessen the time needed for analyses. However, they noted
the importance of including an analysis of the alternatives eliminated from further study in
the environmental document. This will help clarify to the public why they are no longer being
studied / considered, as well as satisfying the requirements of some permit evaluation
processes.

e Although most felt that the rankings of the alternatives were consistent with their
expectations, some were surprised that various alternatives ranked either higher or lower
than they expected.

e Comments and questions about the metrical analysis and ranking process included:

— Itis important to note the concerns expressed even when they did not change the
score for the metrics or alternatives.

— Did any of the scoring take engineering feasibility into account?

— How did climate change resiliency — specifically, planning for extreme weather
events — figure into these metrics?

o Working Group participants responded positively to a proposal by Caltrans that Workshop 3
should be convened as one large meeting rather than four separate stakeholder group
meetings. They also asked that information used in the alternatives analysis process be sent
to all working group members.
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Participants expressed their appreciation for Caltrans’ ongoing work to identify a long-term
solution while keeping the current road open during landslide repairs. Several noted that
they find Caltrans very open to stakeholder input and appreciate their willingness to provide
project information. They appreciate the dialogue between stakeholders with a variety of
perspectives and consider that reducing the alternatives to be studied to a manageable
number is a great accomplishment.

C. Comments on Specific Metrics

Operations

Some participants elevated the importance of operations as a metric, especially given
closures due to the recent rock and landslides, emphasizing that the entire purpose of the
project is to keep the road open and safe. Although there was agreement that it is crucial to
avoid or mitigate impacts to the environment, they questioned whether the risk of road
closure should be considered among the core factors and/or weighted more heavily.

Cultural Resources

Participants expressed some concern that cultural resources were eliminated as a metric
because those resources are an important consideration in the selection of an alternative.
They were pleased that the project team considers these resources to be a key concern and
will present detailed information for discussion at tribal council meetings, as well as
performing ethnographic interviews with tribes, in the very near future. Tribal input is
paramount in the consideration of impacts to cultural resources.

Tribal participants explained that natural resources and cultural resources overlap, even
though the law defines them separately. Some stakeholders were curious to know whether
the value of natural resources metrics would be increased if their cultural value were
integrated.

It was appreciated that traditional cultural properties and gathering areas were mentioned,
since resources of significance include more than those discovered through archeological
activities. The value of cultural resources cannot be determined by prioritizing them based
on the number or location of artifacts or other specific metrics.

It is an ongoing challenge to share cultural knowledge with young people given the loss of
access to resources caused by growing population and other existing impacts. It is therefore
crucial to avoid further impacts as much as possible.

Recommendations for providing information to tribal councils included:
— Provide a breakdown of details for the natural resource metrics.

— Visuals such as maps are very helpful; they should include topographic and
landscape details to clarify how the alternatives are situated in the landscape.

— For tribal council presentations only, document the general location of tribal cultural
resources on maps.

— Information should be sent out prior to the council meetings.

— Operational measures must also be discussed as closures have had a profound
impact on tribal government.
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Natural Resources
e Concerns and questions expressed regarding impacts to trees included:

— Knowing approximately how many trees are likely to be removed per alternative will
help stakeholders give better feedback on the assessments.

— Trees should be documented regardless of size as they are still valuable
resources—both natural and cultural.

— People were curious to know whether trees come down during slides, rather than just
resulting from construction impacts. The video of trees sliding down the ridge during
the current slide was a great illustration that trees are indeed impacted by landslides.

— Heavy winds often create blow-overs after logging. Has the possibility of blow-overs
on the ridgeline or new edges created by construction been considered among the
impacts?

e Other natural resources related concerns and questions included:

— Have the impacts of the alternatives on all animals been considered, studied and
documented?

— Is there any flat land that could be offered as a new state park or other recreational
asset, possibly as a source of revenue?

Mitigation
e Stakeholders wanted to know more about Caltrans’ plans for mitigation, including methods,
locations, and costs. Specific questions included:

— Were construction costs were weighted similarly to an equivalent amount in
mitigation costs?

— Were the number of acres considered in relation to the cost of mitigation?

— Is Caltrans considering the acquisition of offsite lands to assist in mitigation, and
have those costs been factored into the analysis?

D. Highest Ranking Alternatives

Stakeholders were generally comfortable with the designation of alternatives X and F as the
highest ranking, particularly because they seem the least impactful. While many were satisfied
with the recommendation to limit further study to these two alternatives, some concern was
expressed for limiting further study to only two build alternatives, especially given doubts about
Alternative X and whether these two alternatives will be accepted by the public (see below for
more details).

Alternative X
e Stakeholders requested a better understanding of Alternative X, including:

= How distinct is this alternative from the current alignment; what distinguishes it from
simply continuing to repair the current road?

= How long it will take to obtain additional data to assess its feasibility and compare it
to the better studied alternatives?

= How well does it perform in terms of the operations metrics? Will it require closing
the roadway during construction?
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= |f dewatering is potential mitigation for slope instability, should it be part of the
ongoing process of road repair already? How does dewatering affect erosion and
does it lower the risk of slope instability?

= Do the estimated costs for alternative X include funding for current repairs?

Some were uncomfortable with the high ranking of Alternative X and that all but one other
build alternative may be eliminated from study without knowing whether X is feasible. It may
be difficult to get popular support for this option because many people are frustrated with the
never-ending repairs on the existing road, and have difficulty believing that Alternative X is
different from just continuing to fix the existing road. It is likely that many will object to
anything being done on the current alignment.

Information provided in the workshop makes the distinction clear and clarifies why
Alternative X is being considered, but this needs to be carefully explained to stakeholders
and the broader public. Recommendations for doing so include:

— Present X with well-considered messaging. Characterize it as a proactive, holistic,
global solution that addresses root causes, and emphasize that it is a new build.
Focus on the lack of tree impacts and cost savings from discontinuing study of the
alternatives with much larger footprints.

— Present the alternatives that are top performers first and those that perform less well
last.

— Use visuals to convey the message, such as an aerial view with an outline to give a
better idea of how it will look that can be played on a loop at the opening of
meetings.

— If people call for bringing the “A” alternatives back online for study, be prepared to

clarify how they perform less well as demonstrated by metrics. Demonstrate that they
provide no more advantage for the larger cost and impacts.

Alternative F

Some were surprised by the high ranking of Alternative F, and that its cost and impacts were
lower than expected; many expected it to be recommended for elimination from study.
Satisfaction was expressed that it ranked high given its comparatively low impacts and good
performance on operations metrics.

Concerns and questions included:

— Has Alternative F been determined to be viable, given the geotechnical and safety
concerns? Curious to know what kept it in consideration.

— How far underground will the tunnel be in relation to the forested landscape (both
surface and roots)?

— What is the extent of tree impacts at the tunnel portals?
— Has a bike lane been considered in the tunnel?

Suggestion that many members of the public are not in favor of this alternative. Public
comfort with the alternative may include:

— Explain that more certainly has been gained about the stability of the tunnel due to
completed and ongoing studies; note how it reduces impacts on the surface.
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— Consider using music or sound effects in the tunnel to help relieve stress and
claustrophobia (e.g., I-5 bridge outside Eugene which plays a melody as you cross).

— Turn the tunnel into an amenity through the addition of art installations or other
features.

E. Lower Ranking Alternatives

Alternatives Al and A2

e Stakeholders were mostly satisfied with the idea of removing these alternatives from further
study, given their large footprints, significant construction and natural resource impacts, and
overlap with tribal lands.

Alternative L

¢ Some stakeholders were surprised that L did not rank more highly. They had hoped that its
location upslope from the current alignment would provide more geologic stability. They had
not understood that L has an entirely new footprint and would have significant natural
resource impacts, including a large number of old growth redwoods.

Alternatives G1 and G2

e Stakeholders agreed that eliminating the G alternatives from further study or consideration is
logical based on the analysis and prior discussion. They do not seem viable due to their
large scale, high impacts, and poor performance in the metrical analysis.

lll. General Findings

Participant comments and feedback from the four workshops indicated there was general
support for the criteria and performance metrics used and the rigor of the analysis applied to the
assessment that identified Alternative X and F as the two highest performing. Given the
substantial difference in performance between X and F and the remaining alternatives,
participants appeared open to the recommendation to drop the other five alternatives from
further study. There was concern voiced related to studying X given the history of the roadway,
current slide activity and little information known about its viability. Should X prove not to be
viable, the process would have only one build alternative which features a tunnel.

IV. Polling on Level of Support

Before the close of each meeting, participants were asked to identify their level of support for
the refined criteria and initial alternatives assessment. The polling was not considered a binding
vote but was intended as feedback on the direction provided to the project team.

The level of support for the overall process as described was neutral or greater across all four
workshops, except for a single “somewhat unsupportive” response from Congressman
Huffman’s Stakeholder Working Group. There were no responses of “do not support.” The
Cultural Resources Working Group had the highest percentage of those who were neutral
(43%); in all other groups, the percentage of those who were either highly or somewhat
supportive was greater than the percentage of those who were neutral. The highest level of
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agreement was among members of the LCG Partners Working Group, with 100% highly
supportive.

When asked to comment on responses that were less than supportive, stakeholders replied as
follows:

¢ So much of the discussion, particularly in relation to cultural resources, rests on tribal input
rather than on metrical analysis.

e As a relative newcomer to the group, currently just listening and learning.
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Alternatives Analysis Methodology — Workshop #2

Cultural Resources Working Group
Monday, March 1, 2021
10:00 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.

Biological Resources Working Group
Tuesday, March 2, 2021
3:00 p.m. -5:00 p.m.

Partner Working Group
Wednesday, March 3, 2021
3:00 p.m. -5:00 p.m.

Huffman Stakeholder Group
Thursday, March 4, 2021
3:00 p.m. —-5:00 p.m.

Workshop Objectives:

Review how the results from Workshop #1 were integrated into the process of the
alternatives analysis.

Get agreement on the process for evaluating the alternatives.

Get agreement on the results of the assessment and the alternatives to be fully studied.

Topic

Speaker

Discussion Tool

Welcome and Agenda Review

Jaime Matteoli, Caltrans

Joan Chaplick, MIG

Chat and Raise
Hands

Highlights of the findings from Alternatives
Analysis Workshop #1

Joan Chaplick, MIG

Chat and Raise
Hands

Overview of revisions to the criteria and
performance metrics

Dina Potter, HNTB
John Cook, ICF

Chat and Raise
Hands

Presentation and discussion of the initial
application of criteria and performance metrics

John Cook, ICF
Joan Chaplick, MIG
All participants

Chat and Raise
Hands

Level of Support for Process to Date

Joan Chaplick, MIG
All participants

Polling, Chat and
Raise Hands

Next Steps and Closing Comments

Jaime Matteoli

Chat and Raise
Hands

Caltrans District 1

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #2, March 2021—Summary of Results
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Virtual participation on Zoom

1 Audio & Video 2 Chat

Computer * Click on the chat and type

* Use the toolbar your comments and questions
e We’'ll take comments

Phone throughout the workshop

* Access dial-in number

e Use *9 to raise hand

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #2, March 2021—Summary of Results
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Virtual participation on Zoom

Participants

* Select icon on the toolbar to open the participants’ window
* Select ‘Raise Hand’ button

Purpose
Purpose of the Alternatives Analysis

e Assess the alternatives and advance those that best meet the project objectives to be further
studied in the environmental document

Purpose of Today’s Workshop

e Get agreement on how the alternatives are assessed by providing input on the criteria and
performance measures and potential weighting

e Review and discuss the results of the assessment

e Explore the best alternatives to carry forward into the environmental document

Caltrans District 1 A-3
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Value of Screening Alternatives

 Save time and resources — reduce footprint to be studied and
cost of studies, select final alternative sooner

* Reduces extent of ground-disturbing studies

* Recognize alternatives that don’t perform well when assessed
based on these metrics

* Design and study resources go further, allowing for more in-
depth work

* Provides higher level of certainty, lowered risk of schedule delay

Alternatives Analysis Process

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #2, March 2021—Summary of Results
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Agenda

* Highlights of the Findings from Workshop #1
e Revisions to the Criteria and Performance Metrics

* Discussion of the Results of the Initial Application of the Criteria &
Performance Metrics

e Levels of Support for Process to Date

* Next Steps and Closing Comments

Project
Alternatives

Caltrans District 1 A-5
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Highlights of Results of Workshop #1

» Assessed five objectives, 11 criteria with 16 performance
measures

* |[dentified the core factors that seemed most important across
groups

e Removed criteria and performance metrics related to cultural
resources

* Removed litigation as a performance metric; focus of assessment is
impacts

* Refined and added metrics related to natural resources

Caltrans District 1
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Preliminary Results of Alternatives

Assessment

* F and X rise to the top
when looking at all factors
* F consistently ranks in top 2
* X strong except in
Operations
* G Alternatives
consistently rank low

e A Alts rank strong in
Operations but middle of
pack for all other factors

Core Factors (Major Trees, Construction Costs, Mitigation Cost)

X L F A1 A2 G1 G2 |
1 3 2 3 s Il

Operational Factors (Road Closure Potential, Cost to Maintain)

X L F Al A2 G1 G2 |

. 1 1 4 4

Construction Factors (Time to Construct, Cut and Fill, etc)

X L F Al A2 Gl G2

2 3 1 5 3 5 5

Natural Resource Factors (Animals, Vegetation, Waters)

X L F A1 A2 G1 G2
2 3 1 4 4

All Factors Together
X L F Al A2 Gl G2
2 5 1 4 3

Caltrans District 1
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Polling on Overall Process in Today’s
Workshop

* The poll is anonymous and is not a binding vote. It is intended as a way to gauge
general support for the process that has been discussed.

* What is your level of support for the alternatives assessment process
as discussed today?
— Highly supportive
— Somewhat supportive
— Neutral
— Somewhat unsupportive

— Do not support

Caltrans District 1
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Next Steps and Next Meeting

* Meeting format is being replicated with all four groups
* Project Team will collectively review feedback and update the analysis

* Project Team will recommend to the groups the alternatives that will be
included in the impact analysis

* Project Team will seek agreement with the groups on the alternatives

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #2, March 2021—Summary of Results

Appendix A: Workshop Agenda and Presentation

A-9



Appendix B: Alternatives Analysis Process - Additional Information

How We Responded to the Comments
and Requested Revisions

e Looked at the availability of the data

e Considered if the requested data is needed now (at the
alternatives stage) or would it be more definitive during the
impact analysis

* Looked at the criteria and metrics in the context of other metrics-
collectively what do they tell us about the alternative

Caltrans District 1 B-1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #2, March 2021—Summary of Results
Appendix B: Alternatives Analysis Process - Additional Information



Methodology

e Working Group feedback informed:

— Refinements/Additions to factors

— Grouping of factors

= Core Factors

— Weighting of Factors
= Scoring System

* Core Factors: weighted most heavily (5 out of 5)
e Others: Weights assigned by staff, based on Working Group feedback

Cost to construct, millions

Weighted Score
Cost to Construct Score

X

L

$220

$360

Al

A2

G1

G2
$520

Caltrans District 1
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Core Factors

* Trees - Areas predominantly:

— Redwoods
= Old Growth
= Mature (Slide Compromised)

= Green Diamond Marbled Murrelet preserve area

— Other Mature Conifers

 Cost to build
* Cost to mitigate

Caltrans District 1
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Example: Cost to Construct

e District 1 identified Construction Cost as one of many important
performance measures $1,200

*  Working Group Round 1 Meetings — broad agreement cost is “make or
break” $1,000

e District 1 elevated cost to a “Core Factor”

$800
* Scoring/Weighting 2
* Score o 5600
e Costs for each alternative compared against each other s
* Lowest cost 2> Lowest (best) score (1 on scale of 1
to 5) $400
¢ Middle Cost = 3 on scale of 1-5
. H cost = Highest (worst) score (5 on scale of $200
0
*  Weight s

e “Core Factors” have heaviest possible weight (5 on scale of 1 to 5)
¢ Weighted Score = Score X Weight

* Best Possible =5

e Worst Possible = 25

Cost to construct, millions
Score
Weighted Score

Construction Cost Estimate

Highest Cost

°
Least Cost
°
X L F Al A2 G1 G2
ALTERNATIVE Factor Weight
5
X L F Al A2 G1 G2
$220 $360 $690 $520
1 1 5 5 3 5 3
5 5 25 25 15 25 15

Caltrans District 1
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix

Factor Equalized
CORE FACTORS X F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight [ Factor Weight
Trees (Sum of all Redwoods (incl GDRC MAMU 13.9 1.6 2.3 4.7 4.9 7.2 5 3
Preserve) + Other Mature Conifers - acres)
Weight 3 1 1 3 3 3
Tree Score (Weight Score X Factor Weight) 15 5 5 15 15 15
Cost to construct, millions $220 S360 $520 5 3
Weighted Score 1 1 3
Cost to Construct Score 5 5 15
Cost of Mitigation Medium 5 3
Weight 3 5 3 5 5 5 5
Cost of Mitigation Score 15 25 15 25 25 25 25
Total Score, Core Factors 35 55 45 55 55 65 55
Best Possible Core Factors Score
15

Worst Possible Core Factors Score

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Ranking, Just the Core Factors 1 3 2 3 3 - 3
Key:
Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst
GDRC = Green Diamond Resource Company
MAMU = marbeled murrelet (protected species)
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 2

Factor Equalized

OPERATIONAL FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight | Factor Weight
Road Closure Potential _ L L L M M 4 3
Weight 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Road Closure Potential Score 20 20 4 4 12 12
Cost to maintain (relative to existing) _ L L L M M 1 3
Weight 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Cost to maintain Score 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Traffic Mobility D ¢ L L M M 3 3
Weight 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Traffic Mobility Score 15 15 3 3 3 9 9

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Total Score, Operational Factors 40 40 8 8 8 24 24
Best Possible Operational Score

8

Worst Possible Operational Score

X L F Al A2 Gl G2
Ranking, Just Operational Factors 1 1 1 4 4
Key:
Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst

Caltrans District 1 B-6
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 3

Trail Relocation Potential (humber of trail
intersections)

Factor Equalized
CONSTRUCTION FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight |Factor Weight
Footprint Size (acres) 35.7 167.5 15.4 _ 4 3
Weight 1 3 1 5 5 5 5
Footprint Size Score 4 12 4 20 20 20 20
Time to Construct (years) 3.5 3.5 7 5 3 5 3 3 3
Weight 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Time to Construct score 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CY of cut/fill deposited within project area 0 0 0 _ 4 3
Weight 1 1 1 5 5 5 5
CY cut/fill deposited on site score 4 4 4 20 20 20 20
CY of cut/fill to be deposited offsite aook_ [BENI 650K 0 0 0 0 4 3
Weight 3 5 3 1 1 1 1
CY cut/fill deposited off site score 12 20 12 4 4 4 4

5

Weight 3 1 3 1 3 3
Trail Relocation Score 6 10 2 6 2 6 6
Total Score, Construction Factors 35 55 31 59 55 59 59
Best Possible Construction Score
17

Worst Possible Construction Score

X L F Al A2 Gl G2
Ranking, Just Construction Factors 2 3 1 5 3 5 5
Key:
Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst
CY = Cubic yards
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 4

Factor Equalized

NATURAL FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight | Factor Weight
Other Vegetation-Related Natural Factors (Excludes Redwoods and Mature Conifers - see Core Issues)
Red Alder (Parks + GDRC) 123 61.1 8.0 69.4 604 | 3 3
Weight 1 3 1 3 3 5 5
Red Alder Score 3 9 3 9 9 15 15
Coastal Scrub/Grassland (Parks + GDRC) 2.5 _ 0.5 6.0 6.0 _ 3 3
Weight 1 5 1 1 1 5 5
Coast Scrub/Grassland 3 15 3 3 3 15 15
New Edges - Natl + State Parks (miles) 1.4 _ 1.7 0.8 0.5 2.2 1.9 3 3
Weight 1 5 3 1 1 3 3
New Edges - Natl + State Parks 3 15 9 3 3 9 9
New Edges - GDRC 0.0 0.0 oo RIS 10 13 1 3
Weight 1 1 1 5 5 3 3
New Edges - GDRC 1 1 1 5 5 3 3
Other Green Diamond Land (e.g., logged 2000-
2010, logged 2010-2020, other conifer young, and
young redwood) 0 0 0 2 3
Weight 1 1 1 5 5 5 5
Other Green Diamond Land Score 2 2 2 10 10 10 10

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Combined Score, Other Vegetation-Related
Natural Factors 12 42 18 30 30 52 52
Best Possible Other Vegetation Score

12

Worst Possible Other Vegetation Score
Vegetation Factors - Ranking 1 2 3 3

Key:

Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst

GDRC = Green Diamond Resource Company
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 5

Factor Equalized

NATURAL FACTORS (continued) X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight | Factor Weight
Wildlife-Related Natural Factors
MAMU occupied habitat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 4 3
Weight 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
MAMU occupied habitat score 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
MAMU designated critical habitat (acres) -

57.2 13.7 7.60 10.0 54.8 57.1

2 3
Weight 3 1 1 1 3 3
MAMU critical habitat score 6 2 2 2 6 6
Marten Core habitat (acres) 17.2 36.6 2.4 44.70 56.9 46.1 56.2 3 3
Weight 3 3 1 3 3 3 3
Marten core habitat score 9 9 3 9 9 9 9
Low (1.5)| Low (2) Low (1.0)
Potential to Disrupt Wildlife Connectivity (Rating) 3 3
Weight 1 1 1
Wildlife Connectivity Score 3 3 3
NSO suitable habitat (acres) 14.0 725 3.9 79.2 4 3
Weight 1 3 1 3
NSO suitable habitat score 4 12 4 12
Combined Score, Wildlife-Related Natural Factors X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Best Possible Wildlife Score 26 38 16 50 50 46 46
16.0

Worst Possible Wildlife Score
Ranking: Wildlife Factors 2 3 1 _

Key:

Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst

MAMU = marbeled murrelet (protected species)
NSO = northern spotted owl! (protected species)
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 6

Factor Equalized

NATURAL FACTORS (continued) X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight | Factor Weight
Waters-Related Factors
New Tributary Crossings 0 1 0 7 8 5 7 3 3
Weight 1 1 1 3 3 3 3
New Tributary Crossings Score 3 3 9 9 9 9
Wilson Creek Watershed disturbance (acres) 1 66.2 4.5 _ 83.6 91.2 1 3
Weight 1 3 1 5 5 3 3
Wilson Creek watershed disturbance score 1 3 1 5 5 3 3

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Combined Natural Factors (Vegetation + Wildlife +
Waters) 42 86 38 94 94 110 110
Best Possible Natural Factors Score

32

Worst Possible Natural Factors Score

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
Ranking: All Natural Factors 2 1 4 4 _
Key:
Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst
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Alternatives Ranking Matrix, Page 7

X L F Al A2 G1 G2
ALL FACTORS COMBINED - WEIGHTED 152 236 122 216 212 258 248
Best Possible Score
72
Worst Possible Score
Ranking All Factors Combined, Weighted 5 1
X L F
ALL FACTORS COMBINED - ALL FACTORS
WEIGHTED EQUALLY (3) 147 225 105 207 201 243 237
Best Possible Score
72
Worst Possible Score
T L F
Ranking: All Factors Equal Weight 5 1
Core Factors + Natural Factors 77 141 83 149 149 175 165
Best Possible Score
47.0
Worst Possible Score
Ranking: Just Core Factors + Natural Factors 1 3 2 4 4 _
Key:
Green / low number - Best; Red / high number - Worst
Caltrans District 1 B-11
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Alternatives Maps: Proposed Alignments
Overview

"West Side”

X (Yellow), F (Red), and L (Peach) A1 and G1

Caltrans District 1
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"West Side”
X (Yellow), F (Red), and L (Peach)
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A1 and G1
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A2 and G2
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Appendix C: Workshop Attendance, Polling and Whiteboard Results

Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project
Alternatives Analysis Methodology — Workshop #2
Record of Working Group Invitations and Attendance

Cultural Resources Working Group
Monday, March 1, 2021, 10:00 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.

Attended | Invited, Did Not Attend
Stakeholders
California State Parks California State Parks
¢ Greg Colins, Cultural Resources Program Manager, e Amber Barton, Associate State Archaeologist
North Coast Redwoods District

Elk Valley Rancheria
Elk Valley Rancheria ¢ Kevin Mealue, Cultural Resource Specialist (Att. 3/3)
¢ Dale Miller, Chairman Resighini Rancheria

e Crista Stewart, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer « Shaunna McCovey, Director of Natural Resources &

(THPO) _ . . Governmental Affairs
¢ Richard Warner, Vice-Chairman, Transportation

National Park Service / Redwood National & State

Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation
¢ Karin Levy, Cultural Resource Specialist

P_ark§ . e Marvin Richards, Senior Tribal Council
¢ Karin Grantham, Chief, Resource Management and .
Science Tolowa Nation

¢ Max Keyes, Chairman
¢ Raja Storr

Yurok Tribe
e Don Barnes, Director, Office of Self-Governance

¢ Rosie Clayburn, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
(THPO)

¢ Kevin McCardle, Historical Landscape Architect
¢ Saylor Moss, Chief of Planning and Compliance

Resighini Rancheria
¢ Kathy Dowd, THPO, Councilperson
e Megan Van Pelt, Executive Director

Tolowa Dee-ni’ Nation « Grant Klopmeyer, Transportation Planner

¢ Leann Babcock, Chair. ) ) . ¢ Brandi Natt, Transportation (no longer works for
e Amanda O’Connell, Tribal Historic Preservation Yurok Tribe)

Officer (THPO)

Tolowa Nation
e Charlene Storr, North Coast Director

e Samantha Reid, Cultural Resource Specialist

Project Staff

Caltrans District 1 Staff Caltrans District 1 Staff

e Steven Croteau, Senior Environmental Planner, North | e Sara Atchley-Thomas, District Native American
Region Environmental Liaison

e Tim Keefe, Senior Environmental Planner ¢ Alexandra Thiel, Environmental Planning, Biologist

¢ Alexis Kelso, Project Planning Liaison (Att. 3/2)

e Jaime Matteoli, Last Chance Grade Project Manager | project Team (Consultants)

¢ Whitney Petrey, District 1 Native American ICE

Coordinator, North Region
¢ Stacey Zolnoski, Associate Environmental Planner /
Archaeologist

Project Team (Consultants)

HNTB

¢ Dina Potter, Project Manager

¢ John Litzinger, Group Director / Senior Project
Manager

ICF

¢ John Cook, Environmental Planning Principal

MIG

¢ Joan Chaplick, Public Engagement Manager

e Maria Mayer, Senior Project Associate

e Karin Lilienbecker, Environmental Manager

Area West Environmental
¢ Aimee Dour-Smith (Att. 3/2)
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Biological Resources Working Group
Tuesday, March 2, 2021, 3:00 — 5:00 p.m.

Attended

Invited, Did Not Attend

Stakeholders

California Coastal Commission

e Tamara Gedik, Coastal Program Analyst

e Amber Leavitt, Transportation Program Analyst
e Bob Merrill, North Coast Director

California State Parks

e Lathrop Leonard, Forester |

o Keith Slauson, Wildlife Program Leader
e Carol Wilson, Environmental Scientist

National Park Service / Redwood National and State

Parks

¢ Leonel Arguello, Chief, Resource Management and
Science

¢ Keith Bensen, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Redwood
National Park

Resighini Rancheria

e Kathy Dowd, THPO, Councilperson (Att. 3/1)

State Water Resources Control Board

e Susan Stewart, North Coast Regional Water Control
Board

US Army Corps of Engineers

¢ Daniel B. Breen, Senior Regulatory Project Manager

US Environmental Protection Agency

e Carolyn Mulvihill, NEPA Reviewer - Transportation

US Fish and Wildlife Service
e Gregory Schmidt, Fish and Wildlife Biologist

California Coastal Comission
e Tami Grove, Transportation Program Manager

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
¢ Jennifer Olson, Senior Environmental Scientist,
Coastal Conservation Planning

California State Parks

e Victor Bjelajac, District Superintendent Il (Att. 3/3 &
3/4)

e Shannon Dempsey, North Coast Redwoods District

e Amber Transou, Environmental Scientist - North
Coast Redwoods District

e Brett Silver, District Superintendent |

County of Del Norte
e Taylor Carsley, Planner

Elk Valley Rancheria
o Crista Stewart, THPO (Att. 3/1)
o Kevin Mealue, Cultural Resource Specialist (Att. 3/3)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

e Dan Free, Fisheries Biologist

¢ Jeffrey Jahn, Branch Chief, West Coast Regional
Office

¢ Mike Kelly, Fisheries Biologist

National Park Service
e David Best, GIS Coordinator, Redwood National Park

National Park Service / Redwood National and State
Parks
e Dave Roemer, Deputy Superintendent (Att. 3/3 & 3/4)

Resighini Rancheria

e Brad Norman, Wetlands Coordinator

e Megan Van Pelt, Executive Director (Att. 3/1 & 3/4)
¢ Erika Partee, Natural Resources Director

o Karin Levy, Cultural Resource Specialist

US Army Corps of Engineers
e Sarah M. Firestone
e LK. Sirkin, Lead Biologist

US Environmental Protection Agency
e Jennifer Siu, Wetlands Section

Yurok Tribe

¢ Chris West, Senior Wildlife Biologist

¢ Dave Hillemeier, Director, Fisheries Department

¢ Joseph James, Chairman

e Louisa McCovey, Environmental Director

* Matthew Hanington, Water Division Manager

e Richard Nelson, Director, Watershed Restoration

¢ Rosie Clayburn, THPO

e Suzanne Fluharty, Division Manager, Community and
Ecosystems

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #2 — Attendance Record
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Biological Resources Working Group
Tuesday, March 2, 2021, 3:00 — 5:00 p.m.

Attended | Invited, Did Not Attend
Project Staff
Caltrans District 1 Staff Caltrans District 1 Staff
e Alex Arevalo, NPDES Storm Water Coordinator e Brandon Larsen, Senior Environmental Planner

» Steven Croteau, Senior Environmental Planner, North | prpiject Team (Consultants)
Region Environmental
o Kellie Eldridge, Environmental Planner ICE
. T . - o Karin Lilienbecker, Environmental Manager
¢ Stephanie Frederickson, Senior Resource Specialist
¢ Alexis Kelso, Project Planning Liaison
¢ Jaime Matteoli, Last Chance Grade Project Manager
¢ Alexandra Thiel, Environmental Planning, Biologist
Project Team (Consultants)
HNTB
¢ Dina Potter, Project Manager
¢ John Litzinger, Group Director / Senior Project
Manager
ICE
¢ John Cook, Environmental Planning Principal
Area West Environmental
o Aimee Dour-Smith
MIG
¢ Joan Chaplick, Public Engagement Manager
e Maria Mayer, Senior Project Associate

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #2 — Attendance Record Page 3
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Partner Working Group
Wednesday, March 3, 2021, 3:00 — 5:00 p.m.

Attended

Invited, Did Not Attend

Stakeholders

California State Parks
e Victor Bejlaiac, District Superintendent Il

Elk Valley Rancheria
¢ Kevin Mealue, Cultural Resource Specialist

National Park Service / Redwood National and State

Parks

¢ Steve Mietz, Superintendent, Redwood National and
State Parks

e Dave Roemer, Deputy Superintendent

Tolowa Dee-Ni’ Nation
e Zack Chapman, TERO Director

California State Parks
o Brett Silver, District Superintendent |

Elk Valley Rancheria

¢ Crista Stewart, THPO (Att. 3/1)

¢ Richard Warner, Vice-Chairman, Transportation (Att.
3/1)

Green Diamond Resource Company
¢ Craig Compton, North Coast Director

Resighini Rancheria

e Kathy Dowd, THPO, Councilperson (Att. 3/1)

¢ Moonchay Dowd, Vice-Chairperson, General
Assistance Program (GAP) Manager

e Megan Van Pelt, Executive Director (Att. 3/1 & 3/4)

Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation

¢ Tim Hoone, Transportation Planning Director

e Amanda O’Connell, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO) (Att. 3/1)

Yurok Tribe

e Rosie Clayburn, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
(THPO)

¢ Joseph James, Chairman

« Brandi Natt, Transportation (no longer employed by
Tribe)

Project Staff

Caltrans District 1 Staff

¢ Steven Croteau, Senior Environmental Planner, North
Region Environmental

¢ Alexis Kelso, Project Planning Liaison

¢ Jaime Matteoli, Last Chance Grade Project Manager

Project Team (Consultants)

HNTB

¢ Dina Potter, Project Manager

¢ John Litzinger, Group Director / Senior Project
Manager

ICF

¢ John Cook, Environmental Planning Principal

MIG

¢ Joan Chaplick, Public Engagement Manager

e Maria Mayer, Senior Project Associate

Caltrans District 1 Staff

e Sara Atchley-Thomas, District Native American
Liaison

o Tim Keefe, Senior Environmental Planner (Att. 3/1)

¢ Rebecca Law, Project Management Support

Project Team (Consultants)

ICE
¢ Karin Lilienbecker, Environmental Manager

Area West Environmental
o Aimee Dour-Smith (Att. 3/2)

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #2 — Attendance Record
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Huffman Stakeholder Group
Thursday, March 4, 2021, 3:00 — 5:00 p.m.

Attended | Invited, Did Not Attend

Stakeholders

California State Parks C. Renner Petroleum

« Victor Bjelajac, District Superintendent Il e Sabina Renner, CEO / Secretary

Community Representative California Highway Patrol

o Kurt Stremberg e Lieutenant Larry Depee, Commander

Crescent City California State Parks

e Jason Greenough, Mayor o Brett Silver, District Superintendent |

Crescent City-Del Norte Chamber of Commerce Elk Valley Rancheria

e Cindy Vosburg, Executive Director ¢ Richard Warner, Vice-Chairman, Transportation (Att.

Del Norte County Board of Supervisors 3/1)

o Valerie Starkey, Supervisor, 2nd District Rumiano Cheese

Del Norte Local Transportation Commission * Gary Smits

¢ Gerry Hemmingsen, Commissioner; Del Norte County | Save the Redwoods Leagque

Board of Supervisors, District 4 ¢ Laura Lalemand, Forest Ecologist
EPIC Yurok Tribe
e Tom Wheeler, Executive Director ¢ Joseph James, Chairman

Friends of Del Norte
e Don Gillespie

Green Diamond Resource Company
e Craig Compton, North Coast Director

Humboldt County Association of Governments
e Gordon Johnson, Council Member, City of Rio Dell

Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
o Steve Madrone, Supervisor, 5th District

Office of Representative Jared Huffman
o Ciara Emery, Field Representative
¢ John Driscoll, District Representative

Redwood National Parks
e Dave Roemer, Deputy Superintendent

Resighini Rancheria
 Megan Van Pelt, Executive Director
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Huffman Stakeholder Group
Thursday, March 4, 2021, 3:00 — 5:00 p.m.

Attended | Invited, Did Not Attend

Project Staff

Caltrans District 1 Staff Caltrans District 1 Staff
¢ Steven Croteau, Senior Environmental Planner, North | e Sebastian Cohen, Construction Management

Region Environmental S Project Team (Consultants)
¢ Alexis Kelso, Project Planning Liaison HNTB

o Clayton Malmber - .
. Jair)r:e Matteoli, Lgst Chance Grade Project Manager * ag:tizggeﬁazrgfnﬁic'\{fl?)r;a%?sr fg::)n ded all other
e Charlie Narwold, Chief of Geotechnical Services '
e Karen Sanders, Transportation Engineer, RE, ICE N i

Emergency LCG Projects e Karin Lilienbecker, Environmental Manager
o Matt Smith, Design Area West Environmental

e Aimee Dour-Smith (Att. 3/2)

Project Team (Consultants)

National Center for Conflict Resolution

¢ Joy Keller-Weidman, Senior Program Manager,
Huffman Stakeholder Group Facilitator

HNTB

¢ John Litzinger, Group Director / Senior Project
Manager

ICE

John Cook, Environmental Planning Principal

I

* Joan Chaplick, Public Engagement Manager

o Maria Mayer, Senior Project Associate

®
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Last Chance Grade Working Group Alternatives Analysis Methodology Workshop 2 - Polling Results
. . . Somewhat
. . Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral . Do not support

What is your level of support for the alternatives unsupportive Total #
assessment process as discussed today?

% # % # % # % # % #
Cultural Resources Working Group 43% 3 14% 1 43% 3 0% 0 0% 0 7
Biological Resources Working Group 82% 9 0% 0 18% 2 0% 0 0% 0 11
LCG Partners 100% 4 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 4
Huffman Stakeholder Group 62% 8 31% 4 0% 0 8% 1 0% 0 13

Caltrans District 1 C-7
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MURAL Whiteboard Notes
Cultural Resources Working Group, 3-1-2021
Page 1
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[. Introduction

Workshop Purpose and Format

The Last Chance Grade (LCG) Permanent Restoration Project is a project proposed by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to find a permanent solution to the instability
and roadway failure on a 3-mile segment of U.S. Highway 101 in Del Norte County. As part of
the process in selecting a safe and reliable long-term solution to this problem, Caltrans
conducted an alternatives analysis to determine which of the seven build alternatives should be
studied further in the environmental impact analysis. The alternatives analysis process was
developed with input from the four working groups. The analysis was based on criteria and
performance measures related to the project’s major objectives, which include providing a long-
term safe and reliable roadway, reducing maintenance costs, and protecting the economy and
natural and cultural resources. The analysis resulted in Alternatives X and F being selected for
further study.

The purpose of the alternatives analysis was to:

e Assess the range of possible alternatives and determine how well they performed when
evaluated using specific criteria and performance metrics

¢ Identify the technically and economically feasible alternatives for further detailed study in the
environmental document

e Save time and resources by conducting detailed studies on a smaller footprint area
¢ Reduce the area and extent of ground-disturbing studies for selection of the final alternative
e Provide a higher level of certainty and lowered risk of schedule delay

Caltrans hosted a series of workshops to solicit and refine LCG stakeholder input on the
methodology and criteria. The purpose of each round of workshops was as follows:

o Workshop Round 1: Present initial alternatives analysis methodology and obtain initial
stakeholder input. Based on stakeholder input, consider data needed to achieve each
metric, determine whether another metric could serve as a proxy, or if the metric is useful in
differentiating one alternative from another.

e Workshop Round 2: Discuss initial alternatives analysis results and recommended
alternatives for further study using refined methodology and criteria. Assess further
refinements to methodology and criteria based on stakeholder input.

e Workshop Round 3: Share the final alternative analysis results and the alternatives
selected for further study as completed using the refined criteria and methodology. Allow
stakeholders to review and support the process and understand the alternatives selected.
Assess the level of support for Caltrans’ decision.

The structure of Rounds 1 and 2 of the process was to conduct the same workshop with each of
the four working groups. These groups include:

o Cultural Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for cultural resources
management.

e Biological Resources Working Group: Members have responsibilities for natural resource
management and permitting.
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e Last Chance Grade Partners: Members have land ownership and land management
responsibilities.

¢ Congressman Huffman’s Stakeholder Group: Members include representatives from local
governments, tribal groups, businesses, agencies, and environmental groups who provide
feedback to all the partners involved.

The first workshop of this series was conducted with each of the four working groups between
December 14 and 17, 2020. Participants identified the metrics of greatest importance and
identified additional metrics for consideration. The results of the workshops were documented in
a summary report, dated February 2021, that was provided to workshop participants.

During the second round of workshops, which was again conducted with each of the four
working groups between March 1 and 4, 2021, the Project Team presented the results of the
initial alternatives analysis using the refined methodology based on stakeholder input, an
assessment of each alternative, and solicited stakeholder input on these results.

Workshop 3 was convened as one workshop for all four working groups, so that everyone could
hear each other’s questions and comments. It was held using Webex and designed to be
interactive. Participants viewed a presentation (Appendix A) on the alternatives analysis
process, timeline, value, and results, including clarification on the alternatives either selected for
or removed from further detailed study, and the reasons behind those selections.

The presentation explained how the alternatives analysis process was used to select
alternatives for further study and it detailed why these alternatives were being studied further.

Criteria and performance metrics were grouped into four general categories. They included:

e Core factors identified as most important across all working groups. These included major
trees including old growth redwoods, construction costs, and mitigation costs, and were
weighted most heavily in the analysis.

e Operational factors: road closure potential and cost to maintain
e Construction factors: time to construct, cut and fill amounts, etc.
e Natural resource factors: impacts on animals, vegetation, and waters

The Project Team developed numeric-based metrics and identified high, medium, and low risk
ranges with corresponding color-coding in red, yellow, and green. The lowest scores, coded
green, were considered most desirable in terms of each of the metrics. The performance of
each alternative was assessed based on the metrics and assigned weighting. The team also
varied the assigned weights for the metrics and tested the results to demonstrate how weighting
variations could change the score. Of the seven build scenarios under consideration,
Alternatives F and X consistently ranked most desirable in terms of the metrics. Next steps will
include environmental field studies; a value analysis/constructability review; a CEQA/NEPA
scoping meeting; engineering and environmental technical studies; release of a draft
Environmental Document; a public hearing on the draft document; and release of a Final
Environmental Document.
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For more information on the alternatives, see section II.A below, as well as the presentation
reproduced in Appendix A.

Following the presentation, participants were asked to provide feedback using the
videoconferencing Chat feature, answering the question: “What'’s still on your mind?”
Participants were asked to share any lingering questions, comments, and requests for
clarification. Stakeholders were asked to enter comments or questions, or, if they had no further
questions and felt satisfied with the process and conclusions, they were asked to identify
themselves and enter “Ok” in the Chat. Once all had responded, there was a ten-minute break
while project staff entered a breakout room to clarify responses to the questions received. After
the break, project staff provided responses to stakeholders’ questions, and invited further
guestions or comments either via the Chat feature or through spoken discussion.

At the conclusion of the discussion, participants were asked to identify their level of support for
the overall alternatives assessment process, the recommendations for further study of
Alternatives X and F, and the recommendations to remove Alternatives L, Al, A2, G1 and G2
from further study. Options for levels of support included: highly supportive, somewhat
supportive, neutral, somewhat unsupportive, or do not support. Stakeholders participating by
phone, who were unable to participate in the polling, were contacted after the workshop with an
opportunity to provide their responses. The full polling results are included in Appendix B.

Workshop Attendance

In addition to Caltrans District 1 and project team staff, the following organizations were
represented at Workshop 3:

e California Coastal Commission e Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
e California Department of Fish and Wildlife ¢ National Oceanic and Atmospheric
e California State Parks Administration
e City of Crescent City e National Park Service
e Community Representative Kurt Stremburg e Office of Representative Jared Huffman
e Crescent City-Del Norte Chamber of ¢ Office of Senator Mike McGuire
Commerce e National Park Service
e Del Norte County Board of Supervisors e Save the Redwoods League
e Del Norte Local Transportation Commission e State Water Resources Control Board
e Elk Valley Rancheria e Tolowa Nation
e Environmental Protection Information Center e US Army Corps of Engineers
(EPIC) e US Environmental Protection Agency
e Friends of Del Norte e US Fish and Wildlife Service
e Green Diamond Resource Co e Yurok Tribe

e Humboldt County Association of Governments

Il. Final Alternatives Assessment Results

The Project Team developed numeric metrics and identified ranges (high, medium, and low)
with corresponding colors red, yellow, and green. High scores correlated with high impacts and
were coded red. Scores in the medium range were coded yellow and low scores, considered
most desirable, were coded green.
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The Project Team assessed the performance of each alternative. The team also assigned
weights and tested the results to demonstrate how weighting could influence the final score. The
team looked at a variety of scenarios that changed the final scores but there were few
modifications that resulted in a change in the rankings.

Alternatives X and F, which ranked the most desirable in overall performance, were
recommended for further study. They are the best performers using the agreed-upon criteria
and performance metrics. Due to their smaller project footprint, Caltrans will save $10 million
and can potentially reduce the project schedule by up to one year. Alternatives Al, A2, G1, G2,
and L were found to perform less well and had higher potential impacts. As a result, they were
recommended for removal from further study at this time. All have substantially higher
environmental impacts; G1, G2, and L have an assessment of “medium” geotechnical risk, and
both Alternatives A and G would have a much longer duration of construction.

There are two elements necessary for creating a long-term safe, reliable alternative at Last
Chance Grade: landslide stabilization and avoidance. The Project Team described how the
current process of making emergency repairs differed substantially from Alternatives X and F.
Emergency repairs are localized and make use of very limited stabilization methods—chiefly
retaining structures such as ground anchors and steel-reinforced concrete walls. Alternatives X
and F, by contrast, both cover Last Chance Grade from end-to-end. Alternative X provides
mitigation for the landslide and multiple purpose-engineered solutions including retaining
structures, dewatering / subsurface drainage, and soil/rock removal, regrading, and benching.
Alternative F provides landslide avoidance through creating a tunnel realignment, plus retaining
structures and dewatering / subsurface drainage for stabilization at both portals.

Alternative X — Holistic Re-Engineering and Mitigation

Alternative X was developed at the request of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
FHWA wanted to ensure there was full consideration given to a holistic effort to reengineer a
roadway generally along the current alignment to increase long-term stability through large-
scale dewatering, walls and other structures, terracing, alignment retreat in specific locations
and other improvements. To date, most repairs and improvements made to Last Chance Grade
have been in reaction to earth movement.

Alternative X had positive performance on most of the criteria and performance metrics. For
example, Alternative X has the lowest construction cost and the smallest project footprint (in the
ranking with Alternative F), limiting potential impacts. However, Alternative X performed
relatively poorly on the operations metrics related to potential for road closure and maintenance
costs, eliciting concerns from some participants. Caltrans responded to such concerns by noting
its successful implementation of dewatering activities at other locations and intention to further
develop and refine this alternative prior to the environmental document.

Alternative X is notably distinct from the current practice of continuing to repair the existing
alignment. It is an intentionally engineered end-to-end alternative, adding a much wider range of
purpose-built engineering elements to what has been deployed for emergency repairs, and
approaching the entire slide holistically to shift from reactive to proactive mode. Alternative X
may include an end-to-end underground dewatering system. At certain locations along its limits,
it would retreat inland from the current alignment and be buffered by walls both uphill and
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downhill. 1t would likely include multiple retaining structures including tiered walls, soldier pile-
lagging / ground anchors, and steel-reinforced concrete walls, and also remove soil and rock to
allow for regrading at a flatter angle.

Alternative X is being studied further because it is currently considered technically feasible, with
lower environmental impacts and costs relative to Alternatives Al, A2, G1, G2, and L. Caltrans

has a fiduciary responsibility to study this alternative in more detail. Further study of Alternative

X does not mean it would be built, only that it must be studied further to confirm feasibility.

Alternative F — LCG Tunnel

Alternative F includes approximately one mile of tunnel that runs generally parallel to the
existing alignment to greatly reduce potential impacts to natural and cultural resources including
old growth trees. While Alternative F is the second highest cost alternative, Alternative F has
lower resource and construction impacts and performs well on operational metrics. Alternative
F’s relatively lower environmental impacts also correlate with reduced mitigation costs.

The tunnel would be designed based on solutions that have proven effective in similar areas
and would be constructed to avoid the slide plane, with monitoring and safety systems in place.
For stabilization at each portal, it would utilize tiered retaining walls and may require dewatering
/subsurface drainage. Its south portal would be approached through a cut, with cross passages
constructed between bores, and the north portal would have a bridge approach. Several
examples were provided, including the Tom Lantos Tunnel at Devil’s Slide in San Mateo
County, California and the tunnel crossing the Bosphorus Strait in Istanbul, Turkey, which is
constructed using a “seismic joint” system that can safety withstand geologic instability. At this
time, it is anticipated that the tunnel would be constructed using a hard-rock tunnel boring
machine (TBM), a high-tech solution which would create no surface disturbance along the
alignment.

A. Stakeholder Questions and Comments

The bulk of the meeting provided an opportunity for participants to ask questions and share their
comments. The following organizes and summarizes the questions and comments received. It is
not intended as a transcription but serves to provide a summary of the response provided by
Caltrans and the Project Team.

Overall Process

e Question: Is electing to move forward with studying Alternatives F and X a decision which
has been made?

— Project Team Response: It is the Project Team’s recommendation. However, District
leadership has been very clear that stakeholders must weigh in, and Caltrans is
welcoming stakeholder feedback on that recommendation.

e Some participants expressed concern that it may be premature to remove more alternatives
given that Alternative F is very expensive and it's uncertain whether Alternative X is feasible
or would sufficiently stabilize the road to be worth pursuing. Alternative X will be a tough sell
to the public; many people do not understand that Alternative X is different from what
Caltrans is currently doing and are uncomfortable with the idea of having the road on or near
the current alignment.
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Others expressed the opinion that while the concern and frustration is understandable, it's
more cost-effective and time-saving to narrow the field, since studying more alternatives
would increase project costs and lengthen the timeline for a solution to be found. They are
willing to trust the engineers’ expertise and feel that Caltrans has done their due diligence in
terms of assessing the impacts and researching other sites in similar environments. They
also agree that it's necessary to study Alternative X. It was stated that the process of
choosing an alternative should be data driven, with a solution purpose-built for the
geography, minimizing resource impacts as much as possible.

It's important to clarify the distinction between alternatives on the west side of the ridge, and
those on the east side which would have a much larger footprint. It would also be helpful to
understand what is added to the timeline and cost to study a single other “eastside”
alternative. The question can be asked: do we really want to add time, cost, and impacts to
study options that already do not appear very feasible? There would be considerable lack of
support for the east side alternatives due to the extensive environmental and other impacts.

— Project Team Response: Studying one additional alternative would add $10 million
and one year. For context: studying Alternatives F and X would include about 150
acres. Once the east side is added, the study would include about 470 acres, due to
terrain, amount of cut and fill, bridges, disposal areas needed, etc.

It was noted that the public’s concern about Alternative X is predicated on fear of a
catastrophic failure of the entire hillside, which is considered to be unlikely; it would be
helpful to clarify this.

— The Project Team explained that it was clear from the beginning of the project that
understanding the geology is a major risk factor. There is a possibility that both
Alternatives F and X could potentially prove to be unfeasible, but this is considered a
very small probability. If that does happen, Caltrans would reconsider other
alternatives or develop new ones.

Question: What are the estimated timelines for completion of Alternatives X or F?

— Project Team Response: The estimated timelines for construction are 3.5 years for
X, 7 years for F. Caltrans will work to reduce these timelines as much as possible, so
the estimates may be reduced in the future.

Question: if F is not feasible, could the alternatives currently considered for dismissal be
ranked?

— Project Team Response: They have been ranked; Alternatives A1l and A2 are the
highest ranking of the alternatives removed from study, so they would likely be the
next in line for consideration.

Specific Alternatives

Alternative X

Concern was stated that some stakeholders and members of the public are not supportive
of Alternative X, and that it will be difficult to convince them that it should be studied or
considered. They are uncertain whether Alternative X is feasible or would sufficiently
stabilize the road to be worth pursuing. To some it appeared unclear that Alternative X is
different from what Caltrans is currently doing and they were uncomfortable with the idea of
having the road on or near the current alignment.
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— The Project Team once again clarified the distinction between Alternative X and the
“no-build” option, which is what they are currently doing. The “no-build” option, which
Caltrans is legally required to include as an option, but which is unfeasible as a long-
term alternative, is continuing to repair the existing alignment, going back to the
FHWA each time for just enough money to fix the current issues. Alternative X is an
intentionally engineered end-to-end alternative, adding a much wider range of
purpose-built engineering elements to what has been deployed for emergency
repairs. It's looking at the whole slide holistically and shifting from reactive to
proactive mode. While Alternative X could potentially have slightly higher long-term
maintenance costs compared to the other alternatives, they would be a small fraction
of the costs for continuing to repair the current alignment.

Other stakeholders expressed that it is appropriate to study Alternative X, and that they trust
the engineers’ expertise and Caltrans’ due diligence.

Question: How would the wells used for dewatering be powered? There have been issues
with insufficient power on the grade in the past for uses such as monitoring. And would
these wells be an active or passive system?

— Project Team Response: The preference would be for a passive system with
intersecting drains and a pump at one end, but more study will be required to learn if
this would be effective. Sufficient power would be made available, but again, the
requirements won't be clear until more study has been completed.

Question: Is there a ballpark estimate of the amount of water affected by the dewatering?

— Project Team Response: This is not known yet; it would require onsite testing to
determine firstly if dewatering is feasible, and secondly, what the volumes would be.

It was suggested that, in order to provide long-term stability for Alternative X, buttressing
would be required at the toe of the slide to protect against erosion at its base caused by
ocean waves.

Alternative F

Concern was stated that Alternative F is very expensive, and many members of the public
are not supportive. However, it was noted that the lessened environmental impact justifies
the additional expense.

— The Project Team noted that alternatives Al, A2, G1, and G2 are also in the same
price range, with much more environmental impact.

Question: How long would the tunnel be?

— Project Team Response: The current alignment is about 5,000 feet—just under a
mile; approximately the same length as the Devil's Slide tunnel.

Question: Is it one tunnel or two?

— Project Team Response: Twin tunnels of the same diameter, with one for in each
direction. The directions could be switched as necessary, in the event of an
emergency.

Question: If one tunnel failed or wasn'’t usable, are they wide enough to accommodate two-
way traffic and bikes or would it be alternating one way?

— Project Team Response: There would likely be one lane with wide shoulders in each
tunnel, wide enough to allow for two directions in one tunnel, if necessary. The
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Project Team could consider including bike lanes; doing so would require additional
ventilation. Bicycle access would be provided no matter what. If proceeding with
Alternative F, a separate bike path may be considered in addition.

— Stakeholder comment: Tunnels would not be hospitable for either pedestrians or
bikers. There is currently a lot of bike use on the 101 corridor, so this needs to be
planned for. If Alternative F is selected, Alternative X could be that trail but, as
pointed out, it would still require maintenance.

e Question: Is it true that there is a geologic failure plane at 300 feet? Where is the tunnel
alignment in relation to the deepest failure plane?

— Project Team Response: Studies to date have encountered postulated failure planes,
with the deepest at 275 feet. All possible efforts would be made to site the tunnel so
that it does not cross these planes; if it is absolutely necessary to do so, there are
technological solutions that could be added.

¢ Question: Has the articulated tunnel lining approach been tested in a real-world seismic
scenario?
— Project Team Response: Yes, the Bosphorus Strait tunnel in Istanbul shown as an
example was completed three years ago. There has been significant seismic activity
since with no issues.

e Question: Where is the disposal site for Alternative F? With 600,000 cubic yards of disposal,
a dedicated site is needed.

— Project Team Response: As described during the presentation, it is likely that the
tunnel would be constructed using a hard-rock tunnel boring machine (TBM), a high-
tech solution which would create no surface disturbance along the alignment. A small
stockpile of the soil disposed near the portal would be trucked out each day, so there
would be no need for a separate disposal site next to the construction site. The soil
removed would be clean material useful for fill or other applications.

¢ Question: What will become of the existing roadway if Alternative F goes forward?
— This would be determined in coordination with the State Coastal Commission,
California State Parks, and the National Park Service.
¢ Question: Would there be aesthetic design considerations to blend the tunnel portals in with
the landscape?
— Project Team Response: This is easily addressed; there are many things that could
be done to make a portal blend in.
¢ Question: Does any type of wildlife—for instance, bats—use the type of tunnel at Devil's
Slide likely to be used here?

— Project Team Response: There would probably be controls to avoid nesting birds,
etc., but because the tunnel would be an inhospitable environment, wildlife would
likely be disinclined to settle there and would not be an issue. An additional benefit
would be that wildlife would be able to roam freely above the tunnel.

lll. Polling on Level of Support

Participant comments and feedback from the workshop indicated there was general support for
the recommendation to proceed with further study of Alternatives F and X, and to remove
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Alternatives L, Al, A2, G1 and G2 from further study at this time. There was concern voiced
related to narrowing the field to only two build alternatives, based on perceptions that
Alternatives F and X are not feasible, are too expensive, and/or lack popular support. However,
the majority of stakeholders expressed trust in the process and satisfaction with progress made.

At the conclusion of the discussion, participants were asked to identify their level of support for
the overall analysis process and conclusions. The polling was not considered a binding vote but
was crucial to gauging the stakeholders’ comfort in Caltrans’ moving ahead with their
recommendations based on the analysis. The stakeholders’ support as partners in the process
is vital to successfully creating a safe and reliable roadway at Last Chance Grade. Thirty-five
(35) participants participated in the polling. Participants were asked to identify their level of
support for the following topics. Levels of support were identified as supportive, somewhat
supportive, neutral, somewhat unsupportive, and not supportive.

Through the polling, Caltrans concluded: Not all participants answered every question. A few
had difficulties with technology during the meeting and shared their responses in follow-up
emails to Caltrans.

o There was positive support for the process used to analyze the alternatives.

o All but two of 34 stakeholders supported further study of Alternative X. These stakeholders
expressed their concerns and Caltrans is aware that local residents may share some of
these same concerns.

o There was stakeholder support for further study of Alternative F.

o All but two stakeholders (out of 32), were supportive of Alternatives L, A1, A2, G1 and G2
being removed from further study.

The specific questions asked included:

1. What is your level of support for the overall process used to analyze the alternatives?

2. What is your level of support for Alternative X being studied further in the impact analysis?

3. What is your level of support for Alternative F being studied further in the impact analysis?

4. What is your level of support for Alternatives L, Al, A2, G1 and G2 being removed from
further study?
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Alternatives Analysis Methodology — Workshop #3

Thursday, April 22, 2021
2:00 p.m. —-4:30 p.m.

Workshop Objectives:

¢ Review and Endorse the Alternatives Assessment Methodology and Process
e Review and Confirm the alternatives selected by Caltrans (X & F) for further study in the

impact analysis

. Discussion
Topic Speaker Tool
Welcome and Agenda Review Jaime Matteoli, Caltrans Chat and
Joan Chaplick, MIG Raise Hands
Review Alternatives Process & Results Dina Potter, HNTB Chat and
John Cook, ICF Raise Hands
Review Alternatives X & F and why they were Dina Potter, HNTB Chat and
selected for further study John Cook, ICF Raise Hands
Review Alternatives L, A1, A2, G1 & G2 and John Cook, ICF Chat and
why they were not selected for further study Raise Hands
Group Discussion Joan Chaplick, MIG Chat
All participants
Poll Level of Support Joan Chaplick, MIG Polling
Karen Wang, HNTB
Discuss Next Steps Jaime Matteoli Chat and
Raise Hands

Caltrans District 1

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #3, April 22, 2021—Summary of Results

Appendix A: Workshop Materials

A-1




Workshop Objectives

e Review and support the Alternatives Assessment Process

e Understand the alternatives (F and X) selected by Caltrans for
further detailed study in the environmental document

e Assess the level of support for Caltrans’ decision

e Hear from each other and share perspectives

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #3, April 22, 2021—Summary of Results
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Alternatives Analysis Process

Agenda

* Review alternatives analysis process and results
 Alternatives F and X and why they were selected for further detailed study
* Alternatives Al, A2, G1, G2 and L and why they were not selected for further
detailed study

e Stakeholder Questions and Comments
* Polling on Levels of Support

* Next Steps

Caltrans District 1 A-3
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Virtual participation on Webex

1 Audio & Video 2 Chat

Computer * Click on the chat and type
* Use the toolbar your comments and questions
* We'll take comments

Phone throughout the workshop

e Access dial-in number

Video
e Use “+” and “-” controls to
zoom in or out

Virtual participation on Webex

Participants

* Select icon on the toolbar to open the participants” window
* Select ‘Raise Hand’ button

Caltrans District 1
Last Chance Grade Alternatives Assessment Workshop #3, April 22, 2021—Summary of Results
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Note: The following 3 slides depict a field trip to Last Chance Grade provided on April 21, 2021, with
Caltrans’ Chief Deputy Director, James Davis, in attendance, showing substantial progress made on
recent repairs to damaged caused by landslides
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Alternatives Overview

|:| X - Yellow
B F-Red

|:| L - Green

[ 1 A1-Yellow

B G1-Purple

[] A1/G1 Overlap - Peach
[ ] Disposal - Aqua

I A2 - Brick red
|:| G2 - Green

[] A1/G1 Overlap - Peach
[ pisposal - Aqua
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Value of Alternatives Assessment to Identify
Alternatives for Further Detailed Studies

» Assesses the range of possible alternatives

* |dentifies the technically and economically feasible alternatives for further
detailed study in the environmental document

* Saves time and resources by conducting detailed studies on a smaller
footprint area

* Reduces the area and extent of ground-disturbing studies for selection of
final alternative

* Provides higher level of certainty, lowered risk of schedule delay

Final Alternatives Assessment Results

* Fand X are top two in
overall performance
Core Factors (Trees,

— F ranks high in all factors = construction and
(landslide avoidance) Mitigation Costs)

— Xstrong except in
Operations (landslide

Operational Factors

m Itlgatlo n ) Construction Factors
i (Time to Construct, Cut
* All other alternatives and Fill, etc)

perform lower than F Natural Resource
Factors (Animals,

or X Vegetation, Waters)

All Factors Together

Caltrans District 1 A-7
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Why Not Further Study A1/A2, G1/G2, L?

e All have substantially higher environmental impacts

*GsandlL have. medium Al,G1,L
geotechnical risk

* As and Gs have longer FandX

construction duration

A2, G2

Why Further Study F and X?

* Best performers using agreed criteria
* Saves S10M this year

* Reduces environmental schedule by
one year
* 2026 becomes 2025

» Reduces risk of delays and cost
increases

Caltrans District 1
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Why is X Being Studied Further?

* Environmental document must include a reasonable number of
alternatives that are technically and economically feasible with fewer
environmental impacts — currently F and X are the most feasible

e X'is currently technically feasible with lower environmental impacts
and costs relative to A1/A2, G1/G2 and L. Caltrans has a fiduciary
responsibility to study this alternative in more detail

* Further study of X does not mean it will be built!

Landslide Stabilization and Avoidance

Emergency Repairs

Localized
1. Avoidance - None

2. Stabilization
* Retaining structures
—Soldier pile-lagging/ ground
anchors
—Steel-reinforced concrete
walls

Alternative X

End-to-End
1. Avoidance — Mitigation

2. Stabilization
* Retaining structures
—Tiered walls
—Soldier pile-lagging/
ground anchors
— Steel-reinforced concrete
walls

* Dewatering/ Subsurface
Drainage
* Soil/Rock Removal

—Regrade at a flatter angle
—Benching

Alternative F

End-to-End
1. Avoidance — Realignment
w/ Tunnel

2. Stabilization at Portals

* Retaining structures
— Tiered walls

* Dewatering/ Subsurface
Drainage

Caltrans District 1
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Alternative X - Holistic Mitigation

End-to-End Underground Dewatering System

Alignment Retreat (100°-200’)

Downhill Walls

Alignment Retreat (50’-100’)

\\/ \\//

Uphill Terraced Walls

Dewatering System Examples (SoCal)

Caltrans District 1
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Alternative F Tunnel -Avoidance

Open Cut Approach
to South Portal Cross Passages

/ \ between bores

\ /

Bridge Approach
to North Portal

Tunnel Portal Examples

Torm Lantos Tunnsl Seouth Portzal Davils Slids Trail

Open Cut Approach
to South Portal Cross Passages

/ \ between bores

Torn Lantos Tunnzl Norih Porizl

\ /

Bridge Approach
to North Portal

Caltrans District 1
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Tunnel Safety Examples

Tom Lantes Tunnel Egress ang Video

monitering systems - - .
J e Torn Lantos Tunnel with Cross Passages

Open Cut Approach
to South Portal Cross Passages

/ \ between bores \ /

Bridge Approach
to North Portal

Tunnel Construction Examples

rlzirel Roelk Tunnel Boring Machine TBV (courizsy Robbins)

Open Cut Approach
to South Portal Cross Passages

/\ between bores \ /

Bridge Approach
to North Portal
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What’s still on your mind?

Participants, please take a moment to:

* Enter any thoughts and questions in the chat.

 We'd like a response from everyone

e If you don’t have a question, please enter "ok" in the chat.

Polling Slides - 4 Questions

1. Level of support for the overall process used to analyze
the alternatives

2. Level of support for X being studied further in the impact analysis
3. Level of support for F being studied further in the impact analysis

4. Level of support for L, Al, A2, G1 and G2 being removed from
further study

Caltrans District 1
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Next Steps

* Environmental field studies

* Value Analysis/ Constructability review

* CEQA/ NEPA scoping meeting

* Engineering and environmental technical studies
* Draft Environmental Document

* Public Hearing

* Final Environmental Document
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Appendix B: Workshop Results

Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project
Alternatives Analysis Methodology — Workshop #3
Thursday, April 22, 2:00-4:30 p.m.

Record of Stakeholder Invitations and Attendance

Attended—Stakeholders

California Coastal Commission

e Tamara Gedik, Coastal Program Analyst

e Amber Leavitt, Transportation Program Analyst
¢ Bob Merrill, North Coast Director

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
¢ Jennifer Olson, Senior Environmental Scientist,
Coastal Conservation Planning

California State Parks

e Amber Barton, Associate State Archaeologist

e Victor Bjelajac, District Superintendent |

¢ Rosalind Litzky

e Amber Transou, Environmental Scientist - North
Coast Redwoods District

e Carol Wilson, Environmental Scientist

City of Crescent City
¢ Ray Altman, Council Member
¢ Jason Greenough, Mayor

Community Representative
o Kurt Stremberg

Crescent City-Del Norte Chamber of Commerce
¢ Cindy Vosburg, Executive Director

Del Norte County Board of Supervisors
¢ Valerie Starkey, Supervisor, District 2

Del Norte Local Transportation Commission

¢ Gerry Hemmingsen, Commissioner; Del Norte
County Board of Supervisors, Distict 4

e Tamera Leighton, Director

Elk Valley Rancheria

e Kevin Mealue, Cultural Resource Specialist

e Crista Stewart, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
(THPO)

¢ Richard Warner, Transportation, Vice Chairman

EPIC

e Tom Wheeler, Executive Director

Friends of Del Norte

¢ Don Gillespie

Green Diamond Resource Co

e Craig Compton, North Coast Director

Humboldt County Association of Governments
¢ Gordon Johnson, Council Member, City of Rio Dell

Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
e Steve Madrone, Supervisor, 5th District

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
¢ Mike Kelly, Fisheries Biologist

National Park Service

¢ Keith Bensen, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Redwood
National Park

¢ Kevin McCardle, Historical Landscape Architect

e Steve Mietz, Superintendent, Redwood National and
State Parks

e Saylor Moss, Historical Landscape Architect

Office of Representative Jared Huffman
¢ Ciara Emery, Field Representative
¢ John Driscoll, District Representative

Office of Senator Mike McGuire

e May Johnson

¢ Kerrie Lindecker, District Director / Communications
Coordinator

Redwood National Parks
e David Roemer, Deputy Superintendent

Save the Redwoods League
¢ Richard Campbell, Director of Restoration

State Water Resources Control Board

e Susan Stewart, North Coast Regional Water Control
Board

Tolowa Nation

e Charlene Storr, North Coast Director

US Army Corps of Engineers

e Daniel B. Breen, Senior Regulatory Project Manager

US Environmental Protection Agency

e Carolyn Mulvihill, NEPA Reviewer - Transportation

US Fish and Wildlife Service

¢ Gregory Schmidt, Fish and Wildlife Biologist

Yurok Tribe
¢ Rosie Clayburn, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
(THPO)

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #3 — Attendance Record Page 1
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Attended—Project Staff

Caltrans District 1 Staff

e Steven Croteau, Senior Environmental Planner, North Region Environmental
o Kellie Eldridge, Environmental Planner

¢ Alexis Kelso, Project Planning Liaison

¢ Jaime Matteoli, Last Chance Grade Project Manager
¢ Charlie Narwold, Chief of Geotechnical Services
Project Team (Consultants)

HNTB

¢ Mala Ciancia, Principal Tunnel Geologist

¢ John Litzinger, Group Director / Senior Project Manager
¢ Dina Potter, Project Manager

e Karen Wang, Associate Vice President

ICF

¢ John Cook, Environmental Planning Principal

Area West Environmental

¢ Aimee Dour-Smith

MIG, Inc.

¢ Joan Chaplick, Public Engagement Manager

e Maria Mayer, Senior Project Associate

National Center for Conflict Resolution

¢ Joy Keller-Weidman, Senior Program Manager

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #3 — Attendance Record

Page 2
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Invited, Did Not Attend—Stakeholders

C. Renner Petroleum
¢ Sabina Renner, CEO / Secretary

California Coastal Commission
e Tami Grove, Transportation Program Manager

California Highway Patrol
e Lieutenant Larry Depee, Commander

California State Parks

¢ Greg Collins, Supervisor, Cultural Resources
Program, North Coast Redwoods District

e Shannon Dempsey, North Coast Redwoods District

¢ Lathrop Leonard, Forester |

e Brett Silver, District Superintendent |

¢ Keith Slauson, Ecologist

County of Del Norte

¢ Heidi Kunstal, Community Development Director
(contacted re replacement for prior representative
Taylor Carsley, Planner, who no longer works for
County)

Del Norte County Board of Supervisors
¢ Bob Berkowitz, Vice-Chair, Supervisor, District 5
(Board represented by alternate Valerie Starkey)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

¢ Dan Free, Fisheries Biologist
¢ Jeffrey Jahn, Branch Chief, West Coast Regional
Office (briefed by Mike Kelly, who did attend)

National Park Service

e David Best, GIS Coordinator, Redwood National
Park

¢ Leonel Arguello, Chief, Resource Management and
Science

Redwood National Parks

¢ Karin Grantham, Chief, Resource Management and
Science

Resighini Rancheria

¢ Kathy Dowd, THPO, Councilperson

¢ Moonchay Dowd, Vice-Chairperson, General
Assistance Program (GAP) Manager

¢ Shaunna McCovey, Director of Natural Resources &

Governmental Affairs
¢ Bradford Norman, Wetlands Coordinator
e Megan Van Pelt, Executive Director

Invited, Did Not Attend—Caltrans District 1 Staff

e Tim Keefe, Senior Environmental Planner

¢ Clayton Malmberg

e Matt Smith, Desiign

¢ Alexandra Thiel, Environmental Planning, Biologist

Rumiano Cheese
e Gary Smits

Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation

e Leann Babcock, Chair

e Zack Chapman, TERO Director

¢ Tim Hoone, Transportation Planning Director

¢ Karin Levy, Cultural Resource Specialist

e Amanda O’Connell, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO)

¢ Erika Partee, Natural Resources Director

e Marvin Richards, Senior Tribal Council

Tolowa Nation
¢ Max Keyes, Chairman
¢ Raja Storr

US Army Corps of Engineers
e Sarah M. Firestone
¢ L.K. Sirkin, Lead Biologist

US Environmental Protection Agency
¢ Jennifer Siu, Wetlands Section

Yurok Tribe

e Don Barnes, Director, Office of Self-Governance

¢ Suzanne Fluharty, Division Manager, Community
and Ecosystem

¢ Matthew Hanington, Water Division Manager

¢ Dave Hillemeier, Director, Fisheries Department

¢ Joseph James, Chairman

¢ Grant Klopmeyer, Transportation Planner

¢ Louisa McCovey, Environmental Director

¢ Richard Nelson, Director, Watershed Restoration

e Samantha Reid, Cultural Resource Specialist

¢ Chris West, Senior Wildlife Biologist

¢ Stacey Zolnoski, Associate Environmental Planner / Archaeologist

Last Chance Grade Alternatives Analysis Methodology, Workshop #3 — Attendance Record Page 3
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Last Chance Grade Working Group Alternatives Analysis Methodology Workshop 3 - Polling Results
. . . Somewhat
Highly supportive | Somewhat supportive Neutral ] Do not support
. unsupportive
Question Total #
% # % # % % # % #
1. What is your level of support for t‘he overall 579% 20 349 12 9% 0% 0 0% 0 35
process used to analyze the alternatives?
2. What'is you'r level of supr?ort for X being studied 65% 29 18% 6 12% 0% 0 6% 5 34
further in the impact analysis?
3. What.is you.r level of sup?ort for F being studied 73% Y 17% 5 10% 0% 0 0% 0 30
further in the impact analysis?
4. What i level of t for L, A1, A2, G1
at 1s yourevel of support for 38% 12 34% 11 22% 6% 2 0% 0 32
and G2 being removed from further study?
Caltrans District 1 B-4
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Alternatives Analysis Report

ATTACHMENTC

MEMORANDUM: ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS -
CONSTRAINTS MAP (APRIL 2021)

SAMPLE GIS MAP ANALYSIS



Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project

Environmental Conditions — Constraints Map
Final
Submittal #020

March 4, 2021 Include names/dates of file referenced
thar are ported on AGOL.

Visual Check 03/26/21

Dina Potter

EA# 01-0F280 \

Project EFIS# 0115000099
Del Norte County, U.S. 101,
PM 12.0/15.5




DRAFT MEMORANDUM

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 1:
Jaime Matteoli, Steve Croteau, Kellie Eldridge, Ali Thiel
HNTB: Dina Potter, John Litzinger, Karen Wang

To:

From: Project Environmental Consultant Team:
ICF: John Cook, Eric Link, Manna Warburton

Date: | Apil 1, 2021

Re:
€ Environmental Conditions — Constraints Map (165.05.15)

ICF has compiled a map of preliminary environmental constraints (constraints map). The
purpose of the constraints map is to help inform the alternatives analysis and initial design,
leading to preparation of the draft environmental document.

ICF has compiled the constraints map in electronic format, specifically ArcGIS Online
(sometimes known by the acronym “AGOL”). The electronic format facilitates sharing of this
vital information among the entire project development team, any periodic updating of
project information, and incorporating new information that may be obtained. ICF’s initial
preparation of the constraints map reflected Environmental Survey Limits (ESL) for each
project alternative current as of February 2021 (referred to internally as “Revision 4”). The
ESL includes all areas where ground disturbance is anticipated, including cut and fill areas,
temporary construction easements, disposal areas, and haul roads. The GIS tool allows for
users to see (and calculate) how specific alternatives overlay various environmental
resource areas (described below) and thus to test how modifications to such alternatives
change potential impacts on resources constraining the design.

As further detailed in Table 1 below, the content of the constraints map includes “base”
information about existing features, including the existing roadway (US 101), haul roads and
culverts within the Green Diamond Resource Company (GDRC) portion of the project area,
and boundaries of the National and State Parks (including designated trails).

The majority of constraints concern biological resources. Habitats of botanical and wildlife
species of concerns are drawn from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and other sources including those provided by
Caltrans District 1. The constraints map also includes relevant information such as the
extent of the Coastal Zone and planned timber harvest areas within GDRC land.



Table 1: Initial Data Sources for Last Chance Grade Constraints Mapping

name

ArcGIS Online Data Layer Name Source Date
Project Engineering Information

LCG V4 Alternatives ROW Footprints .

Compiled 20210128 HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 2/15/2021
LCG V4 Alternatives Disposal Sites :

Compiled 20210128 HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 2/5/2021
Ortho Aerial 2016 Footprint Tile Index - | HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 11/12/2020
Pure Vector

Access Roads Compiled V4 HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 2/8/2021
E’é‘:ﬂ”g Exploration Access Paths - | L\t _ ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 2/4/2021
Existing Exploration Access Paths - | i\t _ ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 2/4/2021

Natural Resource Information

LCG Vegetation Caltrans 2/8/2021
MAMU Critical Habitat United States Fish and Wildlife Service 9/17/2020
MAMU Habitat on Green Diamond Caltrans/Green Diamond Resource

9/30/2020
Resource Company Property Company'
Caltrans_LCG_Geo_ P2 Veg_Types Caltrans 10/15/2019
Caltrans_LCG_Geo_ P2 Rare Plants Caltrans 9/30/2019
Rare Plants GDRC galtrans/Green Diamond Resource 2/10/2021

ompany
DNCRSP - Plants g:lrtkrszns/Redwood National & State 5/13/2020
://vV(;)I:‘Ei evening-primrose (Oenothera Caltrans/Redwood National & State Parks | 5/13/2020
Salmonid Species Distribution Green Diamond Resource Company 5/13/2020
Coastal Marten Connectivity Analysis
Coastal Marten (https://www.fws.gov/arcata/shc/marte | 10/1/2020
n/)

Natural Landscape Blocks - California
Essential Habitat Connectivity (CEHC) 3/19/2020
Ejtiili]al Riparian Connections - ESRI Arc GIS On Line/California
CEHC [ds622] Department of Fish and Wildlife 2/12/2020
Natural Areas Small - California
Essential Habitat Connectivity (CEHC) 2/12/2020
[ds1073]
LCG CNDDB - Plants California Department of Fish and Wildlife | 1/1/2021

1 All data regarding Green Diamond Resource Company was provided to the ICF team via Caltrans.

2 All data regarding Redwood National and State Parks was provided to the ICF team via Caltrans.


https://www.fws.gov/arcata/shc/marten/
https://www.fws.gov/arcata/shc/marten/
https://www.fws.gov/arcata/shc/marten/

ArcGIS Online Data Layer Name Source Date

LCG CNDDB - Animals California Department of Fish and Wildlife | 1/1/2021

NSO Activity Center California Department of Fish and Wildlife | 11/17/2020

Other Information

California Protected Areas Database

State and National Parks (CPAD) www.Calands.org 6/30/2019

Park Trails HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 1/6/2021

Inland Coastal Zone HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 6/30/2020

Green Diamond Road Network HNTB - ArcGIS Online Shared Layer 1/6/2021

GDRCO Harvest Planning 10yr 83'”5'”5/ Green Diamond Resource 6/4/2020
ompany

Hydrography galtrans/Green Diamond Resource 5/13/2020
ompany

Culvert Locations (GDRC) Caltrans/Green Diamond Resource 6/19/2020

Company



http://www.calands.org/

Alternatives Overview



“West Side”

X (Yellow), F (Red), and L (Peach) Aland Gl A2 and G2



Vegetation Overview






Northern Spotted Owl
Habitat Overview
























Trails





















Alternatives Analysis Report

ATTACHMENTD

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS RESULTS WORKSHEET -
FEBRUARY 2021



LCG Project Alternatives Analysis Results Worksheet February 2021

LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

Factor

Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
CORE FACTORS
Trees (Sum of all Redwoods [incl GDRC MAMU 13.9 1.6 2.3 4.7 4.9 7.2 5
Preserve] + Other Mature Conifers - acres)
Normalized Score 3 1 1 3 3 3
Trees Weighted Score (Normalized Score x Factor

. 15 25 5 5 15 15 15
Weight)
Cost to construct, millions $220 $360 $520 5
Normalized Score 1 1 3
Cost to Construct Weighted Score 5 5 15
Cost of Mitigation Medium 5
Normalized Score 3 5 3 5 5 5 5
Cost of Mitigation Weighted Score 15 25 15 25 25 25 25
Total Score, Core Factors 35 55 45 55 55 - 55
Best Possible Core Factors Score

15
Worst Possible Core Factors Score
Alternatlve Ranking 1-7, Core Factors only 1 3 2 3 3 - 3
Factor

OPERATIONAL FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Road Closure Potential _ L L L M M 4
Normalized Score 5 5 1 3 3
Road Closure Weighted Score 20 20 4 4 12 12




LCG Project Alternatives Analysis Results Worksheet February 2021

LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

Factor

Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Cost to Maintain (relative to existing) _ L L L M M 1
Normalized Score 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Cost to Maintain Weighted Score 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Traffic Mobility I L L M M 3
Normalized Score 5 5 1 1 1 3 3
Traffic Mobility Weighted Score 15 15 3 3 3 9 9
Total Score, Operational Factors _ 8 8 8 24 24
Best Possible Operational Score

8
Worst Possible Operational Score
Alternatives Ranking (1-7), Operational Factors
only 1 1 1 4 4
CONSTRUCTION FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Factor Weigh
Normalized Score 1 3 1 5 5 5 5
Footprint Size Weighted Score 4 12 4 20 20 20 20
Time to Construct (years) 35 3.5 7 5 3 5 3 3
Normalized Score 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Time to Construct Weighted Score 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
CY of cut/fill deposited within project area 0 0 0o [ 6esv [ 7im | sem [ som [ 4 |
Normalized Score 1 1 1 5 5 5 5
CY cut/fill deposited onsite weighted score 4 4 4 20 20 20 20




LCG Project Alternatives Analysis Results Worksheet

LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

February 2021

Factor
Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
CY of cut/fill to be deposited offsite 400k |NNSMINI 650K 0 0 0 0 4
Normalized Score 3 5 3 1 1 1 1
CY cut/fill deposited off site weighted score 12 20 12 4 4 4 4
Trail Relocation Potential (number of trail
. . 3 2 4 2 3 3 2
intersections)
Normalized Score 3 5 1 3 1 3 3
Trail Relocation Weighted Score 6 10 2 6 2 6 6
Total Score, Construction Factors 35 55 31 59 55 59 59
Best Possible Construction Score

17

Worst Possible Construction Score
!lternatlves !an!mg !!-l’, !onstructlon lactors
only 2 3 1 5 3 5 5

Factor
NATURAL FACTORS X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Other Vegetation-Related Natural Factors (Excludes Redwoods and Mature Conifers - see Core Issues)
Red Alder (Parks + GDRC) (acres) 123 | 611 8.0 694 | 69.4 |[HCOONNNNIOSONN 3 |
Normalized Score 1 3 1 3 3 5 5
Red Alder Weighted Score 3 9 3 9 9 15 15
Coastal Scrub/Grassland (Parks + GDRC) (acres) 2.5 - 0.5 6.0 6.0 _I
Normalized Score 1 5 1 1 1 5 5
Coast Scrub/Grassland Weighted Score 15 3 3 15 15
New Edges - Natl + State Parks (miles) i @ B 0.8 0.5 2.2 1.9 3
Normalized Score 1 5 3 1 1 3 3
New Edges - Natl + State Parks Weighted Score 3 15 9 3 3 9 9




LCG Project Alternatives Analysis Results Worksheet February 2021
LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet
Factor
Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
New Edges - GDRC (miles) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Normalized Score 1 1 1
New Edges - GDRC Weighted Score 1 1 1
Other Green Diamond Land (e.g., logged 2000-
2010, logged 2010-2020, other conifer young, and
young redwood) (acres) 0 0 0
Normalized Score 1 1 1
Other Green Diamond Land Weighted Score 2 2 2
Total Score, Other Vegetation-Related Natural
Factors 12 18
Best Possible Other Vegetation Score
12
Worst Possible Other Vegetation Score
Alterantives Ranking (1-7), Vegetation Factors
only 1 2
Factor
Wildlife-Related Natural Factors X L F Al A2 Gl G2 Weight
MAMU Occupied Habitat (acres) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 4
Normalized Score 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
MAMU Occupied Habitat Weighted Score 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
57.2 13.7 7.60 10.0 54.8 57.1
MAMU Designated Critical Habitat (acres) 2
Normalized Score 3 5 1 1 1 3 3
MAMU Critical Habitat Weighted Score 6 10 2 2 2 6 6
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LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

February 2021

Factor

Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Marten Core habitat (acres) 17.2 36.6 2.4 44,70 56.9 46.1 56.2 3
Normalized Score 3 3 1 3 3 3 3

Marten Core Habitat Weighted Score 9 9 3 9 9 9 9

Low (1.5)| Low (2)

Potential to Disrupt Wildlife Connectivity (Rating)

Normalized Score 1 1

Wildlife Connectivity Weighted Score 3 3

NSO Suitable Habitat (acres) 14.0 72.5

Normalized Score 1 3

NSO Suitable Habitat Weighted Score 4 12

Total Score, Wildlife-Related Natural Factors 26 38

Best Possible Wildlife Score

16

Worst Possible Wildlife Score
0 s

Alternatives Ranking (1-7): Wildlife Factors only 2 3

Factor

Waters-Related Factors X L F Al A2 Gl G2 Weight
New Tributary Crossings (number of crossings) 0 1 0 7 8 5 7 3
Normalized Score 1 1 1 3 3 3 3

New Tributary Crossings Weighted Score 3 3 3 9 9 9 9

Wilson Creek Watershed Disturbance (acres) 1 66.2 4.5 _ 83.6 91.2 1
Normalized Score 1 3 1 5 5 3 3

Wilson Creek Watershed Disturbance Weighted

Score 1 3 1 5 5 3 3
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LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

February 2021

ALL FACTORS SUMMARY RESULTS

ALL FACTORS COMBINED - WEIGHTED

Best Possible Score

Factor
Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Total Score, Waters-Related Natural Factors 4 6 4 12 12
Best Possible Waters Score
4
Worst Possible Waters Score
O 0
Alternatives Ranking (1-7): Waters Factors only 1 3 1 4 4
Factor
X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight
Total Score, All Natural Factors (Vegetation +
Wildlife + Waters) 42 86 38 94 94
Best Possible Natural Factors Score
32
Worst Possible Natural Factors Score
Alternatives Ranking (1-7): All Natural Factors 2 3 1 4 4

72

Worst Possible Score

Alterantives Ranking (1-7): All Factors Combined




LCG Project Alternatives Analysis Results Worksheet February 2021

LCG Project Alterantives Analysis Results Worksheet

Factor
Performance Measures X L F Al A2 G1 G2 Weight

SENSITIVITY CALCULATIONS

ALL FACTORS COMBINED - ALL FACTORS

WEIGHTED EQUALLY (3) 147 225 105 207 201
Best Possible Score

72

Worst Possible Score

Alternatives Ranking (1-7): All Factors Equal
Weight

Core Factors + Natural Factors
Best Possible Score

47.0

Worst Possible Score

Iterantives Ranking (1-7): Core Factors +
Natural Factors 1 3 2 4 4




