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DISTRICT 1 — DN - 101 (Post Miles 12.7 to 16.5)
EA 01-0F280 / EFIS 0115000099

Draft Section 4(f)

December 2023

The environmental review, consultation, and any other actions required by applicable Federal
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by Caltrans pursuant to 23
USC 327 and the Memorandum of Understanding dated May 27, 2022, and executed by FHWA and
Caltrans.
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ABBREVIATION / ACRONYM DESCRIPTION
APE Area of Potential Effects
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CCT California Coastal Trail
CDPR California Department of Parks and Recreation
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CSP California State Parks
DBH diameter at breast height
DNCRSP Del Norte Coast Redwoods State Park
DOI Department of Interior
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
ESL Environmental Study Limits
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FOE Finding of Effect
HPTP Historic Property Treatment Plan
GDRC Green Diamond Resource Company
GIS Geographic Information System
GMP General Management Plan
GP General Plan
LCG Last Chance Grade
LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund
MOA Memorandum of Agreement
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
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INTRODUCTION

The Last Chance Grade (LCG) Permanent Restoration Project, often referred to as Last
Chance Grade, is a project proposed by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) to develop a long-term solution to the instability and potential roadway failure at
LCG between post miles (PMs) 12.7 and 16.5.

In support of the project, this analysis was prepared to address Section 4(f) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act, which requires that proposed transportation use of any
land from a significant publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, wildlife and
waterfowl refuge, or public or private historic site that is on or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) be avoided, if avoidance is feasible and prudent. In
addition, a full evaluation of measures to minimize harm to that property must be made and

documented.

This document identifies Section 4(f) resources in the LCG study area and describes the
nature and extent of the potential effects on and uses of these properties, and discusses
avoidance alternatives, measures to minimize harm, and coordination with the officials with
jurisdiction.

1.1  Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at 49
United States Code (USC) 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States
Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic

sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation
program or project “...requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or land of an
historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the federal, state, or
local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if:

1. There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2. The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,

recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.”
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Section 4(f) further requires coordination with the Department of the Interior and, as
appropriate, the involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development in developing transportation projects and programs that use
lands protected by Section 4(f). If historic sites are involved, then coordination with the
State Historic Preservation Officer is also needed.

Responsibility for compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to the Department
pursuant to 23 USC 326 and 327, including determinations and approval of Section 4(f)
evaluations, as well as coordination with those agencies that have jurisdiction over a Section
4(f) resource that may be affected by a project action.

Use of Section 4(f) Resources

The term “use”—as it relates to Section 4(f)—is an adverse impact to, or occupancy of, a
Section 4(f) resource, and is defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774.17. In
general, a “use” occurs when there is permanent incorporation, temporary occupancy, or
constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource.

Permanent Incorporation

Land is considered permanently incorporated into a transportation project when right of way
(ROW) has been acquired, or if sufficient property interests otherwise have been obtained,
such as a permanent easement.

Temporary Occupancy

Temporary occupancy is considered a use when a Section 4(f) property is required for project
construction-related activities, and the activity is considered to be adverse in terms of the
preservation purpose of Section 4(f). If temporary occupancies of properties are minimal,
such as temporary construction easements, they may not constitute a use. Under 23 CFR
774.13(d), there is no Section 4(f) use if the following criteria are met:

1. The duration is temporary; i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project, and there should be no change in ownership of the land;

2. The scope of the work is minor; i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the changes
to the Section 4(f) property are minimal;

3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be
interference with the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property on
either a temporary or permanent basis;
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4. The land being used must be fully restored; i.e., the property must be returned to a
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; and

5. There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the
Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions.

Constructive Use

A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when a transportation project does not
permanently incorporate or temporarily use a protected resource, but the proximity of the
project results in impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, visual, access restrictions, ecological
intrusions) that are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify
the resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired, even after the
incorporation of mitigation (23 CFR 774.15).

1.2 Organization of the Section 4(f) Analysis

Because there are multiple Section 4(f) properties within the LCG project area, and these
properties require separate assessments, this Section 4(f) has been organized as follows:

e Chapter 2: Project Description. This section describes the purpose and need of the
project and provides a description of project alternatives.

e Chapter 3: Section 4(f) Resources. This section provides an overview of Section
4(f) resources considered in this analysis.

e Chapter 4: Redwood National And State Park Draft Individual Section 4(f)
Evaluation. This section describes the use of the parks, analyzes avoidance
alternatives, assesses measures to minimize harm, and discusses coordination
conducted for this resource.

e Chapter 5: Crescent City To Trinidad Wagon Road Draft Individual Section 4(f)
Evaluation. This section describes the use of the wagon road, analyzes avoidance
alternatives, assesses measures to minimize harm, and discusses coordination
conducted for this resource.

e Chapter 6: Traditional Cultural Landscape Draft Individual Section 4(F)
Evaluation. This section describes the use of the traditional cultural landscape,
analyzes avoidance alternatives, assesses measures to minimize harm, and discusses
coordination conducted for this resource.
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e Chapter 7: Resources Evaluated Relative To The Requirements Of Section 4(f):
No-Use Determinations. This section discusses resources that were investigated but
determined not to trigger protection under Section 4(f).

e Chapter 8: Least Overall Harm Analysis. This section describes what is needed to
determine the alternative with the least overall harm, which is identified in the final
Section 4(f).

e Chapter 9: Section 6(f) Consideration. This section discusses why Section 6(f) is
not triggered for this project.

e Chapter 10: References. This section lists the references used in preparing this
document.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED
PROJECT

The following sections provide a brief overview of the Last Chance Grade Permanent
Restoration Project, including the project’s location, purpose and need, and a discussion of
the project alternatives. More detailed information on these can be found in Chapters 1 and 2
of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

2.1 Project Location

The proposed project is located on a section of U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) known as Last
Chance Grade in southern Del Norte County, California, approximately 10 miles south of
Crescent City (Figure 1). Within the project limits (PMs 12.7 to 16.5), U.S. 101 is a two- to
four-lane conventional highway that winds through mountainous terrain just east of the
Pacific Ocean. It is bordered by Redwood National and State Parks (RNSP) and is the only
viable route between Crescent City and Klamath.

2.2 Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the LCG Permanent Restoration Project is to develop a long-term solution to
the instability and potential roadway failure at LCG. The project would consider alternatives
that provide a more reliable connection, reduce maintenance costs, and protect the economy,

natural resources, and cultural landscapes.

A long-term sustainable solution at LCG is needed to address:
e Economic ramifications of a long-term failure and closure
e Risk of delay/detour to the traveling public
¢ Increasing maintenance and emergency project costs

¢ Increases in the frequency and severity of large storm events caused by climate
change

See Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS for more detailed information on the project’s purpose and
need.
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Figure 1. Project Location and Overview Map
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2.3 Project Description

The LCG Permanent Restoration Project proposes two build alternatives—Alternative X and
Alternative F—in addition to the No-Build Alternative (Figure 1). Both of the build
alternatives would require geotechnical investigations to inform project design. A brief
overview of geotechnical investigations and the build alternatives are discussed below; see
Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS for more detailed information.

Geotechnical Investigations

Though some previous geotechnical investigations have been conducted for the project,
additional geotechnical work would be needed for the build alternatives to help inform
project design. Geotechnical investigations would be completed prior to the construction of

the main project components.

Alternative X is anticipated to require twenty boreholes (B-59 to B-78), while Alternative F
would require five boreholes (B-56, B-57, B-67, B-69, and B-78). Additional boreholes may
be needed, but these would be drilled within the project footprint.

Four borehole locations would be accessed by old or existing roads (B-56, B-57, B-63, and
B-78), while the remainder would be accessed by helicopter, staged to the east on Green
Diamond Resource Company (GDRC) property. Boreholes by roads may require some
minor disturbance and vegetation trimming, while those accessed by helicopter would require
creation of access trails and clearing of 50-by-50-foot areas for drilling activities. The
potential helicopter drilling sites were identified based on openings in the forest canopy.

Tree removal would be limited to trimming, or removal of small diameter trees if necessary.

Instrumentation, such as inclinometers, would be installed in the boreholes and monitored for
several years prior to decommissioning.

Alternative X

Alternative X would involve reengineering a 1.6-mile-long section of the existing highway to
minimize the risk of landslides. Main project components would include an underground
drainage system, a series of retaining walls, and strategic eastward retreats (Figure 2 and
Figure 3).

The underground drainage system would require the construction of three vertical shafts from
which underground drainage galleries would be installed, parallel to the slope. This system
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would ultimately redirect groundwater from the slope to the Pacific Ocean. A permanent
access road would be constructed for access to this system.

An approximately 6,000-foot-long retaining wall would be constructed on the uphill (east)
side of the highway. An approximately 300-foot section of wall would be tiered. On the
downhill (west) side of the highway, a single wall, approximately 300 feet long, would be

installed between existing walls.

Overall, the reengineered highway would be shifted to the east by up to 130 feet at spot
locations.

It is anticipated that this alternative would require up to 11.16 acres of new right of way, and
a subterranean easement of approximately 37.76 acres.

Construction is anticipated to start in 2031 and take 3 to 5 years to complete.

Alternative F

Alternative F would involve constructing a 6,000-foot (1.1-mile) tunnel to the east of the
existing highway to avoid the most intense areas of known landslides and geologic
instability. Main components would include a tunnel and its portals, a bridge, and an
Operations and Maintenance Center (OMC) (Figure 4, Figure 5, and Figure 6).

At the southern end, the new alignment would diverge from the existing highway and cut into
the hillside. The southern portal area would require retaining walls and the construction of a
system to absorb earthflow movement. The tunnel itself would be a single cavern, with
separated bike/pedestrian lanes and various safety features.

The tunnel would exit to the hillside in the north, requiring additional retaining walls, before
crossing over a single-span, pre-cast concrete-girder bridge and reconnecting to the existing
highway.

The OMC would be built south of the southern portal and would contain equipment and
facilities for tunnel maintenance, operations, and emergency response.

It is anticipated this alternative would require approximately 18.71 acres of new right of way
for the OMC and the tunnel portals. In addition, a subterranean easement of 12.07 acres
would be needed for below-ground portions of the tunnel, and a temporary construction
easement (TCE) of approximately 2.06 acres for utility work south of the OMC.
Approximately 35.09 acres of existing right of way bypassed by the tunnel would be
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decommissioned and potentially relinquished to RNSP. Relinquishment would depend on
discussions with the parks.

Construction is anticipated to start in 2031 and take 6 to 8 years to complete.

No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, no work would be done on the existing highway; existing
conditions would persist, including the continuation of emergency repairs and enhanced

maintenance.
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Figure 2. Alternative X Overview, North
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Figure 3. Alternative X Overview, South
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Figure 4. Alternative F Overview, North
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Figure 5. Alternative F Overview, Center
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Figure 6. Alternative F Overview, South
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OVERVIEW OF SECTION 4(F)
RESOURCES

This chapter provides an overview of Section 4(f) resources that were identified within the
Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project study area and summarizes the use of
these resources. Resources that were within the vicinity of the project but did not trigger
Section 4(f) are discussed in Chapter 7.

3.1 Determining Section 4(f) Resources

For Section 4(f) to apply to a federally funded transportation project, 1) the project must
involve a resource that is protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) and 2), there must be a
use of that resource.

Protected resources include publicly-owned public parks, recreational areas of national, state
or local significance, wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or lands from a historic site of national,
state or local significance.

“Historic sites” includes any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (23
CFR 774.17). Unlike other Section 4(f) properties, historic sites do not require public
ownership to qualify for protection under Section 4(f). Archaeological sites may be exempt
for Section 4(f) if the sites do not warrant protection in place (23 CFR 774.13).

3.2 Section 4(f) Resources in the Study Area

An inventory of Section 4(f) resources was conducted within and near the study area. The
Environmental Study Limits (ESL)—the area where there could be potential direct and/or
indirect project activities, with space to accommodate potential changes—was used as the
study area for Section 4(f) resources (Figure 1). This area is larger than the project footprint,
which is the area within the ESL that would be impacted by the project, both temporarily and
permanently. In addition to the Caltrans right of way, the ESL includes portions of Redwood
National and State Parks (which includes Redwood National Park [RNP] and Del Norte
Coast Redwoods State Park [DNCRSP]), and Green Diamond Resource Company (GDRC)
timberland.
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Chapter 3. Overview of Section 4(f) Resources

Typically, the area of potential effects (APE) would be used for determining effects to
historic sites under Section 4(f). An APE, as defined under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and codified in 36 CFR 800.16(d), includes the area
within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or
use of historic properties. However, for this project, the APE will be finalized after the draft
environmental document, as coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). It is anticipated that the APE would extend beyond the ESL due to the potential
indirect effects to a Traditional Cultural Landscape (TCL), the extent of which is being
further researched. Because the APE is not currently defined, the ESL was used for
reviewing historic sites for the purposes of Section 4(f).

Research was conducted to identify Section 4(f) resources within and near the ESL.
Research included reviewing websites, published maps, and mapping and data from
Geographic Information System (GIS) data layers.

A total of three Section 4(f) resources were identified within the ESL, as summarized in
Table 1 below. This included one public park and recreation area and two historic sites.
Additional potential resources near the project area that did not trigger the provisions of
Section 4(f) are discussed in Chapter 7.

Table 1. Summary of Properties Subject to Section 4(f) Consideration

Number of
Type of Resource Resources Resource Name
Identified
. . Redwood National and State Parks
Public Parks and Recreation Areas 1 (includes California Coastal Trail)
Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges 0 N/A
Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon
Historic Sites 2 Road;
Traditional Cultural Landscape

3.3 Summary of Section 4(f) Use

Types of use, as defined by 23 CFR 774.17, include a type of direct use (permanent
incorporation), temporary use (temporary occupancy that is adverse), and constructive use.
These types of uses are described in Section 1.1.1.
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The project would result in a temporary and/or permanent use of the three Section 4(f)
resources identified above, as summarized in Table 2. The project would not have a

constructive use of any resource.

Table 2. Summary of Section 4(f) Use by Alternative
Alternative X | Alternative F
Resource Name
Temporary Use | Permanent Use | Temporary Use | Permanent Use
0.44 acre 20.77 acres
Redwood National and | 0.63-0.86 acre 11.16 acres (0.33 acre RNP; (15.60 acres
State Parks (DNCRSP) (DNCRSP) 0.11 acre RNP; 5.17 acres
DNCRSP) DNCRSP)
Crescent City to
Trinidad Wagon Road None None 621 feet 786 feet
TCL Contributing
Element: Redwoods None 116 trees None 104 trees
and Other Conifers

Consistent with Question and Answer #28A of the FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA
2012), subterranean easements and underground portions of tunnels have not been included
as uses since those project activities would not: 1) disturb archaeological sites that are on or
eligible for the National Register which warrant preservation in place; 2) cause disruption
which would permanently harm the purposes for which the park, recreation, wildlife or
waterfowl refuge was established; 3) substantially impair the historic values of a historic site.

However, because of the at-grade (surface) temporary and/or permanent uses of the Section
4(f) resources, the three identified resources each require an individual evaluation; these
evaluations are included in Chapters 4 through 6.
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REDWOOD NATIONAL AND STATE
PARKS DRAFT INDIVIDUAL
SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Redwood National and State Parks are publicly-owned recreational parks that are open to the
public. Therefore, they trigger the provisions of Section 4(f). See Figure 7 and Figure 8 for
an overview of RNSP in the project vicinity.

4.1 Section 4(f) Resource Description

Redwood National and State Parks are located in northwestern California, within Del Norte
and Humboldt counties, and are primarily accessed from U.S. 101. RNSP are a complex of
parks—one national and three state—that are cooperatively managed by the National Park
Service (NPS) and the California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) (also known
as California State Parks [CSP]). Parks in the complex include:

e Prairie Creek Redwoods State Park (established 1923)

e Del Norte Coast Redwoods State Park (established 1925)
e Jedediah Smith Redwoods State Park (established 1929)
e Redwood National Park (established 1968)

In 1994, NPS and CDPR signed a Memorandum of Understanding to jointly manage the
parks, and in 2000 the RNSP General Management Plan/General Plan (GMP/GP) was
established to provide a clearly defined, coordinated direction for resource preservation and
visitor use and a basic foundation for decision making and park management (NPS and
CDPR 2000). As stated in the GMP/GP, the purpose of Redwood National and State Parks is
to preserve significant examples of the primeval coastal redwood forests and the prairies,
streams, seashore, and woodlands with which they are associated for the purposes of public
inspiration, enjoyment, and scientific study, and to preserve all related scenic, historical, and
recreational values. Because the RNSP is publicly owned and open to the public for
recreational activities, the RNSP is protected by the provisions of Section 4(f).
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Figure 7. RNSP Overview, North

Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project Page 20
Draft Section 4(f) December 2023



Chapter 4. Redwood National and State Parks Draft Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation

Figure 8. RNSP Overview, South
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Currently, the parks total 131,983 acres, of which 71,715 acres is federal land and 60,268
acres is state land (NPS 2021). RNSP contains about 45% of the remaining protected old-
growth redwoods in California, with almost 40,000 acres of old-growth forest. The parks
were designated as a United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site in 1980, with its outstanding universal values related to
redwood forests (UNESCO 2012).

The LCG project’s ESL includes land within two of the units that make up RNSP—DNCRSP
and RNP—in addition to the Caltrans right of way and a small portion of Green Diamond
Resource Company land. According to the RNSP GMP/GP, there are two management
zones within the ESL outside of the transportation corridor: the Backcountry (Mechanized)
Zone, primarily to the east of the highway, and the Primitive Zone to the west. Backcountry
zones' are mostly natural, with generally pristine conditions and previously disturbed areas
that have been or will be restored to natural conditions, while primitive zones are the most
natural of all, and have areas with pristine conditions as well as areas with dense vegetation

that are extremely difficult to enter or move through without trails.

While the parks are known and valued for their biological diversity, mature redwood
ecosystem, and general lack of development, the parks have significant recreational value
and there are some key developed recreational facilities within and near the ESL within
RNSP boundaries. These include the California Coastal Trail (CCT), the Damnation Creek
Trail, and the DeMartin Backcountry Camp. All of these have been included as part of the
Section 4(f) for RNSP.

The CCT is an interconnected public trail system that is being developed along the California
coastline from Oregon to Mexico. The “DeMartin” section of the CCT is the only
recreational feature present within the LCG ESL. This section passes through both DNCRSP
and RNP; it provides views of the forests of RNSP and serves as access to the DeMartin
Backcountry Camp. The CCT is long, spanning the coastline within Del Norte County, and
can be accessed from various locations. However, the closest access points are from U.S.
101, by either parking at Wilson Creek Beach, which is south of the ESL, or by parking in an
unmarked pullout in the northern part of the ESL, where the trail crosses the highway. The
trail can also be accessed by parking at the Damnation Creek trailhead and following that
trail until it intersects with the CCT. The trail and its intersection with the CCT are both
north of the ESL (Figure 7).

" Backcountry mechanized and nonmechanized zones are similar. However, facilities in mechanized
zones are less primitive than nonmechanized zones, and mechanized forms of visitor transport for
recreation, such as bicycles, are allowed on trails designated for such use, while in nonmechanized
zones, no form of mechanical transport for visitor recreation is allowed (NPS and CDPR 2000).
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As stated above, the Damnation Creek Trail is north of the ESL, within DNCRSP. The
trailhead is located in a pullout along U.S. 101. This is an out-and-back trail that passes
through redwood forest, crossing the CCT approximately 0.7 miles in, and down to the
ocean, though access to the coast has been closed for years due to the structural failure of a
bridge approximately 1.75 miles in (NPS 2015).

The DeMartin Backcountry Camp is located along the CCT within RNP and is accessed by
parking at one of the trailheads for the CCT and hiking in approximately 2-3 miles. Permits
are required to camp in one of the 10 sites, which have access to composting pit toilets, food
storage lockers, tables, and designated fire rings.

4.2 Proposed Use

Both project build alternatives are anticipated to have a use of RNSP. Both would involve
permanent incorporation through the acquisition of right of way and would also have
temporary uses of the properties associated with the project’s geotechnical investigations.

Both alternatives would also require subterranean easements. However, for parks, Section
4(f) would only apply to the subterranean easement areas if it caused a disruption that would
permanently harm the purpose for which the park was established (Federal Highway
Administration [FHWA] 2012). Because the tunnels would not affect the property’s major
activities, features, or attributes, they would not constitute a use of the property.

Constructive use only occurs when a transportation project does not incorporate land from a
Section 4(f) property but has severe proximity impacts (23 CFR 774.15). Because there is
incorporation of RNSP land, there is no constructive use of this property (FHWA 2012).

The following sections provide further information on each alternative’s use of RNSP.

Alternative X

Alternative X would involve both permanent and temporary use of RNSP. This includes the
acquisition of approximately 11.16 acres of at-grade ROW for the construction and
maintenance of the transportation facility, as well as temporary use of 0.63 to 0.86 at-grade
acres associated with the project’s geotechnical investigations.

Impacts to RNSP from Alternative X are detailed further below.
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Temporary Use: Geotechnical Investigations

Geotechnical investigations would be conducted prior to construction of the alternative and

would involve work on RNSP land, primarily in DNCRSP. The geotechnical investigations
would not change access to park facilities or attributes of recreational developments for the

reasons discussed below.

The investigations involve the drilling of 20 boreholes, 2 of which would be along U.S. 101
within the existing ROW (B-63 and B-78) and would not affect the parks. Fourteen of the
remaining boreholes would be within DNCRSP (B-59 to B-62 and B-66 to B-75), and the
remaining four (B-64, B-65, B-76, and B-77) would either be in DNCRSP or the existing
ROW depending on final borehole placement, which would depend on site accessibility and
safety and the avoidance of environmental resources (Figure 2 and Figure 3).

All boreholes potentially within DNCRSP would be accessed by a helicopter staged in
clearings on GDRC land. Other than B-67 and B-69, the remaining boreholes would be west
of the highway, on steep forested terrain that is not generally accessible. For drilling
activities, 50-by-50-foot areas of vegetation would be trimmed, and minor ground
disturbance would be needed for the drilling platform legs. As boreholes would be located in
areas accessible to helicopters, effects to trees would be limited, and no larger-diameter trees
would be removed. For the 14 to 18 boreholes in DNCRSP, approximately 0.80 to 1.03 acres
of vegetation would be temporarily disturbed. However, three of the locations (B-59 to B-
61), accounting for approximately 0.17 acre, would be in areas that would also be disturbed
by main project components; therefore, areas with just temporary impacts would account for

approximately 0.63 to 0.86 acre.

Trails would be needed for access to borehole locations. Disturbance associated with the
trails would include vegetation trimming and moving and cutting downed debris. In
addition, due to the steep terrain, measures such as temporary stairs (e.g., rebar with boards
to hold soil) or ropes may be needed at some locations. These trails would be within the
existing ROW and/or DNCRSP depending on final borehole location and access route.
However, trails would only be wide and long enough to provide access to the borehole and
are anticipated to have a limited overall footprint on park land.

The trails to the boreholes would need to be maintained for several years to allow monitoring
of instrumentation, after which all materials would be removed and disturbed areas restored.

The geotechnical investigations would not change access to park facilities or cause a
substantial impairment to the attributes of the recreational developments. However, because
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the helicopter is flying over the parks from GRDC land, park users in the vicinity of the
project may be affected by the noise from the helicopter, including those using the CCT or
the DeMartin Backcountry Camp. In addition, one borehole, B-69, is close to the CCT—
vegetation trimming at this location may be visible to the public, and there may be short
delays for the safety of trail users along this section of the CCT when helicopters are
dropping off or picking up equipment. Noise from drilling activities from B-69 and B-67
(which is also east of U.S. 101) may be audible to trail users. It is not anticipated that
vegetation trimming would be visible or delays along the CCT would be needed for any other
location, nor would the drilling activities at other locations be audible, as the other boreholes
would be on the opposite side of U.S. 101 from the recreational features of the parks.

The CCT and the DeMartin Backcountry Camp are not high-use areas, and it is anticipated
that the geotechnical investigations would be completed in the off-season (September to
February) due to environmental restrictions. In addition, trimmed areas would be
revegetated, and the vegetation to be trimmed (such as brambles) grows back quickly, within
6 to 12 months. Any noise associated with investigations would be temporary and short-
term. Therefore, these investigations are anticipated to have limited, if any, impacts to the
park recreational resources and park users.

Permanent Use: Main Project Components

Alternative X involves the reengineering of a 1.6-mile-long section of the existing highway.
Main project components would include an underground drainage system and associated
access roads, as well as strategic retreats to the east and associated construction of retaining

walls.

Though Alternative X would primarily be along the existing alignment, approximately 11.16
acres of at-grade right of way would be required from DNCRSP. This acreage would mainly
be to the west of the highway for access to the underground drainage galleries
(approximately 10.39 acres), with a small portion to the east of the highway to accommodate
the shifting of the highway to the east and construction of tiered walls (approximately 0.77
acre) (Figure 7 and Figure 8).

The ROW to be acquired are in undeveloped sections of steep, forested terrain that are
generally inaccessible. All direct impacts, such as tree removal, would be within the
acquired ROW.

Areas of at-grade acquisition would include 0.10 acre of late successional Douglas-fir forest,
0.03 acre of late successional redwood forest, 3.60 acres of late successional Sitka spruce
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forest, 2.50 acres of red alder forest, 4.86 acres of coastal brambles, and 0.07 acres of other
areas, such as erosional and rocky areas. These areas include approximately 84 trees over 24
inches in diameter at breast height (DBH), of which 25 would be removed, including 7
redwoods, 8 Sitka spruce, and 10 red alder.

Alternative X would not change access to the parks. As described above, the parks are
accessed by pullouts along U.S. 101, which would not be affected by the project. During
construction, park users would be subject to the same delays as all highway users, and delay
times would depend on starting point and destination. For this alternative, it is anticipated
there would be regular delays of up to 30 minutes at LCG, with the occasional longer closure
(2-3 hours).

None of the developed recreational areas within the parks would be acquired. However, the
portion of the CCT that crosses U.S. 101 in the northern part of the ESL is just north of the
Alternative X project footprint. The unmarked pullout may be closed to parking for short
durations due to traffic control for work on the northernmost portion of the project. Trail
users crossing the highway at this location could be delayed or re-routed for safety. Any
parking closures or delays to trail users at the pullout would be temporary, and not last the
entire length of construction. Even though trail users may find their access to the trail at this
location temporarily disrupted, there would be no work on the CCT itself, and the trail would
remain accessible during construction. In addition, the main trail access points—Wilson
Creek Beach to the south and the Damnation Creek trailhead to the north—would not be
impacted by the project.

Under existing conditions, highway noise is audible to varying degrees along portions of the
CCT and within the DeMartin Backcountry Camp, and during construction, park visitors at
these locations may hear construction noise (Caltrans 2023¢). However, this would depend
on the work being done, and the location of the work. In addition, though there may
occasionally be construction at night to limit impacts to the traveling public, no night work is
planned other than tunnel boring associated with the drainage galleries, which would operate
continuously. However, due to the location of this work, to the west of the highway and
primarily underground, it is not anticipated that it would affect overnight campers in the
DeMartin Backcountry Camp. In addition, Caltrans Standard Specification 14-8.02 restricts
the maximum instantaneous sound level of noise at night to 86 A-weighted decibels and
below at 50 feet. See Section 3.3.6 of the EIR/EIS for more information on noise.

Due to the location of the recreational features in relationship to the project, it is not
anticipated that construction work and associated vegetation removal would be visible to
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park users on the CCT. However, travelers on U.S. 101 would see construction activities and
vegetation removal associated with the project. Effects of vegetation removal would be
reduced through replanting post construction. Permanent visual changes would be related to
changes in views from roadway retreats, and the installation of a large wall on the east side of
the highway; measures would be included to reduce effects associated with these changes to
the extent feasible. Additional information on visuals/aesthetics of the project as a whole are
discussed in Section 3.2.9 of the EIR/EIS.

While construction of the project could disturb wildlife within the park, including through
noise associated with construction and through habitat removal, the area is under frequent
construction associated with maintenance and repair (see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS). Given
this, and the suitable adjacent habitat in which to move to, substantial changes to most
wildlife species are not anticipated within the park. However, the project may have
additional impacts on some special status animal species; these are covered in Section 3.4.4
and 3.4.5 of the EIR/EIS.

Overall, Alternative X would require the acquisition of 11.16 at-grade acres of DNCRSP,
which would be from undeveloped areas adjacent to the highway that are generally not
publicly accessible. The park would remain accessible during construction, though there
may be limited accessibility to CCT users in the northern portion of the ESL, and noise from
construction may be audible to park users, depending on location and type of work.
However, these impacts would be short-term and temporary, and would not greatly affect

park visitors.

Alternative F

Like Alternative X, Alternative F would involve both permanent and temporary use of
RNSP. This includes the acquisition of approximately 18.71 acres of at-grade ROW (13.54
acres from NPS and 5.17 acres from CDPR) for the construction and maintenance of the
transportation facility. In addition, an approximately 2.06-acre at-grade temporary
construction easement would be needed for construction. Pending future project refinement,
a maintenance easement may be needed for this location, which would require permanent
access. Therefore, for the purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the TCE would be
considered permanent incorporation, bringing the total permanent use to approximately 20.77
acres (Figure 7 and Figure 8). In addition to permanent uses, there would be temporary use
of approximately 0.44 acre (approximately 0.33 from NPS and 0.11 from CDPR) for
activities associated with geotechnical investigations.
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Once the new highway alignment is operational, it is anticipated that the portion of U.S. 101
bypassed by the tunnel (up to 35.09 acres) would be decommissioned. This decommissioned
area may be relinquished to the parks, depending on discussions with RNSP.

Impacts to RNSP from Alternative F are discussed further below.

Temporary Use: Geotechnical Investigations

Similar to Alternative X, Alternative F would require geotechnical investigations prior to the
construction of primary project components, which would involve work in both RNP and
DNCRSP.

The investigations would involve the drilling of five boreholes, one of which would be
within the existing ROW (B-78) and would not affect parks. Of the remaining four, two
would be within RNP (B-56 and B-57) and two within DNCRSP (B-67 and B-69) (Figure 5
and Figure 6).

Both of the boreholes in RNP are within the cut and fill area of the OMC. One, B-56, would
be on or adjacent to an existing road, which may require minor limbing and trimming of
vegetation due to the size of the drilling equipment and the exact placement of the borehole.
The other, B-57, would require the use of an old, overgrown road, a portion of which is
outside the OMC impact area and may require clearing and grading for access. Outside of
the ROW acquisition area, there may be temporary impacts to approximately 0.33 acre.
Because both boreholes are within areas of permanent incorporation, only the 0.33 acre
associated with the access road would be considered a temporary use of the park.

The two Alternative F boreholes within DNCRSP—B-67 and B-69—would also be used for
Alternative X, and impacts would be similar; see Geotechnical Investigations in Section
4.2.1 for additional information. These two locations are to the east of U.S. 101 and would
be accessed by helicopter. Up to 0.11 acre of vegetation would be trimmed for drilling, in
addition to minor ground disturbance for drilling platform legs. Trails would be needed to
access the locations and would be maintained for several years before the locations are
decommissioned and fully restored.

The geotechnical investigations would not change access to park facilities or attributes of the
recreational developments. Though the borehole locations within RNP are near the CCT,
they are not in locations generally accessed by the public and are not anticipated to affect the
use of the CCT, though drilling activities may be audible on a short section of the trail.
Within DNCRSP, as with Alternative X, B-69 is close to the CCT. Vegetation trimming may
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be visible, and there may be short delays to trail users when helicopters are over the borehole
location. Drilling activities may be audible to trail users at this location, and at B-67.

The CCT and the DeMartin Backcountry Camp are not high-use areas and, due to
environmental restrictions, it is anticipated the geotechnical investigations would be
completed in the off-season. In addition, trimmed areas would be revegetated, and the
vegetation to be trimmed (such as brambles) grows back quickly, within 612 months. Any
noise associated with investigations would be temporary and short-term. Therefore, these
investigations are anticipated to have limited, if any, impacts to the parks and park users.

Permanent Use: Main Project Components

Alternative F would involve constructing a 1.1-mile-long tunnel. Main project components
include the construction of the tunnel and tunnel portals, a bridge, and an OMC. This
alternative would be along a new alignment, bypassing the existing highway to the east.

As described above, approximately 18.71 acres of at-grade ROW would be acquired from
NPS and CDPR to the east of the highway for the construction and maintenance of the tunnel
portals and the OMC. An additional 2.06 at-grade acres would be required from NPS just
south of the OMC as an easement for utilities (Figure 7 and Figure 8). After construction, up
to 35.09 acres of existing ROW would potentially be relinquished to RNSP, pending
discussions, which would leave the parks with a net gain of up to 14.32 acres.

Areas to be acquired include approximately 0.22 acre of early and late successional Douglas-
fir forest, 2.31 acres of early and late successional redwood forest, 2.04 acres of late
successional Sitka spruce forest, 11.76 acre of red alder forest, 4.15 acres of coastal
brambles, 0.20 acre of cascara, and minor amounts of ruderal and non-vegetated areas. The
ROW acquisition areas include 199 large trees, 119 of which would be removed, including
29 redwoods, 6 Douglas-firs, 43 Sitka spruces, 7 western hemlocks, and 34 red alders.

Alternative F would not change access to the parks. The trails within the project vicinity are
accessed by pullouts along U.S. 101, which would not be affected by the project. There is a
road used for park maintenance just south of the proposed north portal, but the project would
maintain access to this road. During construction, park visitors would be subject to the same
delays as highway users, though these are anticipated to be minimal-—occasional partial or
full closures (30 minutes to 1 hour) would be needed for some activities, but otherwise the
highway could operate uninterrupted throughout the construction period.
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The CCT is the only developed recreational feature in the project’s ESL, and portions of the
trail would be close to work activities, particularly near the north portal, where it crosses the
U.S. 101 and zigzags near the proposed portal. However, while the trail is not within areas
of permanent incorporation, it is anticipated that the trail near U.S. 101 and associated
pullout would be temporarily closed for work associated with connecting the new highway
alignment to the existing roadway, which would be of short duration. The trail itself would
remain open and accessible from the primary access points, including to the south at Wilson
Creek Beach and to the north at the Damnation Creek Trailhead. In addition, a portion of the
trail would be close to construction of the north portal. If deemed necessary for safety, there
may be delays on this section of trail as people are guided through. Otherwise, the CCT
would remain open and accessible during construction of the project.

As with Alternative X, park visitors using the CCT and the DeMartin Backcountry Camp
may hear noise from construction, particularly in areas close to construction, such as near the
northern portal or the OMC (Caltrans 2023¢c). However, this would depend on the work
being done, and the location of the work. Any increase in noise would be temporary, not
lasting beyond construction. Though tunneling activities may continue at night, this work
would primarily be underground and it is therefore not anticipated that it would affect
overnight campers in the DeMartin Backcountry Camp, and Caltrans Standard Specifications
limit noise at night. After construction, operation of the OMC would require the occasional
use of maintenance vehicles and heavy equipment. These types of equipment would only be
used intermittently and during the daytime. Emergency generators would be used in the
event of a power outage, but these would be housed in an enclosure to reduce noise levels.
These noises may be heard on portions of the CCT, as it is close to U.S. 101 and the OMC,
but the noise would only be intermittent and short-term, and not anticipated to cause
substantial disturbance.

In addition to noise, there may be visual impacts to hikers along a short section of the CCT at
the northern portal (Caltrans 2023d). At this location, the trail is close to the highway, which
is periodically visible through the trees. The realigned highway would be shifted even closer
to the CCT; work activities associated with construction, including vegetation removal,
would be visible to trail users. Upon completion, the highway, including structures such as
the north portal and the bridge, would be visible on these portions of the trail, making the
highway more prominent to trail users. However, the duration of exposure would be low, as
only a small portion of the trail is in the vicinity of these features; less than a quarter to a half
mile would periodically be exposed to changes (the DeMartin Section of the CCT, where the
project is located, is approximately 10.7 miles long). Structures would have context-
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sensitive visual character attributes, including curvilinear and more natural forms, colors, and
textures, to soften visual changes. Areas of tree removal would reduce canopy cover and
introduce natural light, and would be visible post-construction, but partially reduced by the
remaining vegetation and/or revegetated areas between the highway and the trail.
Additionally, loss of vegetation would be less noticeable after revegetated areas mature.

The OMC is also located close to the CCT. However, at the closest point, it is on the
opposite side of a ridge, and so the OMC would not be visible. Portions of the trail on the
same side of the ridge as the OMC are farther away, and views of the OMC location are
obscured by vegetation. It is not anticipated that there would be visual changes at this
location.

There would also be temporary and permanent effects to visuals for travelers along U.S. 101.
These include views of construction equipment and construction activity, which would end
upon project completion. In addition, areas of vegetation removal would be visible, though
these changes would be reduced through revegetation post-construction. There would also
be visual changes from realigning the highway through a tunnel and the associated loss of
views of park lands, as well as changes related to the construction of features associated with
the tunnel, such as the OMC. The tunnel and associated features would introduce new forms,
lines and textures, though these features would be designed to be visually compatible with
the setting to minimize impacts. See Section 3.2.9 of the EIR/EIS for additional information
on the visual impacts of the overall project.

While construction of the project could disturb wildlife within the park, including through
noise associated with construction and through habitat removal, the area is under frequent
construction associated with maintenance and repair (see Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS). Given
this and the suitable adjacent habitat in which to move to, substantial changes to most
wildlife species are not anticipated within the park. However, the project may have
additional impacts on some special status animal species; these are covered in Section 3.4.4
and 3.4.5 of the EIR/EIS.

Overall, Alternative F would require the acquisition of at-grade right of way. This
acquisition would be from undeveloped portions of the park—no portions of the CCT would
be acquired. The park would remain accessible during construction, though there may be
limited impacts to CCT users trying to cross the highway near the northern portal, and noise
from construction activities may be audible. However, these impacts would be short-term
and temporary, not lasting beyond construction. There would be a change in visual
environment at the northern portal due to closer proximity of the highway; however, this is
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on a short section of trail and would be reduced by the remaining vegetation and/or native
plantings between the highway and the trail.

4.3 Avoidance Alternatives Analysis

The intent of Section 4(f) is to avoid and, where avoidance is not feasible and prudent,
minimize the use of Section 4(f) properties. An analysis must be conducted to determine if a
feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists.

The sections below discuss the evaluation of avoidance alternatives, and whether the
avoidance alternatives are feasible and prudent.

Avoidance Alternatives

The first step in determining whether a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists is to
identify alternatives that avoid Section 4(f) properties. Avoidance alternatives are those that
would not use any Section 4(f) property, no matter the degree of impact. An alternative that
avoids one Section 4(f) property by using another is not an avoidance alternative.

U.S. 101 is the only viable route between Crescent City and Klamath in Del Norte County.
However, the section of highway at Last Chance Grade has a history of issues relating to the
instability of the area, as it is located within a series of landslides and faces coastal erosion
from below. Projects dating back to 1987 worked to find alternative solutions to the
problems at LCG. These various alternatives are discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS.
However, while impacts to RNSP were taken into consideration in the discussion of
alternatives, no alternative completely avoided RNSP. This is due to its size and position
adjacent to the highway, and the costs and environmental impacts that would be required to
completely avoid the resource.

As mentioned previously, U.S. 101 serves as the main access to RNSP. The park complex is
large—131,983 acres—and borders long stretches of the highway. In the vicinity of LCG,
the highway is surrounded by park property from approximately PM 11.0 to PM 23.4. Just
north of LCG, the complex extends up to 7.5 miles east of U.S. 101, where it borders Six
Rivers National Forest (Figure 9).

In the most recent alternatives analysis, as summarized in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, several
alternatives, including Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, G, and their variations, departed from the
existing highway in a narrower section of parks, near Wilson Creek, and traveled north
within timberlands. However, these alternatives were all eliminated due to a combination of
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project costs, geotechnical risks, and environmental impacts, among other factors.
Environmental impacts included impacts to parks and associated resources, such as natural
vegetation communities, wildlife, wildlife connectivity, watershed integrity, and cultural
landscapes. The longest of the studied alternatives, ES, was approximately 15.5 miles long,
with an estimated cost between $1.4 and $1.6 billion.

Because ROW is limited, and the project is surrounded by parks, any shifting of the
alignment or localized retreat would require the use of park land (Figure 9). The only other
option for this area is to retreat behind the slide plane. However, to completely avoid use of
the park, a major detour would be needed—the realigned highway would have to bypass at
least 11 to 12 miles of the existing U.S. 101, in addition to retreating over 7.5 miles to the
east. To avoid use of parks at the southern end of the project, a new alignment would have to
start at Wilson Creek Road, near PM 12.6, where RNSP land is narrow and existing ROW
may allow for the avoidance of park land, or south of the RNSP boundaries near PM 11.0.

At the north, the shortest route would likely require connecting to U.S. 199 rather than U.S.
101, bypassing Crescent City (Figure 9).

At the southern end of a realignment starting at Wilson Creek, a high-level review of an
alignment that bypasses RNSP (generally following Wilson Creek and skirting the RNSP
boundary) would be approximately 27 miles long, and cost over $3 billion, with a cost per
mile estimated at $114-132 million. A highway of this size could have a construction
footprint of over 670 acres. In addition to extraordinary costs, any alignment near Wilson
Creek would likely impact contributing elements of the Traditional Cultural Landscape
present within the area, which would constitute a use of an additional Section 4(f) resource.
Therefore, although it would bypass RNSP, any alternative with access along Wilson Creek
would not be considered an avoidance alternative for the purposes of Section 4(f).

An alternative that starts south of RNSP boundaries, near PM 11.0, would be longer than an
alignment starting at Wilson Creek, and therefore costlier and with a larger footprint. It may
avoid the Traditional Cultural Landscape near Wilson Creek, but due to its length and
footprint would have the potential to impact other resources eligible for protection under
Section 106 of the NHPA and Section 4(f).

Regardless of the southern starting point, due to the length of the realignment and size of the
associated footprint, there would likely be substantial impacts to wetlands and waters,
riparian areas, and other sensitive natural communities, as any alignment would have to cross
multiple waterways (such as Wilson Creek and its tributaries, and tributaries of the Smith
River), as well as through forests within Six Rivers National Forest. In addition, there would
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likely be substantial impacts to various special status animal species and their habitats, such
as the Southern Oregon/Northern California Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit of coho
salmon (federally and state listed as threatened) and their critical habitat, which are present in
Wilson Creek and the Smith River, and northern spotted owl (federally and state listed as
threatened), which has habitat within the vicinity of the realignment and critical habitat near
the RNSP boundary that is adjacent to Six Rivers National Forest. In addition, an alignment
of this length would likely add new barriers to wildlife movement.

The northern portion of any realignment would likely have to connect to U.S. 199, rather
than U.S. 101, effectively bypassing Crescent City. While increasing the length of the road
and associated travel time would likely have social and economic impacts, particularly to
underserved communities south of the project area, bypassing Crescent City could have

additional severe social and economic impacts.

In addition to substantial costs and environmental impacts, to avoid the parks, any bypass of
RNSP would have to pass through the Smith River National Recreation Area within Six
Rivers National Forest, which borders long sections of RNSP and would be considered a
Section 4(f) resource (Figure 9). Therefore, regardless of route, all possible realignment
routes would eventually necessitate the use of a Section 4(f) property.

Therefore, based on the above, the No-Build Alternative is the only Section 4(f) avoidance
alternative.

For the No-Build Alternative, no work would be done on the existing highway. Regular
maintenance and operations would continue, with emergency restoration projects conducted
as needed to address landslides and roadway failures. As the highway would remain within
the existing ROW, there would be no use of park land; therefore, the No-Build Alternative
would be the only avoidance alternative. However, it should be noted that engineering
solutions such as retaining walls have not been able to provide long-term stability to the
highway. Future failures of the road would likely necessitate emergency retreats, which
would require the use of RNSP land.
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Figure 9. RNSP and Six Rivers National Forest in Del Norte County
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Feasible and Prudent Analysis

The second step in the avoidance alternative analysis is to determine if any potential

avoidance alternative is feasible and prudent. As defined in 23 CFR 774.17, feasible and

prudent alternatives are those that avoid using any Section 4(f) resource and do not cause

other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of

protecting the Section 4(f) resource.

An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgement.

An alternative is not prudent if:

It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the
project in light of its stated purpose and need;

It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;

After reasonable mitigation, it still causes severe social, economic, or environmental
impacts; severe disruption to established communities; severe disproportionate
impacts to minority or low-income populations; or severe impacts to environmental

resources protected under other Federal statutes;

It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an
extraordinary magnitude;

It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or

It involves multiple factors outlined above that, while individually minor,
cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.

The only potential avoidance alternative is the No-Build Alternative. However, this

alternative has preliminarily been determined to not be prudent for the following reasons:

1.

Compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the
project in light of its stated purpose and need. The No-Build Alternative does not
meet the purpose and need of the project, as it would not provide a long-term solution
to the instability and potential roadway failure at LCG needed to address economic
ramifications of a long-term failure and closure, risk of delay/detour to the traveling
public, increasing maintenance and emergency project costs, and the increases in in
frequency and severity of large storm events caused by climate change. U.S. 101 in
this area would likely continue to experience slides and would be subject to closures,
possibly even full closures. The possibility for more catastrophic roadway failure is
potentially greater due to the increase in frequency and severity of large storm events
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caused by climate change. As detailed in #3 below, closure of U.S. 101 at this
location requires an approximate 449-mile detour as there are no parallel routes that
service the area. The risk for economic ramifications and delays and detours to the
traveling public would remain, as would the continuance of maintenance and
emergency projects, and the associated costs.

Unacceptable safety or operational problems. Roadway failure and landslides
present risks to the traveling public. Caltrans, in alignment with FHWA, is advancing
a goal of having zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries by 2050; a key part of
meeting this goal is being proactive in protecting and improving our roadway system
for users and workers alike (Caltrans 2022b). The No-Build Alternative would
continue to put highway workers and the traveling public at risk in the event of slides

and roadway failures.

Causes other severe social, economic, or environmental impacts. With the No-
Build Alternative, there is also the possibility that landslide movement could cause a
major roadway failure, resulting in a long-term closure of the highway. Closures
have occurred in the past, such as in 2021, when a February landslide forced the
highway to shut down. Even when the highway reopened, repairs required hours-
long delays through the summer months.

Any closures at LCG require a detour of approximately 449 miles for those traveling
between Crescent City and Klamath (Figure 10). This would have severe social and
economic impacts on those who rely on the highway remaining open. The
communities to the south of LCG would be more severely affected, as these areas are
rural, requiring more frequent travel to the areas to the north of the project. These
areas have high concentrations of minority and low-income populations, which would
be disproportionately affected (Caltrans 2023b); for additional information, see the
Environmental Justice section of the EIR/EIS, Section 3.2.5.

An analysis of economic impacts found that an emergency one-year closure at LCG
would include the loss of approximately 3,800 jobs and the reduction of business
output by nearly half a billion dollars (Caltrans 2015a). Such a closure would also
lead to an estimated $236 million in travel costs to be collectively borne by
individuals, businesses, and government institutions.

Additional maintenance and operational costs of extraordinary magnitude.
Emergency repairs and enhanced maintenance, which have cost millions (over $85
million between 1997 and 2021), would continue. There is no foreseeable end to
such expenditures, and effects of climate change may exacerbate conditions.
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Figure 10. LCG Full-Closure Detour
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5. Involves multiple factors outlined above that cumulatively cause unique problems
or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. While each of the factors discussed above
are in themselves reasons for the No-Build Alternative being not prudent, the
cumulation of the factors provides even more weight to the determination that the No-
Build Alternative is not prudent. The extraordinary expenses involved with repairing
emergency after emergency rather than constructing a long-term solution, as well as
the continued safety and economic risks, render the No-Build Alternative not prudent.

Based on the discussions above, it appears there is no feasible and prudent avoidance
alternative. However, determinations of whether avoidance alternatives are not feasible and
prudent are not made in draft evaluations; a final decision will not be made until after the
draft document has been circulated for public review.

If there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, and multiple alternatives that use
Section 4(f) remain under consideration, then the alternative that causes the least overall

harm must be identified. The Least Overall Harm Analysis is discussed in Chapter 8.

4.4 Measures to Minimize Harm

Under 23 CFR 774.3, a use of a Section 4(f) property must include all possible planning to
minimize harm to the property; i.e., all reasonable measures to minimize harm must be

included in the project.

Throughout the life of the project, Caltrans has been working to minimize impacts to park
land. This has included coordinating with RNSP from an early stage, evaluating various
alternatives with respect to parks, and refining project alternatives to minimize impacts to
park resources.

For the LCG project, Caltrans has been coordinating with NPS and CDPR since 2014,
including assessment of project alternatives. A brief summary is provided in Section 4.5 of
this document, with more detail on coordination in Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS.

Alternatives to address the instability at LCG have been considered in various projects since
1987. In reviewing alternatives, impacts to parks and park resources were evaluated, such as
length of roadway in parks, impacts to redwood forests and other habitat types, creation of
edge habitat, and wildlife impacts, among other factors such as construction and mitigation
costs, time to construct, cut/fill, and risk of road closures.
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Analysis of alternatives for the Last Chance Grade project itself started in 2015 with the
Engineered Feasibility Study (Caltrans 2015b), which reviewed alternatives considered prior
to 2015 as well as new build alternatives. Between the 2015 report and 2021, alternatives
were analyzed and refined or eliminated, culminating in the Alternative Analysis Report in
2021 (Caltrans 2021), which recommended that Alternatives X and F be carried forward for
further study. Summaries of these reports and the previous alignments considered are
discussed in more detail in Section 2.5 of the EIR/EIS. The Engineered Feasibility Study and
Alternative Analysis Report are incorporated into this report by reference?.

With respect to the current build alternatives, consideration has been given to further
reducing impacts to parks and park resources, such as limiting the tiering of walls for
Alternative X and shifting the north portal of Alternative F to avoid impacts to larger
redwood trees. Background on the history and refinement of the build alternatives can be
found in Section 2.4 of the EIR/EIS. In addition to refinements, project design has also taken
into account other factors for both alternatives, including maintaining access to the parks’

maintenance roads and limiting impacts to the CCT during construction.

In addition to designing the project to minimize impacts to the parks, standard measures
included in the project would also serve to reduce impacts to park resources, including
fencing/flagging around sensitive areas where no work would occur, preparing a revegetation
plan, limiting work within root zones of large trees where feasible and, where possible, using
root-friendly excavation and severance methods around the roots of large trees. More detail
on these and other standard measures can be found in Section 2.6 of the EIR/EIS.

Other measures for the project to minimize harm to parks and park resources may include:

e Measures to offset potential temporary impacts on Section 4(f) recreational resources.
This may include CCT improvements or funding to support other park projects or
trail management activities. Implementation of this measure would depend on the
level of impacts under each alternative and would be determined in consultation with
RNP and CDPR.

e Posting signage at trailheads and on websites to notify park users of construction
activities when there is work near the CCT.

e Having an arborist on site during construction work around roots of large trees.

2 The 2015 Engineered Feasibility Study, 2021 Alternatives Analysis Report (as attached to the
project’s 2022 Agency Coordination Plan), and other reports that assessed alternatives as
described in the EIR/EIS are available for review on the LCG Project website’s document library:
https://lastchancegrade.com/.
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e A measure to offset potential effects to late successional forest may include forest
restoration projects and/or the preservation of existing late successional forest habitat
See Section 3.4.1 of the EIR/EIS for details.

4.5 Coordination

Since 2014, Caltrans has created active, working relationships with the agencies and groups
that have management responsibilities for lands and resources that would be directly
impacted by the project, including NPS and CDPR (Caltrans 2020).

Coordination with NPS and CDPR has been ongoing to address the issues at LCG, including
project updates, alternative selection, project impacts, and project mitigation and
minimization. Major communication points include:

e In 2015, a white paper was established for initial consensus on moving forward and
finding the best project alternatives (Caltrans 2015c).

e Between December 2020 and April 2021, a series of three alternatives analysis
workshops were held with stakeholders, including NPS and CDPR, to discuss the
project purpose and need, range of alternatives, evaluation of alternatives, and
alternative screening methodologies.

e In November 2021, Caltrans posted its Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an
EIR under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a Notice of Intent
(NOJ) to prepare an EIS pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
which were sent to appropriate agencies, including NPS and CDPR. In addition,
under NEPA, invitations for NPS to be a participating and cooperating agency and
CDPR to be a cooperating agency were also sent out in November, and both agencies
accepted their role(s). An Agency Coordination Plan was prepared and sent to NPS
and CDPR in January 2022, which discussed coordination points, responsibilities, and
the target schedule for the project (Caltrans 2022a).

e Between November 2021 and May 2023, four meetings were held to provide project
updates and discuss project impacts and potential avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures.

In addition to the above, and various meetings to discuss project updates, impacts, and
potential minimization measures, there have been meetings to discuss surveys in the project
area, and the preliminary preferred alternative. These meeting points are provided in the
coordination log in Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS.

This Section 4(f) document will be provided to NPS and CDPR for coordination and
comment in accordance with 23 CFR 774.5 prior to the Final EIR/EIS.
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CRESCENT CITY TO TRINIDAD
WAGON ROAD DRAFT INDIVIDUAL
SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

The Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon Road is a linear cultural resource that extends well
beyond the project’s ESL. Because of the route’s length, and the resources needed to
evaluate it in its entirety, it is assumed that the road is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) for the purposes of this project. As such, this resource would trigger
the provisions of Section 4(f).

5.1 Section 4(f) Resource Description

The Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon Road functioned as the primary overland route
between Crescent City and northern Humboldt from its construction in 1894 until it was
replaced in the 1920s.

In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, segments of a linear cultural resource are
assessed to determine if they contribute to the resources’ overall eligibility for the NRHP?,
However, as only a small portion of the wagon road is within the ESL, it is outside the scope
and scale of the project to record and assess the integrity of the entire length of the wagon
road. As there was not enough information to support the wagon roads eligibility or lack
thereof, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) did not concur that the wagon road is
eligible. However, the SHPO did recommend assuming the road is eligible for the NRHP for
the purposes of this project. See Appendix F of the EIR/EIS for correspondence with the
SHPO. The resource is assumed to be eligible under Criterion A* at the local level for its
significance as a primary transportation corridor connecting Crescent City with communities
to the south. Its period of significance is 1894 to circa 1920, when it was bypassed.

Within the ESL, the wagon road is largely overgrown with vegetation, and many segments
have undergone substantial change due to earth movements/landslides and alterations by
landowners over time. Only discontinuous portions of the road remain, with a total of 31

3 Section 106 is the process used to identify historic properties to be considered under Section 4(f).
The eligibility of resources for listing on the NRHP is identified under Section 106 (36 CFR 800,4),
while historic sites for section 4(f) includes resources included in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (23 CFR 774.17).

4 As outlined in 36 CFR 60.4, resources that meet Criterion A are resources that possess integrity and
that “are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history.”
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segments documented within the ESL and the project vicinity; of these segments, only 10 are
intact and show sufficient integrity to contribute to the eligibility of the wagon road (Caltrans
2022c¢).

Six of the contributing segments are within the ESL, both inside and outside of the existing
ROW.

5.2 Proposed Use

Alternative X is not anticipated to have a use of the wagon road, while Alternative F is
anticipated to have both temporary and permanent uses.

Constructive use only occurs when there is no incorporation of a Section 4(f) property, but
proximity impacts are severe (23 CFR 774.15). Because Alternative X does not involve
incorporation, it was reviewed for constructive use. However, constructive use would not
apply to Alternative F, as the alternative involves incorporation of the Section 4(f) property.

Under Section 106 of the NHPA, it is anticipated that Alternative X would not affect the
wagon road, while Alternative F would have an adverse effect’.

See the following sections for additional information.

Alternative X

Alternative X would not involve a temporary or permanent use of the wagon road. Although
the wagon road is within the ESL, it is not within the project footprint, which is the area the
project is anticipated to impact, nor is it in the areas of ROW acquisition.

The wagon road is assumed to be eligible for the NRHP due to its significance as an early
transportation corridor. Contributing segments are important for their intactness and
integrity, which would not be sensitive to proximity impacts such as changes to visuals, air
quality, noise, wildlife, water quality, hydrology, or other factors. Therefore, because there
would be no proximity impacts that would affect the intactness and integrity of the presumed
eligible wagon road segments, there would be no constructive use of this Section 4(f)

resource.

5 As defined under 36 CFR 800.5, an adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly
or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in
the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.
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Alternative F

Alternative F would involve both a permanent and temporary use of the wagon road. This
includes permanent incorporation of portions of three separate road segments—known as
Segments 1, 10, and M—through the acquisition of ROW. In addition, portions of Segments
10 and M would be subject to temporary occupancy due to geotechnical investigations.
Impacts to the contributing wagon road segments are summarized in Table 3.

There would be a use of approximately 36% of the first contributing segment, Segment 1, at
the northern portal. An estimated 303 feet of the 852-foot-long® segment would be within the
areas of ROW acquisition. Of this 303 feet, approximately 205 feet would be within the
limits of the cut for the portal and would be removed, and an additional 60 feet may be
affected by vegetation disturbance beyond the cut. Therefore, an approximately 265-foot-
long segment would be used by the project. It is anticipated there would be no impact to the
portions of the road outside of the ROW acquisition area.

The remaining two segments, Segments 10 and M, were recorded at separate times, but are
part of one continuous section of the wagon road. An estimated 483 feet of the combined
1,104-foot-long® road would be within the area of ROW acquisition, within which
approximately 199 feet would be within the construction footprint of the OMC and would be
completely removed. The remaining 284 feet in the ROW acquisition area and the 621 feet
outside of this area would be temporarily disturbed—by vegetation removal and/or grading—
for access of geotechnical drilling equipment for B-57, or minor disturbances to vegetation
beyond the cut section needed for the OMC. Though Segments 10 and M of the wagon road
would be adversely affected under Section 106, the section outside of the ROW acquisition
area would not be permanently incorporated into the transportation project and would
therefore be considered a temporary use under Section 4(f).

No other contributing segments of the wagon road would be impacted by the project,
including through proximity impacts, as the road is not sensitive to changes other than direct
disturbance that affects its integrity and intactness.

6 Spatial data was used to estimate potential impacts. However, there were discrepancies between
the lengths in the official records and the lengths in the spatial data. This is due, in part, to the
limitations in GPS accuracy from the dense tree canopy and topography in the project area, which
can limit the ability of field equipment’s access to satellites. According to official records, Segment 1
is 865 feet compared to spatial data estimates of 852 feet and Segments 10 and M are a combined
935 feet, compared to spatial data estimates of 1,104 feet.
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Table 3. Summary of Use of the Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon Road for Alternative F3

Segment 1 Segments 10 and M

Permanent Incorporation 303 feet 483 feet

Cut/Fill 205 feet 199 feet

Vegetation Disturbanqe / 60 feet 284 feet
Grading

Undisturbed 38 feet 0 feet

Temporary Occupancy 0 feet 621 feet

Vegetation Disturbanqe / 0 feet 621 feet
Grading

Total Use 303 feet 1,104 feet

Total Segment Length 852 feet 1,104 feet

5.3 Avoidance Alternatives Analysis

As discussed in Section 4.3.1, an analysis must be conducted to determine if the project has
any feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. Avoidance alternatives are those that would
not result in a use of any Section 4(f) property. If there are any avoidance alternatives, it
must be determined if any of them are feasible and prudent, which means they can be built as
a matter of sound engineering judgement and would not result in other issues, as listed in
Section 4.3.1, such as not meeting the purpose and need of the project or causing severe

impacts.

Section 4.3.1 documents potential feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. While there
are build alternatives that would avoid the use of the wagon road, such as Alternative X, due
to the size and location of RNSP, only the No-Build Alternative would potentially avoid the
use of the parks and other Section 4(f) resources. However, the No-Build Alternative is not
likely prudent, as it does not meet the purpose and need of the project, among other factors
discussed in Section 4.3.1. The determination on whether avoidance alternatives are feasible
and prudent are not made in draft evaluations. However, based on preliminary analysis, it

appears there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative.

After completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and if multiple alternatives remain, the alternative
with the least overall harm will be identified; this analysis will be documented in Chapter 8
of this document.
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5.4 Measures to Minimize Harm

As mentioned previously, all reasonable measures to minimize harm to a Section 4(f)

property must be included in a project.

As much of the wagon road near the project is within RNSP, efforts to minimize impacts to
the parks, as discussed in Section 4.4, also help to minimize impacts to contributing segments
of the wagon road. However, avoiding the wagon road completely, such as by relocating the
north portal for Alternative F, would result in greater impacts to RNSP and potentially to
redwood trees, a contributing element of the Traditional Cultural Landscape, another Section
4(f) resource.

Once the effects of the project on the wagon road are determined, as outlined in 36 CFR
800.5, and documented in a Finding of Effect (FOE), measures to minimize harm to the
wagon road, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6, would be included in a Historic Property Treatment
Plan (HPTP) and attached to a project-specific Programmatic Agreement (PA) or a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). These documents would be completed prior to the
final environmental document. Potential measures to minimize harm for the wagon road
could include interpretive displays and/or the preparation of a detailed historic context which
would be available to the public. Measures would be based on discussions with NPS, CDPR,
and SHPO.

5.5 Coordination

Caltrans initiated consultation with the SHPO pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA in 2019. In
December 2020, Caltrans began consultation with the SHPO on a project-specific PA
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.14(b). The PA permits a phased approach for the project, allowing
the Section 106 consultation process to occur over an established extended timeframe,
though an MOA may be used rather than the PA, depending on results of consultation with
SHPO. In November 2022, Caltrans evaluated the eligibility of the Crescent City to Trinidad
Wagon Road and sought SHPO concurrence, and in January 2023, the SHPO recommended
the wagon road be treated as eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this project.
Additional detail on coordination with the SHPO can be found in Chapter 5 of the EIR/EIS,
and correspondence can be found in Appendix F of the EIR/EIS.

A FOE will be prepared for this project and provided to the SHPO for review prior to the
final EIR/EIS. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, it is anticipated the project would result in
an adverse effect for the Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon Road under Alternative F, while
there would be no effect to the wagon road under Alternative X.
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LANDSCAPE DRAFT INDIVIDUAL
SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

Consultations with local tribes are being conducted to ensure all culturally important
locations or resources related to tribal use and perspectives have been addressed. While
consultations have not been completed, it is anticipated the Last Chance Grade project area
falls into a Traditional Cultural Landscape (TCL), which is a form of Traditional Cultural
Property. It is assumed the TCL would be eligible for the NRHP, with contributing and non-
contributing elements. As such, this resource triggers the provisions of Section 4(f).

6.1 Section 4(f) Resource Description

Extensive consultation with five local tribes—the Yurok Tribe, Elk Valley Rancheria,
Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation, Resighini Rancheria, and Tolowa Nation—indicates the presence of
a Traditional Cultural Landscape’ within the project ESL. Ethnographic research and
interviews are currently underway to determine the boundaries and contributing elements of
this landscape, as defining these elements is solely based on the perspectives of those whose
culture is tied to that landscape. However, it is assumed that the TCL encompasses the entire
ESL and extends well beyond it. Contributing elements would likely include old-growth
redwoods and other conifers, Wilson Creek and areas adjacent to Wilson Creek, coastal sea
stacks, caves, and rock outcrops. It is anticipated the TCL will be eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion A, B, and D®.

Of the known potential contributing elements identified by the local tribes, only old-growth
redwoods and other conifers are within the ESL. Old-growth redwood trees are considered
living beings that are directly connected to the cultural continuity of the local tribes, and are
therefore anticipated to be considered eligible to the NRHP under Criterion B. In addition,

7 According to NPS Preservation Brief 36, a cultural landscape is defined as a geographic area,
including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein,
associated with a historic event, activity, or person, or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values
(NPS 1994).

8 As outlined in 36 CFR 60.4, resources eligible for the inclusion in the National Register must have
integrity. Under Criterion A, these resources “are associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history”, while Criterion B are resources that “are
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past,” and Criterion D are resources “that have
yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.”
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the life of old-growth redwoods continues after they have fallen or been cut, as they are used
for traditional purposes, which ties directly into the transference of traditional knowledge
within tribes. Other old-growth trees, such as Douglas-fir, Sitka spruce, and western
hemlock may likewise be of importance to the tribe, and eligible under NRHP under
Criterion B.

There is no agreed-upon definition for an old-growth; for the project, all trees 2 feet (24
inches) in DBH and greater, considered “large trees”, were mapped (Caltrans 2023a). In
placing a thumb on the scale of protecting Section 4(f) resources, because there is no agreed-
upon definition for an old-growth tree, for the purposes of the evaluation, all large conifers
were considered contributing elements of the TCL. In addition, all conifers, whether inside
the existing ROW or in areas of ROW acquisition, were counted and included in the
calculation of use.

6.2 Proposed Use

Both Alternative X and Alternative F are anticipated to have a permanent use of the TCL due
to impacts to contributing elements: redwoods and other conifers. The other potentially
contributing elements are outside of the ESL and, due to distance, topography and/or
resource type, are not anticipated to be affected by proximity impacts.

Under Section 106, it is anticipated that both project alternatives would have an adverse
effect on the TCL due to impacts to redwoods and other conifers.

See the following sections for a summary of potential use of conifers for each alternative.

Alternative X

Alternative X is anticipated to have a permanent use of large redwood trees and other
conifers (2 feet [24 inches] in DBH and greater)—contributing elements of the TCL.
Conifers are present within the ROW acquisition area needed for the tiered wall and the
underground drainage system access road and would be affected by construction. In
addition, large conifers within the existing ROW would be removed due to shifting of the
highway, and wall construction and the associated cut/fill and ground disturbance.

Approximately 116 large conifers that are considered contributing elements to the TCL are
anticipated to be removed for this alternative, including 95 trees between 2.0 and 3.9 feet in
DBH, and 21 trees 4.0 feet and over in DBH. The total includes 15 trees within the area of

Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project Page 50
Draft Section 4(f) December 2023



Chapter 6. Traditional Cultural Landscape Draft Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation

ROW acquisition and 101 trees within the existing ROW. See Table 4 for a summary of
large redwoods removed for the project by size and location.

Table 4. Summary of Conifer Trees Removed for Alternative X by Species

Number of Trees within ROW Number of Trees within the
. Acquisition Areas Existing ROW
Conifer Total
Species Tree 2.0' | Tree 4.0' Tree 2.0' | Tree 4.0' Removed
to 3.9 DBH or Total to 3.9 DBH or Total
DBH Greater DBH Greater
Redwood 5 2 7 40 5 45 52
Douglas-fir 0 0 0 39 5 44 44
Sitka Spruce 2 6 8 9 3 12 20
Total 7 8 15 88 13 101 116

Alternative F

Alternative F is anticipated to have a permanent use of large redwood trees and other
conifers—contributing elements of the TCL. Conifers within the existing ROW and those in
the areas to be acquired are primarily located at the portals and would be affected by
construction of the portals, bridge, and associated features and activities.

Approximately 104 conifers that are considered contributing elements to the TCL are
anticipated to be removed for this alternative, including 65 trees between 2.0 and 3.9 feet in
DBH and 39 trees 4.0 feet and over in DBH. This includes 85 large trees in the ROW to be
acquired and 19 trees within the existing ROW. See Table 5 for a summary of large trees to
be removed by size and location.

Table 5. Summary of Conifer Trees Removed for Alternative F by Species

Number of Trees within ROW Number of Trees within the
Acquisition Areas Existing ROW
Conifer \ \ \ Tree Total
Species Tree 2.0 Tree 4.0 Tree 2.0 4.0' Removed
to 3.9 DBH or Total to 3.9' DBi-I or Total
DBH Greater DBH
Greater
Redwood 15 14 29 8 2 10 39
Douglas-fir 3 3 6 3 0 3 9
Sitka Spruce 28 15 43 4 2 6 49
Western
Hemlock 4 3 7 0 0 0 7
Total 50 35 85 15 4 19 104
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6.3 Avoidance Alternatives Analysis

As discussed in Section 4.3.1, an analysis must be conducted to determine if the project has
any feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. Avoidance alternatives are those that would
not result in a use of any Section 4(f) property. If there are any avoidance alternatives, it
must be determined if any of them are feasible and prudent, which means they can be built as
a matter of sound engineering judgement and would not result in other issues, as listed in
Section 4.3.1, such as not meeting the purpose and need of the project or causing severe

impacts.

Section 4.3.1 documents potential feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. While the
boundaries of the TCL have not been defined, the majority of large conifers in the vicinity of
the project are within RNSP. Therefore, avoidance alternatives for RNSP would likely be
similar to avoidance alternatives for this contributing element of the TCL. While
determinations on feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives are not made in draft
evaluations, as discussed previously, it appears that only the No-Build Alternative would
potentially avoid the use of RNSP. However, this alternative would not likely be prudent, as
it does not meet the purpose and need of the project, among other factors. Therefore,
because it appears there are no alternatives that avoid all Section 4(f) resources that are also
feasible and prudent, it is likely there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative.

After completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, and if multiple alternatives remain, the alternative
with the least overall harm will be identified; this analysis will be documented in Chapter 8
of this document.

6.4 Measures to Minimize Harm

Under 23 CFR 774.3, all reasonable measures to minimize harm to a Section 4(f) resource
must be included in the project.

As old-growth redwoods are an important feature within RNSP, which contains 45% of the
remaining protected old-growth redwood forest in California, minimizing harm to the parks
also serves to minimize impacts to this contributing element of the TCL. As discussed in
Section 4.4 in this document and in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, the impact to old-growth
redwoods, in addition to other large conifers, was an important factor in evaluating the
alternatives considered for the project and for refining the project design, such as shifting the
north portal of Alternative F to avoid impacts to the largest trees.
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In addition to considering impacts to larger trees in the project design, several standard
measures included as part of the project would lessen impacts to large trees. These include
measures such as flagging or fencing off environmentally sensitive areas (such as redwood
forests) to prevent work within the area; restricting work within the structural root zones of
large trees where feasible; and, when possible, using root-friendly excavation and severance
methods around the roots of large trees. See Section 2.6 of the EIR/EIS for more information

on the project’s standard measures.

In addition to the above, an arborist would be on site during construction work around roots
of large trees.

Any additional measures for minimizing harm, if needed, would be determined through
consultation with the local tribes, National and State Parks, and the SHPO. Once the Effects
Finding for the project is determined, prior to the final environmental document, measures
would be agreed upon and documented in a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) that
will be attached to the PA or a MOA.

6.5 Coordination

Caltrans began consultation for this project with the local tribes in 2014. This included close
coordination with Tribal Historic Preservation Officers and other representatives from the
Yurok Tribe, Elk Valley Rancheria, Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation, Resighini Rancheria, Tolowa
Nation, and National and State Parks. A cultural resources working group that included
representatives from the five tribes and cultural resources staff from NPS and CDPR was
formed in 2017 to address cultural resource concerns. This group meets on a quarterly basis.
In addition, in 2018, Caltrans began attending tribal council meetings with each tribe on an
annual basis. Consultation with tribes is ongoing, including coordination for ethnographic

research and interviews to identify areas of cultural importance.

In addition, as discussed in Section 5.5, Caltrans initiated consultation with the SHPO
pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA in 2019 and is working on a PA with the SHPO and
other consulting parties for the project, though an MOA may be used, depending on the
results of consultation with SHPO. Once ethnographic research and interviews are complete,
the SHPO and other consulting parties would be consulted on the eligibility of the TCL, and
the FOE and the HPTP (an attachment to the PA or MOA) would be prepared, prior to the
final environmental document. It is anticipated the project would result in an adverse effect
to the TCL for both Alternative X and Alternative F.
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A summary of coordination with the local tribes and other agencies is summarized in Chapter
5 of the EIR/EIS.
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RESOURCES EVALUATED
RELATIVE TO THE REQUIREMENTS
OF SECTION 4(F): NO-USE
DETERMINATIONS

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at 49
United States Code (USC) 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States
Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic

sites.”

This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, and
historic properties found within or next to the project area that do not trigger Section 4(f)
protection because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not open to the public, 3) they
are not eligible historic properties, or 4) the project does not permanently use the property
and does not hinder the preservation of the property.

Within the project vicinity, one wildlife and waterfowl refuge and eight potential historic-era
cultural resources were assessed relative to the requirements of Section 4(f). Other than
RNSP, there were no other parks or recreational facilities within or next to the project area.

7.1 Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges

The California National Coastal Monument is located in the vicinity of the project. The
monument is protected by the Bureau of Land Management as National Conservation Lands.
The mission of National Conservation Lands is to conserve, protect, and restore nationally
significant landscapes that have outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific values for the
benefit of current and future generations. The California Coastal Monument includes off-
shore rocks that are exposed above mean high tide within 12 nautical miles of the mainland
along the California coastline. While the monument can be viewed from the shore, there are
no visitor facilities for the monument in the vicinity of the project.

The California National Monument is over 700 feet from the ESL. Due to the distance and
proposed project activities closest to the resource, it would not be subject to permanent,
temporary, or constructive use by either project alternative. Therefore, the provisions of
Section 4(f) do not apply.
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Chapter 7. Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f): No-Use Determinations

7.2 Historic Sites

Within the study area, an additional eight potential historic-era cultural resources were
evaluated in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Of these, six sites were determined
not to be eligible for the NRHP, while the remaining two were determined to be eligible or
assumed to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

The six ineligible sites include a road segment and drainage ditch, two log stacks, two former
subdivisions, and a portion of the modern redwood highway. SHPO concurrence on the
ineligibility of the road segment and drainage ditch was received in 2019, with the remaining
resources receiving concurrence in 2023 (see Appendix F of the EIR/EIS). Because these
sites are not eligible for the NRHP, they are not Section 4(f) properties; therefore, the
provisions of Section 4(f) do not apply.

The two remaining resources include the Old Redwood Highway District and the Joseph
DeMartin Barn Site.

A portion of the Old Redwood Highway District (P-08-000550/REDW00162)—Last Chance
Grade to Damnation Creek Segment, which was constructed in 1919 and replaced the
Crescent City to Trinidad Wagon Road, is present within and adjacent to the ESL, extending
northwest from the current U.S. 101 alignment. This resource was previously listed in the
NRHP in 1979, and in 2020, after NPS recorded and evaluated decommissioned segments
within RNP, it was concluded that the roadway meets NRHP eligibility under Criterion A,
with a period of significance from 1919 to 1952. However, pursuant to 23 CFR 774.13(a)(3),
Section 4(f) approval for historic transportation facilities is only required if it is adversely
affected by the project and the official with jurisdiction over the resource has not objected to
this conclusion. It is assumed there would be no adverse effect to this resource; SHPO
concurrence on the Finding of Effect for the project as a whole is anticipated prior to the final
environmental document. Because of the above, while the resource is a Section 4(f)

property, the provisions of Section 4(f) would not apply.

The Joseph DeMartin Barn Site (CA-DNO-263H/P-08000258/REDW00100) is a historic-era
ranching and barn site established by Joseph DeMartin in 1901, which continued under other
ownership (Miriam Rudisill) until 1965. The site was not evaluated but, for the purposes of
this project, it is assumed that it would be eligible for the NRHP, likely under Criterion D.
The site would be avoided during construction. However, Criterion D properties are
important for the information they yield.
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Chapter 7. Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f): No-Use Determinations

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3, because the site would be important chiefly because of what can
be learned by data recovery and has minimal value for preservation in place, this resource
would be exempt from Section 4(f). As such, the provisions of Section 4(f) would not apply.
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LEAST OVERALL HARM ANALYSIS

After circulation of the draft environmental document, if it is determined that there is no
feasible and prudent alternative that completely avoids Section 4(f) properties, pursuant to 23
CFR 774.3(c), the alternative that causes the least overall harm in light of the statute’s
preservation purpose can be chosen. This alternative would be determined by balancing the
following factors:

e Ability to mitigate adverse impacts on each Section 4(f) resource;

e The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected
activities, attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) resource for protection;

e The relative significance of each Section 4(f) resource;
e The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) resource;
e The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project;

e After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts on resources not
protected by Section 4(f); and

e Substantial differences in costs among alternatives.

Input from agencies (officials with jurisdiction) and members of the public are important to a
least overall harm analysis. The analysis will be included in the Final Section 4(f),

incorporating input resulting from circulation of the draft environmental document.
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SECTION 6(F) CONSIDERATION

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act was established by Congress in 1964
to fulfill a bipartisan commitment to safeguard natural areas, water resources and cultural
heritage, and to provide recreation opportunities to all Americans. The LWCF program
provides matching grants to States and local governments for the acquisition and
development of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities. Section 6(f) of this Act
prohibits the conversion of property acquired or developed with these grants to a non-
recreational purpose without the approval of the Department of Interior’s (DOI) National
Park Service.

CDPR was contacted about LWCF-funded lands in the Last Chance Grade area, and
confirmed that the lands around LCG were not acquired with the LWCF and no development
of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities have used LWCF grants.

NPS lands in the area may have been acquired by LWCF funds. However, the “conversion
analysis” required under Section 6(f) only applies to the state assistance program—it does
not apply to federal lands. A separate process, through the grant of a highway deed, would
be needed for acquisition of park lands
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September 2022

NON-DISCRIMINATION POLICY STATEMENT

The California Department of Transportation, under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, ensures “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial
assistance.”

Caltrans will make every effort to ensure nondiscrimination in all of its services,
programs and activities, whether they are federally funded or not, and that services
and benefits are fairly distributed to all people, regardless of race, color, or national
origin. In addition, Caltrans will facilitate meaningful participation in the tfransportation
planning process in a non-discriminatory manner.

Related federal statutes, remedies, and state law further those protections to include
sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation, and age.

For information or guidance on how to file a complaint, or obtain more information
regarding Title VI, please contact the Title VI Branch Manager at (916) 639-6392 or visit
the following web page: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/civil-rights/title-vi.

To obtain this information in an alternate format such as Braille or in a language other
than English, please contact the California Department of Transportation, Office of
Civil Rights, at PO Box 942874, MS-79, Sacramento, CA 94274-0001; (?16) 879-6768
(TTY 711); or at Title.VI@dot.ca.gov.

TONY TAVARES
Director

"Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”


http://www.dot.ca.gov/
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/civil-rights/title-vi
mailto:Title.VI@dot.ca.gov
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APPENDIX D. Draft Mitigation Summary and
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Record







Introduction

The purpose of this Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to
provide a summary of conceptual measures that would offset the potential impacts associated
with the Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project (LCG). The project is located on
U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) in Del Norte County between Post Miles (PMs) 12.7 and 16.5
and travels through Redwood National and State Parks. The purpose of the project is to
develop a long-term solution to the instability and potential roadway failure at LCG. The
project would result in temporary and permanent impacts to resources administered by the
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR), National Park Service (NPS),
California Coastal Commission (CCC), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board NCRWQCB), and the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE).

Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation

Both alternatives would temporarily and permanently impact wetlands and/or waters,
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHASs), and late successional forest. Suitable
locations may exist within the project area that could provide opportunities to offset impacts
on these resources. There are no mitigation banks or In-Lieu Fee Programs currently
available in the project area. As a result, measures to offset impacts would be performed
through permittee-responsible mitigation.

To be sure that all the environmental measures identified are executed at the appropriate times,
the mitigation program (as articulated on the proposed Environmental Commitments Record
[ECR] which follows) would be implemented. During project design, avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures would be incorporated into the project’s final
plans, specifications, and cost estimates, as appropriate. All permits would be obtained prior
to implementation of the project. During construction, environmental and
construction/engineering staff would ensure that the commitments contained in this ECR are
fulfilled. Following construction and appropriate phases of project delivery, long-term
mitigation maintenance and monitoring would take place, as applicable. As the following
ECR is a draft, some fields have not been completed, and would be filled out as each of the
measures is implemented.

A final MMRP for the project would be completed and submitted to the appropriate
administering agencies as an attachment to the permit applications for the project. Any
permitting required for the project and updated environmental impact analysis would be
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included in the final MMRP and the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIR/EIS) would be updated accordingly.

The monitoring period for impacts to wetlands and other waters is expected to be between
five and ten years. Likely success criteria would include at least 85% cover of appropriate
native vegetation, and any wetland re-establishment or mitigation areas would meet the 3-

parameter wetland definition by the final monitoring year.

The monitoring period and success criteria for the mitigation of impacts to late successional
redwood, Sitka spruce, and Douglas-fir forest would be determined in a Habitat Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan. This plan would be established prior to application of project permits
and would take into consideration input from project stakeholders and identification of
requirements from federal/state regulators.

Environmental Commitments Record

Task and Brief Description ‘ Responsible Branch/Staff ‘ Timing/ Phase
Measures to Avoid or Minimize Non-Significant Impacts
Bio-2: During construction, when the roots of Resident Engineer (RE) During
large diameter trees are being severed, an Environmental Construction | Construction

arborist shall be on-site to assess the extent of Liaison (ECL), and
damage to the Structural Root Zone (SRZ) and Arborist

Root Health Zone (RHZ) to ensure that any roots
damaged during grading or construction would
be exposed to sound tissue and cut cleanly with
a saw, and to make a decision on tree removal.

Bio- 3: In temporary impacts areas, permeable RE, ECL During/Post
fill materials would be used where feasible. Construction
Bio-4: In compliance with state and federal RE, ECL, Biologist During/Post
wetlands policies, which establish guidelines for Construction

wetland conservation (e.g., no net loss), Caltrans
anticipates pursuing permit-driven compensation
for impacts on wetlands, as well as on riparian
and other waters. Compensation may include a
combination of on- and off-site restoration efforts.
Compensation efforts, and appropriate ratios,
would be determined in coordination with
appropriate agencies. Ratios are typically a
minimum of 1:1, and are often dependent on the
quality of the wetlands, and on whether an
impact is temporary or permanent.
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Responsible

Task and Brief Description Branch/Staff

Timing/ Phase

Measures to Avoid or Minimize Non-Significant Impacts

Bio-5: Noise control practices would be followed to
minimize construction noise and disturbance to
sensitive habitat areas:

¢ Require all construction equipment powered
by gasoline or diesel engines has sound
control devices, such as exhaust mufflers,
that are at least as effective as those
originally provided by the manufacturer and
that all equipment be operated and
maintained to minimize noise generation.

e Use equipment powered by electric motors
instead of gasoline- or diesel-powered
engines where feasible.

e Prevent excessive noise by shutting down
idling vehicles or equipment, when feasible.

RE, ECL, Pre/During/Post

Cultural-1: Prepare and Implement an Historic . >
Archaeologist Construction

Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) to address potential
effects on contributing elements of Traditional Cultural
Landscape (TCL) and Wagon Road. Measures to
address potential effects on the contributing elements
of the TCL would be developed in consultation with
the Elk Valley Rancheria, Resighini Rancheria,
Tolowa Dee-ni' Nation, Tolowa Nation, Yurok Tribe,
National Park Service (NPS), California Department of
Parks and Recreation (CDPR), and the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO). For those old-growth
redwood trees that would be removed as part of the
project, each tribe has expressed interest in utilizing
the old-growth redwood trees for construction of
traditional canoes and structures. Potential actions to
address TCL effects could include coordinating the
delivery of old-growth redwood trees removed during
construction to each tribe, onsite interpretive panels,
and scholarships. Other measures may be
considered as consultation continues.

Potential measures to address effects on the Wagon
Road may include interpretative displays and/or the
preparation of a detailed historic context which would
be available to the public. Further discussion is
required with NPS, CDPR, and the SHPO to
determine the most appropriate mitigation if an
adverse effect finding is determined for this resource.
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
i Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

Measures to Avoid or Minimize Non-Significant Impacts

Once an alternative is selected and effects on historic
properties for the alternative are determined, specific
measures would be agreed upon and documented in
an HPTP, which would be attached to the LCG
Programmatic Agreement (PA). Due to the nature of
the project area, which consists of steep terrain that is
difficult to access and has limited ground visibility, a
late discovery plan would be incorporated into the
HPTP to address additional buried cultural resources
or unanticipated discoveries that could be identified
during construction. The HPTP will be discussed in
greater detail in the final environmental document.

Park-1: Where feasible, boreholes near the RE, ECL During
Californian Coast Trail (CCT) would be placed in Construction
areas that would be screened from view from trail

users.

Park-2: Signage would be posted at trailheads and RE, ECL Pre/During
on websites to notify park users of construction Construction

activities when there is work near the CCT.

Park-3: To offset potential temporary impacts on RE, ECL Pre-

Section 4(f) recreational resources, funding would be Construction
provided to enhance the CCT where it crosses U.S.
101 or provided to support other park projects or trail
management activities. Implementation of this
measure would depend on the level of impacts under
each alternative and would be determined in
consultation with the NPS and CDPR.

Visual-1: All replanting would use a variety of RE, ECL, Biologist, During/Post
techniques, such as native seeding and container Landscape Architect Construction
stock plantings, to provide a natural feel for the
planting area(s).

Visual-2: As feasible, construction topsoil would be RE, ECL During/Post
salvaged and stockpiled for use within planting areas Construction
to increase vegetation success.

Visual-3: As needed, a Caltrans-approved landscape | RE, ECL, Landscape During
architect or other appropriate specialist would be on- Architect Construction
site during activities to oversee clearing and grubbing
activities, tree and landscape preservation, structural
aesthetic applications, and revegetation. The
landscape architect would be on call as a resource for
any aesthetic-related concerns that arise during
construction.
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
i Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

Mitigation for Significant Impacts under CEQA

Bio-1: Caltrans would undertake one or more RE, ECL, Biologist Pre/During/ Post
mitigation projects to compensate for the loss of late Construction
successional (mature to old-growth) redwood,
Douglas-fir, and Sitka spruce conifer forest and
associated large trees. The project(s) would attempt
to offset impacts based on acreage removed and
temporal loss of function.

Typically, mitigation for Caltrans projects is
established by applying ratios to compensate for the
temporal loss of function of impacted habitat (e.g.,
2:1, 3:1, etc.). However, these ratios are for
resources where functional equivalency can be
achieved within the foreseeable future. Mitigating for
late successional forests is more complex, as the
unique character and qualities of these forests
cannot be replaced in the near-term. These forests,
particularly those that support long-lived species
such as coast redwood, can take hundreds of years
to establish on their own.

Caltrans anticipates that the mitigation strategy for
late successional forest communities would include
one or both of the following options:

¢ Option One: Fund forest restoration projects
that accelerate the development of late
successional characteristics in younger-aged
stands.

Funding thinning projects in dense, early
successional stands would accelerate tree
growth, increase tree vigor, increase biodiversity
for botanical and wildlife species, buffer
remaining late successional stands from high
intensity stand-damaging fires, and increase
carbon sequestration. Current available research
supports that thinning young stands could
accelerate the formation of late successional
characteristics and functions in approximately
100 years for Sitka spruce, 150 years for
Douglas-fir, and 200 years for redwood stands,
though this is highly variable based on the
treated stand’s age, location, and position within
the landscape.

In addition to funding thinning projects, this
mitigation option may include:

e An endowment for the long-term
management of treated stands, including
additional actions to accelerate the
development of late successional
characteristics such as additional thinning,
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
’ Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

crown modification to improve structural
complexity, etc.

o Aresearch endowment to fund studies to
guide forest management, monitor the
efficacy of the thinning treatments, and
identify appropriate adaptive management
strategies.

Specific objectives related to forest thinning
treatments for mitigation include but are not
limited to:

e Accelerate the recovery of previously logged
young successional conifer stands to
mature forest structure and function.

o Create connectivity between the remaining
fragments of late successional forest
communities.

¢ Improve stream habitat, reduce erosion,
restore hydrology, and enhance landscape
resiliency.

Impacts to sensitive natural communities and
ESHA are typically mitigated at a 3:1 ratio;
however, given that the time it may take for
treated stands to reach functional equivalency of
the stands impacted by the project, the amount of
mitigation required may be based on the length
of time it would take to restore functional
equivalency of late-successional forest impacted
by the proposed project, i.e., the number of years
it would take for the treated stands to reach the
functional equivalency of the impacted habitat. It
is therefore anticipated that in-kind mitigation
would be 100:1 for late successional Sitka spruce
forest, 150:1 for late successional Douglas-fir
forest, and 200:1 for late successional coast
redwood forest, though these ratios may increase
or decrease depending on various factors, such
as quality and age of stands being impacted, or if
selected mitigation stands are off-site or out-of-
kind.

This is a preliminary review and final ratios would
be determined through the permitting process
and stakeholder coordination.

Current opportunities exist to provide funding to
one or more organizations, such as Redwoods
Rising, that are leading direct efforts to
rehabilitate/restore late successional conifer
forests using these methods in Del Norte and
Humboldt counties.
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
i Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

* Option Two: Preservation of existing late
successional forest habitat.

Preservation would be accomplished through the
purchase of existing late successional conifer
forests in Del Norte or Humboldt counties that
are threatened by logging or development, with
the intent of conveying such acreage to an
agency or organization that would manage it in
perpetuity. Preservation ratios are typically
greater than restoration ratios and would be
coordinated with administering agencies.

Preservation of existing late successional forest
habitat for mitigation may also include:

e An endowment for the long-term
management/maintenance of preserved
habitats.

e A deed restriction or conservation easement
that restricts future land use practices that
could adversely affect the protected habitat,
thereby ensuring protection of the habitat in
perpetuity.

The final strategy for mitigating for late successional
forest, using one or both of the options above, would
be outlined in a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan. This plan would be established prior to
application of project permits and would take into
consideration input from project stakeholders and
identification of requirements from federal/state
regulators.
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
’ Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

Bio-6: Tree removal would be conducted outside of RE, ECL, Biologist During

the maternity season (March 1 through September 1) Construction
and the winter torpor period (December 1 through
February 28), to the extent possible. The limited
operating periods may be modified at the
recommendation of a biologist based on regional bat
roosting data, site-specific roost status, and/or annual
climate variation. [Maternity season for bats in
California varies and may begin as early as early
March through the end of August, in the hottest and
coldest of environments, respectively (H.T. Harvey &

Associates 2019).]
Bio-7: Prior to tree removal, a qualified bat biologist RE, ECL, Biologist Pre/During
would examine trees to be removed or trimmed for Construction

suitable bat roosting habitat. Trees greater than 24
inches diameter-at-breast height (DBH) or any size
with habitat features (e.g., tree cavities, basal hollows,
loose or peeling bark, larger snags) would be further
evaluated for the potential to support roosting habitat,
and the area within accessible cavities (and on the
outside of the tree, as feasible) for bat sign (e.g.,
guano, culled insect parts, staining), as feasible. The
qualified bat biologist would be approved by Caltrans
and be knowledgeable on bat life history, species
identification, and identification of potential roosting
habitat.

Where suitable cavity bat roosting habitat is identified,
the qualified bat biologist would further evaluate the
potential use of the tree by bats by conducting an
evening emergence survey and/or using a directional
night-vision camera to view into the cavity to identify
presence of bats at cavities accessible from the
ground. Emergence surveys would be conducted no
more than 2 weeks prior to start of tree removal
activities. Surveys would be conducted 30 minutes
before sunset to 1 hour after sunset (or until there is
no visibility) and during favorable weather conditions
(calm nights with temperatures conducive to bat
activity and no precipitation predicted). Acoustic
detectors may be used to detect emerging bats and
identify species.

If bats are documented and the site is conducive, the
roost is safely accessible from the ground, and it is
feasibly appropriate (limited access points), an
exclusion device may be installed prior to tree
removal.

Any exclusion device would be installed under the
guidance of a qualified bat biologist and when weather
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Task and Brief Description Responsible -
i Branch/Staff Timing/ Phase

is fair. No exclusion would occur during the maternity

season.
Bio-8: If the bat biologist determines during the RE, ECL, Biologist Pre/During/
preconstruction tree surveys (Bio-7) that the tree is Construction

suitable for bat roosting, the biologist would use
feasible site-specific means to modify and disturb the
habitat to allow bats to wake and leave the roost prior
to tree felling.

These disturbances may include (1) modifying habitat
conditions such as removing smaller non-habitat trees
at least a day prior to removing habitat trees; (2)
creating a vibrational disturbance over the course of a
few minutes with a chainsaw, knocking the tree with a
sledgehammer, using equipment to shake the tree, or
removing the tree in pieces (sections or limbs) over
the course of a few days; (3) changing the structure of
the potential roost by lifting bark to modify
temperature, wind, light, and precipitation; and/or (4)
using ultrasound deterrents. The tree disturbance
would be monitored by the construction monitor (Bio-

9).
Bio-9: A qualified construction monitor would be RE, ECL, Biologist Pre/During/
present on site to conduct monitoring during removal Construction

of the trees identified during preconstruction surveys
(Bio-7) as having the potential to support bat roosting
in tree cavities. Following tree removal, the
construction monitor would search downed vegetation
for dead and injured bats. Injured bats would be
transported to the nearest wildlife rehabilitation facility
(Humboldt Wildlife Care Center near Arcata). The
qualified construction monitor would be approved by
Caltrans and be knowledgeable on bat life history,
species identification, and roosting habitat.

Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project Page 9
Draft Mitigation Summary and Environmental Commitments December 2023



Anticipated Agency Permits and Environmental Review

Depending on the measures implemented, a proposed mitigation may require its own
environmental clearance, mitigation requirements, and potential approvals by the agencies
listed below. While the mitigation projects themselves would likely be self-mitigating,
additional mitigation measures would be captured on-site within the mitigation projects

themselves, to the maximum extent feasible.
1. State Historic Preservation Officer — Section 106 Concurrence for potential impacts
associated with restoration activities
2. California Coastal Commission — Coastal Development Permit

3. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board — 401 Water Quality
Certification.

4. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — 404 Nationwide Permit

5. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) — Letter of Concurrence

6. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) — ESA Section 7 Biological Opinion
7. CDFW 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement
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APPENDIX E. Notice of Preparation and
Notice of Intent







Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 1 is Lead Agency for the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process for the Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project
(Project). As Lead Agency under CEQA, Caltrans is issuing this Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) consistent with all CEQA requirements.

Caltrans is also serving as federal lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as
assigned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and has separately published a Notice of Intent
(NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the Federal Register announcing its
intention to initiate the federal environmental review process for this Project, pursuant to NEPA.

The purpose of this NOP is to notify agencies, organizations, and individuals of this intent, and request
input on the scope and content of the proposed joint EIR/EIS.

Scoping Period for Receipt of Comments
Comments must be received by 5:00 p.m. PST on December 6, 2021.
Please submit written comments by either of the following ways.

1. By mail to:
Caltrans District 1
Attn: Steve Croteau
1656 Union Street
Eureka, CA 95501

2. By email to: ScopingComments@lastchancegrade.com

Virtual Scoping Meeting

A virtual scoping meeting will be held on THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 18 from 6:00 to 7:30 PM PST. At the
meeting, Caltrans will provide a brief overview of the project and the environmental review process.
Attendees will have an opportunity to ask questions. However, questions and discussion at the meeting
will not be considered scoping comments. All scoping comments must be submitted by mail or e-mail.
Attendance at the virtual scoping meeting is not necessary to submit comments.

Please visit lastchancegrade.com for more information about the project and to join the virtual scoping
meeting via Zoom. If you wish to join by phone only, call +1-669-900-6833 and use Meeting ID: 898
2790 5460.

Project Description

Caltrans is the lead agency under CEQA and NEPA, as assigned by FHWA for the project. As shown in
Figure 1, Last Chance Grade is the 3.5-mile-long section of U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) in Del Norte
County (post mile [PM] 12.0 to 15.5) that runs between Wilson Creek to about 9 miles south of Crescent
City. The Project area is almost entirely within portions of Redwood National and State Parks.

The Project would realign the highway in response to landslide and roadway failures which have caused
damage for decades. The objectives of the project are to:
® Provide a more reliable connection


mailto:ScopingComments@lastchancegrade.org

¢ Reduce maintenance costs
® Protect the economy, natural resources, and cultural resources.

A geologic study in 2000 conducted for Caltrans by the California Geological Survey mapped over 200
historical and active landslides (both deep-seated and shallow) within the corridor between Wilson
Creek and Crescent City. Over the years, Caltrans has conducted a considerable number of construction
projects and maintenance activities in the Last Chance Grade area to keep the roadway open. Since
1997, landslide mitigation efforts, including retaining walls, drainage improvements, and roadway
repairs have cost over $85 million. A long-term sustainable solution at Last Chance Grade is needed to
address:

e Economic ramifications of a long-term failure and closure

e Risk of delay/detour to traveling public

e Increasing maintenance and emergency project costs

e Increase in frequency and severity of large storm events caused by climate change

Over the past several years, Caltrans has considered multiple alignment alternatives with input from
numerous project partners in seeking a long-term feasible and sustainable solution suitable for the
unique geologic and natural features of the project area. As a result of these past alternatives screening
processes, Caltrans has elected to move forward with the environmental review of two build
alternatives, alternatives X and F (Figure 2).

Alternative X would involve reengineering the existing roadway. Within a portion of Alternative X, the
roadway would retreat inland (to the east) by approximately 130 feet to improve geotechnical stability
and longevity. Alternative X would involve constructing a series of retaining walls (single and terraced)
to minimize the potential for landslides on the roadway. Depending on feasibility, drainage
improvements might also be included for this alternative.

Alternative F would construct a 10,000 foot-long tunnel that would diverge from the existing roadway
near PM 14.06 and reconnect to US 101 near PM 15.5, thereby avoiding the portion of existing roadway
most prone to landslides and geologic instability.

The EIR/EIS will also study a No Project Alternative, which would entail no new long-term feasible and
sustainable solution for Last Chance Grade but would instead be a continuation of ongoing maintenance
and repair activities needed to enable ongoing roadway operations.

Permits and approvals from the following agencies may be required but are not limited to: U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the California Coastal Commission,
and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).

Potential Environmental Effects/Topics to Be Evaluated

Based on preliminary surveys and information, Caltrans identified the following main subject areas for
analysis in the EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS will consider impacts associated with construction and ongoing
operation. The scope of environmental analysis could be modified based on input from this NOP, the
NOI, project scoping, or the project development process.



Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry

Air Quality

Biological Resources ((including trees,
plants, animals, and wetlands/aquatic
features))

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology /Soils (including paleontology)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Hydrology / Water Quality

Environmental effects anticipated for study include, but are not limited to:

Land Use / Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise

Population / Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Tribal Cultural Resources
Utilities / Service Systems
Wildfire

Cumulative Impacts

The EIR/EIS also will address NEPA-required issues such as compliance with applicable federal executive
orders (e.g., Environmental Justice) and federal regulations (e.g., Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act).



FIGURE 1 - Location Map



FIGURE 2 —Build Alternatives to be Considered in the Draft EIR/EIS



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION [4910-RY]
Federal Highway Administration

Notice of Intent to prepare a draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Last
Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project on Interstate 101, in Del Norte
County, California

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT)

ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) for the Last Chance Grade Restoration Project on Interstate 101 (1-101).
SUMMARY: The FHWA, on behalf of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), is issuing this notice to advise the public that a Draft EIS will be prepared for
the Last Chance Grade Permanent Restoration Project (Project), a proposed roadway
improvement project on 1-101, in Del Norte County, California. A separate Notice of
Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been issued by
Caltrans to meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
DATES: This notice will be accompanied by a 30-day public scoping comment period
from November 5, 2021 to December 6, 2021. The deadline for public comments is
5:00 p.m. (PST) on December 6, 2021. The Virtual scoping meeting will be held from
6:00 pm to 7:30 pm PST on Thursday, November 18, 2021.

ADDRESSES: Project information is available on the internet at lastchancegrade.com.



https://dot.ca.gov/sr67-improvements

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For Caltrans: contact Steve Croteau,
Senior Environmental Planner, Caltrans District 1, 1656 Union Street, Eureka, CA

95501, telephone 707-572-7149, or email ScopingComments@lastchancegrade.com.

For FHWA, contact David Tedrick, telephone (916) 498-5024, or email

david.tedrick@dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Effective July 1, 2007, the FHWA assigned, and Caltrans assumed, environmental
responsibilities for this project pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327. Caltrans as the assigned
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) agency and CEQA lead agency, will prepare
a joint EIR/EIS on a proposal for improvements along a portion of I-101 known as “Last
Chance Grade” in Del Norte County, California.

Last Chance Grade is the 3.5-mile-long section of I1-101 (post mile [PM] 12.0 to 15.5)
that runs between Wilson Creek to about 9 miles south of Crescent City. The Project
area is almost entirely within portions of Redwood National and State Parks.

The Project would realign the highway in response to landslide and roadway failures

which have caused damage for decades. The purpose of the project is to:

. Provide a more reliable connection
. Reduce maintenance costs
. Protect the economy, natural resources, and cultural resources.

A geologic study in 2000 conducted for Caltrans by the California Geological Survey
mapped over 200 historical and active landslides (both deep-seated and shallow) within
the corridor between Wilson Creek and Crescent City. Over the years, Caltrans has
conducted a considerable number of construction projects and maintenance activities in

the Last Chance Grade area to keep the roadway open. Since 1997, landslide
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mitigation efforts, including retaining walls, drainage improvements, and roadway
repairs have cost over $85 million. A long-term sustainable solution at Last Chance

Grade is needed to address:

. Economic ramifications of a long-term failure and closure

. Risk of delay/detour to traveling public

. Increasing maintenance and emergency project costs

. IrLcrease in frequency and severity of large storm events caused by climate
change

Over the past several years, Caltrans has considered multiple alignment alternatives
with input from numerous project partners in seeking a long-term feasible and
sustainable solution suitable for the unique geologic and natural features of the project
area. As a result of these past alternatives screening processes, Caltrans has elected
to move forward with the environmenta