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RESPONSE TO COMMENT:43 

Trinity County Planning Commission Meeting Minutes (June 12, 2003), Public Comments 

43-a: Duane Pape (oral comment) - Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and 
will be transmitted to the Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their 
consideration in connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

43-b: Jerry Hauke (oral comment with handout (see comment 30 for figure referenced)   

43-b-1 The Lewiston and Douglas City Community Plans and the Trinity County Land Use Element of 
the General Plan contain policies, goals and objectives related to public access at Salt Flat and the other 
bridge sites as shown on pages 3.8-4 through 3.8-9 of the EA/Draft EIR.  The Lewiston Community Plan 
contains a map on page 27 that identifies Salt Flat as a potential future public access site.   

The proposed action at Salt Flat is not inconsistent with Trinity County’s General Plan   The proposed 
action is the construction of a new bridge to allow higher river flows, without damage to the bridge, 
which is a private access to Salt Flat.  The Lewiston Community Plan states that public access should 
“predominantly” rely on public lands for access to and along the Trinity River.  Development of a public 
access site at Salt Flat would solely rely on private lands for access to the river. 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan states that individual rights should be considered along with 
the rights of the community.    It is clear from the written and oral comments made by the Salt Flat 
residents, as well as many adjacent property owners (including property owners of the land which 
contains the easements for the Salt Flat Bridge) that eminent domain (condemnation) proceedings would 
be required to develop a public bridge at Salt Flat.  Even though government agencies have the power to 
condemn private property for public purposes, acquisition of private land is not necessary to meet the 
purpose and need, goals and objectives of this EA/EIR.  Providing additional public access to and along 
the Trinity River is not part of the EA/EIR project purpose and need, nor goals and objectives.  The rights 
of the individual landowners would be maintained by keeping the bridge private.  Implementation of the 
Proposed Action at Salt Flat would not preclude future public acquisition of the bridge and access road. .   
The government would have to pay for the fair market value of the property interest taken, and the 
damages to the remaining interest.   The use of public funds for the construction of the bridge does not 
create any right of the government acquire a public right-of-way.   

Furthermore, reconstruction or relocation of the private Salt Flat Bridge was not anticipated at the time 
the Lewiston Community Plan was developed, nor does its replacement in situ inhibit future efforts to 
develop public access at Salt Flat. Therefore, the project has a neutral effect on development of an 
additional river access in this vicinity. Further, development of a public access site is actually an 
expansion of the scope of the project and not a mitigation measure resulting from the environmental 
impacts of the project. 

The project itself is not limiting public access (it actually improves public navigation, see response No. 
45), it is replacing a private bridge with a private bridge in a similar location to eliminate the potential 
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effects of increased flow releases for fish restoration and Safety of Dams.   The Lewiston Community 
Plan does not require public access as a link to bridge upgrade or replacement. There is certainly nothing 
in the Lewiston Community Plan policies that requires Salt Flat Bridge to be a public bridge, nor would 
making the Salt Flat Bridge public mitigate any of the environmental impacts of the proposed action at 
Salt Flat.  

Section 16.49.240 of the Trinity County Subdivision Ordinance provides for dedication of public access 
to identified stream and lakes (as identified in Section 16.08.130 of the Subdivision Ordinance) as part of 
a proposed subdivision, as provided in Article 3.5 of Chapter 4, Sections 66478.1 through 66478.14 of the 
California Government Code.  While the Trinity River Bridges Project is not a subdivision, the same 
standards, if applied to the Bridges Project, could be used as a determination of the need for additional 
public access at Salt Flat.  The determination of the need for public access is to consider the following: 

- Fisheries resource of the subject body of water; 

- Unique environmental features of the area including, but not limited to: waterfalls, 
pools, rare or endangered riparian wildlife or plants; 

- The amount and pattern of publicly owned properties in the vicinity which 
allows for reasonable access alternatives (emphasis added); 

- Current utilization of the subject site by the public; 

- Existing or planned provisions for public access including, but not limited to 
campgrounds, resorts, day use areas, and trails; 

- Potential for conflict between property owners and the public (emphasis added); 

- Topographical and vegetative features which may affect access and public safety 
both within the affected properties and to adjacent properties. 

Figure 3.8-1 in the EA/DEIR is a map showing public recreation and access points along the Trinity River 
in the project area.  The Rush Creek Recreation Site is approximately 1 mile upstream and the Bucktail 
Recreation Site is approximately 1.5 miles downstream of the Salt Flat Bridge.  Numerous other public 
access and recreation sites exist in the reach between Lewiston Dam and the Douglas City Campground.  
Given the large number of existing public access sites along the Trinity River in the vicinity of the 
proposed project, it could be determined that “reasonable public access” already exists.   

Additionally, significant testimony was given orally and in writing about the high potential for conflicts 
between private property owners and the public if a public bridge were to be constructed at Salt Flat.  
Therefore, based on the above criteria in the Trinity County Subdivision Ordinance, it would appear 
unnecessary to develop Salt Flat into a public access and recreation site to the Trinity River as part of this 
project. 
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43-b-2 Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and will be transmitted to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their consideration in 
connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

43-b-3 The EA/DEIR states on page 3.2-26 that several significant CEQA impacts would occur to 
disrupt existing land uses adjacent to the project site at Salt Flat if Alternative 2, construction of a new 
bridge on public land, were implemented.  Human-induced noise, disturbances, unauthorized public 
parking adjacent to the new bridge, trespassing on private property, and increased litter/waste are the 
impacts that were identified.  In regard to noise,  public usage of the site on BLM land would be 
significant because there would be more members of the public present than currently exists at the site.  It 
is difficult to mitigate for increased noise from increased public usage.  The mitigation measure for the 
increased impacts is a public access recreation site with restrooms, public parking and trash collection 
facilities.  However, it was determined that the mitigation measure will not reduce the impacts to less than 
significant levels because the right of control to the access to Salt Flat would pass from private ownership 
to public.  There are already conflicts with land use from illegal trespass.  Creating public access to Salt 
Flat would increase the trespass, over which the property owners would have no effective means of 
control.    

43-b-4 Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and will be transmitted to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their consideration in 
connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

43-b-5 Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and will be transmitted to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their consideration in 
connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

43-b-6 As is noted in the written and oral comments of James Bonk, James Evans, Sandy Evans and 
others, there are already conflicts with land use from illegal trespass onto private lands, including but not 
limited to illegal hunting, unauthorized parking, litter and improper human refuse disposal at Salt Flat.  
Permitting the public to access Salt Flat under Alternative 2 will increase the number of conflicts.  
Additionally, there is no entity that has current plans to construct and maintain mitigation measure SF-2b 
to create a public access site at Salt Flat.  Without a guarantee that such a site would be constructed and 
maintained, there cannot be an assertion that the mitigation measure will be implemented to significantly 
mitigate these adverse impacts.  (See also response 43-b-3.)   

43.b-7 Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and will be transmitted to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their consideration in 
connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

43-b-8 Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, and will be transmitted to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for their consideration in 
connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required. 
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43-b-9 Thank you for your comment in this forum.  After reviewing all the information in the Final EIR, 
The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on the adequacy of 
the EIR and a recommendation on a Preferred Alternative for each bridge site at their July 10, 2003 
meeting.  After reviewing the recommendations of the Planning Commission and all the information in 
the FEIR, the Board of Supervisors will consider certification of the EIR and selection of a Preferred 
Alternative for each bridge site at their July 15, 2003 meeting. 

43-c Pat O’Connell (oral comment) - Thank you for your comment.  Your comment has been noted, 
and will be transmitted to the Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, and federal officials for 
their consideration in connection with the merits of the proposed project.  No further response is required 
(see response to comment 25 & 44.i). 


