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APPENDIX B. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

B1 Introduction

The SH-75 Timmerman to Ketchum Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was issued in December 2005.
The general public, resource and regulatory agencies were offered the opportunity to review and comment on the
DEIS during the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) public review process, pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This process included a public hearing held in the project area, a public and
governmental comment period, and continuation of the agency coordination and public coordination programs.

Comments were received on the DEIS in the form of written and oral testimony at the public hearing, as well as
letters, faxes, and emails. This appendix provides responses to comments received from Federal and State of Idaho
agencies, the six affected local governments, and local organizations. Excerpts from the written comments received
from these sources are provided in the subsections that follow. Each comment is followed by a response.

Responses to the comments of individuals, neighborhoods, businesses, and other non-agency commenters are also
presented, beginning in Section B7 of this appendix.

B2 Federal Agencies

Two federal agencies submitted comments on the DEIS: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. Additional coordination was conducted with both Federal agencies in response to
the comments submitted, and the results of that coordination is reflected in these comment and responses.

B2.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

A comment letter dated February 24, 2006 from the Walla Walla District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was
received, signed by A. Bradley Daly, Chief Regulatory Division.

Comment 1: Based on our review of the information provided with your December 16, 2005 letter, the project
will have no effect on navigation, flood control, or any Federal projects administered by the Corps of Engineers.

Response: Comment so noted.

Comment: Regarding our regulatory responsibilities, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344)
requires a Department of the Army permit be obtained for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States. Based on the information provided, it appears the proposed project will involve work in areas subject
to our jurisdiction and a Department of the Army permit will be required. On January 7, 2005, we provided a copy of
our approved jurisdictional determination for the proposed project indicating that the project area contains waters of
the United States regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. We reviewed the October 6, 2004 wetland
delineation map entitled "Timmerman” prepared by Shapiro & Associates and determined the map accurately
delineates the extent of waters of the United States, including wetlands for the project corridor. The jurisdictional
areas indicated on the map include 2.48 acres of wetlands, creeks, and irrigation canals which are hydraulically
connect to the Big Wood River. However, the delineation for the proposed Boulder Flats mitigation site has yet to be
verified.
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Response: ITD conducted a wetlands delineation for the Boulder Flats wetlands mitigation site that
was submitted to and approved by the U.S. Corps of Engineers during this FEIS process. Additional
coordination with the COE will be conducted during preparation of the Section 404 permit for the SH-75
project.

Comment 2: With regard to the proposed impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, we have reviewed
the seven phases of the project and concur with your analysis of impacts. Over all we believe impacts to waters of
the U.S. are minimal. However, if and when a permit application is submitted for Phase 7, “South Bellevue to US-20
Timmerman Junction ,” we may require more detailed information to make a more thorough analysis of alternative
alignments for Phase 7 related to impacts to waters of U.S. We have reviewed the proposed compensatory wetland
mitigation plan at Boulder Flats and believe it could potentially compensate unavoidable wetland losses. This also
may need to be evaluated more thoroughly when a permit application is submitted for the project.

Response: The phasing of construction of the SH-75 project as described in Section 2.3.4 of this
FEIS, page 2-17, will depend upon the programming and funding as described in Section 1.2 of this FEIS.
ITD will continue to coordinate with the COE through completion of this NEPA project and prepare a Section
404 permit application when the funding and phasing of the project is known. As requested, ITD will work
with the COE to provide additional information as required at that time.

B2.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

A comment letter dated February 24, 2006 from Region 10 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was
received, signed by Christine B. Reichgott, Manager, NEPA Review Unit.

FHWA and ITD met with representatives of the Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
and the SH-75 consultant on April 5, 2006 to discuss the EPA comments on the DEIS. A representative from the
Sawtooth National Recreation Area (SNRA) participated by telephone concerning the Boulder Flats wetlands
mitigation concept plan. The responses to the following EPA comments reflect this additional coordination.

Comment 3: Purpose and need, range of alternatives. The purpose of the proposed project is to increase
capacity and improve safety. The proposed capacity increases are based primarily on future projections of continued
increases in peak hour travel. With respect to safety, there are no identified high accident locations (HALS), although
statewide accident averages are exceeded in three locations. Overall, the corridor-wide improvements as described
in Alternative 2 would result in a peak hour travel time savings of approximately 11 minutes (the morning and evening
peaks are each defined as one hour in duration). No level of service deficiencies were identified for non-peak hours.

Alternatives 2 and 3, which are equal in terms of the constructed facility, provide many improvements for pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit movement, and would improve stream crossing locations for wildlife movement. The Alternative
refinements are responsive to the needs of individual communities along SH-75 and the project would be built in
seven phases, subject to funding and the need to minimize traffic disruptions. These are all desirable aspects. We
would recommend consideration of an additional alternative that includes high priority components but is less than
the full 27-mile corridor widening. Such an alternative could still supply the most desired improvements. For
example, an alternative that addresses pedestrian, bicycle, transit movements, improves safety at the three specified
locations that exceed statewide accident averages, provides site specific turning and passing lanes, and
accommodates safe wildlife movement across the roadway corridor could be constructed in phases as needed. We
recommend developing and including such an alternative if practicable.

Response: Development of a purpose and need for the SH-75 corridor included a detailed analysis of
existing safety, capacity, congestion, geometric deficiency, and crash statistics to identify current problems
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with the SH-75 corridor. As part of this process, the public scoping conducted for the project identified
community frustration with a long history of demonstrated need for highway capacity improvements and
public support for additional highway capacity. The most recent of these include a previous study that had
identified the need (“SH-75 Location Study Report” in 2000), and the results of a 1996 advisory vote on the
Blaine County ballot on November 5, 1996. Based on information provided by the Blaine County Assessor’s
Office, this advisory vote indicated that 52% of respondents supported upgrading SH-75 between US-20
and Bellevue to four lanes with a center turn lane; 32% support upgrading to three lanes. Almost 64% of
respondents supported upgrading the highway to four lanes with a center turn lane from Bellevue to
Ketchum; 24% supported upgrade to 3 lanes.

Based on future land use, population and employment for Year 2025, the No Build Alternative was
developed. The No Build includes an increase in transit service as well as 20% of trips made on transit,
carpools, or other alternative modes. The analysis of the No Build contained in Chapter 1 Purpose and
Need of the DEIS shows that severe levels of future congestion for both the mainline condition and at
intersections (Level of Service E and F for the majority of the corridor) would result and that safety issues
would continue.

The existing SH-75 corridor has numerous intersections and private driveways (over 100 in the most
congested segment between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road). To provide turn lanes to
accommodate the large volume of turning movements at these intersections and reduce the accident
potential would require major reconstruction of the roadway, and additional right-of-way but would not
address the existing and future highway capacity needs documented in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.

Based on a full discussion of the project background and alternatives development at the April 5, 2006
coordination meeting, EPA agreed that no additional alternatives need to be considered in the FEIS.

Comment 4: Secondary and cumulative impacts. The draft EIS indicates that secondary effects would likely
occur as a result of the proposed project, particularly with respect to travel time savings and ultimately land use. For
example, the document states:

p. 5-3; The rate of growth in population for any geographic area within the Wood River Valley may be
affected by travel times from homes to work locations.

p. 5-4. The distribution of growth could be changed by Alternative 2.

p. 5-166: There will be no impact to land use plans, but the project may influence the rate of development.
p. 5-167: Alternatives 2 and 3 in combination with a strong regional economy and high real estate values
may have the secondary impact of increased pressure to convert farmland to other uses.

These statements indicate that the project is expected to induce travel demand. We understand induced travel
demand to be any increase in travel resulting from improved travel conditions (Hunt, 2002). In most contexts,
“improved travel conditions” refers to reduced travel times or improved reliability of travel times. There are both short
term effects (more trips, longer trips), and long term effects (land use change) from induced travel demand.

Land in the Wood River Valley is primarily in private ownership, subject to local land use ordinances and policies
such as city and county land use plans. This proposed project has potential for inducing development and land use
change. Consequently, we believe that the EIS would benefit from a more systematic, in-depth, and specific analysis
of secondary and cumulative impacts with respect to induced travel demand and land use change, and the resulting
effects of land use changes on key resources. Tools available for analysis include such things as traffic models to
calculate induced travel effects, combined with a Delphi/expert panel process to evaluate existing land use plans, the
trends in growth and changes to the land use plans, the land available for development, and so on. There are other
methodologies as well, many of which are listed on the FHWA website.
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Response: ITD and FHWA enlisted the assistance of local planners to determine how their current
land use plans and zoning would evolve by the year 2025 and where growth would likely be distributed
geographically within the Wood River Valley. The Year 2025 population and employment information used
in the EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model used to generate future travel demand for SH-75 was
developed in full consultation with local planners. In addition to reviewing previous work done in the Wood
River Valley on land capacity analysis, economic projections, and housing, two workshops were held with
the area planners from the Cities of Carey, Bellevue, Hailey, Ketchum and Sun Valley and Blaine County to
develop likely scenarios for both the amount of future population and employment growth as well as its
distribution throughout the valley. These workshops were held on January 22, 2002 and February 6, 2002
in the Blaine County offices in Hailey and facilitated by a known industry land use specialist. Comments
were also received at the February 19, 2002 Work Group meeting and subsequent to that meeting.

Through these discussions, the planners and the consultant team developed a “base case” population and
employment scenario for the year 2025. It reflects both the amount of growth and where it would be
distributed. This base case reflects area comprehensive plans and zoning in place in 2002 when the
workshops were held. In addition to this base case, two different land use scenarios were developed to test
the impacts that these might have on the number of and distribution of travel trips on SH-75. These were
developed at the planner work shops.

The resultant March 2002 report was reviewed by the planner participants and subsequently revised and
posted on the project website as “Revised Year 2025 Population and Employment Forecasts”.

Since this work was conducted in 2002, Blaine County has experienced unprecedented growth and
development, without any improvements to SH-75. The County temporarily instituted a moratorium in 2005
on new development proposals, pending a review of existing land use and zoning controls. Blaine County
undertook a new initiative Blaine County 2025 to develop new and amended zoning districts and strengthen
resource protection standards (see www.blainecounty2025.org/ for a full description). This initiative was
intended to assist them in managing the level and distribution of growth.

Based on a full discussion with EPA at the April 5, 2006 coordination meeting of how future land use
scenarios were developed for the SH-75 DEIS, EPA concurred with the assessment of the secondary and
cumulative impacts for land use in the DEIS.

Comment 5: Section 3.13, Wetlands. We recommend that this section include valuable, relevant information
available in the Conservation Data Center report (Jankovsky-Jones, M. 1997. Conservation Strategy for Big Wood
River Basin Wetlands. Conservation Data Center, Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 33 pp and appendices)
concerning relative abundance of wetland communities within the watershed and relative scarcity of specific wetland
plant communities. Specific plant community descriptions per the above referenced document and hydrologic
regimes for the natural wetlands should be included.

Response: The Jankovsky-Jones reference was researched to identify the additional information. It
is contained in Section 3.1.4.1 Abundance of Wetlands of this FEIS.

Comment 6: Section 3.13.2, SH-75 Corridor Wetlands. The identification system for the “irrigation-dependent”
wetlands uses both “I-D” and “NJ” interchangeably in site identification. The identification prefix should be consistent
in the text and tables, preferable using “I-D".

Response: The comment is agreed with. The revised text and graphic are contained in Section
3.1.4.2 of this FEIS.

B-4 February 2008


http://www.blainecounty2025.org/

SH-75 Timmerman to Ketchum Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
Project No. STP-F-2392(035), Key No. 3077

Comment 7: Section 5.9.2.1, Hydrology (Drainage). We support the project proponent’s plan to replace the 36
inch pipe culverts at both Willow Creek and the unnamed tributary with much larger natural bottom metal-plate arch
culverts. These new arch culverts will allow better connectivity between the upstream and downstream aquatic
communities.

We also support the plan to replace the box culvert at the Trail Creek crossing with a bridge. This bridge will allow
better connectivity through this stream reach.

We are concerned about the specific design that is described for the Big Wood River Bridge north of St. Luke’s
Hospital. The bridge is described to be wider and longer than the existing bridge. Pier locations in the channel are
also described. However, there is not sufficient information at this time to determine that the specific bridge design is
an alternative that complies with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, a requirement of any Section 404 permit.
Additional information will need to be provided at the time of a Section 404 permit application to evaluate specific
impacts of the proposed bridge design and alternatives to minimize these impacts. Alternative designs might include
an even longer bridge, longer spans, and/or a narrower bridge.

Response: Based on an April 5, 2006 coordination meeting with EPA and the COE, the FEIS
commits ITD to additional coordination with EPA and the COE regarding the Big Wood River Bridge design
during the design phase of the project. This will be part of the development of a Section 404 individual
permit. This commitment is included in Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS. This coordination may result
in minor changes to the bridge design that will further avoid and minimize impacts to the riparian
environment, including impacts to riparian wetlands.

Comment 8: Section 5.9.2.5, Floodplains, Big Wood River Floodplain. As described above, additional
information is needed regarding the specific bridge design at this river crossing to evaluate the impact to all floodplain
functions, including connectivity.

Response: See response to Comment 7.

Comment 9: Section 5.9.3, Mitigation of Water Resource Impacts. NPDES permits in Idaho are issued by EPA,
not IDEQ (line 12).

For clarification, the permitting process under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act does not ensure that federal and
state agencies “would have the opportunity to comment on the permits and provide recommendations (lines 14-16).
The notification process used by the Corps of Engineers is dependent on the type of permit that is necessary for the
project. If the activity requires a Section 404 individual permit, then the Corps provides the opportunity for public
comment as well as comment from resource agencies. If the activity would be authorized by a Section 404 general
permit, the Corps might or might not seek agencies’ comments.

Response: The agency responsible for issuance of the NPDES permits has been changed from IDEQ
to EPA. This correction is shown in Section 5.9 Water Resources of this FEIS.

The SH-75 project will require a Section 404 individual permit such that additional coordination with
resource agencies is required. This commitment is included in Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS.

Comment 10:  The project needs to comply with the requirements established in the approved Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL) for the Big Wood Subbasin. Pollutant loads from point sources permitted through NPDES permits
must be accounted in the TMDL. The statement that “any degradation in surface water or groundwater quality from
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project construction or operation is not expected to impair existing beneficial uses or result in any additional water
quality standard violations” (lines 36-38) needs to be supported by demonstration that the project will comply with the
TMDL.
Response: A coordination meeting was held with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality on
May 16, 2006 to obtain their input to this issue.

The Big Wood River TMDL is an approved TMDL and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) is officially in the implementation phase of the TMDL in the Big Wood River Sub-basin. Therefore, all
activities (including construction activities on roads) shall be developed in accordance with TMDL
implementation compliance. In the Big Wood TMDL, under Non-point Sources section, “reasonable
assurance for non-point sources means that non-enforceable actions will result in load allocations for non-
point sources [including “minor” sources] required by the Big Wood River TMDL.” The non-enforceable
actions will be designed or applied according to the authorized best management practices that ITD
prescribes on such projects, and which have been used to protect the beneficial uses of receiving water
bodies (Big Wood River) for attainment of water quality standards.

ITD will provide DEQ with a sediment/erosion control plan. Upon approval, ITD will take that plan and
utilize it in their NPDES permit as part of their SWPPP. It will also be reflected in their construction plans
and specifications to provide the necessary BMPs that will qualify the project with reasonable assurance
that discharges will be protective of the Big Wood River, particularly where the road crosses the Big Wood
River.

Comment 11:  Section 5.11.2.4, Wetlands, McKercher Boulevard to Elkhorn Road. As discussed in previous
comments regarding the specific design that is described for the Big Wood River Bridge north of St. Luke’s Hospital,
additional information is needed to evaluate alternative bridge designs that could minimize impacts to palustrine
forested wetlands. As documented in this draft EIS, this wetland community supports highly rated wetland functions
and values. More information about the extent of this wetland community along the Big Wood River, the past losses
of this habitat, and the reasonably foreseeable future losses are needed in order to support the statement that the
loss of 0.18 acres of this important wetland community is not considered substantial. Most forested wetlands in
rapidly developing parts of Idaho are at substantial risk as floodplain development and restrictions to channel
movement limit the dynamic nature of these rivers. Dynamic processes in alluvial rivers that modify the stream
channel, that create new overflow channels, that deposit bedload in new locations on the floodplain, and that erode
vegetation while creating new substrate for new vegetation are fundamental to the health of the aquatic ecosystem.
Because the location and design of the new bridge will continue to limit river processes at this location, a careful
evaluation of the forested wetland impacts will be needed.

Response: Based on an April 5, 2006 coordination meeting with EPA and the COE, the FEIS
commits ITD to additional coordination with EPA and the COE regarding the Big Wood River Bridge design
during the design phase of the project. This will be part of the development of a Section 404 individual
permit. This coordination may result in minor changes to the bridge design that will further avoid and
minimize impacts to the riparian environment, including impacts to riparian wetlands. This commitment is
included in Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS.

Comment 12:  Section 5.11.3, Wetlands, Executive Order 11990. We support the efforts the project proponent
has made to reduce impacts to natural wetlands on this project, especially in the southern portion between the
project’s terminus near Timmerman Junction and Baseline Road. Narrowing the width of the highway substantially
reduced the wetland impacts in this area.

Response: Comment noted.
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Comment 13:  Section 5.11.5, Wetlands, Wetland Mitigation Concept Plan. As we indicated at an interagency
meeting regarding wetland mitigation for this project on March 10, 2004, we believe that the proposed wetland
mitigation site provides an excellent opportunity for restoring wetlands and floodplain connectivity and functionality.
This is exactly the type of wetland mitigation effort that we believe provides the best chance of success and
functional gains. However, we believe this section of the document needs to be strengthened to document that there
would be no net loss of wetland functions and values and that the wetland mitigation effort would also compensate
for riparian and aquatic habitat losses (Section 5.11.4). The assertion that there will be no net loss of wetland
functions and values seems to be based on meeting the described mitigation ratios. However, there is no
documentation about the rationale for using these mitigation ratios, nor is there evidence presented that such
mitigation ratios in fact result in no net loss of wetland functions and values. Fortunately, information was developed
using a wetland functional assessment for both the impact areas and the mitigation site. This tool should be used to
determine the adequacy of the proposed mitigation instead of relying on fixed and arbitrary mitigation ratios. Using
this methodology would account for differences in wetland functions and values and would also provide credit for
restoring floodplain connectivity to existing wetlands as well as removing the existing road fill to restore wetlands.

Response: The rationale for the mitigation is contained in Section 5.11 Wetlands of this FEIS. It
includes an expanded discussion of the functions and values to show additional benefits from the Boulder
Flats Mitigation site. It also clarifies the full benefits of the site and describes other benefits, including
increased functions and values on floodplain wetlands adjacent to the mitigation site. With the addition of
this information and analyses, the conclusion of “no net loss” is fully supported.

Comment 14:  Lines 17-19 are repeated but with different acreage in lines 20-21.

Response: This section has been replaced in the FEIS with updated acreages based on surveyed
topography that was not available at the time the DEIS was published. Section 5.11 on page 5-13 of this
FEIS contains this update.

Comment 15: At a concept level, the wetland mitigation plan seems appropriate provided the wetland functional
assessment described above demonstrates that there are no net loss of wetland functions and values. Additional
details will need to be provided to complete an acceptable final wetland mitigation plan. These additional details
would include:

e Timing of the mitigation work (should be concurrent or earlier than any authorized impacts).

o Description of removal of artificial stream bank structures, such as bank riprap and berms or levees, to
remove stream and floodplain restrictions.

o Development of performance standards for the wetland mitigation site, including specific wetland vegetation,
soils, and hydrology criteria. Monitoring would need to occur for at least five years or until the performance
standards are met.

e Description of the legal means to ensure permanent protection of the mitigation site.

Response: During preparation and consideration of the individual Section 404 permit for the SH-75
project, additional coordination between ITD, EPA and COE will occur and is reflected in Section 7.2.4
Wetlands Mitigation Concept Plan FEIS. The requested additional detail will be included in the final
wetlands mitigation plan.

During the April 5, 2006 coordination meeting with FHWA, EPA and COE, a representative of the Sawtooth
National Recreation Area (SNRA) participated by telephone and provided information on the existing legal

B-7 February 2008



SH-75 Timmerman to Ketchum Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
Project No. STP-F-2392(035), Key No. 3077

means to ensure permanent protection of the mitigation site. The SNRA stated that there is little use of the
lands adjacent to the wetlands mitigation site other than by fishermen and a sheep grazing permit. The
permit would be modified to restrict the sheep herder from using the mitigation site area. The SNRA has
protective abilities included in their enabling legislation. Both stream protection and visual amenities are
high priorities for the SNRA, both of which serve to help protect the mitigation site. A final letter from the
SNRA describing their enabling legislation and how it satisfies the perpetual management requirement is
contained in Appendix A Agency Coordination of this FEIS.

Comment 16:  Section 5.22.2.10, Secondary and Cumulative Impacts, Wetlands. While Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act has slowed the loss of wetlands, there continue to be direct wetland losses as a result of activities and/or
wetlands that are not regulated by Section 404, as well as unauthorized losses. Indirect effects also cause losses of
wetland functions and values. Policies are in place to provide wetland mitigation, but at this point they are not
requirements. Furthermore, there is no information in Idaho to demonstrate that such mitigation efforts are resulting
in no net loss of wetland functions and values. Reliance on the federal regulatory program under Section 404 is not
adequate to ascertain cumulative wetland impacts. Analyses of municipal and county development plans should be
made to determine the likely extent of wetland impacts from the induced development of this project.

Response: Based on the response to EPA’'s comment on secondary and cumulative impacts on
pages B-3 and B-4 of this appendix, the proposed project will not induce development nor will it have
secondary impacts on wetlands. The wetlands impacts of this project will be fully mitigated by the proposed
wetlands mitigation concept plan. The DEIS acknowledges that the historic and continuing rapid
development of lands within the Wood River Valley has and is likely to continue to impact wetlands. Blaine
County’s current “Blaine County 2025” initiative is seeking to strengthen resource protection at the local
level. If approved, additional local controls may be in place to reduce the loss of wetlands in the project
area.

Comment 17:  Habitat permeability/wildlife road kill. The barrier effect and wildlife mortality caused by the existing
roadway would be exacerbated with the proposed widening. We highly commend the project proponents for
addressing these impacts to wildlife habitat permeability, and for proposing means to mitigate these impacts. We
urge project proponents and resource agencies to continue their efforts to find workable solutions.

The maps of wildlife road kill “hotspots” and forage opportunities are helpful (Figures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4). We ask
that the final EIS add to these figures the available wildlife crossing sites being proposed, i.e., the pedestrian
underpasses and the four stream crossings, in order to illustrate where these potential crossings coincide and where
opportunities for providing connectivity are still needed. To increase permeability along the 27-mile corridor for low
mobility species, small and medium mammals, we ask that you consider installing appropriately sized culverts or
other suitable structures under the roadway, spaced at appropriate intervals/locations, such as approximately every
800 to 900 feet.

Response: Section 7.2.6 Wildlife Mitigation and Section 7.2.7 Wildlife Habitat Permeability of this
FEIS contains the list of commitments and mitigation that must be incorporated in the design phases of the
SH-75 project to address wildlife crossings and to reduce wildlife kill.

At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied for enhancement funding to gather
empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to obtaining that funding, Blaine
County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western Transportation Institute at
Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the wildlife-vehicle collisions and the
potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between the US-20 Timmerman Junction
and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions, especially with mule deer and elk.
The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road: Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being
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asked to participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings (dead or alive) along this road section.
Instructions for, and the reporting is done through a website (www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since
March 2007. The data is being collected through March 2008. The analysis of the data and

recommendations for any additional wildlife crossing mitigation are scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated into the final
design of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.7 of this
FEIS.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.

Figures 3.14-1 through 3.14-4 in the DEIS (appended in CD ROM to this FEIS) have not been revised as
the results of the research described above will better determine potential locations and feasibility for wildlife
crossings to reduce the ungulate wildlife kill that is documented in the DEIS.

Approximately twenty-one culverts will be replaced as a result of the reconstruction of SH-75 with the
Preferred Alternative. These culverts will be designed to facilitate small animal crossings of SH-75,
incorporating design features that are attractive to small mammals and amphibians. This will improve the
existing habitat permeability for smaller animals.

The existing heavily developed nature of the corridor and the quality of wildlife habitat adjacent to SH-75
does not support the inclusion of culverts for wildlife crossing purposes every 800 to 900 feet as suggested
by the commenter.

Comment 18:  As stated in the draft EIS, some pedestrian underpasses are located within road kill hotspots.
Some wildlife may use the human pedestrian underpasses and, if so, this is most likely to occur during the night or
early morning hours. However, human presence and activities can be a deterrent to wildlife. In spite of flat
topography, pedestrian underpasses have been installed and more would be constructed as part of the proposed
project. Thus, it seems that dedicated wildlife underpasses could also be constructed. We understand that the
fencing limitations due to numerous access points to SH-75 may discourage installation of wildlife underpasses.
However, we suggest fencing to the extent possible, even if it is discontinuous, might be tried together with
planting/revegetating to establish native vegetation corridors (as is proposed in the draft EIS for the stream crossing
sites) in desired locations to attract and guide wildlife to new crossing structures.

Response: The most southerly identified wildlife kill hotspot lies between the City of Bellevue and just
south of the Friedman Memorial Airport. Lands to the west are in agricultural use while lands to the east are
undergoing extensive urban development. This may be an area where some form of wildlife crossing could
be feasible, subject to the detailed analysis that will take place through the enhancement fund research
described above. See response to Comment 17.

The second wildlife kill hotspot lies north of the City of Hailey and extends to Buttercup Road. This area is
heavily developed and has numerous driveways and County roadways that intersect SH-75. This local
access and heavy development precludes consideration of any fencing to direct wildlife to crossings. As the
adjacent lands are in private ownership, use of vegetation or other means to channel wildlife is not feasible.

The third hotspot also lies in an area that is very constrained by both private development, steep terrain, and
frequent driveway and road access points. Fencing to direct wildlife is therefore not feasible.
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It should be noted that neither the Federal Highway Administration nor the Idaho Transportation Department
have control over the surrounding land use and development that may change migration and foraging
patterns of wildlife.

Comment 19:  We also recommend that the openness (a function of crossing height, width, and depth from
entrance to exit) of the potential wildlife crossings, and particularly those in the riparian corridor bridge locations, be
evaluated with respect to the species that would be using them. The openness evaluation should include an
assessment of average snow depths to ensure that adequate height is available for the largest species using the
crossing structure. For more information about this and other aspects of providing/re-establishing ecological
connectivity, we recommend the Interstate 90 Snoqualmie Pass East Mitigation Development Team
Recommendation Package, November 2005. This report provides a helpful summary and application of the current
best available science.

Response: Should the results of the independent Blaine County wildlife county research confirm
locations for wildlife crossings and crossing type and feasibility, considerations of crossing height, width, and
depth from crossing entrance to exit will be incorporated into the design of such crossings. .

Comment 20:  Air quality/air toxics. The secondary and cumulative effects of induced travel demand and growth
need to be factored into air quality analyses (see Secondary and cumulative effects section below). It is unclear
whether the travel demand and air quality modeling did this, since a qualitative discussion, but no quantitative
analysis, of secondary effects was presented in the draft EIS.

Response: As described on page 3 and 4 of this appendix, the SH-75 project does not induce either
travel demand or growth. Blaine County and its cities have experienced high levels of growth in the last 30
years, as documented in Table 3.1-1 of Chapter 3 of the DEIS, with an annual population increase of over
4%. Improvements to SH-75 have lagged well behind the level of growth and trip making in the Wood River
Valley such that the proposed project is growth accommodating.

The air quality analysis for the DEIS was prepared following the then current ITD and FHWA guidance for
project level air quality screening for Idaho projects. (The Wood River Valley is in an attainment area.)
Since publication of the DEIS, FHWA issued guidance on addressing air toxics in NEPA documents for
highway projects. Guidance was issued by FHWA on February 3, 2006 entitled “Interim Guidance on Air
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents”.

In December 2007, FHWA and ITD issued revisions to Section 600.00 Air Quality of the ITD Environmental
Process Manual. This revised guidance confirms that Blaine County is not a federally-designated air quality
non-attainment/maintenance area for carbon monoxide and particulate matter (both PMio and PMz5s).

This FEIS has been updated to include a discussion of air toxics in accordance with this FHWA interim
guidance and the 2007 Section 600.00 of the ITD Environmental Design Manual. Section 3.1.2 Air Quality
and Section 5.8 Air Quality Environmental Impacts of this FEIS contains that discussion.

Comment 21:  Air toxics. We note the FHWA position regarding the analysis of air toxics on page 5-32. However,
EPA strongly recommends that the EIS disclose whether vehicular air toxics emissions would result from project
construction and operations, discuss the cancer and non-cancer health effects associated with air toxics and diesel
particulate matter, and identify sensitive receptor populations and individuals that are likely to be exposed to these
emissions. For example, the schools and medical facilities in the project corridor could potentially be directly
affected.
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For each alternative, EPA recommends:

o Disclosure of all locations at which emissions would increase near sensitive receptors because of project
construction, intersections, increased traffic, including increased diesel traffic, increased loads on engines
(higher speeds, climbs, etc.).

e Anassessment or accounting (qualitative or modeled depending on the severity of existing and projected
conditions) of all the factors that could influence the degree of adverse impact on the population because of
the activities listed above (e.g., distances to human activity centers and sensitive receptor locations,
particularly parks, schools, hospitals, etc; amount, duration, and location of emissions from construction,
diesel and other vehicles, etc.

e  For receptor locations, we recommend that hotspot analysis be conducted for air toxics and particulate
matter and that, at a minimum, construction mitigation measures be included. We have enclosed two lists of
potential mitigation measures that could reduce emissions during construction (Enclosure 1).

Response: See response to Comment 20 above.

Comment 22:  Tribal consultation, cultural resources. The draft EIS includes one letter that was sent to the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes regarding the proposed project. We found no other information regarding tribal
consultation, tribal concerns, or the resolution of potential tribal concerns. The draft EIS, in the section on cultural
resources, specifically addresses only those cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places or that are already listed (p. 5-90). Itis, therefore, unclear whether the responsibility to consult
government-to-government with the tribes has been met.

In consultation, efforts must be made to respect tribal cultural interests, values, and modes of expression, and to
overcome language, economic, and other barriers to tribal participation. Special attention should be paid to
environmental impacts on resources held in trust or treaty resources. For the NEPA analysis and for consultation,
this means that close consideration should be given to all types of resources and aspects of the environment that
tribes regard as significant. Among the issues that in EPA’s experience are often of concern to tribes are

e Reservation lands;

o Formally identified trust and treaty resources;
e Grave and burial sites;

e Off-reservation sacred sites;

o Traditional cultural properties or landscapes;

¢ Hunting, fishing, and gathering areas (including impacts to ecosystems that support animals and plants that
are or once were part of the Tribes and tribal descendants’ traditional resource areas);

e Access to traditional and current hunting, fishing and gathering areas and species;

e Changes in hydrology or ecological composition of springs, seeps, wetlands and streams, that could be
considered sacred or have traditional resource use associations;

o Water quality in streams, springs, wetlands and aquifers;
o Travel routes that were historically used, and travel routes that may be currently used; and

o Historic properties and other cultural resources.

Response: An additional letter was sent to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes on April 26, 2006,
requesting comment on the DEIS. No response to that letter was received.
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Within the State of Idaho, tribal consultation efforts were conducted by the Idaho Transportation Department
in association with FHWA. Although a scoping letter was provided to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes at the
commencement of NEPA process, and now an additional letter has been sent to the Tribes, no response
has been received. This tribe has responded readily to ITD on other transportation projects in which they
have had interests or concerns. As no response has been received from the Tribes, it has been concluded
that no additional tribal consultation or documentation is required.

Comment 23:  Cultural resources. Impacts on cultural resources are often of concern to Indian tribes, both
recognized and non-recognized, but they are also of concern to other groups as well. The NEPA regulations, at 40
CFR 1508.27(b)(3) and (8), explicitly requires that effects on cultural resources be considered in judging the
significance of environmental impacts. A variety of specific federal laws, as well as the laws of many states, Indian
tribes, and other jurisdictions and a number of international conventions and recommendations, apply to the
management of impacts on different kinds of cultural resources, such as:

o Historic buildings, structures, sites, districts, and landscapes;
o Religious practices, beliefs, and places;

e Traditional uses of land and resources;

o Ancestral human remains and burial sites; and

o Traditional ways of life.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) should be
carefully followed in the course of any NEPA analysis, but agencies must be careful not to allow attention to Section
106 review to cause analysts to give insufficient consideration to other kinds of cultural resources. Not all cultural
resources are “historic properties” as defined in the National Historic Preservation Act (that is, places included in or
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places); hence they cannot all be addressed through Section 106 review,
but this does not mean that they do not need to be addressed under NEPA. EPA recommends that the process of
consultation, analysis, review and documentation required by Section 106 of NHPA as well as analysis of additional
cultural resources as necessary under NEPA be fully completed and described in the final EIS.

Response: See response to Comment 22 regarding tribal interests, concerns and coordination. The
results of the pedestrian survey of the SH-75 corridor and the associated literature are documented in the
“SH-75 Timmerman to Ketchum Archaeological and Historical Survey Report”. This report was prepared in
accordance with Section 106 of NHPA and Section 1800 Historic, Cultural and Archaeological of the ITD
Environmental Process Manual®. No archeological sites or artifacts that would suggest previous use by
tribes were identified. In accordance with the requirements and procedures outlined in Section 1830.02.02
Cultural Resources Report of the ITD Environmental Process Manual, this report was submitted to and
reviewed by the ldaho State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and subsequently accepted by the SHPO.
This report is on file with the SHPO.

Comment 24:  EPA provided a list of “Mitigation Measures to Reduce Emissions During Construction” and
“Construction Mitigation Measures Adopted for Several Major Projects in California” that they would like to see
considered for the SH-75 project.

Response: At the April 5, 2006 coordination meeting with EPA, ITD clarified that there is currently no
regulatory basis for many of the suggested measures included in the lists noted above. Some of the

! Available at http://itd.idaho.gov/manuals/Online Manuals/Environmental/Environmental.htm
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measures would not be feasible in the Wood River Valley, given its rural location. For example, there is no
source of bio-diesel in the project area such that it would need to be trucked in from the nearest source.
This transport of biodiesel would actually contribute to increased emissions as well as increase overall
project costs. The construction mitigation measures included in the DEIS are consistent with those
contained in the recent Alturas to Timber Way construction project on SH-75 in the East Fork Road area.

Given the expected phasing of construction of the proposed project over several years, as described in
Section 2.3.4 of this FEIS, Section 7.0 Mitigation, Findings and Commitments of this FEIS includes a
commitment that ITD will evaluate additional construction mitigation requirements at the time that the
construction specifications are being developed for the project. EPA has amended the Highway Diesel and
Nonroad Diesel rules as of June 2006 to provide a temporary increase in the sulfur testing tolerance and
allow the use of biodiesel to ensure compliance with the diesel fuel regulations. By the time of construction
of the Preferred Alternative, the use of and availability of biodiesel may be feasible in the Wood River Valley.

B3 State Agencies — Idaho Department of Fish and Game

A letter dated February 24, 2006 from the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Magic Valley Region, was received,
signed by David Parrish, Magic Valley Regional Supervisor.

Comment 25:  The DEIS proposes a number of mitigation measures to address wildlife road kill throughout the
project area including removal and/or modification of landscaping berms, replacing existing ROW vegetation with less
palatable, low-growing grass-forb plant communities, wildlife friendly fencing, flashing lights, and permanent signing.
We agree the proposed measures should help reduce wildlife road kill. However, construction of noise and retaining
wall paralleling SH-75 within road kill “hot spots” in the Clear Creek, Cold springs Gulch, and Gannett Road areas
may effectively negate some of the mitigation by impeding or blocking wildlife movement or entraining wildlife within
the highway corridor. We suggest further study is warranted to more specifically identify wildlife movement corridors
throughout the project area. This information will be helpful in assessing the potential impact of constructing noise
and retaining walls in close proximity to wildlife road kill hot spots.

Response: At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied for enhancement
funding to gather empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to obtaining that
funding, Blaine County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western
Transportation Institute at Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the
wildlife-vehicle collisions and the potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between
the US-20 Timmerman Junction and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions,
especially with mule deer and elk. The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road:
Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being asked to participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings
(dead or alive) along this road section. Instructions for, and the reporting is done through a website
(www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since March 2007. The data is being collected through March
2008. The analysis of the data and recommendations for any additional wildlife crossing mitigation are
scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated into the final
design of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Section 7.2.6 Wildlife Mitigation
and Section 7.2.7 Wildlife Habitat Permeability of this FEIS .

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.
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Regarding noise barriers, this concern was raised by the public during preparation of the DEIS and is
assessed in that document. Section 5.12.2.4 of 5.12 Wildlife, page 5-70 of the DEIS, addresses the impact
of noise barriers on wildlife. The DEIS documents that under FHWA and ITD regulations and policy, noise
mitigation was appropriate at two locations, Site 29 (10’ to 12 wall would be required for full mitigation) and
Site 32 (8’ wall required for full mitigation). Due to their height, these noise walls would be inconsistent with
the Scenic Highway Overlay District of the Blaine County Code. The relevant portion of the code is
described in Section 3.1.1 of this FEIS. This inconsistency is so noted in sub-section 5.16.3.4 of Section
5.16 Visual Impacts of the DEIS (page 5-139).

The code also specifies a process for construction of walls, berms, fences and trees that do not qualify as a
categorical exclusion under the code:

Unless a categorical exclusion applies, construction of freestanding walls, earthen berms, fences
and sight obscuring screens of trees within the Scenic Highway Overlay District require a site
alteration permit, which is a type of special use permit authorized by Idaho Code section 67-6512.

In light of this inconsistency with the Code, the FEIS assessed shorter fences (6’ height) at sites 29 and 32
and concluded they would both attenuate noise, and that the level of attenuation would be sufficient to justify
FHWA funding at Site 32 but not at site 29. See FEIS Section 5.7.2, page 5-8.

Section 1350.06 ITD Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures of ITD’s June 2007 Noise
Policy states:

Noise abatement will not be implemented if the majority (50% +1) of the impacted people are in
opposition or indifferent to noise mitigation. Opposition to barrier construction shall be documented
in writing, such as formal surveys or petitions.

Other comments were received during preparation of the DEIS and on the DEIS on the undesirable impacts
of noise walls, in addition to potential inconsistency with the Blaine County Code. These include the visual
impact of a high barrier along the SH-75 Scenic Highway corridor, blocked views of the valley vistas and
mountains, localized decrease in wildlife permeability that may trap animals on the highway, and possible
restriction of future additional SH-75 access to properties. Based on these comments, it is recognized that
the results of the survey or petition may not support the implementation of noise barriers at Sites 29 and/or
32.

If the majority of impacted people (50% + 1) support the full-height noise barriers for Receptors 29 and 32,
ITD will apply for a site alteration permit or a conditional use permit or variance under Section 9-21A of the
Blaine County Code. If a majority vote for noise-barriers sized to be consistent with the Code, no special
permit or variance will be needed, but the barrier for site 29 would not be eligible for federal funding. Itis
not possible to predict whether a majority will vote for noise barriers, the height of any approved barriers, or
whether a special permit or variance would be granted by the County if applied for.

In the event that ITD applies for a permit from Blaine County, the results of the independent Blaine County
wildlife crossing research and recommendations will be taken into account and included in the application.

With respect to retaining walls, one of the two proposed retaining walls is located within the urbanized area
of the City of Bellevue. The existing terrain in this location is very steep. The combination of the heavily
urbanized land use on both sides of SH-75 and the steep terrain on the west side suggests that wildlife
cannot and do not currently cross the highway at this location. The proposed retaining wall would move the
steep terrain face further to the west to accommodate the widened SH-75.
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The second retaining wall is within the northernmost identified wildlife kill hotspot. As noted on page 5-70 of
the DEIS, the very steep existing topography immediately adjacent to SH-75 at the wall location is likely an
existing deterrent to movements for the large ungulates that are reported in vehicle collisions. No data is
available for the number of small animals that may be involved in vehicle collisions. As the DEIS
acknowledge, the wall will present a movement barrier to small, low-mobility wildlife.

Comment 26:  Maintaining angler access to the Big Wood River is a priority for the Department. During scoping
we identified issues associated with two parking areas used by anglers (and other recreationists) to access the Big
Wood River and bike path — Dean Tire Bridge and Box Car Bend. Specifically, we suggested evaluating options to
expand or improve parking (2-3 vehicles ) on the south side of Dean Tire Bridge and the need to develop all season
turnouts at both sites. We recognize an evaluation of expanded parking may be outside the scope of this analysis.
However, we were unable to discern how the proposed action will impact maintenance and potential improvements of
these important access sites. We recommend this deficiency is addressed in the FEIS.

Response: ITD examined the feasibility and safety of providing a pullout south of the Big Wood
Bridge just north of the McCannville2 area to accommodate parking for fisherman access. The Big Wood
Bridge will be replaced with a new structure. The parapets associated with the new bridge will reduce sight
distance for southbound drivers immediately south of the bridge structure. Placement of a

pullout on the west side of SH-75 between the parapets and the north entrance to Hospital Drive would
introduce additional turning movements into/out of a parking area that would not be fully visible to
southbound drivers. It would also potentially conflict with the right turn movements at the north entrance to
Hospital Drive. A pullout in this location would increase the potential for vehicle/vehicle conflicts and
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts and so is not being considered.

However, through further discussions with the Idaho Fish & Game, ITD determined that there is ample
public parking on Hospital Drive just south of the Big Wood River Bridge (also known as the Dean Tire
Bridge). Anglers can use the existing public parking and walk a short distance to the Wood River.

Improved fisherman access and parking in the general vicinity of Box Car Bend was incorporated into the
SH-75 Alturas to Timber Way construction project at East Fork Road. Access was maintained for vehicular
parking on the north-upstream quadrant of this area. Footpath access was constructed below the new
bridge along both riverbanks to provide access for people and wildlife.

B4 Local Governments

B4.1 Local Government Joint Comment Letter

A comment letter dated January 26, 2006 jointly signed by Blaine County, and the Cities of Bellevue, Carey, Hailey,
Ketchum, and Sun Valley was received. It was signed by Sarah Michael, Commission Chairperson, Blaine County;
Rick Baird, Mayor, City of Carey; Jon Anderson, Mayor, City of Bellevue; Susan McBryant, Mayor, City of Hailey;
Randy Hall, Mayor, City of Ketchum; and Jon Thorson, City of Sun Valley.

2 McCannville is a geographic area that is generally bounded by St. Luke’s Hospital on the south, beginning at the south
intersection of Hospital Drive and SH-75, and extending north to the Big Wood River Bridge just north of the north intersection of
Hospital Drive and SH-75. The area includes the hospital complex and several existing businesses and houses. The
McCannville name is in common usage by Blaine County, the City of Ketchum and by the public; however, McCannville is not an
actual town, city or other officially designated incorporated area.
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Comment 27:  Without hesitation, as elected representatives of the six local entities, we find Alternative 3 to be
the preferred solution to Highway 75’s present congestion and future travel demands. We all recognize that the land
in the valley is finite and with continued population growth, our towns and roadways will never be able to
accommodate a car for each person for every trip they want to make at any time of the day or night, nor will
congestion ever be completely eliminated. Alternative 3 leaves us the greatest number of options open to creatively
and effectively address congestion and safety issues using a long range multi-modal approach that can be adjusted
as conditions in the valley change with future growth.

Response: The stated support for HOV operations, as evaluated as Alternative 3 in the DEIS, is
acknowledged. The traffic analysis contained in Chapter 4 of this FEIS indicates that HOV operations will
not provide the same Level of Service for peak hour traffic, relative to what Alternative 2 will provide,
between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road, particularly in the general purpose lane. However, ITD
acknowledges that the community believes that the HOV lane will be more heavily used than predicted in
the DEIS and this FEIS. ITD also acknowledges the stated support of the county, local cities, and other
organizations for HOV. ITD therefore commits to a process to potentially convert to HOV operations under
the requirements as described in Section 2.4 of this FEIS.

Comment 28:  We believe that a 4-lane highway solution, combined with a comprehensive operating scenario to
control the growth of peak hour traffic, reduce travel time and enhance the system efficiency, is a viable option. We
believe this scenario should include peak hour HOV restrictions, transit system enhancements, and a comprehensive
regional and local Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. This operating scenario will require a
strong partnership between ITD and local governments. We look forward to working with the ITD EIS team to
develop this scenario as we proceed to the final EIS and preferred alternative.

Response: The Preferred Alternative contains the physical roadway section along with vertical and
horizontal geometry contained in Alternatives 2 and 3 between US-20 and Elkhorn Road. Section 2.4
“Potential Future Conversion to HOV Operations from McKercher to Elkhorn Road” describes the conditions
under which ITD will potentially convert this section of SH-75 to peak hour HOV operations. A decision on
whether and when to convert to HOV operations will be made by ITD, based on documentation that the four
requirements described on page 2-18 of this FEIS have been met. Should HOV operations be
implemented, ITD will also have the final authority on the continuation or cessation of HOV operations,
based on the evaluation process described in Requirement 4 described in Section 2.4 of the FEIS.

Comment 29:  We would like ITD to share in our commitment to the successful implementation of Alternative 3.
This will require, throughout the design and construction phases, the development and programming of funds for
increased transit service, park and ride lots, bus barns, bus turn outs, and strategic education and enforcement
plans.

Response: Commitment so noted. See response to Comment 28 above.

Comment 30:  The DEIS offers significant common ground for us to work together towards development of a
consensus-based preferred alternative. We are pleased to see progress towards a mutually agreeable solution - a
solution that serves commonly adopted goals of improving resident and visitors’ vehicular safety, preserving the
scenic corridor, and minimizing travel times, while still serving the function of transporting commuters, residents and
visitors to and from the valley in an efficient manner. The incorporation of transit planning and travel demand
management (TDM) are key elements in this solution.

Response: The response to Comments 28 addresses the issues raised in this comment.
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Comment 31:  We appreciate wholeheartedly the comprehensive analysis provided under NEPA and are pleased
with the reasonable range of alternatives explored. Alternatives 3 brings to the Wood River Valley an appropriate
level of transportation corridor development that incorporates the sensitive environmental surroundings and reflects
an understanding of the residents’ values for a transportation corridor that seeks to maintain and protect our quality of
life.

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 32:  The majority of our respective communities have adopted Comprehensive Plan objectives or
strategies which promote multi-modal and TDM concepts. We believe that these are necessary components in
managing the transportation corridor system. Attachment A provides a listing of key adopted Comprehensive Plan
statements in support of TDM measures.

Response: A summary of the submitted Attachment A is included in Section 3.1 Local Plans of this
FEIS.

Comment 33:  The Sun Valley Ketchum Transit Authority (KART) and the Blaine County Peak Bus service have
recently been combined into a regional transit authority. Supported by planning funds from the State of Idaho, a
regional transit plan process was formally initiated on January 18, 2006. The plan will design a multi-year, multi-
modal program for meeting the needs of residents, commuters and tourists in the Wood River Valley along the
Highway 75 transportation corridor.

Response: Comment noted. The formation of Mountain Rides as a regional transportation authority in
October 2007 is acknowledged in the FEIS in Section 1.3.2.1 on page 1-11. Coordination with Mountain
Rides in December 2007 indicates that development of the plan described in this comment has yet to occur.
The past year has been spent on merging the infrastructure, services, and institutional aspects of KART and
Peak Bus.

Comment 34:  The implementation of a HOV lane to be used two hours in the morning and two hours in the
evening is integral to this multi-modal planning effort. The positive impact of having an HOV lane that operates at
LOS A will serve as a great incentive for increasing passenger occupancy, encouraging drivers to shift to non-peak
travel times and/or to use alternate modes of transport, such as transit. These elements all work together to control
the growth of peak hour traffic, while making the transportation system more efficient. It follows, that with an
increased number of people using alternative modes and traveling in the HOV lane, the Single Occupancy Vehicle
(SOV) lane will become less congested. Together, these two effects evaluated in Alternative 3 (especially when
properly implemented at the time of roadway expansion), can successfully decrease congestion and travel times,
increase road capacity and increase safety and quality of life in a superior way to Alternative 2, which perpetuates
inefficient SOV travel. An alternative that does not meaningfully reduce peak hour travel times will not meet with
public approval.

Response: The traffic analysis contained in Chapter 4 of this FEIS indicates that HOV operations will
not provide the same Level of Service for peak hour traffic, relative to what Alternative 2 will provide,
between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road, particularly in the general purpose lane. However, ITD
acknowledges that the community believes that the HOV lane will be more heavily used than predicted in
the DEIS and this FEIS. ITD also acknowledges the stated support of the county, local cities, and other
organizations for HOV operations. ITD therefore commits to a process to potentially convert to HOV
operations under the requirements as described in Section 2.4 of this FEIS.

Comment 35:  The Cities of Bellevue, Hailey, & Ketchum are actively evaluating how best to redesign Highway 75
through their incorporated boundaries. New design configurations, including analysis of three lanes, through each
downtown are being considered to achieve the goal of increasing pedestrian and vehicular safety and enhancing
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main street commerce. We support bringing to fruition a transportation corridor designed in such a way to soften the
impacts of road expansion and balance the future needs of these resort communities and effective traffic flow without
being a detriment to local economies and quality of life. In our view, there is much to be gained in supporting well
proven TDM principles and context sensitive design techniques.

Response: Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS, page 7-13 of this FEIS, includes the following
commitment:

ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help
determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the existing SH-
75 right-of-way within their respective cities. ITD will obtain any additional environmental clearances or
permits that may be required for these improvements.

Comment 36:  We believe the proposed noise barriers will likely be unacceptable to the community. From an
environmental and safety perspective it appears wildlife/automobile collisions may increase because of these
proposed features. We are also concerned that the walls are in conflict with the Scenic Byway Management Plan.
The local community supports pursuing the suggested mitigation measures.

Response: Comment noted. This concern was raised by the public during preparation of the DEIS
and is assessed in that document. Section 5.12.2.4 of 5.12 Wildlife, page 5-70 of the DEIS, addresses the
impact of noise barriers on wildlife. The DEIS documents that under FHWA and ITD regulations and policy,
noise mitigation was appropriate at two locations, Site 29 (10’ to 12’ wall would be required for full
mitigation) and Site 32 (8’ wall required for full mitigation). Due to their height, these noise walls would be
inconsistent with the Scenic Highway Overlay District of the Blaine County Code. The relevant portion of
the code is described in Section 3.1.1 of this FEIS. This inconsistency is so noted in sub-section 5.16.3.4 of
Section 5.16 Visual Impacts of the DEIS (page 5-139).

The code also specifies a process for construction of walls, berms, fences and trees that do not qualify as a
categorical exclusion under the code:

Unless a categorical exclusion applies, construction of freestanding walls, earthen berms, fences
and sight obscuring screens of trees within the Scenic Highway Overlay District require a site
alteration permit, which is a type of special use permit authorized by Idaho Code section 67-6512.

In light of this inconsistency with the Code, the FEIS assessed shorter fences (6’ height) at sites 29 and 32
and concluded they would both attenuate noise, and that the level of attenuation would be sufficient to justify
FHWA funding at Site 32 but not at site 29. See FEIS Section 5.7.2, page 5-8.

Section 1350.06 ITD Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures of ITD’s June 2007 Noise
Policy states:

Noise abatement will not be implemented if the majority (50% +1) of the impacted people are in
opposition or indifferent to noise mitigation. Opposition to barrier construction shall be documented
in writing, such as formal surveys or petitions.

Other comments were received during preparation of the DEIS and on the DEIS on the undesirable impacts
of noise walls, in addition to potential inconsistency with the Blaine County Code. These include the visual
impact of a high barrier along the SH-75 Scenic Highway corridor, blocked views of the valley vistas and
mountains, localized decrease in wildlife permeability that may trap animals on the highway, and possible
restriction of future additional SH-75 access to properties. Based on these comments, it is recognized that
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the results of the survey or petition may not support the implementation of noise barriers at Sites 29 and/or
32.

If the majority of impacted people (50% + 1) support the full-height noise barriers for Receptors 29 and 32,
ITD will apply for a site alteration permit or a conditional use permit or variance under Section 9-21A of the
Blaine County Code. If a majority vote for noise-barriers sized to be consistent with the Code, no special
permit or variance will be needed, but the barrier for site 29 would not be eligible for federal funding. Itis
not possible to predict whether a majority will vote for noise barriers, the height of any approved barriers, or
whether a special permit or variance would be granted by the County if applied for.

Comment 37:  We would like to see a DEIS that addresses person trips instead of vehicle trips. Measuring
capacity in terms of person trips is the most effective way to capture and measure the benefits of a multi-modal
system and TDM. Using both vehicle and person-trip data will allow a better understanding of travel demand as it
relates to moving people, not just vehicles.

Response: The EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model developed for the DEIS estimates person
trips before it estimates vehicle trips. Person trips by trip purpose are generated at the front end of the
model (trip generation), based on land use types. These person trips are then distributed based on where
they start (home end) and where they end (destination end). At this point, the model then assigns these
person trips to drive alone, carpool/vanpool, or transit based on a number of factors, such as travel time and
distance, cost of traveling, parking costs, and travel time savings due to the existence of an HOV lane.

The following table from the SH-75 travel demand model summarizes person trips per day for all trip
purposes for the year 2025. Person trips are shown for SH-75 from US-20 to Ketchum for each alternative
considered in the DEIS, and for various assumptions for daily parking fees in downtown Ketchum. In each
case, the presence of an HOV lane in Alternative 3 serves to reduce the overall number of drive alone trips
and increase the number of carpool and transit trips using SH-75.

Year 2025 Work Trip Person Trips

Travel Mode Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Work Trip Person Trips Work Trip Person Trips Work Trip Person Trips
DEIS Assumption: No Paid Parking in Ketchum
Drive alone 25,200 25,100 24,600
Carpool 10,400 10,500 10,850
Transit 1,160 1,160 1,220
% in Carpools 31% 3% 33%
and Transit
Assumption: $5 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,800 24,700 24,200
Carpool 10,600 10,700 11,100
Transit 1,330 1,330 1,390
%in Carpools 32% 33% 34%
and Transit
Assumption: $10 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,300 24,200 23,800
Carpool 10,800 10,900 11,300
Transit 1,540 1,550 1,610
%in Carpools 33% 34% 35%
and Transit
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Comment 38:  We recognize that many issues regarding Highway 75 transportation corridor improvements will be
addressed during the design process once a preferred alternative is approved by FHWA. We request consideration
of a commitment to design excellence through enhancement of the natural setting using context sensitive design
principles. We respectfully ask to be actively involved in the design process to ensure consideration of vitally
important details including, but not limited, to shoulder width, turn lanes, bicycle, pedestrian and transit facility
improvements, wildlife/vehicular conflicts at wildlife crossings and visual character.

Response: Section 7.0 of this FEIS contains the findings, commitments and mitigation that must be
incorporated in the design phases of the SH-75 project.

The cross-section for the Preferred Alternative is now determined such that number of lanes, lane widths,
shoulder widths, and other geometric design elements of the project are finalized. In the rural sections of
SH-75, these design elements are consistent with nationally-established guidelines of the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) to ensure safety of the traveling
public. Within the “Main Street” sections of the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey and Ketchum, there is flexibility to
determine how best to utilize the existing SH-75 right-of-way within the cities to accommodate traffic
operations and safety, achieve traffic calming and improve the pedestrian environment. The Preferred
Alternative includes a commitment that ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun
Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian
improvements within their cities.

Where additional right-of-way must be acquired for the Preferred Alternative, additional refinements will be
considered for how to integrate the SH-75 improvements into the adjacent properties. In addition, other
potential ways to mitigate impacts on a property by property basis will be considered during final design
when more detailed engineering is conducted and negotiations with individual landowners begin.

At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied for enhancement funding to gather
empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to obtaining that funding, Blaine
County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western Transportation Institute at
Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the wildlife-vehicle collisions and the
potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between the US-20 Timmerman Junction
and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions, especially with mule deer and elk.
The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road: Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being
asked to participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings (dead or alive) along this road section.
Instructions for, and the reporting is done through a website (www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since
March 2007. The data is being collected through March 2008. The analysis of the data and
recommendations for any additional wildlife crossing mitigation are scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this independent research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated
into the final design of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Sections 7.2.6 and
7.2.7 of this FEIS.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.
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B4.2 Blaine County

A comment letter dated January 26, 2006 was received from Blaine County, signed by Commissioners Sarah
Michael, Tom Bowman, and Dennis Wright.

Comment 39:  This letter is to be considered an addendum of support by the Board of Blaine County
Commissioners to the joint comment letter submitted concurrently by our elected colleagues in Blaine County
referred to hereinafter as the joint letter.

In spirit, we support all of the concepts of the joint letter, most importantly using techniques to reduce the ratio of
single occupant vehicles (SOV), especially during peak demand hours. We assume that the County Commission
serving in the future will be asked by ITD to consent to the concept, rather than having it imposed on them. We have
some questions in regards to the design, mechanics and the safe operation of a high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane
for State Highway 75. We are interested in research and studies that have been conducted on existing HOV lanes
that might address our questions. These questions include but are not limited to:

On any point where two lanes need to merge to one, how will rapidly traveling HOV's safely merge with the
predictably slower SOV lane?

Response: It should be noted that the decision of whether and when to convert to HOV operations
will be made by ITD. The FHWA will not be involved in that decision and HOV operations are not part of the
Preferred Alternative identified by the FHWA in this FEIS. The HOV lane designation can be ended at a
point where the lane would continue as a general purpose lane, rather than drop the lane and require a
merge. This would minimize the accident risk at the HOV endpoints. Section 4.1.2 Clarification of HOV
Operations of this FEIS provides a detailed description of the HOV operations.

Comment 40:  How will slow moving SOV's safely cross over the HOV lane to exit the highway at uncontrolled
intersections?

Response: Single Occupant Vehicles (SOVs) will need to safely merge to the right to make right
turns. The HOV lane would be signed to allow a certain length of road in advance of the right turn where
both HOVs and right-turning vehicles are allowed. While this practice would reduce the risk of collisions, it
does not eliminate it. There will still be a higher risk of collisions with an SOV lane and an HOV lane than if
both through lanes were general purpose lanes.

Comment 41:  How will SOV's stopped at uncontrolled side streets safely cross the HOV lane to merge into a
congested SOV lane?

Response: For right-turns, this will be a “two-stage” maneuver. The right-turning vehicle will enter the
HOV lane to accelerate and then, if not eligible to use the HOV lane, will be required to merge to the left to
enter the SOV lane. While this maneuver helps the SOV vehicle merge into the SOV lane, it still has a
minor, increased risk of rear-end collisions with faster-moving HOV vehicles that are behind the SOV trying
to merge left.

For left-turns, the collision risk is moderate as the left-turning vehicle will need to cross the faster-moving
HOV lane first, then the SOV lane, to turn into the other direction of SH-75.

Comment 42:  Will HOV restrictions be suspended when snow covers the painted striping? Who makes the
decision and how will drivers know?
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Response: It is likely that during snow emergencies, law enforcement vehicles will have a higher
priority than enforcing HOV lane restrictions, including incident management due to adverse weather
conditions. Additionally, keeping the road plowed and the lane striping visible will likely be difficult during
heavy snow weather conditions, such that the visibility of all traffic lanes will likely be affected. Under what
conditions and how the information will be disseminated will be determined through consultation with the
SH-75 Corridor Operations Management Team. Section 2.4 of this FEIS describes the conditions under
which a conversion to HOV would occur and the role of the SH-75 Corridor Operations Management Team.

Comment 43:  What are the techniques that can be used by the State Police and our Sheriff to safely enforce
HOV lane restrictions?

Response: The 8-foot wide shoulders provided in the Preferred Alternative will accommodate
enforcement. Education and promotion will be needed to acquaint drivers with the HOV operations and
enforcement. Some jurisdictions have issued warnings instead of citations during the first month of
operation as an educational tool. Standard HOV signage and potentially active signs or beacons could also
be provided to publicize the HOV restrictions being in effect.

The potential future conversion of the operations of SH-75 between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn

Road to peak hour HOV operations is described in Section 2.4 of this FEIS. Requirements 3 and 4 address
enforcement, the role of the SH-75 Corridor Operations Management Team, and the development of a
Memorandum of Understanding that will determine a plan for and the basis for funding of the enforcement of
HOV, and of education and marketing of the HOV operation.

Comment 44:  Are there other documented safety issues that are particular to the implementation of HOV lanes,
for instance, right-of-way rules for SOV's versus HOV's?

Response: Possible safety concerns include sight distance for vehicles entering/existing SH-75,
accident risk for turning vehicles when SOV lane speeds are slow, prohibited passing of slow moving
vehicles in the SOV lane, and right turns from the SOV lane to exit/enter SH-75.

B4.3 City of Bellevue
A comment letter dated February 17, 2006 was received from the City of Bellevue, signed by Jon Anderson, Mayor.

Comment 45:  The City reaffirms its position stated in the joint letter submitted at the public hearings on January
26, 2006. Bellevue believes Alternative 3 with a four lane configuration north of Bellevue and peak hour HOV lanes is
our best opportunity to reduce traffic growth in the future. The HOV lane is critical to future multi-modal planning now
in progress.

Response: Comment noted. See response to Comment 28.

Comment 46:  Bellevue looks forward to negotiating with the ITD for the transfer of the ITD lot at the corner of
Gannett Road and Hwy 75 for the location of the southern anchor of the newly expanded KART system, including a
park and ride lot to intercept traffic from Gannett Road and Hwy 75, covered bus maintenance building with employee
housing, and joint facility sharing of the maintenance building with the City of Bellevue Public Works Department.
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Response: Section 2.2.1 of this FEIS describes the roundabout analyses conducted for this FEIS. The
Preferred Alternative now includes a roundabout at Gannett Road. Appendix C of this FEIS contains the
conceptual design of this roundabout.

The mechanisms by which the publicly owned lot at the intersection of Gannett Road and SH-75 might be
transferred will need to be determined through negotiations between ITD, the new Mountain Rides Regional
Transportation Authority, and the City of Bellevue. The development of a park and ride lot at this location is
feasible; however, Mountain Rides is developing a plan for future required transit infrastructure and operations.
The need for and locations of future park and ride lots will be determined through this local planning process.

Comment 47:  In 1990 Bellevue undertook a restructuring of its Main Street that was then considered to be the
most appropriate response to the city’s needs and expanded traffic demands. We took the best advice available at
the time, but the outcome was different than expected. Bellevue has identified numerous problems with the existing
layout of Hwy 75 as it proceeds through the City which are not addressed in the DEIS because the plan does not
foresee any activity between Gannett Road and Birch Street. However as we move forward with this project we need
to have these difficulties in mind. Specific issues noted include:

o The current four lane with center turning lane has created a corridor through the city that is dangerous
for pedestrians, discourages business in Bellevue and encourages excessive speed,
pedestrian sidewalk areas are too narrow,
signs in the middle of the sidewalks impede efficient snow removal,
current layout encourages higher speeds than set by law,
pedestrian crossings of five lanes are dangerous, lighting is very poor,
bus turnouts with covered passenger shelters are needed,
Broadford Road intersection is on a down slope that makes vehicle crossings dangerous,
Traffic calming designs are needed,
Businesses fronting Hwy 75 are poorly served by the existing configuration which is highly pedestrian
unfriendly.

Response: Converting the existing 5-lane SH-75 cross-section to a three-lane cross-section through
the City of Bellevue was modeled using the traffic simulation/operations model developed for the DEIS. The
results of this analysis were shared with representatives of the City of Bellevue at a meeting on May 15, 2006.
This analysis showed that a reduction in travel lanes would create Level of Service E or F conditions at both the
north and south entrances to Bellevue. It would also result in several of the SH-75 intersections with local
streets falling to LOS E or F conditions as vehicles entering from the cross-streets onto SH-75 would experience
long delays. As the purpose and need for the SH-75 project is to increase SH-75 roadway capacity to
accommodate existing and future year 2025 peak hour traffic, and to increase transportation safety for all users,
a reduction to 3 lanes would not meet the project’s purpose and need.

Based on the coordination meeting with the City of Bellevue on May 15, 2006, ITD clarified that the key issues
for Bellevue are traffic calming and safely accommodating pedestrian traffic across SH-75. Possible traffic
calming and pedestrian crossing treatment measures were discussed in concept. The roundabout at the SH-
75/Gannett Road intersection included in the Preferred Alternative will also help regulate speeds heading into
downtown Bellevue from the south. The Preferred Alternative includes a commitment that ITD will continue
working with the City of Bellevue to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian
improvements within the City.

Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS, page 7-12 of this FEIS, includes the following commitment:
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ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help
determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the existing SH-
75 right-of-way within their respective cities. ITD will obtain any additional environmental clearances or
permits that may be required for these improvements.

Comment48  Bellevue requests that the intersection of Gannett Road and Hwy 75 be the location of a round
about intersection instead of the T- junction depicted in the proposed plan. Roundabouts are appropriate where the
intersecting traffic is near 40% of the main street traffic. With anticipated annexation of lands south along Gannett
Road, projected traffic will approach that level. The Bellevue City Council has favorably discussed the use of a
roundabout in that location as a calming technique as traffic enters the main City business district. Gannett was not
one of the sites considered in earlier planning so the negative public comments about roundabouts should not
necessarily apply. The ITD currently owns much of the property necessary for improvements at that intersection and
the owner west of the intersection has expressed support for a roundabout, knowing that it would require some use of
his property.

Response: Section 2.2.1.3. page 2-6 of this FEIS describes the roundabout analysis for Gannett
Road. This roundabout is now incorporated into the Preferred Alternative.

Comment 49:  The City also recommends that the approach to the roundabout be sized to match a new
configuration through the city business district that would reflect two travel lanes, a turning lane with expanded
pedestrian safety areas and crossing zones, and wider sidewalks. Bellevue requests that ITD join with the City in
creating a Main Street highway that serves the community of Bellevue in its need for a slower two lane with turning
median and more pedestrian friendly, business friendly layout. We look forward to a discussion with your department
on how this might be accomplished.

Response: A roundabout analysis was performed at SH-75 and Gannett Road using one- and two-
lane roundabout concepts. The single-lane roundabout resulted in bottlenecks leading into it along SH-75 and
the resultant level-of-service (based on the ratio of entering volume to the capacity of the roundabout) would
result in LOS E or F conditions. As stated in responses above, this would not meet the stated purpose and need
for the SH-75 project. A two-lane roundabout that is based on 2 northbound and 2 southbound through lanes
would have acceptable levels-of-service. The roundabout is now part of the Preferred Alternative.

Comment 50:  As a consequence of the two travel lane configuration requested above, the section of the south
bound lane between Spruce and Birch should not be expanded to the west to create a second southbound lane.
Bellevue views this constriction of traffic as an important traffic calming and slowing opportunity. Rather than a
second travel lane, a sidewalk connection in that area is needed to encourage pedestrian access to the major food
center at the north end of the city.

Response: Based on the responses to the last three comments above, continuation of only a single
southbound lane in this location will result in peak hour congestion and a potential for an increase in accidents.
As the Preferred Alternative will have two southbound lanes throughout the SH-75 corridor north of this location,
a reduction to one lane would not meet drivers’ expectations. It would create an increase in accident potential,
as drivers must merge into one lane.

Comment 51:  Any sidewalks and curbs considered for expansion within the City should have a configuration that
separates the sidewalk from the travel/parking lanes. This creates a safer and more usable area for pedestrians.

Response: Section 7.3 Commitments, page 7-12 of this FEIS includes a commitment that ITD will
continue working with the City of Bellevue to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and
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pedestrian improvements within the City. Within the existing SH-75 right-of-way, ITD can work with Bellevue to
determine how best to accommodate two northbound lanes and two southbound lanes of traffic, as well as
sidewalks and parking.

B4.4 City of Hailey
A comment letter dated February 21, 2006 was received, signed by Susan McBryant, Mayor.

Comment 52:  We are in the process of preparing a Transportation Master Plan for the city. This plan will provide
additional information and direction concerning pedestrian and bicycle safety on Hwy 75 within Hailey City limits.
Numerous discussions have been held with Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) District 4 engineers on this
subject. Given the fatal pedestrian accident of one of our citizens in June, 2003 the safety of our citizens is our first
priority with any work on the highway through Hailey. We expect changes to be implemented using context sensitive
design principles towards our goal of a pedestrian friendly Main Street. Examples of the types of changes being
discussed in our planning process include additional street lighting, in-pavement flashing lights for pedestrians,
possible addition of bike lanes, and a possible realignment of traffic lanes. We request that the FEIS reflect Hailey's
on-going Transportation Master Plan process. In addition, Section 3.9.3 does not seem to adequately reflect our
concern with pedestrian safety.

Response: Section 7.3 of the FEIS, page 7-12, includes a commitment that ITD will continue working
with the City of Hailey to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian
improvements within the City. ITD met with the City of Hailey on May 23, 2006 and discussed a variety of
traffic calming and pedestrian crossing treatment measures that could be considered in the City's
Transportation Master Plan process.

Section 3.3 Pedestrians and Bicycles of this FEIS incorporates a discussion of Hailey's concerns with
pedestrian safety. It also includes what the City is considering through their transportation master plan
process to address pedestrian safety on SH-75.

Comment 53:  The scheduling of the work between Hailey and Bellevue and the installation of traffic signals at
both Woodside Blvd and Countryside Blvd is of great importance to us. We have received funds from one developer
in the amount of $67,000 for his participation in the cost of a traffic signal at Countryside Blvd. A second developer is
proposing participation in a traffic signal at the same location. While we are pleased to see this work listed as Phase
1 of the project, this doesn’'t match the latest STIP. Please be aware that if the work is not underway by 2007 we are
obligated to return the $67,000 to the developer. In addition, the possibility of roundabouts in these locations should
be examined further. The problems noted in section 2.6.1.2 may not apply here.

Response: The phasing plan shown in the DEIS was included to assist in assessing construction
impacts and is not based on the current State Transportation Implementation Plan.

The programming of the Preferred Alternative is described in Section 1.2 of this FEIS. The expected
phasing of the project is described in Section 2.3.4 Phasing of the Preferred Alternative.

Neither provided for implementation of any portion of the project in 2007.

Consideration of roundabouts at Countryside Boulevard and Woodside Boulevard is described in Section
2.2.1.1 of this FEIS. Roundabouts at these two locations will require the use of part of the Wood River Trail,
a parks and recreation resource. Under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966,
as amended, that use is prohibited unless there is no feasible or prudent alternative. The proposed
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intersection improvements included in the Preferred Alternative for the intersections of SH-75 with Woodside
Boulevard and Countryside Boulevard are both prudent and feasible.

Comment 54:  Animproved intersection at Hwy 75 and Cedar Street that would both slow traffic and alert drivers
to the fact that they are entering our primary pedestrian area from the south. While a preliminary study was made at
this intersection we would appreciate this idea carried forward. The intersection is poorly designed, especially with
the connection to Broadford Road immediately adjacent.

Response: During preparation of the DEIS, ITD developed initial concepts of how this intersection
could be addressed, including a potential roundabout and a tear-drop. Both concepts would create poor
traffic operations and congestion and would require additional right-of-way. Favorable comment from the
City of Hailey was not obtained.

Since the close of public comments on the DEIS, the City of Hailey has been working with an independent
consultant to develop a Transportation Master Plan. At a May 23, 2006 coordination with the City of Hailey
and ITD, the City stated that they have independently developed a solution to this intersection configuration
that would improve traffic operations. This concept, if approved through the Transportation Master Plan
process, would be incorporated into the Preferred Alternative during final design.

Comment 55:  Section 1.10.2, Economic and 1.11, Modal Inter-Relationships; specifically Section 1.111.4, Air
Travel: need to reflect the recent decision to study relocation of Friedman Memorial Airport to a location south of
Highway 20.

Response: ITD coordinated with the airport during the preparation of the DEIS such that the current
SH-75 plans are consistent with the current approved airport master plan. FHWA and ITD are aware that
Blaine County and the Federal Aviation Administration are continuing a planning process for a potential
relocation of the airport. On October 22, 2007, the Federal Aviation Administration issued a Notice of Intent
to prepare an EIS to consider the siting and construction of a replacement airport for the Friedman Memorial
Airport , Hailey Idaho. Scoping meetings were conducted in early December 2007. The FAA NEPA
process is expected to take about 3 years and may or may not result in an approved airport relocation. This
SH-75 project cannot pre-suppose the results of the NEPA process for that potential relocation.

Comment 56:  On page 2-22, section 2.8.3, a traffic signal at Myrtle Street is proposed. Recognizing the EIS
analysis process will display the effects of this traffic light placement, we may want further input on this item before
any implementation. We have serious concerns with the additional traffic this may cause.

Response: During preparation of the DEIS, the need for this future traffic signal was based on a traffic
operations analysis and signal warrant analysis for the SH-75 and Myrtle Street intersection. Chapter 1
Purpose and Need of the DEIS discusses that this segment of SH-75 is a High Accident Location and that
the Year 2025 Level of Service of the Myrtle Street intersection will be F without signalization. Chapter 4 of
the DEIS shows that a traffic signal will improve the operations of this intersection to LOS A. A traffic signal
at Myrtle Street was proposed as a suitable location for traffic to enter SH-75 at a signal, to help address the
High Accident Location near Myrtle Street, and to provide a safer east-west pedestrian crossing of SH-75
toward an elementary school east of SH-75.

Section 7.3 Commitments, on page 7-12 of this FEIS, includes a commitment that ITD will continue working
with the City of Hailey to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian
improvements within the City. ITD will work with the City of Hailey to obtain additional input and analyses
prior to implementation of a signal at Myrtle Street and SH-75.
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Comment 57:  Improvements along the highway need to include changes to the handicap access points, changing
from the 45° to 90° ramps, revising the curb extension at least an additional two feet to provide better visibility of
pedestrians to drivers, extending the curb extensions along the highway to eliminate parking near the intersection
and providing sidewalks on the side streets to provide pedestrian protection from vehicles. Specifically, we request
that Section 2.8.3. be revised to reflect these items. In addition, the sentence “SH-75 would not be reconstructed
through the City of Hailey and remain in its current configuration ..."” be removed from the FEIS.

Response: Section 7.3 Commitments, on page 7-12 of this FEIS, includes the following commitment;

ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help
determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the existing SH-
75 right-of-way within their respective cities. ITD will obtain any additional environmental clearances or
permits that may be required for these improvements..

ITD met with the City of Hailey on May 23, 2006 and discussed a variety of traffic calming and pedestrian
crossing treatment measures that could be considered in the City's current Transportation Master Plan
process. These improvements would occur within the existing SH-75 right-of-way and could consist of
minor reconstruction, pavement restriping, signing, pedestrian markings and landscaping. This FEIS does
not pre-suppose the results of this local planning and the additional coordination with ITD.

Section 3.3 Pedestrians and Bicycles of this FEIS incorporates a discussion of Hailey’s concerns with
pedestrian safety.

Comment 58:  We also request that the possibility of two pedestrian underpasses with the City of Hailey be
studied at the intersections of Main Street with Pine and Myrtle.

Response: See Response to Comment 57. Based on the conceptual layouts for pedestrian
underpasses at other locations for the Preferred Alternative, ITD is aware that underpasses would require a
physical footprint in order to meet ADA that would remove access to properties adjacent to the underpass,
and may require closure of the street on which a pedestrian underpass would be located. At a May 23,
2006 meeting with the City of Hailey, Hailey indicated a willingness to work with ITD towards other solutions
to improve pedestrian safety.

B4.5 City of Ketchum and City of Sun Valley

A comment letter dated February 24, 2006 was received, signed by Randy Hall, Mayor of Ketchum and Jon Thorson,
Mayor of Sun Valley.

Comment 59:  ITD has indicated they will recommend the no build alternative for the most critical portion of the
highway, the area between Elkhorn Road and Ketchum and also between River Street and Saddle Road. No
changes proposed in these sections fails to address the significant problem of congestion and traffic jams that
currently exist and will continue despite the changes that occur within the rest of the valley. The cities of Ketchum
and Sun Valley want a build alternative selected for these sections to address traffic flow related to the transition from
4 lanes south of Elkhorn Road to 3 or 2 lanes north of Elkhorn Road. Designs for these sections should include
bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes 4 lanes between Elkhorn Road and Serenade Lane,
and one lane in each direction with a center median and sidewalks between Serenade Lane and River
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Street in the City of Ketchum, based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council on March 14, 2007
and a letter provided to ITD documenting this decision. These cross-sections were evaluated in the DEIS.

The reasons for not including improvements from River Street to Saddle Road are described in Section
2.3.3, page 2-16 of this FEIS.

Comment 60:  The City of Ketchum is considering a number of improvements to their downtown core and the
portions of the highway north and south of downtown. The following improvements should be included in discussions
of highway changes in the valley.

a) Trail Creek Bridge Replacement

b) Creating a 3 lane main street with improved pedestrian areas

¢) Signal coordination

d) Bike and Pedestrian Improvements

e) A Round-about at the highway and Serenade Lane

f) A signal at 10 and Main Streets

g) Lowering the elevation of the highway at Warm Springs and 6% Street and the highway.

Response: (@) The replacement of the Trail Creek Bridge is included in the Preferred Alternative and
was evaluated in the DEIS in Chapter 5 Environmental Impacts . The bridge would be constructed to 4
lanes but striped initially to 3 lanes, based on Ketchum’s preference referenced in the response to Comment
59 above. This reconstruction and cross-section were evaluated in the DEIS.

(b) In response to this comment and subsequent to issuance of the DEIS, ITD modeled a three-lane cross-
section through downtown Ketchum using the same traffic model (Synchro/SimTraffic) used for the DEIS
impacts analysis. This additional analysis was done to provide the City of Ketchum with additional
information that could assist them in determining which of the optional cross-sections between Elkhorn
Road and River Street described in the DEIS they could support. The analysis indicates that the level-of-
service for the Main Street (SH-75)/Sun Valley Road intersection improves compared to the existing
configuration in year 2025 peak hour conditions. Traffic movement and speeds on Main Street through
downtown would not be negatively impacted by the conversion from the existing four lane cross-section to
three. The results of this analysis were shared with the Cities of Ketchum and Sun Valley at a May 22, 2006
coordination meeting.

(c), (d) and (f) Section 7.3 Commitments, page 7-12 of this FEIS, includes the following commitment:

ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help
determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the existing SH-
75 right-of-way within their respective cities. ITD will obtain any additional environmental clearances or
permits that may be required for these improvements.

(e) During the preparation of the DEIS, the feasibility of a roundabouts at Serenade Lane was examined. It
was determined that the roundabout would require the use of property that is part of the Reinheimer Ranch,
which is eligible for listing as an historic resource under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (Section 3.16 Cultural Resources of the DEIS, page 3-179). As such, the Ranch property is subject to
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended. Section 4(f), as codified at
23 United States Code 138, states:

“The Secretary shall not approve any program or project (other than any project for a park road or
parkway under section 204 of this title) which requires the use of any publicly owned land from a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfow! refuge of national, State, or local significance
as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction thereof, or any land from
an historic site of national, State, or local significance as so determined by such officials unless (1)
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there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes
all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl
refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.”

Because the roundabout would require the use of part of the Ranch property, Section 4(f) prohibits that use
unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the roundabout. Alternatives 2 and 3 include a
conceptual design for a non-roundabout intersection at the Serenade/SH-75 location that meets the purpose
and need for the project and is a feasible and prudent alternative that does not impact these historic
resources. Accordingly, the FHWA cannot approve a roundabout at the Serenade Lane/SH-75 intersection.

(9) The request to discuss a potential change to the elevation of the Warm Springs and SH-75 intersection
is a new issue that was not raised by the City of Ketchum or the general public prior to issuance of the
DEIS.

Public scoping and subsequent public involvement activities conducted during the preparation of the DEIS,
as documented in Chapter 6 of the DEIS, indicated that any physical reconstruction of SH-75 through
downtown Ketchum, known as Main Street, would be unacceptable to local residents, businesses and the
City of Ketchum. This concern was based on the value placed on the existing Main Street streetscape and
its contribution to the visual quality and attractiveness of the resort community. Any potential widening of
SH-75 will encroach into the existing sidewalks and storefront areas of Main Street, adversely affecting the
existing visual quality of the Main Street, decreasing the sidewalk area, and thereby adversely impacting the
pedestrian environment of downtown Ketchum.

During the development of the DEIS, the City of Ketchum undertook transportation planning, traffic studies,
and parking studies that were expected to provide input to the SH-75 EIS process with respect to potential
improvements and traffic operations changes north of Serenade Lane. However, the City of Ketchum did
not make decisions or recommendations based on these studies with regard to potential physical
reconstruction of SH-75 through downtown Ketchum. As of the date of this FEIS, no such recommendations
have been provided to ITD or FHWA.

While the FEIS and the Preferred Alternative do not include a build alternative for River Street to Saddle
Road, the Cities and ITD have committed to continued coordination of the planning for potential
improvements to this section of SH-75. ITD has committed to assist the Cities in obtaining any funding and
any additional environmental clearances that may be needed in the future, which could include potential
improvements at the Warm Springs intersection. These activities will be conducted outside of the EIS
process and are expected to occur over the next several years. Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS, page
7-12 includes this commitment.

Comment 61:  The plans for the areas between Elkhorn to Saddle Roads do not address the need to connect
existing bicycle facilities and sidewalks to new bicycle facilities and sidewalks in order to provide complete and safe
infrastructure for bicyclists and pedestrians. Appropriately designed bicycle facilities and sidewalks are needed to
maintain Ketchum’s small town resort feel, promote a vibrant economy and encourage increased use of these
modes.
Response: Options to incorporate pedestrian and bicyclists within cross-sections developed for the
Elkhorn to Serenade Lane and Serenade Lane to River Street were discussed and reflected in Newsletter
#4 published in January 2003. Section 4.3.6 of Chapter 4 Transportation Impacts of the DEIS describes
how sidewalks could be provided.
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The Preferred Alternative includes 4 lanes between Elkhorn Road and Serenade Lane, and one lane in
each direction with a center median and sidewalks between Serenade Lane and River Street in the City of
Ketchum, based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council on March 14, 2007 and a letter provided
to ITD documenting this decision. These cross-sections were evaluated in the DEIS

The specifics of how pedestrians and bicyclists could be incorporated into these cross-sections is yet to be
determined and will be developed in consultation with ITD. Section 7.3 Commitments, page 7-12 of this
FEIS, includes a commitment that ITD will continue working with the City of Ketchum to help determine, fund
and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the City. If a 3-lane section is
implemented in downtown Ketchum north of River Road, there would be roadway space within the existing
SH-75 roadway right-of-way for either a dedicated bicycle lane in each direction or a wider, shared parking
and bicycle lane in each direction. This effort could include consideration of means like those suggested by
the commenter.

Comment 62:  City of Sun Valley would like to enhance the entrance to the City at Elkhorn Road in accordance
with Action Item 6.3.4 of the Comprehensive Plan: “Partner with IDT to create a similar notable entrance to the City at
Elkhorn/SH 75 intersection.”

Response: A conceptual design for a 2-lane roundabout was developed for this location, as
discussed in Section 2.2.1 of this FEIS and shown in Figure 2-3, page 2-9. A traffic operations analyses
was conducted for year 2025 AM and PM peak hour conditions, using the VISSIM traffic simulation model
for this conceptual design. The results indicate that a two-lane roundabout at this intersection will function
at Level of Service C or better.

This concept was presented to the Cities of Sun Valley and Ketchum in a May 22, 2006 coordination
meeting. The Cities of Ketchum and Sun Valley were unable to obtain support from these affected
landowners for the round-about. The existing at-grade intersection currently operates at Level of Service A
and will operate at Level of Service C in 2025 with the Preferred Alternative. As the existing intersection will
meet ITD's peak hour Level of Service C policy in 2025, the acquisition of additional right-of-way from
landowners who do not support a roundabout is difficult to justify, and ITD’s legal authority to condemn this
property would be questionable. As a result, the Elkhorn roundabout is not included in the Preferred
Alternative.

Comment 63: By not addressing the area between Elkhorn Road and Saddle Road in the draft EIS, will the use of
state and federal funding for transportation improvements in these sections be precluded?

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes 4 lanes between Elkhorn Road and Serenade Lane,
and one lane in each direction with a center median and sidewalks between Serenade Lane and River
Street, based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council on March 14, 2007 and a letter provided to
ITD documenting this decision. These cross-sections were evaluated in the DEIS.

It is possible that improvements not included in the FEIS would require additional analysis under NEPA to
obtain federal funding. If such improvements are funded by the State and/or by local governments without
federal involvement, additional analysis under NEPA would not likely be required.

There are alternative ways to fund improvements for this segment once the City of Ketchum, in coordination
with ITD, determine what those improvements will be. Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS (page 7-12)
includes a commitment that ITD will continue working with the City of Ketchum to help determine, fund and
implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the City.
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Comment 64:  The footprint of this highway has the capability to dramatically impact the nature of our corridor
from the south valley to the north valley. All efforts should be made to mitigate, and minimize the environmental and
aesthetic impacts of a four-lane highway.

Response: The DEIS process worked extensively to mitigate and minimize impacts to the natural and
social environment, recognizing that the proposed improvements will require additional right-of-way and will
have direct adverse impacts on many private properties. Chapter 5 Environmental Impacts of the DEIS
contains a discussion of several mitigation measures and refinements that avoided resources and/or
minimized impacts. These are listed in Section 7.0 Findings, Mitigation, and Commitments of this FEIS.

Where additional right-of-way must be acquired for the Preferred Alternative, additional refinements to how
the SH-75 improvements are integrated into the adjacent properties and additional potential ways to
mitigate impacts on a property by property basis will be considered during final design when more detailed
engineering is conducted and negotiations with individual landowners begin.

Comment 65:  How were the 2025 vehicle projections developed and are they reasonable? Considering that a
long period of time has passed since this project was initiated and changes to policies have occurred, should these
projections be updated from the time that the study was originally done?

Response: When the NEPA process for SH-75 began in 2000, there was no travel demand
forecasting model developed for Blaine County and the SH-75 study corridor. To develop a forecasting
model that reflected actual Blaine County conditions, a number of studies were conducted, including an
origin/destination study, transit preference study, transportation demand management survey, goods
movement survey, and traffic count data collection. The results of several of these studies are contained in
Volume Il Technical Appendices of the DEIS and include “Original/Destination Intercept Survey Technical
Memorandum”, “Stated Preference Survey Summary Report”, Transportation Demand Management Survey

Results”, “Goods Movement Technical Memorandum”.

As future travel is based on the amount and distribution of population and employment, ITD worked with
Wood River Valley planners and other officials to develop a long-term growth forecast. This was expanded
to include low- and high- growth rate scenarios as well as geographic differences in growth trends. This
established a potential range of traffic forecasts as well as a potential range of impacts of various
improvement alternatives. This information was published on the project website and made available to the
project Work Group and area planners in the form of a technical memorandum. Based on comments
received, it was revised and was posted on the project website as “Revised SH-75 Corridor Year 2025
Population and Employment Forecasts — March 2002”. This information became the basis for development
of the EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model for the SH-75 corridor.

In 2004 and 2005, there were concerns expressed about the level of traffic growth experienced from when
the DEIS process first began in 2000-2001 and whether the analyses needed to be revised. More recent
traffic counts were checked against traffic growth assumptions resulting from the earlier analyses and it was
concluded that the traffic growth being experienced was in-line with traffic growth assumptions developed in
the impacts analysis. ITD determined that no changes to the analyses were needed. Recent development
proposals under consideration in Blaine County are also consistent with the growth locations and
expectations documented in the March 2002 technical memorandum.

Comment 66:  Are the projections for bus/alternative transportation use accurate, especially in Alternative 3? Is it
possible that with a multi-pronged approach, where local entities encourage transit-use and TDM measures, that
there could be an increase of mass transit users greater than 3%?
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Response: As discussed in the response to Comment 65, the SH-75 project created a new EMME/2
travel demand forecasting model based on new information collected specifically for the Wood River Valley.
The transit component of the travel demand model was developed based on a “stated preference survey” of
Wood River Valley residents and others outside of the Valley that use SH-75 for their commutes, with
questions being asked about travel habits and propensity to take transit or carpool under a variety of
scenarios. The resultant “Stated Preference Survey Summary Report” is contained in Volume Il of the
DEIS.

The travel demand model used in the DEIS estimates person trips before it estimates vehicle trips. Person
trips by trip purpose are generated at the front end of the model (trip generation), based on population and
employment projections from the forecasts discussed in the response above . These person trips were then
distributed based on where they start (“home end”) and where they end (destination end). The model then
assigns these person trips to drive alone, carpool/vanpool, or transit based on a number of factors, such as
travel time and distance, cost of traveling, parking costs, and travel time savings due to the existence of an
HOV lane.

While a 1%, 2% or 3% increase in alternative mode use might seem insubstantial, it should be noted that
this is 1 to 3% of tens of thousands of total person trips per day using SH-75, which results in hundreds of
person trips shifting to either carpools/vanpools or transit in the year 2025. The market for transit service is
highest during the morning and afternoon peaks, and is primarily work trips. Therefore, transit service does
not serve all trip origins and destinations in the Valley that use SH-75, but a smaller segment of that market.
The analysis of the impacts of paid parking in Ketchum on the usage of the HOV lane showed that there
would be a 7 to 20 percent increase in the number of person trips using the HOV lane compared to not
having paid parking in downtown Ketchum.

The projections in the DEIS reflect locally derived data and behaviors, industry standard travel forecasting
techniques, and increases in both TDM and transit usage. It is possible that even larger increases in transit
use could occur, in light of aggressive programs put in place by local communities and Mountain Rides that
will encourage transit. This is one reason that ITD has committed to the potential future conversion to peak
hour HOV operations between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road. However, for the purposes of the
EIS traffic projections, the transit assumptions and data are reasonable.

Comment 67: Is the draft EIS allowing for a multi-faceted/interdisciplinary approach to address both supply and
demand for transportation infrastructure? We do not want future solutions that address safety and congestion limited
due to changes made without a faceted/interdisciplinary approach that addresses the movement of people not just
cars.

Response: The DEIS has incorporated an aggressive approach to transit in the model that is based
on locally derived data and active participation by the local jurisdictions in the development of future land
use projections, as discussed in the responses to the two previous comments.

The travel demand forecasting model and the development of alternatives documented in the DEIS were
developed by a multi-disciplinary team and in full consultation with both local and state entities. Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 include pedestrian improvements on Main Street in Bellevue and Hailey and the options
presented in the City of Ketchum allowed for that possibility between Elk Horn Road and River Street. The
alternatives also include pedestrian under crossings between McKercher Boulevard and Ohio Gulch to
facilitate crossings of SH-75 and improved linkage to the regional bike trail.
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The proposed design incorporates bus pullouts at several locations north of McKercher Boulevard to better
accommodate future bus stops. Should the new KART regional transportation authority identify additional
locations for bus pullouts during final design, they can be incorporated at that time.

The proposed 8-foot shoulders in Alternatives 2 and 3 throughout the corridor were included to facilitate on-
road bicycle travel, as well as incident management, and potential HOV enforcement.

The conceptual design of Alternatives 2 and 3 also took into account the high percentage of large truck
traffic that uses SH-75. That is reflected in lane widths, turning radii, and capacity analysis.

The project team, as listed in the List of Preparers in the DEIS, includes a wide variety of disciplines that
actively participated in the development and analysis of alternatives and their impact evaluations.

Comment 68:  Why does the DEIS not include Ketchum City Council's Resolution 772 to keep the number of
vehicles at 2001 levels and to increase multi-modal transportation use? Local entities are making a clear and
concerted effort to implement TDM measures; Wood River Rideshare has been funded with local funds since 2000.
These efforts need to be considered in these decisions for the future.

Response: Ketchum’s Resolution 772 stated a desire to keep the number of vehicles at Year 2001
levels. The future population and employment projections developed for the project in consultation with the
local jurisdictions were incorporated into the travel demand forecasting model.

As discussed in previous responses above, the transit assumptions and TDM assumptions were based on
local survey information and substantially increased transit service and carpooling. The resultant travel
demand did not reflect the ability to keep vehicle trips at the 2001 level.

The transportation impacts analyses conducted for the DEIS process included increased use of transit,
carpooling, and alternative modes over current conditions. The transit assumptions and analysis
methodology and results were shared with the DEIS Work Group and summarized in the “Transit
Considerations Report”, March 2003. This report was placed on the project website www.sh-75.com

The EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model assumed that 20% of all work trips would be via
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, including carpooling, transit, flexible work schedules,
bicycling and walking, and telecommuting. The model was developed to include four assumed park-and-
ride lots along the corridor as well as strategically-spaced bus stops to allow proper bus access. Buses
were assumed to run every 15 minutes during peak times in 2025, equating to 4 buses an hour. This is four
times the current rate of Peak Bus service. Carpooling and vanpooling were assumed to increase based on
results of the employer (TDM) survey as well as the Stated Preference Transit surveys used to establish the
model. The results of these studies are included in Volume Il Technical Reports of the DEIS.

Through the development of the DEIS, Ketchum requested that ITD conduct a travel demand forecasting
run that reflected paid parking in the City of Ketchum. Paid parking can affect the travel choices and
increase the use of carpooling or transit. The City of Ketchum was conducting a parking study at that time
with the expectation that it would recommend a level of parking cost. ITD provided a written commitment to
fund and conduct this analysis and requested that the City of Ketchum provide the parking cost that they
would like evaluated, based on their parking study. As this study was not adopted by Ketchum and a
parking cost level was not provided by the City of Ketchum, the model run was not conducted for the DEIS.
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Subsequent to close of public comment on the DEIS, the travel demand forecasting model was run with 3
different parking fee levels, ranging from $5/day to $15/day. Additional coordination with Ketchum’s parking
study consultant was conducted to obtain their confirmation on the level of parking fee to be tested.

ITD believes that the aggressive TDM and transit assumptions incorporated in the travel demand
forecasting model, as described above in the context of the EMME/2 model, and the results of the parking
study model run, are consistent with the intent of Resolution 772.

Comment 69:  Why does the DEIS fail to explore some of the benefits that can occur from using an HOV lane
combined with increased multi-modal accessibility such as:
a) The increased incentive for a person to ride transit and carpool if the HOV lane provides travel time
savings over the SOV lane
b) The likelihood that congestion in the SOV lane will be reduced as a greater number of people start to use
alternative modes of transportation to take advantage of the time savings gained by using the HOV lane.
¢) The demonstrated effects of paid-parking on individuals travel choice and the efforts of Ketchum to
institute a paid parking system

Response: a) Travel time savings for HOV users was factored into the DEIS analysis and is
documented in Chapter 4 Transportation Impacts, pages 4-21 through 4-26. Although travel time
savings may affect how a travelers decision as to choice of travel, the interpretation of whether the
travel time savings of the HOV lane over the SOV lane is incentive is subjective and therefore not
addressed.

b) Based on the travel demand forecasting model and the customized assumptions for transit and
TDM usage for the SH-75 corridor for the Year 2025, the DEIS reports the objective results of that
analysis. See response to a) above.

The resultant mode shift of 1 to 3% was not substantial enough to cause a marked change in traffic
operations in the SOV lane on SH-75 under Alternative 3. While a 1% increase in alternative mode
use might seem low, it should be noted that this is 1% of tens of thousands of total person trips per
day using SH-75, which results in hundreds of person trips shifting to carpools/vanpools or transit.
Additionally, the market for which an HOV lane provides support is limited. Demand for transit
service is highest for work trips during the morning and afternoon peaks. Transit service does not
serve all trip origins and destinations in the Valley that use SH-75, but a smaller segment of that
market.

¢) A discussion of paid parking is contained in the response to Comment 68. When factoring in the
existence of an HOV lane and potential parking costs in Ketchum, the result is a 7 to 20 percent
increase in the number of person trips using the HOV lane compared to not having parking costs in
downtown Ketchum. This shift would have a minor benefit to traffic to the SOV lane.

d) The experience of Aspen and other resort communities that demonstrates people living and recreating in
resort communities are a target audience for increasing their vehicle occupancy (car pooling) and using
multi-modal transportation options

Response: The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the Roaring Fork
Transportation Authority (RFTA) have collected limited data on the operations of the CO-82 HOV
system in the Aspen, CO area. Discussions with the CDOT and RFTA indicate that only anecdotal
or observational information is available. The DEIS discloses factual information to inform the
federal decision-maker for decision-making purposes.
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e) The overall change in quality of service over the 24 hour period will be just as great and greater in

Alternative 3 because

o People will start to change their behaviors and drive in off-peak times

o  People will be motivated to get more things done in 1 trip (trip chaining)

e There will be four lanes open for unrestricted use 22 hours of the day

e The likelihood that more people will be carried to and from the north valley in a smaller number of
vehicles (system efficiency).

Response: Comments noted. While there is some evidence in the transportation industry that
congestion will cause people to alter their commute travel behavior and combine trip purposes , this
flexibility is limited and results in spreading of the peak, rather than commute trips changing to the off-
peak. The results of the Transportation Demand Management Employer Survey for Blaine County,
contained in Volume Il of the DEIS, indicate that there is little opportunity for employers to change their
hours of operation such that their employees are not likely to have the flexibility to alter their work trip
behavior.

Also see response to Comment 66.

Comment 70:  Why doesn't the DEIS address the strong need for bus and ride share pull-outs even though ITD is
providing grant funds for buses and alternative transportation concepts in the Wood River Valley? Regardless of the
alternative chosen, bus and ride share pull outs will be an essential component of a transportation system the safely
and efficiently functions in the valley.

Response: Bus pullouts are included in the conceptual design for Alternatives 2 and 3 north of
McKercher Boulevard. During the development of the DEIS, the need for bus pullouts along Main Street
within the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey and Ketchum were considered. As the speed limit on the majority of
SH-75 through the cities is 25 mph and there is either a shoulder or a parking lane, bus pullouts are not
required to enable buses to safely maneuver in traffic. With the creation of Mountain Rides in October 2007,
and in consultation with the Idaho Public Transportation Division, it is expected that Mountain Rides will
identify future transit infrastructure needs over the next year. The EIS must not presuppose the results of
this local planning process for transit infrastructure. When the need for and specific locations for park and
ride lots are identified by Mountain Rides through its regional planning process, and if they are federally
funded, any additional NEPA environmental clearances would be obtained at that time.

Comment 71:  Park and Ride lots are also critical to support the alternative transportation plans of the Wood River
Valley. The need and location of these facilities are not addressed in the EIS.

Response: See response to Comment 70.

Comment 72:  How would changes in speed limit and or design speed change the analysis of round-abouts,
especially in areas of high traffic congestion like the hospital, Saddle and Serenade Roads? Round-abouts and
lower design speeds, as an alternative to traditional traffic signals, might dramatically minimize traffic congestion at
intersections. While minimizing pavement width is desired, it is understood that the nature of designing round-abouts
may require more space than traditional intersections. This is a tradeoff the community is willing to consider in an
effort to maximize the efficiency and safety of the roadway system.

Response: According to the FHWA Roundabout design guide, typical modern roundabouts have an
approach speed of 25 mph. The level of congestion approaching and inside a roundabout is not related to
design speed but is related to the amount of traffic approaching and using the roundabout, and the amount
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of traffic in a roundabout that each approach must yield to. The higher the amount of traffic inside a
roundabout, the longer entering vehicles must wait to find an appropriate traffic gap in which to enter the
roundabout. Roundabouts also tend to be more efficient than typical signalized intersections in many
instances and also have been shown to have fewer collisions than a typical intersection, in both cases
because traffic continues to move through a roundabout while at traffic signals, traffic will stop to wait for red
lights while other vehicles use the intersection.

Comment 73:  The DEIS only reports delay analysis for the general purpose lane. What is the delay analysis for
the HOV lane in alternative 3 during peak hours? What is the overall delay for intersections?

Response: The delay analysis was run for both general purpose and HOV lanes and the travel time
and delay summaries include all travelers, both SOV and HOV. The SOV/HOV lane level-of-service at
intersections is listed separately. The following table, from the Transportation Impacts report for the DEIS,
summarizes delay for all vehicles. Separate delay calculations for SOVs and HOVs were not summarized
from the model but instead were aggregated for the delay summary. Reviewing the traffic model and
simulation indicates that most of the delay in Alternative 3 is experienced in the general purpose lane, as the
HOV lane is at LOS A or B along most of its length and at the signalized intersections. Intersection delay is
represented by LOS at the individual intersections. Under Alternative 3, the intersections would be at LOS F
for the general purpose lane and LOS A for the HOV lane. Table 4-3 on page 4-8 of this FEIS shows the
intersection LOS for Alternative 2.

Criterion Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Corridor Travel Time (minutes) 60 49 58 (60 General Purpose, 49 HOV)
Corridor Delay (vehicle hours in peak period) 349.1 149.7 265.9

Percent of study area trips in carpools, transit 31% 33% 34%

Comment 74:  How do traffic signals affect delays and congestion? Will there be a compounded effect on
congestions and delay caused by each additional traffic signal? Are there alternative ways of improving traffic
movements at intersections?

Response: Incorrectly timed traffic signals add greater amounts of delay and congestion to a corridor
than traffic signals that are coordinated. In response to public comment from travelers attempting to enter
SH-75 from side streets, and based on the traffic operations analysis conducted for the DEIS, the need for
traffic signals by the year 2025 was analyzed. As a result, traffic signals were incorporated into the
conceptual design of both Alternatives 2 and 3 at Woodside Boulevard, Countryside Boulevard, Myrtle
Street, Buttercup Road/Zinc Spur Road, and at Ohio Gulch/Starweather.

The SH-75 future traffic operations model incorporates well coordinated traffic signals to minimize delay.
Even with well coordinated signals, SH-75 users will experience some delay as the signal timing must allow
sufficient time for side-street users to travel on to and for left-turning vehicles to exit from SH-75. The DEIS
alternatives only included traffic signals where warranted.

Figure 2-13 of Chapter 2 of the DEIS (appended to the FEIS as a CD ROM in Appendix E) illustrates the
use of a “Utah Left Turn” concept that allows for traffic turning left onto SH-75 to use the center median as
a merge lane, without a traffic signal

Roundabouts were considered for all proposed signalized locations except Myrtle Street. Although
roundabouts would eliminate the need for a traffic signal, they would require obtaining additional right-of-
way from property that has been deemed to be eligible for listing as a historic under Section 106 of the
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Comment 75:

National Historic Preservation Act. As this would constitute a “use” under Section 4(f) of the U.S.
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, it was determined that roundabouts could not be considered at
these locations in this NEPA process. (Also see response to Comment 60.)

Considering that Alternative 3 could significantly increase the use of transit and rideshare, thereby

taking vehicles off the road, is it possible that there is actually a decreased risk in rear end accidents from Alturas to
Timber Way in Alternative 3?

Comment 76:

Response: Based on the DEIS analysis, as many as 100 peak hour vehicles may be removed from
SH-75 due to the inclusion of an HOV lane. While it is true that fewer vehicles reduce the risk of certain
types of collisions, the added delay in the left SOV lane, combined with vehicles trying to weave between a
slowed/stopped SOV lane and a moving HOV lane, serves to increase the collision risk and would likely
offset any risk reduction due to the fewer number of vehicles.

We would like to see the analysis of alternatives in terms of person-trips instead of vehicle-trips.

This is the only way that one can begin to see the true benefits of a multi-modal system and TDM measures. Using
both vehicle and person-trip data will allow a better understanding of travel demand as it relates to moving people,
not just vehicles.

Response: The travel demand model generated person trips. Based on the results of the stated
preference transit survey, the TDM survey, and the O/D survey, and through discussions with the Work
Group, these were translated into vehicle trips to enable Level of Service analysis. The number of person
trips is the same regardless of the alternative. It is based on travel demand, as developed from future land
use and employment as documented in “Revised Year 2026 Population and Employment Projections —
March 2002 located on the project website. The following table shows both person trips and vehicle trips
for the DEIS Alternatives.

Year 2025 Work Trip Person Trips

Travel Mode AIt_ernative 1 _ AIt_ernative 2 _ AIt_ernative 3 _
Work Trip Person Trips Work Trip Person Trips | Work Trip Person Trips
DEIS Assumption: No Paid Parking in Ketchum
Drive alone 25,200 25,100 24,600
Carpool 10,400 10,500 10,850
Transit 1,160 1,160 1,220
% in Carpools 31% 320% 33%
and Transit
Assumption: $5 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,800 24,700 24,200
Carpool 10,600 10,700 11,100
Transit 1,330 1,330 1,390
%in Carpools 32% 33% 34%
and Transit
Assumption: $10 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,300 24,200 23,800
Carpool 10,800 10,900 11,300
Transit 1,540 1,550 1,610
% in Carpools 33% 34% 35%
and Transit
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Comment 77:  The DEIS should consider removal or under-grounding of the high voltage power lines along SH75
and Lane Ranch in the City of Sun Valley for safety reasons during the design process.

Response: Reconstruction of SH-75 through Lane Ranch (Big Wood River to Elkhorn Road) is not
included in the Preferred Alternative as it is already 4 lanes. Reconstruction of SH-75 between Elkhorn
Road and Serenade Lane will be restricted to within the existing right-of-way. SH-75 forms the west
boundary of the City of Sun Valley in this section. The crash analysis conducted for the DEIS, as
documented in Section 1.7, page s 1-15 to 1-20) of Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, shows that the rate of
accident per 100 million vehicle miles, is well below the state average for the Elkhorn Road to Serenade
section of SH-75.

The undergrounding of utilities is eligible for Federal-aid if certain criteria are met. The Program Guide,
Utility Relocation and Accommodation on Federal-Aid Highway Projects, Sixth Edition, January 2003
outlines these criteria. The full document can be accessed online at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reports/utilguid/. The following is an excerpt from that document.

Undergrounding Utility Lines

A utility’s existing pole line needs to be replaced on a highway project and it is
determined the work will be eligible for Federal-aid participation. The utility wants to place
the new line underground. This will cost more than an overhead replacement. The FHWA
will participate in the added cost of the underground installation if it can be shown this is
in the public interest. A public interest determination might be justified from the standpoint
of safety, aesthetics, economy, or a requirement of law or ordinance. Should the reason
be either safety or aesthetics, the State should furnish assurances that future overhead
lines will not be permitted along the section of highway where the undergrounding is to be
provided.

The relocation of overhead utilities to an underground location is also an eligible item for
Federal participation with Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds under the
landscaping and scenic enhancement category of “Transportation Enhancement
Activities.”

The undergrounding of utilities through this section of SH-75 is not supported based on the crash analysis
conducted for the DEIS.

Comment 78:  Vehicular/wildlife conflicts are a major safety issue along the corridor. None of the proposed
alternatives is appropriately sensitive to wildlife crossing issues. The Road-kill Hotspot Maps identified locations of
concern, both for human and wildlife safety. The June 2005 Idaho Fish and Game letter suggests mitigation
measures, however the design options fail to integrate any of these suggestions.

Response: Section 5.12 of the DEIS addresses wildlife issues. During the preparation of the DEIS,
extensive research was conducted on the wildlife crossing mitigation measures being used in North
America. The results of that research are documented in Table 5.12-2 of Section 5.12.6.2 Potential Wildlife
Crossing Mitigation Measures.

At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied for enhancement funding to gather
empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to obtaining that funding, Blaine
County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western Transportation Institute at
Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the wildlife-vehicle collisions and the
potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between the US-20 Timmerman Junction
and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions, especially with mule deer and elk.
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The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road: Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being
asked to participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings (dead or alive) along this road section.
Instructions for, and the reporting is done through a website (www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since
March 2007. The data is being collected through March 2008. The analysis of the data and

recommendations for any additional wildlife crossing mitigation are scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated into the final
design of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.7 of this
FEIS.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.

B5 Local Organizations

B5.1 Blaine County Citizens for Smart Growth

Comment 79:  We believe that a 4-lane highway solution, combined with a comprehensive operating scenario to
control the growth of peak hour traffic, reduce travel time and enhance the system efficiency, is a viable option. We
believe this scenario should include peak hour HOV restrictions, transit system enhancements, and a comprehensive
regional and local Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. This operating scenario will require a
strong partnership between ITD and local governments. We look forward to working with the ITD EIS team to
develop this scenario as we proceed to the final EIS and preferred alternative.

Response: The Preferred Alternative contains the physical roadway section along with vertical and
horizontal geometry contained in Alternatives 2 and 3 between US-20 and Elkhorn Road. Section 2.4
“Potential Future Conversion to HOV Operations” describes the conditions under which the Preferred
Alternative can be converted to HOV operations between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road. A
decision of whether and when to convert SH-75 between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road to peak
hour HOV operations would be made by ITD, based on documentation that the four requirements described
on page 2-18 of this FEIS have been met. If HOV conversion occurs, ITD will also have the final authority on
the continuation or cessation of HOV operations, based on the evaluation process described in Requirement
4 on page 2-19 of the FEIS.

Comment 80:  We would like ITD to share in our commitment to the successful implementation of Alternative 3.
This will require, throughout the design and construction phases, the development and programming of funds for
increased transit service, park and ride lots, bus barns, bus turnouts, and strategic education and enforcement plans.

Response: See response to Comment 79 above.

Comment 81:  The DEIS offers significant common ground for us to work together towards development of a
consensus-based preferred alternative. We are pleased to see progress toward a mutually agreeable solution — a
solution that serves commonly adopted goals of improving residents and visitor vehicular safety, preserving the
scenic corridor, and minimizing travel times, while still serving the function of transporting commuters, residents and
visitors to and from the valley in an efficient manner. The incorporation of transit planning and travel demand
management (TDM) are key elements in this solution.

Response: The responses to Comments 79 and 80 address the issues raised in this comment.
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Comment 82:  We appreciate wholeheartedly the comprehensive analysis provided under NEPA and are pleased
with the reasonable range of alternatives explored. Alternative 3 brings to the Wood River Valley an appropriate level
of transportation corridor development that incorporates the sensitive environmental surroundings and reflects an
understanding of the residents’ values for a transportation corridor that seeks to maintain and protect our quality of
life.

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 83:  The majority of our respective communities have adopted Comprehensive Plan objectives or
strategies which promote multi-modal and TDM concepts. We believe that these are necessary components in
managing the transportation corridor system. Attachment A provides a listing of key adopted Comprehensive Plan
statements in support of TDM measures.

Response: Section 3.1.1 Local Plans of this FEIS incorporates a summary of the referenced
comprehensive plan statements. Section 5.1.1 Consistency with Comprehensive Plans addresses how the
Preferred Alternative is consistent with those policies.

Comment 84:  The Sun Valley Ketchum Transit Authority (KART) and the Blaine County Peak Bus service have
recently been combined into a regional transit authority. Supported by planning funds from the State of Idaho, a
regional transit plan process was formally initiated on January 18, 2006. The plan will design a multi-year, multi-
modal program for meeting the needs of residents, commuters and tourists in the Wood River Valley along the State
Highway 75 transportation corridor.

Response: Comment noted. As of the date of this FEIS, Mountain Rides, the new regional
transportation authority, has not developed this plan.

Comment 85:  The implementation of a HOV lane to be used two hours in the morning and two hours in the
evening is integral to this multi-modal planning effort. The positive impact of having an HOV lane that operates at
LOS A will serve as a great incentive for increasing passenger occupancy, encouraging drivers to shift to non-peak
travel times and/or to use alternative modes of transportation such as transit. These elements all work together to
control the growth of peak hour traffic while making the transportation system more efficient. It follows, that with an
increased number of people using alternative modes and traveling in the HOV lane, the Single Occupancy Vehicle
(SOV) lane will become less congested. Together, these two effects evaluation in Alternative 3 (especially when
properly implemented at the time of roadway expansion), can successfully decrease congestion and travel times,
increase road capacity and increase safety and qualify of life in a superior way to Alternative 2 which perpetuates
inefficient SOV travel. An alternative that does not meaningfully reduce peak hour travel times will not meet with
public approval.

Response: Comment noted. The Preferred Alternative includes a provision for potential conversion
to peak hour HOV operations between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road under the conditions
outlined in Section 2.4 of this FEIS.

Comment 86:  We support bringing to fruition a transportation corridor designed in such a way to soften the
impacts of road expansion and balance the future needs of these resort communities and effective traffic flow without
being a detriment to local economics and qualify of life. In our view, there is much to be gained in supporting well
proven TDM principles and context sensitive design techniques.

Response: Comment noted.
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Comment 87:  The proposed noise barriers are unacceptable to the community. From an environmental and
safety perspective, it appears wildlife/automobile collisions will increase because of these proposed features. We are
also concerned that the walls are in conflict with the Scenic Byway Management Plan. The local community supports
pursuing the mitigation measures suggested by the Idaho Department of Fish & Game including provisions for safe
wildlife passage over or under the roadway.

Response: Comment noted. This concern was raised by the public during preparation of the DEIS
and is assessed in that document. Section 5.12.2.4 of 5.12 Wildlife, page 5-70 of the DEIS, addresses the
impact of noise barriers on wildlife.

The DEIS documents that under FHWA and ITD regulations and policy, noise mitigation was appropriate at
two locations, Site 29 (10’ to 12" wall would be required for full mitigation) and Site 32 (8’ wall required for
full mitigation). Due to their height, these noise walls would be inconsistent with the Scenic Highway
Overlay District of the Blaine County Code. The relevant portion of the code is described in Section 3.1.1 of
this FEIS. This inconsistency is so noted in sub-section 5.16.3.4 of Section 5.16 Visual Impacts of the DEIS
(page 5-139).

The code also specifies a process for construction of walls, berms, fences and trees that do not qualify as a
categorical exclusion under the code:

Unless a categorical exclusion applies, construction of freestanding walls, earthen berms, fences
and sight obscuring screens of trees within the Scenic Highway Overlay District require a site
alteration permit, which is a type of special use permit authorized by Idaho Code section 67-6512.

In light of this inconsistency with the Code, the FEIS assessed shorter fences (6 height) at sites 29 and 32,
as discussed above. The analysis showed that would both attenuate noise and that the level of attenuation
would be sufficient to justify FHWA funding at Site 32 but not at site 29.

Section 1350.06 ITD Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures of ITD's June 2007 Noise
Policy states:

Noise abatement will not be implemented if the majority (50% +1) of the impacted people are in
opposition or indifferent to noise mitigation. Opposition to barrier construction shall be documented
in writing, such as formal surveys or petitions.

Other comments were received during preparation of the DEIS and on the DEIS on the undesirable impacts
of noise walls, in addition to potential inconsistency with the Blaine County Code. These include the visual
impact of a high barrier along the SH-75 Scenic Highway corridor, blocked views of the valley vistas and
mountains, localized decrease in wildlife permeability that may trap animals on the highway, and possible
restriction of future additional SH-75 access to properties. Based on these comments, it is recognized that
the results of the survey or petition may not support the implementation of noise barriers at Sites 29 and/or
32.

If the majority of impacted people (50% + 1) support the full-height noise barriers for Receptors 29 and 32,
ITD will apply for a site alteration permit or a conditional use permit or variance under Section 9-21A of the
Blaine County Code. If a majority vote for noise-barriers sized to be consistent with the Code, no special
permit or variance will be needed, but the barrier for site 29 would not be eligible for federal funding. It is
not possible to predict whether a majority will vote for noise barriers, the height of any approved barriers, or
whether a special permit or variance would be granted by the County if applied for.
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In the event that ITD applies for a permit or variance from Blaine County, the results of the independent
Blaine County wildlife crossing research and recommendations will be taken into account and the
information included in the application.

Comment 88:  We would like to see a DEIS that addresses person trips instead of vehicle trips. Measuring
capacity in terms of person trips is the most effective way to capture and measure the benefits of a multi-modal
system and TDM. Using both vehicle and person-trip data will allow a better understanding of travel demand as it
relates to moving people, not just vehicles.

Response: The EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model developed for the DEIS estimates person
trips before it estimate vehicle trips. Person trips by trip purpose are generated at the front end of the model
(trip generation), based on land use types. These person trips are then distributed based on where they
start (“home end”) and where they end (destination end). At this point, the model then assigns these person
trips to drive alone, carpoollivanpool, or transit based on a number of factors, such as travel time and
distance, cost of traveling, parking costs, and travel time savings due to the existence of an HOV lane.

The following table shows both person trips and vehicle trips for the DEIS alternatives.

Year 2025 Work Trip Person Trips

Travel Mode Alternat@ve 1 _ Alternat@ve 2 _ AIternat@ve 3 _
Work Trip Person Trips Work Trip Person Trips | Work Trip Person Trips
DEIS Assumption: No Paid Parking in Ketchum
Drive alone 25,200 25,100 24,600
Carpool 10,400 10,500 10,850
Transit 1,160 1,160 1,220
%in Carpools 31% 32% 33%
and Transit
Assumption: $5 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,800 24,700 24,200
Carpool 10,600 10,700 11,100
Transit 1,330 1,330 1,390
% in CaronIs 3004 33% 349
and Transit
Assumption: $10 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum
Drive alone 24,300 24,200 23,800
Carpool 10,800 10,900 11,300
Transit 1,540 1,550 1,610
% in Carpools 33% 34% 35%
and Transit
Comment 89:  We recognize that many issues regarding State Highway 75 transportation corridor improvements

will be addressed during the design process once a preferred alternative is approved by FHWA. We request
consideration of a commitment to design excellence through enhancement of the natural setting using context
sensitive design principles. We respectfully ask to be actively involved in the design process to ensure consideration
of vitally important details including, but not limited to, shoulder widths, turn lanes, bicycle, pedestrian and transit
facility improvements, wildlife/vehicular conflicts at wildlife crossings and visual character.
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Response: The cross-section for the Preferred Alternative is now determined such that number of
lanes, lane widths, shoulder widths, and other geometric design elements of the project are finalized. Within
the “Main Street” sections of the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey and Ketchum, there is flexibility to determine how
best to utilize the existing SH-75 right-of-way within the cities to accommodate traffic operations, achieve
traffic calming and improve the pedestrian environment. The Preferred Alternative includes a commitment
that ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help
determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within their cities.

Where additional right-of-way must be acquired for the Preferred Alternative, additional refinements will be
considered for how to integrate the SH-75 improvements into the adjacent properties. In addition, other
potential ways to mitigate impacts on a property by property basis will be considered during final design
when more detailed engineering is conducted and negotiations with individual landowners begin.

At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied for enhancement funding to gather
empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to obtaining that funding, Blaine
County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western Transportation Institute at
Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the wildlife-vehicle collisions and the
potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between the US-20 Timmerman Junction
and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions, especially with mule deer and elk.
The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road: Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being
asked to participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings (dead or alive) along this road section.
Instructions for, and the reporting is done through a website (www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since
March 2007. The data is being collected through March 2008. The analysis of the data and
recommendations for any additional wildlife crossing mitigation are scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated into the final
design of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.7 of this
FEIS.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.

B5.2 Blaine County Recreation District
A comment letter dated February 17, 2006 was received, signed by Wallace E. Morgus, Executive Director.

Comment 90:  We applaud both alternatives 2 and 3 for their inclusion of 8-foot wide paved shoulders and urge,
for reasons of safety, particularly for the ever-increasing population of cyclists using the state highways within the
county, the Idaho Transportation Department to do everything in its power to maintain the integrity of those 8-foot
shoulders on both sides of the highway for the entire length of the project, whichever alternative configuration is
eventually chosen.

Response: The Preferred Alternative includes the 8-foot shoulders throughout the corridor, with the
possible exception of through the “Main Street” sections within the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey and Ketchum.
ITD has committed to work with the three cities to identify traffic calming and pedestrian improvements for
SH-75 within their Main Streets. Whether the resultant cross-section includes 8-foot shoulders will be
determined through that process. Section 7.3 Commitments (page 7-12) of this FEIS includes a
commitment that ITD will work with the Cities to address traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within
the existing SH-75 right-of-way.
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Comment 91:  To enhance the safety of those 8-foot shoulders for cyclists, we would further encourage the Idaho
Transportation Department to implement fairly simple “share the road” or “cyclist friendly” measures. Along these
lines, our top priorities would be signs alerting drivers to the presence of cyclists (and to those cyclist right to share
the road with automobiles) and regular, periodic splits in the fog line with the international symbol for bicyclists
stenciled into the split.

Response: ITD will determine appropriate industry standard signing and pavement markings during
final design of the Preferred Alternative. Newer signing standards now include a set of “share the road”
signs that can be used.

Comment 92:  We encourage the ITD to reassess the locations of the three new pedestrian tunnels included in
the project (currently proposed for locations near Treasure Lane, Zinc Spur and Ohio Gulch) to assure that they best
accommodate pedestrian needs and provide appropriate access for the Wood River Trails, particularly as the section
of the Timmerman to Ketchum corridor containing those tunnels adds population through the development of new
residential subdivisions. We agree with the Ohio Gulch and Zinc Spur locations but strongly urge the ITD to consider
moving the Treasure Lane tunnel northward to a location nearer to Deer Creek Road where there is and will be
greater population density.

Response: The DEIS proposed pedestrians underpasses beneath SH-75 at Ohio Gulch/Starweather,
Buttercup Road/ZIncspur, and north Treasure Lane, in response to comment received during the NEPA
process. Prior to issuance of the DEIS, ITD received a letter from the Starweather Homeowner’s
Association, opposing the pedestrian underpass at Ohio Gulch/Starweather as it would occupy communal
lands for the association and would provide access to a private road and development for non-residents of
the Starweather subdivision.

Other commenters on the DEIS also requested a pedestrian underpass at Deer Creek. During the
preparation of the DEIS, the property in the northwest corner of the SH-75 and Deer Creek intersection has
been developed with a home that is designated as an affordable housing unit.  Inclusion of a pedestrian
underpass at this location would require the removal of this home. Alternatively, the proposed cul-de-sac of
Spruce Way at SH-75 provides sufficient right-of-way to accommodate a pedestrian underpass.

Based on discussions with the Blaine County Recreation District in a May 22, 2006 meeting, clarification on
land use and ownership from Blaine County, and a review of engineering feasibility, the Preferred
Alternative is revised to include the Treasure Lane and Buttercup Road/Zincspur pedestrian underpass
locations, as well as a new underpass at Spruce Way. It also eliminates the pedestrian underpass at Ohio
Gulch/Starweather subdivision.

Comment 93:  We also encourage the ITD to reassess the design of the Zinc Spur tunnel to allow it to more
seamlessly integrate with the existing BCRD bike path, which in the summer of 2006, will be relocated slightly in that
area as part of the new golf course and residential development at the Valley Club.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our observations and comments in more detail with you.

Response: ITD acknowledges that recent reconstruction of the Wood River Trail at the SH-75
Buttercup Road/ZIncspur location is being conducted to accommodate new land use development at this
intersection. The detailed connection of the pedestrian underpass to this relocated BCRD bike path will be
determined during final design of the Preferred Alternative in consultation with the Blaine County Recreation
District.
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Comment 94:  We understand and appreciate that the ITD is taking a holistic approach to solving the Timmerman
to Ketchum challenge. In this regard, we would encourage the ITD to include consideration of a very valuable
resource for addressing transportation and safety issues that is already in place — namely, the Wood River Trails,
more commonly referred to as the bike path, extending from Bellevue to Ketchum and Sun Valley along the old Union
Pacific right-of-way. Because the bike path is a heavily used transportation and recreational artery, we would urge
the ITD to take this opportunity to consider funding projects and measures that would help ensure the sustainability
and enhance the safety of this valuable resource.

Response: Improvements to the Wood River Trails system outside of connections to it from the
proposed pedestrian underpasses are outside the scope of this SH-75 project. However, ITD can work with
the BCRD to identify other funding mechanisms that may assist BCRD with the objectives stated in this
comment.

Comment 95:  The Blaine County Recreation District, as owners of the bike path, would welcome the opportunity
to collaborate with the ITD to effect improvements on the bike path. Without going into too much detail at this point, a
few of the areas that the ITD and BCRD might consider addressing include: (i) improving the safety of the existing
tunnels on the bike path; (i) improving the safety of road crossings on the bike path; (iii) widening the bike path
where warranted to improve safety;(iv) straightening the path and/or removing obstructions bordering the path to
improve sightlines and safety; and (v) implementing a striping and signing program to improve safety. This is by no
means a comprehensive list of possibilities for assuring the sustainability and enhancing the safety of the bike path,
but it is a good general representation of the opportunities the ITD and BCRD have to collaborate to improve this
resource as part of the overall effort to improve the Timmerman to Ketchum transportation corridor.

Response: See response to Comment 94.

Comment 96:  We would encourage the design in the Boulder Flats area to include 8-foot wide paved shoulders,
signs and on pavement markings, similar to those and for the same reasons as set forth in comments 1 and 2 above.
Granted, the 8-foot shoulders in the project area would initially be the only such shoulders between the SNRA
headquarters and Galena Summit; however, we envision a future with these same wide shoulders extending to
Galena Summit. In that light, we would encourage setting the precedent and standard now, with an eye towards
completing the effort as opportunities arise.

Response: ITD coordinated with the SNRA and the USFS with respect to the wetlands mitigation plan
and the SH-75 relocation and Harriman Trail relocation that are included in that plan. The Harriman Trail is
located within the SNRA and is under the jurisdiction of the USFS. SNRA and USFS want to maintain the
existing cross-section for SH-75 to minimize resource impacts and to maintain continuity of the design
through the SNRA. As a result, the reconstruction of SH-75 through Boulder Flats will incorporate 6-foot
shoulders. The relocated section of Harriman Trail in the Boulder Flats area will also continue to
accommodate bicyclists.

Neither the USFS, SNRA nor ITD have plans to reconstruct other portions of SH-75 that would provide an
opportunity to construct 8-foot shoulders between the SNRA headquarters and Galena Summit.

Comment 97:  We would also ask that the relocated Harriman Trail be: (i) built to the same standards as the
existing Harriman Trail; (i) set back far enough from the highway to adequately provide storage for snow removed
from the highway without impacting the trail; and (iii) built far enough from the parking area to adequately provide
storage for snow removed from the parking area without impacting the trail, while as the same time being within a
reasonable distance form the parking area so as to be easily accessible to trail users.
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Response: The relocated Harriman Trail will be constructed to the same standards and cross-section
as the existing trail. The alignment of both the relocated SH-75 and the Harriman Trail in the Boulder Flats
area was developed to minimize impacts to cultural resources, wetlands, and cuts into adjacent terrain.
Provided that additional impacts can be avoided or lessened by minor changes to the alignment and parking
area, this request will be considered during final design of the wetlands mitigation plan.

B5.3 Wood River Rideshare
A comment letter dated February 22, 2006 was received, signed by Jason Miller, Executive Director.

Comment 98:  Wood River Rideshare believes that Alternative 3 has the best potential for changing behavior of
Sh-75 users by providing an incentive to use alternative transportation options during peak hours. These behavior
changes will greatly improve the efficiency of the system by decreasing the vehicle trips while maintaining the
number of people moved by the system. We believe it is imperative to consider this change of behavior potential on
the regional travel performance in the final EIS. The draft DEIS only gives a 1 % increase in the number of HOV lane
trips when comparing Alternative 2 to ‘Alternative 3 (Table 4-13), which we believe to be a significant underestimate.
As a part of analyzing the impacts of Alternative 3 versus Alternative 2, person trips should be included and
compared to vehicle trips in both scenarios.

Response: The EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model developed for the DEIS estimates person
trips before it estimate vehicle trips. Person trips by trip purpose are generated at the front end of the model
(trip generation), based on land use types. These person trips are then distributed based on where they
start (“home end”) and where they end (destination end). At this point, the model then assigns these person
trips to drive alone, carpool/ivanpool, or transit based on a number of factors, such as travel time and
distance, cost of traveling, parking costs, and travel time savings due to the existence of an HOV lane.

The following table shows both person trips and vehicle trips for the DEIS alternatives.
Year 2025 Work Trip Person Trips

Travel Mode AIt_ernative 1 _ AIt_ernative 2 - AIt_ernative 3 _
Work Trip Person Trips Work Trip Person Trips | Work Trip Person Trips
DEIS Assumption: No Paid Parking in Ketchum

Drive alone 25,200 25,100 24,600
Carpool 10,400 10,500 10,850
Transit 1,160 1,160 1,220

% in CaronIs 31% 3004 33%

and Transit

Assumption: $5 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum

Drive alone 24,800 24,700 24,200
Carpool 10,600 10,700 11,100
Transit 1,330 1,330 1,390

% in Carpools 320% 33% 34%

and Transit

Assumption: $10 per day parking fee in Downtown Ketchum

Drive alone 24,300 24,200 23,800
Carpool 10,800 10,900 11,300
Transit 1,540 1,550 1,610

% in Carpools 33% 34% 35%

and Transit
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While a 1% increase in alternative mode use might seem insubstantial, it should be noted that this is 1% of
tens of thousands of total person trips per day using SH-75, which results in hundreds of person trips
shifting to carpools/vanpools or transit. Additionally, the market for which an HOV lane provides support is
limited: transit service at this time, and in the future, is highest during the morning and afternoon peaks,
which are primarily work trips. Transit service does not serve all trip origins and destinations in the Valley
that use SH-75, but a smaller segment of that market. The HOV lane, in combination with paid parking in
Ketchum, the result is a 7 to 20 percent increase in the number of person trips using the HOV lane
compared to not having paid parking in downtown Ketchum.

Also see response to Comment 66.

Comment 99:  Wood River Rideshare believes that there is unmet demand that exists for alternative
transportation modes. The DEIS underestimates this demand and fails to take into account the changes happening
within our regional transportation system. The recent success and continually rising ridership of the Blaine County
Peak Bus demonstrates the strong growth potential of transit. With the regional transit authority formally initiated on
January 18, 2006, the final EIS must consider usage changes that will occur as a result of increased level of transit
service between now and the start of construction.

Response: The Stated Preference Transit Survey conducted early in the NEPA process was a key
input to the determination of the level of transit demand, including latent demand, that was incorporated into
the EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model. The model and resultant analysis assumed that Peak Bus
service (the transit service in place during model development) would increase from approximately one bus
per hour in the peak hour up to four (4) buses per hour. Taking this into account, the travel demand
modeling indicates that the number of transit riders in 2025 would greatly exceed the capacity of four (4)
buses per hour, resulting in as many as 70-90 people per bus during the peak hour. Thus, the DEIS transit
assumptions for year 2025 exceed the transit services provided during preparation of the DEIS. The current
transit services provided by Mountain Rides, as described in Section 1.3.2.2, page 1-11 of this FEIS, are still
well below those assumed in the travel demand forecasting model.

Comment 100: In addition to transit, increases in other modes of alternative transportation are underestimated by
the DEIS. With more park and ride lots, larger shoulders, and safer pedestrian crossings will come increases in
carpooling, biking, and walking. These changes will result in increases in system efficiency not accurately accounted
for in the DEIS.

Response: The transportation impacts analyses conducted for the DEIS process included increased
use of these alternative modes over current conditions. The transit assumptions and analysis methodology
and results were shared with the DEIS Work Group and summarized in the “Transit Considerations Report”,
March 2003. This report was placed on the project website www.sh-75.com

The EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model assumed that 20% of all work trips would be via
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, including carpooling, flexible work schedules,
bicycling and walking, and telecommuting. The model was developed to include four assumed park-and-
ride lots along the corridor as well as strategically-spaced bus stops to allow proper bus access. Buses
were assumed to run every 15 minutes during peak times in 2025, equating to 4 buses an hour. This is four
times the current rate of Peak Bus service. Carpooling and vanpooling were assumed to increase based on
results of the employer (TDM) survey as well as the Stated Preference Transit surveys used to establish the
model. The results of these studies are included in Volume Il Technical Reports of the DEIS.
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Subsequent to close of comments on the DEIS, the travel demand model was re-run to determine the
impact of parking fees in the City of Ketchum on travel behavior. Three levels of parking fees were tested.
For the most part, alternative mode use was assumed to increase over “No-Action” levels but there was
some interaction found between parking costs, transit use, and carpooling (in other words, the higher the
parking cost, the more tendency there is in the model to shift some carpoolers into transit).

Comment 101: In terms of environmental impacts, Wood River Rideshare disagrees with analyses of some of the
impacts that Alternative 3 would have:

Under social impacts, the DEIS states that Alternative 3 would not improve travel or congestion in the
general purpose lane. This analysis fails to consider the shifting of usage that will occur as more people utilize the
HOV lane and the number of person trips in the HOV lane equals or exceeds that of the general purpose land during
peak hours.

Response: The Level of Service analysis, estimates of delay and estimates of travel time reflect the
assumptions and output of the EMME/2 travel demand forecasting model. That analysis, documented in
Chapter 4 of the DEIS, indicates that the general purpose lane will experience heavy congestion levels
during the peak period, in spite of the assumed substantial increases in transit, carpooling and other travel
modes as discussed in the response above.

Based on the body of public comment received during the development of the DEIS and the results of the
Transportation Demand Management Employer Survey and the Goods Movement Survey, long travel times
for employees and freight vehicles traveling to the Ketchum and Sun Valley area are contributing to
increased costs, difficulty in retaining employees, and lost productivity. For these reasons, in addition to the
demonstrated large difference in travel performance (Level of Service, delay and travel time), the general
purpose lane in Alternative 3 of the DEIS would not have improved travel performance, even relative to
Alternative 1 No Build.

The travel demand model was developed so as to estimate the shift from one mode to another due to the
presence and type of transit service, HOV lanes, parking costs, etc. When running the model for Alternative
3, there was a mode shift noted and that was included in the traffic operations analysis that was contained in
the DEIS. The issue here is that a portion of SH-75 between McKercher and Elkhorn that is already three or
four travel lanes would have one lane in each direction converted to HOV use only during peak periods,
which causes general purpose vehicles that are currently using the right lane of a multi-lane section to use
the left (general purpose) lane, adding to the density of vehicles in that lane and thus resulting in higher
congestion levels than under Alternative 2. Even though there was a mode shift into carpools and transit
assumed (over No-Action and Alternative 2), there was not enough of a shift to prevent the traffic model
from showing that there will be a high level of congestion in the general purpose lane not only in the
sections where the right-lane is converted to HOV, but where the HOV lane is an additional lane over No-
Action conditions. There is not enough mode shift to off-set the volume of vehicles using a single lane.

Also see response to Comment 66.

Comment 102: The DEIS states that air quality impact would be the same of Alternative 2 and 3. This analysis
fails to consider the increase in carpooling and transit use that will occur under Alternative 3, which will improve air
quality over Alternative 3 over Alternative 2.

Response: The air quality analysis for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in the DEIS was conducted consistent
with ITD air quality analysis requirements, as published in the guidance memo entitled “Project Level Air
Quality Screening, Analysis, and Documentation for Roadway Projects”. The analysis used the
Environmental Protection Agency’s MOBILE5b model and CAL3HC Model, as described in Section 5.8 of
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the DEIS. These models use the output from the traffic analysis, including volumes, speeds, traffic mix and
congestion levels. These analyses assumed the increase in transit and carpooling for the build alternatives,
as described in the previous responses. As the total traffic volumes are very similar between the two build
alternatives in the DEIS, there is no discernable difference in air quality impacts. Neither alternative would
result in exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Comment 103: The DEIS analysis energy consumption along the corridor underestimates the HOV lane impacts
on reducing energy use by providing incentive to use alternative means and thus reducing fuel usage.

Response: Based on the methodology documented in the DEIS, there is less than 1% difference
between Alternatives 2 and 3 in terms of energy consumption. The energy analysis was based on forecast
traffic volumes, speed and levels of congestion developed from the EMME/2 travel demand forecasting
model and traffic analyses models developed for the DEIS. They reflect the assumed increase in transit and
carpooling.

B5.4 Sun Valley Ketchum Chamber & Visitors Bureau

A comment letter dated February 24, 2006 was received, signed by Carol Waller, Executive Director.

Comment 104: The CVB has read the letter submitted by the City of Ketchum and Sun Valley and the letter
submitted by the five jurisdictions of Blaine County. We agree with the sentiment of these letters and support
Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative on State Highway 75. We support a long range multi-modal approach that
seeks to manage traffic. We support a system that includes peak hour HOV restrictions, extensive transit system
enhancements, and a comprehensive regional and local Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. We
encourage ITD and FHWA to work with our local communities to enhance Alternative 3 to include a system
approach. We believe such a system is necessary to help us meet our business and downtown improvement goals,
now and into the future.

Response: Comment noted.

Comment 105: In addition, we would strongly encourage the ITD to consider the future possible relocation of
Friedman Memorial Airport to the southern part of Blaine County, south of Timmerman Hill, and how that might affect
traffic demand and patterns on Hwy 75 in the future.

Response: ITD coordinated with the airport during the preparation of the DEIS such that the current
SH-75 plans are consistent with the current approved airport master plan. FHWA and ITD are aware that
Blaine County and the Federal Aviation Administration are continuing a planning process for a potential
relocation of the airport. On October 22, 2007, the Federal Aviation Administration issued a Notice of Intent
to prepare an EIS to consider the siting and construction of a replacement airport for the Friedman Memorial
Airport , Hailey Idaho. Scoping meetings were conducted in early December 2007. The FAA NEPA
process is expected to take about 3 years and may or may not result in an approved airport relocation. This
SH-75 project cannot pre-suppose the results of the NEPA process for that potential relocation.

B5.5 Sun Valley Gallery Association

A comment letter dated February 16, 2006 was received, signed by Frederic Boloix, President.
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Comment 106: The Gallery Association is interested in streetscape improvements in Ketchum downtown area that
make the streets more attractive to pedestrians. We are interested in dramatic changes to enhance the pedestrian
environment and attract more customers to our businesses. These changes are likely to affect the supply, demand
and arrangement of parking, which effects how people get around, which ultimately ties back to the valley
transportation system.

We support the policies of the City of Ketchum to minimize the impacts of automobiles on the transportation
infrastructure regionally and locally. We also support the City of Ketchum’s efforts to improve downtown to attract
more customers to our businesses and bring year round vitality back to town.

The Gallery Association has read the letter submitted by the City of Ketchum and Sun Valley and the letter submitted
by the five jurisdictions of Blaine County. We agree with the sentiment of these letters and support Alternative 3 as
the preferred alternative on State Highway 75. We support a long range multi-modal approach that seeks to manage
traffic. We support a system that includes peak hour HOV restrictions, extensive transit system enhancements, and
a comprehensive regional and local Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. We believe such a
system is necessary to help us meet our business and downtown improvements goals, now and into the future.

Response: Comment noted. See responses to Comments 27 through 78 for the responses to the
letters submitted by the City of Ketchum and City of Sun Valley, and to the letter submitted by the five
jurisdictions of Blaine County.

B5.6 Wood River Land Trust

A comment letter dated February 24, 2006 was received, signed by Kate Giese.

Comment 107: Based on the analysis in the DEIS, the significant problem areas for traffic congestion as well as the
highest accident-prone areas occur in Bellevue, Hailey, the East Fork Road intersection, the hospital intersection,
and Ketchum. The greatest impact to critical wetland areas occurs in the very southern portions of the expansion,
just north of Timmerman Hill. Therefore, we recommend that ITD consider reducing the impact of the project where it
is less needed, thereby reducing the impact on existing wetlands. We would advocate for no net loss of seasonal
wetlands south of Bellevue.

Response: During the development of possible alternatives, a 4-lane section from US-20 to Gannett
Road was considered but was questioned by the Environmental Protection Agency as it would have
extensive impacts on the natural wetlands north of Timmerman Hill and adjacent to SH-75. Additional traffic
analysis was conducted and it was determined that the minimum cross-section that would still safely
accommodate year 2025 traffic is a 3-lane cross-section plus passing lanes. This narrower cross-section,
plus the use of passing lanes, minimized the impact on natural wetlands. Through coordination with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a conceptual mitigation plan was developed that will results in no net loss of
wetlands in the region. See Section 5.11, page 5-13 of this FEIS for a description of this conceptual
mitigation plan. However, there will be a loss of wetlands south of Bellevue, as disclosed in the DEIS and
the FEIS.

Comment 108: We agree with, and wish to reiterate, many of the suggestions that have been made by Idaho
Department of Fish and Game over the past several years. We are concerned about the increased risk wildlife
mortality — and the resulting risk to human safety — of the project. We encourage ITD to incorporate the mitigation
measures to human-animal collisions that have been proposed by Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Similarly,
we are concerned about the proposed noise barriers and retaining walls for environmental, safety, and aesthetic
reasons. From an environmental and safety perspective it appears wildlife/automobile collisions will increase
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because of these proposed features. Furthermore, we are concerned that these barriers and walls are in conflict with
the Scenic Byway Management Plan.

Additional Idaho Department of Fish and Game priorities that we encourage ITD to adopt are:

Turnouts at Boxcar Bend (owned by the Wood River Land Trust) and Dean Tire Bridge should be on grade with
the highway surface so that a snowplow can keep these open for winter fishing access;

Noxious weeds should be controlled along the ROW to prevent seed spread in vehicle tires;

Big game should be discouraged from foraging near the road by using unpalatable plant species, not using
automatic irrigation along ROW or allowing trespass irrigation along ROW, and prohibiting landscaped berms
south of Bellevue.

Response: See response to Comment 25, page B-13 of this appendix, regarding noise barriers and
retaining walls. These same issues were raised by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG).
Section 5.12.2.4 on page 5-70 of the DEIS discloses the potential impacts of retaining walls and noise
barriers on wildlife. Also, Section 7.2.5 Wildlife Mitigation of this FEIS contains the following mitigation
requirement:

Permanent wildlife crossing signs, flashing lights, and flagging will be installed along the project
corridor at known big game crossing points. Known locations are the 2-mile segment south of
Bellevue and the 9-mile segment that includes the Buttercup Road South hotspot segment and the
Elkhorn Road South hotspot segment. The flashing lights will be operated during peak big game
migration periods. These migration periods extend from mid-October to mid-November and from
mid-May to late June.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in
the Wood River Valley.

See response to Comment 26, page B-14 of this Appendix, regarding the provision of turnouts. This same
issue was raised by IDFG regarding locations of turnouts.

Section 5.20.3.2 of the DEIS, page 5-156 describes several mitigation measures that will be used to prevent
and control noxious weeds. Several of these measures require coordination with the Idaho Department of
Fish and Game regarding type of vegetation composition and review of the success of revegetation of the
area disturbed by SH-75 construction.

Section 7.2.6 Wildlife Mitigation of this FEIS, page 7-4, includes a requirement for low-growing grass-forb
plant communities that would deter deer and elk from foraging immediately adjacent to SH-75. This section
also includes a provision that prohibits the use of irrigation or sprinkler systems.

Preferred Alternative 2 does not include the construction of berms. Neither ITD nor FHWA have authority
over construction of berms. Blaine County, through its land use and zoning mechanisms, and the Scenic
Highway Overlay District of the Blaine County Code, has the authority over approval of berms.

Comment 109:  Although our comments are largely focused at the potential wildlife impacts of the proposed
highway expansion, we would like to encourage ITD to strongly consider the inclusion of a High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lane as proposed in Alternative 3, should ITD choose to move forward with a highway expansion. Similarly,

we are concerned about the footprint of the highway on our narrow valley from a scenic perspective. We encourage

all efforts to minimize the aesthetic impacts of a four-lane highway.
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Response: The Preferred Alternative does not include HOV lanes. However, Section 2.4 “Potential
Future Conversion to HOV Operations from McKercher Boulevard to Elkhorn Road” on page 2-19 of this
FEIS describes the conditions under which ITD will decide to implement HOV operations in this section of
SH-75.

Regarding the footprint and visual impacts, the DEIS process worked extensively to mitigate and minimize
impacts to the natural and social environment, recognizing that the proposed improvements will required
additional right-of-way and will have direct adverse impacts on many private properties and will impact some
existing landscaping adjacent to SH-75. The visual impacts of the proposed SH-75 project were disclosed
in Section 5.16 of the DEIS, page 5-130. The footprint of the Preferred Alternative was reduced wherever
feasible to minimize impacts, using curb and gutter sections, narrowing of the center turn lane where not
required, and steepening of side slopes.

B6 Comments From the General Public

Ninety-one letters, emails and/or faxes were received from members of the public as well as 25 verbal comments
received during oral testimony at the public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Each submission
and the comments it contains are addressed in B7 Detailed Response to Comments of this appendix.

The body of public comments was also reviewed to identify common themes and address those in general terms to
assist the reader in better understanding the overall context of the public comment record. These are described
below.

B6.1 Preference for an Alternative

Thirty-one of the comments received from the general public and through oral testimony expressed a preference for
Alternative 2. Twenty-eight of the these comments and testimony expressed a preference for Alternative 3. These
preferences and the reasons for them were considered in the selection and definition of the Preferred Alternative as
described in Section 2.3 Preferred Alternative in the main body of this Final Environmental Impact Statement.

B6.2 Support for SH-75 Widening and Improvements

Eight comments stated support for improvements to SH-75 but did not indicate a preference for either Alternative 2 or
3. These comments were considered in the selection of a Preferred Alternative, documented in Section 2.3 of this
FEIS.

B6.3 Transit Assumptions, Infrastructure, and Funding

Many commenters expressed a desire for greater transit service and transit supporting infrastructure in the Wood
River Valley, are concerned that transit was not seriously considered in the EIS’s travel demand forecasting model
and alternatives development , felt that the project should fund transit infrastructure, or suggested that transit should
be an important part of the transportation solution for SH-75. The following general discussion provides an overview
of responses to these themes.

B6.3.1 Transit Assumptions in the Travel Demand Forecasting Model
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At the beginning of the NEPA process for SH-75, an origin-destination study, a Stated Preference Transit Survey and
a Transportation Demand Management Employers Survey were conducted to help define what the current and future
role of transit would be in the Wood River Valley. Based on this locally based data collection, the transit assumptions
for each of the alternatives considered were developed and incorporated into the analysis. Alternatives 2 and 3 of
the DEIS assumed that bus service would be increased to a bus every 20 minutes during peak periods and that
carpooling, flex time, bicycling and walking would account for 20% of all work trips. These assumptions represent a
tripling of the Peak Bus service in place during development of the DEIS. Although the Mountain Rides Regional
Transportation Authority has increased service, transit infrastructure, and ridership, as described in Section 1.3.2.2 of
this FEIS, the current transit services are still well below those assumed for Year 2025 in the DEIS.

B6.3.2 Transit Alternatives Considered in the DEIS

The initial range of alternative transportation solutions for SH-75 included Fixed Guideway Transit (specifically light
rail transit) and bus only transit. These were evaluated early in the NEPA process and are documented in Chapter 2,
2.2 Initial Concepts Not Advanced into Screening, of the DEIS. The results of these analyses were presented at
public open houses conducted during the NEPA process.

Light rail transit (LRT) was found to be infeasible because of adverse impacts to adjacent properties from noise and
vibration, delays to local traffic circulation from the 34 at-grade street crossings of LRT tracks, low potential ridership,
and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) capital and local operations funding requirements for projects that Blaine
County would not be able to finance. These same funding requirements are applicable to Bus Rapid Transit.

A bus transit only option was looked at that would increase bus service throughout the day and operate at 3t0 5
minutes headways during peak hours. This would require more than $11 million in capital costs and total annual
operating costs of $3.5 million. For this investment, insufficient vehicle trips would be removed from SH-75 to bring
the Level of Service down to LOS D without additional lane capacity.

B6.3.3 Current Status of Transit Funding in Idaho and Blaine County

The Public Transportation Division of the Idaho Transportation Department has an important mandate in the State of
Idaho. It ensures the effective use of federal, state, and local public transportation funds and enhances the mobility
of Idaho's citizens. This mission is accomplished through planning, grants administration, coordinating public
transportation services and systems, and evaluating transit needs. The Division provides technical advice and
financial resources, acting as the state’s designated Federal Transit Administration (FTA) recipient for formula funds
and administer local highway rideshare program awards.

Idaho receives its rural transit funding primarily from FTA formula grant programs. The state is divided into six
highway districts which receive respective funding allocations based on their rural populations for Nonurban Bus
Grants (Section 5311) and Rural Intercity Bus (Section 5311(f)) and a program for The Elderly and Persons With
Disabilities (Section 5310). Applicants within each district compete for grant awards. Local governments can also
apply for Discretionary Grants (Section 5309) directly from Congress for capital projects. With the passage of the
SAFETEA-LU, other formula grant programs were established, but must be bid competitively statewide. These are
Job Access and Reverse Commute (Section 5316) and the New Freedom Program (Section 5317). KART and
Blaine County are funded through the allocation to District 4. They have competed with each other and the College of
Southern Idaho dBA TRANS IV Buses for Section 5311 funds to date. Senior centers and other local nonprofits have
also been the primary grant sub recipients for Section 5310 funding in ITD District 4.

The previous State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) allocated almost $2.4 million to transit related
infrastructure and operations in Blaine County for Fiscal Year 2006. That STIP provided KART and Blaine County
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with Section 5311 and Section 5309 awards. Each grant has a local match requirement for Capital, Maintenance,
Operations, Administrative, and Planning categories. Depending on the type of expense, different local match rates
will apply (from 42.5% for Operating to 92% for Capital purchases). KART received most of its funding from the cities
of Sun Valley and Ketchum through a Local Options Tax on specific resort services and liquor. Blaine County used
other tax revenues to match federal funds and uses fares to reduce costs to PEAK Bus. ITD may also award funds
for capital purchases through its statewide Vehicle Investment Program ($312,000) as part of ITD’s commitment to
assure a reliable fleet and quality service to the public.

According to the Public Transportation Division of ITD, prior to the formation of Mountain Rides in 2007, KART's 2006
total budget was about $850,000 including federal and local funds. Blaine County's 2006 transit budget was about
$390,000. The federal share upon consolidation of the two transit systems was about $455,000. Funds available for
purchases under the Section 5309 grants such as an undelivered bus on order for Blaine County are not included in
this figure.

The current 2008-2012 STIP allocates $500,000 to Mountain Rides for transit administration, capital, and operations.
According to the Public Transportation Division of ITD, Mountain Rides has outstanding Section 5309 funds from the
previous STIP allocations. The year 2006 Section 5309 funds awarded $439,297 for replacement bus purchases.
One bus was delivered, leaving $231,544 for an additional bus. In 2006 $250,000 was awarded for bus and shelters.
One bus was delivered, leaving $31,631 for bus shelters. In 2007, $454,961 was awarded for park and ride lots,
shelters and turnouts. None of this money has been spent as of the date of this FEIS.

The Section 5311 funds for preventative maintenance, operations and administration include $454,946 in 2006 funds.
$4495 was for capital that was transferred from Blaine County subsequent to the formation of Mountain Rides. In
2007, $450,000 was awarded for administration and operations only.

Through the SH-75 DEIS process and other ITD Public Transportation Division coordination with Blaine County
entities, there have been a number of requests for park and ride lots, bus shelters, bus stops, bus barns, and other
infrastructure to support current and expected transit service. As Mountain Rides develops its programs and needs,
ITD will continue to work with Mountain Rides to plan, fund and provide additional environmental clearances if federal
funds are used for capital projects.

B6.3.4 Transit in Preferred Alternative

Incorporation of transit and other modes in the travel demand forecasting and transportation analyses is described in
Sections B6.3.1 and B6.3.2 above. The conditions under which a potential future conversion to HOV operations
between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road could occur are described in Section 2.4, page 2-18 of this FEIS.
HOV was evaluated as part of Alternative 3 in the DEIS for this section of SH-75.

FHWA and ITD recognize the desire of the Wood River Valley cities, Blaine County, and other stakeholders to
implement a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane during the morning and afternoon peak traffic periods for the
section of SH-75 between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road. This consideration of an HOV lane was defined
and evaluated as Alternative 3 in the DEIS. Public comment and letters received from the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey,
Ketchum and Sun Valley and Blaine County as official comments on the DEIS express support for HOV operations
as defined in Alternative 3.

A decision of whether and when to convert the traffic operations of SH-75 between McKercher Boulevard and
Elkhorn Road to peak hour HOV operations, as evaluated under Alternative 3 in the DEIS, will be made by ITD,
based on documentation that the following four requirements have been met. If a conversion is made, ITD will have

B-54 February 2008



SH-75 Timmerman to Ketchum Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
Project No. STP-F-2392(035), Key No. 3077

the final authority on the continuation or cessation of HOV operations, based on the evaluation process described in
Requirement 4.

Requirement 1: A minimum segment of roadway, from at least Ohio Gulich to Elkhorn Road, has been
reconstructed to the cross section and geometry as defined in Alternative 2. The success of
HOV is partially dependent upon having a sufficiently long segment of roadway in place for
drivers to experience a noticeable travel time savings. A typical HOV performance measure in
the United States is a travel time savings of at least 5 minutes overall in the project corridor.3

Requirement 2: A change in Idaho State legislation has been enacted to enable enforcement of the HOV lane
restrictions. Idaho State legislation currently does not provide any regulatory ability for the
Idaho State Police or Blaine County Sheriff's office to enforce an HOV lane.

Requirement 3: A plan for and the basis for funding of the enforcement of HOV, of education and marketing of
the HOV operation, and of collection and analysis of performance data have been developed
and agreed upon among the Idaho Transportation Department, Blaine County, Mountain
Rides, and the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey, Ketchum and Sun Valley.

Requirement 4: A formal process for evaluating the HOV operation, and for making a determination of whether
to continue or discontinue its operation, is developed and agreed upon between ITD and Cities
of Bellevue, Hailey, Ketchum, Sun Valley, Blaine County and Mountain Rides. The first review
will occur no sooner than 6 months following commencement of HOV operation and no later
than 12 months after commencement of operations. This provides time for SH-75 users to
adjust to HOV operations over at least a 6-month period and commits to a specified timeframe
for a formal review.

Criteria to be used in this review include measured travel time for users of the HOV lane and
of the single occupancy lane (based on peak travel time studies); actual costs of enforcement
and numbers of violations of the HOV lane restrictions (as provided by the Blaine County
Sheriff's Office); HOV lane traffic volumes (based on traffic counts taken on at least three
occasions during HOV operations); peak hour Level of Service for the HOV lane and the single
occupancy vehicle lane; public response (based on phone calls, emails and correspondence
received during the first 6 to 12-month period); crash analysis (based on accident reports); and
impacts on trucking (based on comments received from the trucking industry).

To facilitate this process and to develop the necessary documentation that ITD will require to approve a conversion,
the Preferred Alternative includes a commitment that ITD will create a SH-75 Corridor Operations Management Team
composed of representatives from ITD, Blaine County, Mountain Rides, and the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey, Ketchum
and Sun Valley for the purpose of developing and implementing a program to meet the four requirements specified
above. The members of the Operations Management Team will enter into a Memorandum of Understanding to
commit the resources to comply with the four requirements and to develop and provide documentation to ITD that the
conditions have been met.

Formation of this Corridor Operations Management Team will occur once funding for construction of the final section
of the SH-75 corridor between McKercher Boulevard and Elkhorn Road has been approved in the State
Transportation Improvement Plan. ITD will be responsible for initiating formation of the Corridor Operations
Management Team at that time.

3 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), “Guide for High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
Facilities, 3 Edition”, 2004; and,
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 414 HOV Systems Manual, National Academy Press, 1998
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As the new regional transit authority, Mountain Rides will be defining both the operations, funding and needed transit
infrastructure to continue and expand transit service in the Wood River Valley. Because the planning is just
beginning, and these details will be worked out over the next year or so, the SH-75 Final Environmental Impact
Statement must not pre-suppose what the results of new local planning will be. Once Mountain Rides defines any
additional infrastructure, including park and ride lots and additional bus stops and shelters, they can be funded under
existing transit funding provisions.

B6.4 Traffic Signals

Submissions with comments on traffic signals generally requested signals at the intersections of SH-75 and US-20,
Woodside Boulevard, and Ohio Gulch/Starweather. One other comment indicated that “smart” signals are desired.

The responses to Comments 53 and 74 provide additional information on traffic signals.

The traffic analysis for Year 2025 traffic for SH-75 mainline and for each major intersection was used to determine
whether or not a traffic signal would be needed to facilitate traffic entering onto SH-75 from cross streets. The results
indicated that traffic signals would be needed at Woodside Boulevard, Countryside Boulevard, Myrtle Street in Hailey,
Buttercup Road/Zinc Spur and Ohio Gulch/Starweather by the year 2025. A traffic signal was not found to be
warranted at the intersection of US-20 and SH-75.

The Preferred Alternative would be designed and constructed to accommodate signal installation. Prior to installing
the actual signals, ITD would conduct a signal warrant analysis that takes into account volume of traffic, volume of
turning traffic, accident information, pedestrian crossings, and other needs. During the design of SH-75, the
infrastructure necessary to coordinate traffic signals will be determined. As the commenter did not define what was
meant by “smart signals”, it is assumed that the reference is to coordinated traffic signals.

The analysis of the US-20 and SH-75 intersection did not show that a signal would be warranted by year 2025. As
the Federal Aviation Administration has begun preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement to look at the
locations of a proposed new airport in the region, it is possible that additional traffic from a new airport would pass
through this intersection. As this airport EIS will not be complete prior to completion of the SH-75 NEPA process,
consideration of a traffic signal at US-20 and SH-75 could be examined in coordination with the airport EIS.

B6.5 Improvements North of Elkhorn Road

During the NEPA process and development of the DEIS, several alternative ways to improve SH-75 from Elkhorn
Road to Serenade Lane, and from Serenade Lane to River Street were developed and presented for comment and
input to the general public and on several occasions to the City of Ketchum. These options were included in the
DEIS in Chapter 2, Section 2.8.6 and 2.8.7. The Preferred Alternative includes 4 lanes between Elkhorn Road and
Serenade Lane, and one lane in each direction with a center median and sidewalks between Serenade Lane and
River Street in the City of Ketchum, based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council on March 14, 2007 and a
letter provided to ITD documenting this decision. These cross-sections were evaluated in the DEIS.

With respect to potential improvements to SH-75 north of River Street in Ketchum, the cities have not reached a point
in their planning process to recommend improvement in this area. Section 7.3 Commitments of this FEIS commits
ITD to continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun Valley, Hailey and Bellevue after the Record of
Decision to help determine, fund and implement SH-75 traffic calming and pedestrian improvements within the
existing SH-75 right-of-way within their respective cities. This includes the section of SH-75 north of River Street in
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Ketchum. ITD will obtain any additional environmental clearances or permits that may be required for these
improvements.

B6.6 Roundabouts

Comments on the DEIS requested consideration of roundabouts at several locations along the SH-75 corridor as an
alternative to traffic signals. There were also comments that oppose roundabouts as confusing to highway users.

During the NEPA process, roundabouts were considered as a possible alternative to conventional intersections.
Section 2.6.1 of the DEIS discusses the characteristics of roundabouts and their feasibility for SH-75 intersections.

During the preparation of the DEIS and in response to comments received on the DEIS, the feasibility of roundabouts
at Serenade Lane, Ohio Gulch, Buttercup Road, Woodside Boulevard and Countryside Boulevard were examined.
In all these locations, the roundabout would require right-of-way from property or features that were deemed to be
historic under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. These include lands from the Reinheimer Ranch
and from the Wood River Trail system, both eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

As such, the Ranch property is subject to Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as
amended. Section 4(f), as codified at 23 United States Code 138, states:

“The Secretary shall not approve any program or project (other than any project for a park road or parkway
under section 204 of this title) which requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl! refuge of national, State, or local significance as determined by the
Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction thereof, or any land from an historic site of national, State,
or local significance as so determined by such officials unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative
to the use of such land, and (2) such program includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park,
recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.”

Because the roundabout would require the use of part of the these historic properties, Section 4(f) prohibits that use
unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the roundabout. Alternatives 2 and 3 include conceptual
designs for non-roundabout intersections at Serenade Lane, Ohio Gulch, Buttercup Road, Woodside Boulevard and
Countryside Boulevard that meet the purpose and need for the project and that are feasible and prudent alternatives
that do not impact these historic resources. Accordingly, the FHWA cannot approve a roundabout at these locations.

There are two locations where roundabouts would not require the use of lands that would be subject to Section 4(f)
protections. In response to DEIS comments, roundabouts were analyzed at the intersection of SH-75 and Gannett
Road and at SH-75 and Elkhorn Road. Roundabouts at both locations were found to be acceptable from a traffic
operations perspective and the additional right-of-way required does not contain any natural or manmade resources
that are subject to additional analysis under other federal regulations. The conceptual design and traffic operations
for roundabouts at Gannett Road and for Elkhorn Road were presented to the City of Bellevue and to the City of
Ketchum, respectively in May 2006.

The City of Ketchum and City of Sun Valley coordinated with the landowners whose properties would be affected by

an Elkhorn roundabout. They were unable to obtain support from those landowners for a roundabout at this location.
As a result, only the Gannett Road roundabout is incorporated into the Preferred Alternative.

B6.7 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Comments on the DEIS supported the concept of pedestrian underpasses for use by pedestrians and hicyclists, but
some requested that locations other than those proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 be considered. Some commenters
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stated that the proposed pedestrian underpasses also be used for wildlife crossings. Others felt that the SH-75
project should also include improvements to the regional Wood River Trail system.

B6.7.1 Pedestrian Underpasses

The DEIS proposed pedestrian underpasses beneath SH-75 at Ohio Gulch/Starweather, Buttercup Road/Zinc Spur,
and north Treasure Lane, in response to comments received during the NEPA process. Prior to issuance of the
DEIS, ITD received a letter from the Starweather Homeowner’s Association, opposing the pedestrian underpass at
Ohio Gulch/Starweather as it would occupy the Association’s communal lands and would provide access to a private
road and development for non-residents of the Starweather subdivision.

Commenters requested a pedestrian underpass at Deer Creek. During the preparation of the DEIS, the property in
the northwest corner of the SH-75 and Deer Creek intersection has been developed with a home that is designated
as an affordable housing unit. Inclusion of pedestrian underpass at this location would require the removal of this
home. Alternatively, the proposed cul-de-sac of Spruce Way at SH-75 provides sufficient right-of-way to
accommodate a pedestrian underpass.

Based on discussions with the Blaine County Recreation District, clarification on land use and ownership from Blaine
County, and a review of engineering feasibility, the Preferred Alternative is revised to include the Treasure Lane and
Buttercup Road/Zinc Spur pedestrian underpass locations, as well as a new underpass at Spruce Way. It also
eliminates the pedestrian underpass at Ohio Gulch/Starweather subdivision.

Section 2.2.2 of the FEIS provides additional information on the pedestrian underpass analyses and contains a
graphic of the conceptual layout of the Spruce Way underpass.

Wildlife is not precluded from using the pedestrian underpasses to cross SH-75. As documented in Sections 5.12.2
and 5.12.3 of the DEIS, the underpasses may provide an opportunity for some small animals like raccoons, foxes,
skunks, coyotes, amphibians, and mice to use them to pass beneath the highway. Use of the pedestrian
underpasses to accommodate ungulate crossings would require the fencing of the SH-75 right-of-way to funnel
animals into the underpasses. Fencing would remove any direct access to SH-75 for adjacent properties and would
introduce a substantial new visual element into the visual landscape. The need to maintain access to the large
number of driveway and street access points on both sides of SH-75 also precludes the use of wildlife fencing.

B6.7.2 Bicycle Accommodations
Some commenters pointed out the importance of SH-75 as a potential commuter route and the need to have 8-foot
shoulders and supporting signing and striping.

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 included 8-foot shoulders throughout the study corridor except for some locations along
“Main Street” within the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey and Ketchum. The Preferred Alternative includes the 8-foot
shoulder, consistent with the DEIS alternatives.

During final design and construction of SH-75, placement of appropriate signage and pavement markings will be
determined.

B6.7.3 Wood River Trail Improvements
The Blaine River Recreation District and other commenters requested that improvements to the Wood River Trail to
address geometry, maintenance and other issues be incorporated into the SH-75 project.

This FEIS addresses proposed improvements to SH-75, consistent with the purpose and need of the project.
Improvements to the Wood River Trail, except where connections to or across the Wood River Trail are needed for
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proposed intersection reconstruction, are not within the purpose and need of this project and are outside the scope of
the project.

B6.8 Urban “Main Street” Infrastructure and Operations

In addition to comments received from the Cities of Bellevue, Hailey, Sun Valley and Ketchum concerning SH-75 as
Main Street through their urban areas, a comment requested that the speed limit in Hailey be raised to 35 miles per
hour while another comment request a context sensitive design approach to highway improvements in Hailey.

ITD met with representatives of cities as discussed in Section B4 Local Governments of this appendix. The
Preferred Alternative includes a commitment that ITD will continue working with each of the Cities of Ketchum, Sun
Valley, Hailey and Bellevue to help determine, fund, and implement traffic calming and pedestrian improvements
within their cities. This is included in Section 7.0 Findings, Mitigation and Commitments of this FEIS.

This mechanism will provide a process for addressing both context sensitive design issues within the cities as well as
appropriate speed limits on Main Street.

B6.9 Noise Impacts

Many commenters on the DEIS were concerned with noise impacts. The comments were divided between those
who felt that their property should receive noise mitigation from SH-75, while other oppose any form of noise barriers
in the valley. A comment was received on the use of quiet pavements. Section 5.7 Noise Impacts of this FEIS
describes the additional noise measurements and analysis that was conducted in response to comments received on
the DEIS. The response to Comment 36 also provides information on noise issues.

B6.9.1 Requests for Noise Measurements and Noise Mitigation
In response to comments on the DEIS, noise measurements were taken at 9 additional locations as follows:
- 2locations at 101 Mountain View Lane
1 location at 106 Timber Way
1 location at 101 Timber Way
1 location at 121 Audubon Place
1 |ocation at 137 Audobon Place
1 location at 3240 Glenbrook Drive
1 location at 3190 Mount Ash Drive
1 location at an apartment complex play area in the Woodside subdivision

Section 5.7 Noise Impacts, page 5-4 of this FEIS, provides a description of this additional noise evaluation.

The new measurements were compared with the measurements taken in 2002 and 2003 that are documented in
Section 3.7 Noise of Chapter 3 Affected Environment of the DEIS. As shown in Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 of this
FEIS, the measurements are generally consistent with those taken in 2002 and 2003 and documented in the DEIS.
With the exception of 2 locations, measured levels were below 60 dBA and well below ITD’s Noise Policy that defines
a noise impact as approaching 66 dBA (within 1 dBA of the FHWA NAC of 67 dBA). A site adjacent to SH-75 on
Timber Way had a measured level of 63 dBA, while a location at the property fence line with SH-75 on Mountain
Lane had a level of 68. As the actual Mountain Lane receptor is located some 200 feet back from SH-75 and had a
level of 53 dBA, the 68 dBA at the fence line is not representative of the noise level at the actual receptor.

Based on a comparison of these new receptor sites with those previously analyzed for Alternatives 2 and 3 for the
Year 2025, none of these sites would approach or exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA.
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Under ITD Noise Policy (June 2007), ITD does not consider mitigation unless predicted noise levels approach or
exceed the FHWA NAC. ITD defines “approach” as 1 dBA below the FHWA NAC. A level of 66 dBA is a level that
“approaches” the NAC. Noise attenuation is therefore not warranted at these locations.

ITD and FHWA understand that noise is a growing issue for the residents of the Wood River Valley. The level of land
development, associated construction activity and growing traffic volumes on SH-75, and other forms of noise
generation (for example, landscape maintenance) have likely contributed to an increase in the overall ambient noise
levels that residents are experiencing. Residents will experience increased noise levels over time from SH-75. The
reduced speed limit from 55 mph to 45 mph from McKercher Boulevard to Hospital Drive will help to mitigate some of
that increase and was incorporated into the noise analysis in the DEIS.

B6.9.2 Quiet Pavements

Some comments requested that quiet pavements be considered for SH-75 to help reduce traffic noise levels.
Considerable research has been and is being conducted in North America and Europe on the effectiveness and
sustainability of quiet pavements. A study by Purdue University revealed that more often than not, the decrease in
noise levels that result from the use of quiet pavements is more than 3 dBA. A Washington State Department of
Transportation study found that meaningful noise reductions would still require the use of other forms of noise
attenuation.

Some of the advantages of quiet pavements are that they can achieve about a 3 dBA reduction in noise levels, a
reduction that is barely audible to the human ear; have no aesthetic impact; and reuse used tires. Disadvantages
include their higher cost, vulnerability to studded tires, and problems with sustainability. Rubberized pavements may
not be feasible to install in colder climates as installation temperatures must be above 85 degrees Fahrenheit for the
pavement to adhere properly.

FHWA has issued guidance on Quiet Pavement Pilot Programs (January 19, 2005) that some states are pursuing.
FHWA does not allow the use of pavement type or surface texture as a noise abatement measure.

As this is evolving research that is expected to continue and the funding for and construction of SH-75 is unknown,
ITD commits to re-examining the results of Quiet Pavement Pilot Programs and their potential applicability and
sustainability for SH-75. This would occur during final design as part of the pavement design process for SH-75.

B6.9.3 Noise Barriers
Some commenters oppose the use of noise barriers along SH-75 as they conflict with the Scenic Highway
designation, have an adverse visual impact, and present a barrier to wildlife crossing SH-75.

Opposition to Noise Barriers

These concerns were raised by the public during preparation of the DEIS and are assessed in that document.
Section 5.12.2.4 of 5.12 Wildlife, page 5-70 of the DEIS, addresses the impact of noise barriers on wildlife. The
noise walls inconsistency with the Scenic Byway Management Plan is so noted in sub-section 5.16.3.4 of Section
5.16 Visual Impacts of the DEIS (page 5-139).

The DEIS disclosed that noise mitigation was warranted under both FHWA and ITD’s noise policies for Sites 29
(barrier 10 to 12 feet high) and Site 32 (barrier 8 feet high). Absent a variance or site alteration permit from Blaine
County, as described in their County Code, FHWA acknowledges that there is an inherent conflict between the height
of the barriers that will be required under FHWA requirements and the Scenic Overlay District portion of the Blaine
County Code. The Scenic Overlay District limits the height of fences, walls, and berms adjacent to six feet,
depending on their distance from SH-75 and their elevation relative to the elevation of the centerline of SH-75. The
DEIS and FEIS must address this issue in accordance with FHWA and ITD Noise Policy requirements to comply with
federal regulations.
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ITD issued a revised Noise Policy in June 2007. It is part of Section 1300 of the ITD Environmental Process Manual.
This policy was approved by FHWA Boise Division on June 20, 2007. Section 1350.03, page 11 of this policy states
the following: “Prior to implementation of a proposed noise wall, however, a majority of impacted property owners
must agree that it is desirable. Desirability may be determined (with or without the assistance of consultants) at a
public hearing, by petition, by mailed questionnaire/surveys, or as otherwise determined acceptable by the FHWA
and ITD."

Section 1350.06 ITD Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Procedures of the June 2007 policy further
states: “Noise abatement will not be implemented if the majority (50% +1) of the impacted people are in opposition
or indifferent to noise mitigation. Opposition to barrier construction shall be documented in writing, such as formal
surveys or petitions.”

Six foot high noise barriers that would comply with the Blaine County berm ordinance were also assessed for the
level of attenuation they would provide at the two locations identified in the DEIS where barriers were proposed (Sites
29 and 32). Although a 6-foot wall would provide attenuation ranging from 3 to 9 decibels at Site 29, it would not
meet the ITD minimum noise reduction requirements of 10 dBA at 10 feet from the wall and 5 dBA at 100 feet from
the wall. The 6-foot wall would therefore not be eligible for funding by FHWA.

At Receptor 32, presenting 8 trailer homes, a 6-foot high wall would meet these requirements but would not attenuate
for truck exhaust stack noise. As it meets the requirements, this wall would be eligible for federal funding.

If the majority of impacted people (50% + 1) support the noise barriers required to mitigate Receptors 29 and 32, and
if the impacted people support full height barriers, ITD will apply for a site alteration permit or a conditional use permit
or variance under Section 9-21A of the Blaine County Code. This County permit or variance will be required as full
height noise barriers for Receptors 29 (10 to 12 feet high) and 32 (8 feet high) will exceed the Blaine County Scenic
Overlay District height restrictions. If six-foot high barriers are agreed upon by a majority of the impacted people, no
variance or site alteration permit will be required. Additional coordination with Blaine County and the impacted
people will be undertaken to determine if the impacted people support the two barriers, and to obtain any necessary
County approvals should the majority of the impacted people support barriers.

Request for Noise Barriers

Several comments were received that requested noise barriers for the Treasure Lane subdivision. During the
preparation of the DEIS, considerable noise analysis was conducted at this location to determine whether a noise
barrier is warranted. Because the proposed SH-75 alignment will be shifted to the east away from the subdivision
and the speed limit reduced from 55 mph to 45 mph, the analysis showed that the area did not warrant a barrier
under ITD and FHWA guidance and policies. The resultant noise impact was close to 66 dBA, ITD’s noise impact
criteria.

ITD conducted an additional analysis to determine whether a six-foot privacy fence that would comply with the Blaine
County Scenic Overlay District code and be constructed to noise barrier standards would provide any noise
attenuation for Treasure Lane residents (see Section 5.7 of this FEIS). The analysis shows that a six-foot wall would
provide from 2 to 11 dBA reduction in noise levels, depending on its proximity to the receiver. This height would
generally only provide protection from tire/pavement noise and general vehicle engine noise. It would not reduce
noise associated with truck exhaust stacks. Although a solid fence would provide some attenuation, it would not be
eligible for funding by FHWA as a noise barrier.
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B6.10 Wildlife Crossings

Concern with the number of wildlife/vehicle conflicts and extent of wildlife kills, primarily of elk and deer, on SH-75
was raised during public scoping and comments from the Idaho Department of Fish and Game.  Three wildlife Kill
hot spots were identified and documented in the DEIS.

Project wildlife biologists conducted an extensive survey of wildlife crossing mitigation measures operating or being
tested throughout North America. The results of that analysis are contained in Section 5.12.6.2 and Table 5.12-2 of
the DEIS.

ITD considered the use of wildlife crossings beneath SH-75. These would require extensive fencing to channel
wildlife into the crossings. The most southerly identified wildlife kill hotspot lies between the City of Bellevue and just
south of the Friedman Memorial Airport. Lands to the west are in agricultural use while lands to the east are
undergoing extensive urban development.

The second wildlife kill hotspot lies north of the City of Hailey and extends to Buttercup Road. This area is heavily
developed and has numerous driveways and County roadways that intersect SH-75. This local access and heavy
development precludes consideration of any fencing to direct wildlife to crossings. As the adjacent lands are in
private ownership, use of vegetation or other means to channel wildlife is not feasible. The third hotspot also lies in
an area that is very constrained by private development, steep terrain, and frequent driveway and road access
points. Fencing to direct wildlife is therefore not feasible.

A number of wildlife mitigation measures were incorporated into the proposed project and are detailed in Section
5.12.6.1 of the DEIS. These include revegetation of the SH-75 right-of-way with low-growing grass-forb materials;
natural bottom culverts at Willow Creek and the unnamed tributary near US-20 and SH-75; replacement culverts that
better encourage and accommodate small animal crossings; and revegetation of the riparian crossings of SH-75 over
the Big Wood River and Trail Creek to encourage use by wildlife.

During the development of the DEIS, ITD assisted Blaine County in the preparation of an application form to obtain
federal enhancement funds to address this issue. At the time of publication of the DEIS, Blaine County had applied
for enhancement funding to gather empirical data on wildlife crossing incidents along SH-75. Subsequent to
obtaining that funding, Blaine County, in cooperation with Idaho Transportation Department, hired the Western
Transportation Institute at Montana State University (WTI-MSU) to gather more information about the wildlife-vehicle
collisions and the potential installation of an animal detection system along SH-75 between the US-20 Timmerman
Junction and Ketchum. The ultimate goal is to reduce animal-vehicle collisions, especially with mule deer and elk.
The data collection program is referred to as “Ketchum on the Road: Wildlife Sightings”. The public is being asked to
participate in this effort through submitting wildlife sightings (dead or alive) along this road section. Instructions for,
and the reporting is done through a website (www.blainecounty.org) that has been up since March 2007. The data
is being collected through March 2008. The analysis of the data and recommendations for any additional wildlife
crossing mitigation are scheduled for completion by fall of 2008.

The results of this research will determine which additional methods, if any, will be incorporated into the final design
of SH-75 to supplement the wildlife mitigation measures described in Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.7 of this FEIS.

In the interim, since the publication of the DEIS, ITD has placed 48-inch high intensity reflector signage with
additional upper and lower diamonds and orange flags at the high vehicle/wildlife collision areas of SH-75 in the
Wood River Valley.
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B6.11 Direct Property Impacts

Several comments received on the DEIS were concerns with impacts of Alternatives 2 and 3 on particular properties.
These include the following:
e concern that there is no suitable location for commercial business relocation;
detailed right-of-way requirements and roadway elevation are not known;
agricultural circle pivot will be truncated by highway widening;
driveway length will be altered;
gate entrance will be altered; and
access in McCanville from SH-75 and snow removal/drainage in that area of the corridor.

The majority of these will be resolved during negotiations for additional right-of-way acquisition and the results of
those negotiations incorporated into the final design. Subsequent to issuance of a Record of Decision on the
Preferred Alternative and funding of the project, ITD can commence final design and right-of-way acquisition. Final
design will provide a level of engineering detail that will more precisely define impacts at a given property. 1TD will
initiate right-of-way negotiations with individual land owners with this more detailed information. Working in concert
with the engineering designers, ITD will determine how best to resolve impacts on individual properties and provide
the appropriate level of compensation for right-of-way acquisition and property impacts. This process will be
conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970 (as amended).

It is acknowledged that the real estate market, property values and assessed values of properties in Blaine County
may make business relocations difficult. Two of the commenters have properties in the McCannville area of the SH-
75 corridor.

B7 Response to Public Comments

The following table provides an index to comments that were submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the number of the letter or verbal testimony in this appendix, and the page number on which the response
to comment can be found. Where the name of the commenter was not included on the comment, only the letter or
verbal testimony number is shown.
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Index to Written Comments

Comment_er Name Letter Number Location of Response
(alphabetic) (Appendix B Page Number)
Anonymous Letter 2 B-70
Atwell, Tracey; Paul Bates; Eron B-118
Bates; Graham Osburn Letter 43
Ball, Andrea Letter 27 B-96
Barclay, Joseph Knox Letter 85 B-177
Bontrager, Carl Letter 10 B-79
Callister, Beth Letter 86 B-182
Conger, Mary Jane Letter 89 B-185
Crabtree, Scott Letter 90 B-186
Dabhlgren, Julie Slocum Letter 63 B-143
Dean, John Letter 67 B-149
Dean, Peggy Letter 29 B-98
Dick, Stephen Letter 61 B-141
Dudunakis, Maria Letter 58 B-138
Duke, Beth Letter 88 B-184
Feldhusen, Carl Letter 36 B-110
Finch, James Letter 41 B-115
Finnell, Daralene Letter 81 B-170
Ford, Nanette Letter 71 B-155
Fosbury, Dick Letter 82 B-171
Garcia, Mickey Letter 13 B-82
Gaz, Jim Letter 6 B-75
Giraux, George Letter 22 B-91
Giraux, George Letter 25 B-94
Givens & Pursley Letter 92 B-188
Gourlay, Baird Letter 70 B-154
Grathwohl, Chris Letter 91 B-187
Graves, Lois Letter 65 B-146
Grotto, Kathy Letter 49 B-127
Haavik, Linda Letter 37 B-111
Hackett, Linda Letter 54 B-133
Haims, Steve Letter 45 B-122
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Index to Written Comments — continued

Comment_er Name Letter Number Location of Response
(alphabetic) (Appendix B Page Number)
Haims, Steve Letter 46 B-124
Haims, Steve Letter 55 B-134
Hall, Eric Letter 4 B-72
Hall, Franklin Letter 9 B-78
Heitzman, Trent Letter 47 B-125
Heller, Tom Letter 28 B-97
Hofman, Mark Letter 5 B-73
Hogan, Mary Letter 7 B-76
House, Rupert Letter 31 B-104
Hovey, Lars Letter 48 B-126
lvie, Vivian Letter 59 B-139
Jaquet, Jim Letter 30 B-100
Jost, Bob Letter 39 B-113
Jost, Robert Letter 34 B-107
Kearns, Steve Letter 8 B-77
Kegley, Rodney Letter 42 B-116
Kipping, David Letter 56 B-136
Konig, Thia Letter 57 B-137
Kotara, Brian Letter 75 B-159
Kyle, Ryan and Sadie Hopkins Letter 76 B-160
Lawsen, Ed Letter 17 B-86
Leman, Chris Letter 77 B-162
Lentz, Steve Letter 33 B-106
Lufkin, Elise Letter 64 B-145
Martens, Mark Letter 16 B-85
McCombs, Tisa Letter 60 B-140
Michael, Sarah Letter 1 B-68
Milner, John Letter 32 B-105
Molyneux, John Letter 72 B-156
Murphy, Bill and Kim Hofelt Letter 78 B-163
Neidrich, Doug Letter 24 B-93
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Index to Written Comments — continued

Commenter Name Letter Number Location. of Response
(alphabetic) (Appendix B Page Number)
Niedrich, Doug and Lisa Letter 12 B-81
Niedrich, Lisa Letter 19 B-172
Northrop, Wilhelm Letter 53 B-132
Paris, Rich Letter 87 B-183
Patton, James and Claudette Letter 84 B-174
Phillips, Mark Letter 23 B-92
Rector, Eric Letter 68 B-150
Rivers, Kathie Letter 50 B-128
Rosso, Bob Letter 69 B-152
Seiffert, Gerald Letter 44 B-121
Shotswell, Dave Letter 74 B-158
Smiekel-George, Jill Letter 73 B-157
Smith, Chris Letter 3 B-71
Snyder, William Letter 83 B-172
Soand, Blair Letter 14 B-83
Stewart, John Todd Letter 52 B-131
Stopol, Richard Letter 35 B-108
Takahashi, Lori Letter 66 B-148
Thomas, Lowell Letter 20 B-89
Thomas, Robb Letter 80 B-169
Thomas, Sharon Letter 26 B-95
Tierney, Peggy Letter 62 B-142
Tracy, Terry Letter 11 B-80
Wagner, Lila Letter 51 B-130
Waller, Carol Letter 15 B-84
Weaver, Patricia Letter 18 B-87
Wolper, Steven Letter 79 B-165
Wright , H. (Wright Family) Letter 40 B-114
Wright, Mary Letter 38 B-112
Yates, Kary Letter 21 B-90
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Index to Verbal Testimony

Comment_er Name Letter Number Location' of Response
(alphabetic) (Appendix B Page Number)
Chapman, John Testimony 5 B-193
Drake, John Testimony 2 B-191
Everett, Peter Testimony 8 B-195
Gauer, Mark Testimony 16 B-200
Gaz, Jim Testimony 9 B-196
Hall, Randy Testimony 7 B-194
Harrison, Judy Testimony 19 B-201
Hawvik, Linda Testimony 24 B-202
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Ribi, Nils Testimony 13 B-198
Seiffert, Jerry Testimony 25 B-202
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Comments become part of the public record for this project.
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Comment #

11

1-2

13

Response to Comment

Letter noted.

Comment noted.

The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) and the
Roaring Fork Transportation Authority (RFTA) have collected
only limited data on the operations of the CO-82 HOV system in
the Aspen, CO area. Discussions with CDOT and RFTA
indicate that only anecdotal or observational information is
available. The FEIS must disclose factual information to inform
the federal decision-maker for decision-making purposes.

B-68

February 2008



EI Z ?’-r o .
(B eFqnative 3 _cois e ot 5 -
et ot L ez ey Poo o 2 o3 #

E@ BT 01 gy, T B Apb Bt ot

A e Dt v, oA = o, e Z
{f{@/"ﬁﬁzﬂu; e trer Fopmmme e F T

%ﬂ% e S @?/WW.-L“ T

2 S B

. .
(=’ c/-'.i"..:'.-m,_, P E P L gﬁ}c&;@'—#—w""’? Erxs &

A A T i ),

el x5 T S pe 452;-& T -
R e e e .
e B I s -
Tl o g ,_ﬂ"-'; —
J Py .
o fhé#«@g.—f =Y «f’fiﬁwf T e,
z ?'

-2

Comment #

1-4

1-6
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Response to Comment
Comment noted.

With the creation of a regional transportation authority,
Mountain Rides, as of September 2007, and in consultation with
the Idaho Public Transportation Division of the Idaho
Transportation Department, it is expected that Mountain Rides
will identify future transit infrastructure needs over the next
year. This FEIS must not presuppose the results of this local
planning process for transit infrastructure. When the need for
and specific locations for park and ride lots have been identified
by Mountain Rides through its planning process,
implementation of them, including funding, any additional
environmental clearances, and design and construction, will be
coordinated through Mountain Rides and the Idaho Public
Transportation Division of ITD.

The Preferred Alternative now includes proposed improvements
from Elkhorn Road to River Street.

The response to Comment 68 on page B-33 of this appendix
provides a detailed discussion of this issue.

The Preferred Alternative includes a roundabout at Gannett
Road.
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Comments becorme part of the public recaord for this project.
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Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.
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Comments become par of the public record for this project.
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Comment #
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Response to Comment

During the development of possible alternatives, a 4-lane
section from US-20 to Gannett Road was considered but was
questioned by the Environmental Protection Agency as it would
have extensive impacts on natural wetlands. Additional traffic
analysis was conducted and it was determined that a 3-lane
section plus passing lanes in this segment of the SH-75 would
safely accommodate future year 2025 traffic. This narrower
cross-section would reduce the impact on natural wetlands,
relative to a 4-lane cross-section.
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Comments become part of the public recard for this project.

Nama:

=1

Comment #

41

Response to Comment

Section 2.2.2, page 2-10, and Figure 2-4, page 2-12, of this
FEIS address the proposed location of a pedestrian underpass.
It is being proposed at Spruce Way, rather than at Deer Creek,
as the right-of-way is already going to be acquired at Spruce
Way to accommodate a cul-de-sac. A pedestrian underpass at
Deer Creek would require the acquisition of an affordable
housing unit in the northwest corner of the Deer Creek and SH-
75 intersection. Bicyclists and pedestrians would use the
existing roadway to then access Deer Creek Road and Deer
Creek Canyon.

Traffic exiting from SH-75 onto cross roads or driveways can
begin to decelerate in the right hand curb lane and then enter
the right-turn lane to execute the turn from the highway.

Traffic entering the highway and turning right can use the 8-foot
shoulder to accelerate up to highway speed if necessary and
merge into the right hand curb lane.

Traffic on SH-75 that wishes to make a left turn will use the
center turn lane to wait for a gap in on-coming traffic. Traffic
making a left hand turn onto SH-75 can wait for a gap in on-
coming traffic, enter the center turn lane and wait until a safe
gap in traffic occurs to merge into the travel lane.
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Comments become par of the public record for this preject.
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Comment #

51

52

Response to Comment

The conceptual design of the pedestrian underpasses shown in
the DEIS demonstrates that an underpass is feasible and
establishes a right-of-way impact line. Final engineering of
these underpasses will occur and will take into account sight
lines for underpass users.

During final design of SH-75, placement of appropriate signage
and pavement markings will be determined and incorporated
into the construction plans.
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As a resident of the Wood River Valley, 1 Support Alternative 3 for
the following reasons:

Alternative 3: Four lanes with center turn lane and HOV lane, The HOV
lane will be used during the four peak travel hours of the day for carpools
and mass transit.

1. CREATES an ineentive to use transit and carpoo] becanse of less congestion and
reduced travel times in the HOV lane,

1. RESPFECTS the scenic byway designation and enhances the entrances to each
commumnity.

A IMPROVES safety in the transportation corridor,
4. SERVES wsers transporiation needs in the most efficient manner

5. MAINTAINS and protects Wood River Valley residents’ quality of life by
reducing traffic growth and congestion over time.

6. REFLECTS our communities” adopted transportation geals and policies

7. ACCOMODATES traffic growth and mitigates congestion with a variety of
travel options (c.g., transit and HOVs), bevond single occupant vehicles as the
region confinuwes (o grow,

8. SUPPORTS Idahe Transportation Department’s corrent fonding of transit and
rideshare programs in the Wood River Valley,

v WagkHoemap/

Physical Address:_| 50 _Flewes Dnuwg ¥ F

Mailing Addresy T De¥ THO ffﬁuy__j/ﬁq E—}"; T0 %2353
ssmmrc-_.mm_. . _

If you are unable to submit this letter ot the public hearing on Janeary 24%, 2006 or if vou would
like 1o submit separate comment, please email Gwen. SmithiEitd idsho. gov ar mail to:
Gioven Smith, Idaho Transportation Department
3311 W, State Swreet, PO Box 7129
Boise, [D i;.‘!-;.fi:l'.'

Comment #

53

Response to Comment

Alternative preference so noted.
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Com become part of the public record for this project.
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Comment #

6-1

6-2

Response to Comment

Section 4.1.2, page 4-9 of Chapter 4 of this FEIS describes the
HOV operations. The HOV alternative was proposed by
several stakeholders in the Wood River Valley and addressed
as one alternative during the Draft EIS.

Mountain Rides has taken over Peak Bus and is providing
valley wide bus service, as well as other services, as described
on page 1-10 of this FEIS. As a new regional transportation
authority, they are beginning to develop plans for additional
service and transit infrastructure, as well as a fare structure.
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Testimony regarding the Dratt Environmental Document and the Idaho 75 project:
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Comment #

7-1

7-2

7-3

Response to Comment

Light rail was considered in the initial phase of alternatives
development. It was eliminated from further consideration as it
would result in adverse impacts to properties from noise and
vibration, delays to local traffic circulation from the 34 at-grade
street crossings of LRT tracks in the cities of Bellevue and
Hailey, low potential ridership, and Federal Transit
Administration capital and local operations funding
requirements for projects that Blaine County would be unable to
finance.

Roundabouts were evaluated during the DEIS. Section 2.2.1 of
this FEIS, page 2-5, describe what was considered. A
roundabout at Gannett Road is how included in the Preferred
Alternative.

Alternative preference noted.
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Comment # Response to Comment
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Comment #
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Response to Comment

The location of pedestrian underpasses was reviewed as part of
this FEIS. The results are documented in Section 2.2.2, page
2-10 of this FEIS. A pedestrian underpass is now proposed at
Spruce Way. An underpass at Deer Creek would require the
removal of the home in the northwest corner of the intersection
of SH-75 and Deer Creek. That home is a designated
affordable housing unit.
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Janusry 26, 2006
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Gwen Smith
<

Public involvemnent Coordinater
PO Box 7129

Boise idaho 83107

Fax: (208) 334-8553

Email: gwen smith @ id idaho.goy
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MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006
Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Docurment and the Idaho 75 project:
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Comment noted.

Response to Comment
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Letter 11 ,LIL
As a resident of the Wood River Valley, 1 Support ;lpﬁg&‘é’l
=] the following reasons: -Prfc Hgg'qr
RiNg

Alternative 3: Four lanes with center turn lane and HOV lane. The IOV
lane will be used during the four peak travel hours of the day for carpools
and mass transit.

T IDL T E S o Gy, A PeTiar T T TSRS & TUP DO WEDRO T
™ .

l. CREATES an incentive to use transil and carpool becanse of less congestion and
reduced travel dmes in the HOV lane.

2, RESPECTS the secnic byway designation and enhances the entrances to each
community,

3. IMPROVES safety in the transportation corridor.
4. SERVES upsers transportation needs in the most cfficient manner

5. MAINTAINS and protects Womld River Valley residents” quality of life by
reducing traffic growth and congestion over time,

6. REFLECTS our communities” adopted transportation goals and policies

T ACCOMODATES traffie growth and mitigates congestion with a variety of
travel options (eg., transit and HOVs) bevond single occupant vehicles as the
region conlinues 1o grow.,

& SUPPORTS Idaho Transporiation Department’s carrent funding of transit and
rideshare programs in the Wood River Valley,

Mome:  yeeea el
Physical Address: Va7 Seawoui 20 E | - Voerteums, P35 sa0

Mailing Address: V.0 0w VIR - s Wy 29353

Signature: ) [ g PN m_LH

If you are unable to submit this letter at the public hearing on January 24% 2006 or if vou would
like 1o submit separate comment, please email Gwen, Smithizatd idaho gov or mail to:
Gwen Smith, ldaho Transporiation Department
3311 W, State Street, PO Box 7120
Boise, 11} 83707
c13

Comment #

111

11-2

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.

Based on comments received at the public hearing on
the DEIS, ITD offered to hold a public hearing in the City
of Ketchum. The City of Ketchum decided not to hold
this hearing.
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Public Hearing
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721 Jrd Avenue South, Hailey, ldaho.

Leave Comments, Mail, Fax
Gwen Smith

PO Box 7128

Bolse ldaho 83707

Fax: {208} 334-8563

Email; gwen.smith&itd.idaho.gov

MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006
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Testimany regarding the Draft Envirenmental Document and the Idaho 75 project:

A ef‘fu'.;c' Jowa

Comment #

12-1

12-2

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted. No restrictions on lane
usage are included in this alternative.

Comment noted.
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Comments become par of the public record for this progect.
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Comment #

13-1

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.
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Letter 14 [
As a resident of the Wood River Valley, I Support Lﬂ!&rqﬁi_w 3 for

the following reasons: % %
L
0

Alternative 3: Four lanes with eenter turn lane and HOV lane, T
lane will be used during the four peak travel hours of the day for Gﬁr\
and mass transit. f%

1. CREATES an incentive to use transit and carpoo] because of less congestion and
reduced travel times in the HOV lane.

2. RESPECTS the scenic byway designation and enhances the entrances o each
community.

I IMPROVES safety in the transportation corridor.
4. SERVES users transportation necds in the most eflicient manner

5, MAINTAINS and protects Wood River Valley residents” quality of life by
reducing traflic growth and congestion over time,

6, REFLECTS aur communities” adopted transporiation geals and policies

7. ACCOMODATES waflle growth and mitigates congestion with o variety of
travel options (eg., transit and HOVs), bevond single occupant vehicles as the
region continues to grow,

K. SUPPORTS Idahe Transporiation Depariment’s carrent funding of transit and
rideshare programs in the Woed River Valley.

-.-—"_‘: > L
Name:  Fn T oA ne
Physical Address: A0S S ArSAis

" r
Mailing Address: o~ =/ 72
dress:

.

_".f:(.f-f f’_n.-’,":{'\/ r ?.ll" r":..: :?(_,,-;:'

Signature: {‘#""‘

If you are urable to submil this letter af the public hearing on January 24%, 2006 or if you would
like to submit separate comment, please email Gwen SmithiEitd idaho. gov or mail to:
Gwen Smith, Tdaho Transporiation Department
3311 W, Srate Street, PO Box 7129
Boise, ID 83707
c-18

Comment #

14-1

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.
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Public Hearing Leave Comments, Mail, Fax or v
January 26, 2006 Gwen Smith /
Pulilic Invelvement Coordinator a7
Idaha 75 Timmerman to Ketchum PO Box T129 Q
Project Numbar: STP-F-2392 (0D35) Boise daho 83707
Project Key Number 30773 p.m. to 8 p.m. Fax: [208) 334-8563
Bilaine County Senior Canler Email: gwen.smith & itd. idahe gov
T21 3rd Avenue South, Hailey, ldaho.
MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006

Tastimony ragarding the Draft Environmental Document and the Idahe 75 project:
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Comment #
15-1

15-2

15-3

Response to Comment
Alternative preference noted.

Based on meetings with the City of Ketchum in March
2007, improvements from Elkhorn Road to River Street
are included. Section 2.3.3, page 2-16 of this FEIS,
describes why no improvements are included from River
Street to Saddle Road.

Retaining walls are only proposed in one location to
minimize the cut into the west mountain slope just north
of Broadway Run.
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Public H;:m;gw Leave mmnn. Mail, Fax or Emaﬂ'q‘&
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Idahao T8 Timmerman to Kelchum PO Box 7129
Project Number: STP-F-2392 (035) Boise Idaho 83707
Frnn_im:tuy Humber 30773 pum. 1o & p.m. Flu:_{?bﬂ-}ﬁ&l—ﬁ?ﬂ-ﬂ )
Blaing County Senior Center Email: gwen.smith&itd idaho.gov
T21 3rd Avenue South, Hadley, Maha.
MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2008

Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Document and the Idaho 75 project:
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Comments become part of the public record for this project.
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Comment #

16-1

16-2

16-3

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.

The Preferred Alternative now includes 4 lanes between
Elkhorn Road and Serenade Lane, and one lane in each
direction with a center median and sidewalks between
Serenade Lane and River Street in the City of Ketchum,
based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council
on March 15, 2007 and a letter provided to ITD
documenting this decision. These cross-sections were
evaluated in the DEIS.

Alternative preference noted.
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Public Hearing Leave Comments, Mail, Fax or Emids
January 26, 2006 Gwen Smith _//’3/

Public Involvement Coordinator G
ldaho 75 Tirmemerman to Kelehum PO Box 7129

Boise ldaho EIT0T

Project Mumber: STP-F-2302 (035)
Project Key Mumber 30773 p.m. to 8 p.m,
Blaine County Senicr Conter

T21 3rd Avenus South, Hailey, Idaha.

Fax: (208) 334-8563
Email: gwen.smith@ itd idaho.gov

MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006
Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Document and the ldaho 75 project:
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Comments become part of the public record for this project,
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Comment #

17-1

Response to Comment

The Preferred Alternative now includes 4 lanes between
Elkhorn Road and Serenade Lane, and one lane in each
direction with a center median and sidewalks between
Serenade Lane and River Street in the City of Ketchum,
based on a decision made by the Ketchum City Council
on March 15, 2007 and a letter provided to ITD
documenting this decision. These cross-sections were
evaluated in the DEIS.
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Public Hearing
January 26, 2006

Giwen Smith

PO Box T129
Balse ldaho BEITOT
Fax: (208) X34-8563

ldahe 75 Timmerman to Ketchum
Project Number: STP-F-2302 (035)
Project Key Number 30773 p.m. 1o 8 p.m.
Blaine County Senior Center

721 3rd Avenue South, Hailey, ldaho.

Leave Comments, Mail, Fax or Email ta: 7
Public Involvement Coordinator

Email: gwen.smith&itd.idaho.gov
MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24_ 2006
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Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Document and the ldaho 75 project:
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Comments become pan of the public record for this project. 7 '5'.”--‘?___'5
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Comment #

18-1

18-2

Response to Comment

Extensive noise analysis was conducted during the
preparation of the DEIS and is documented in Section
5.7 of the DEIS. Based on comments received on the
DEIS, additional noise analysis was conducted and is
documented in Section 5.7 of this FEIS, page 5-4. Two
additional measurements were taken in the vicinity of
this property; the results are shown on Figure 5-1 on
page 5-5 of this FEIS. These analyses were conducted
in accordance with federal regulations found at 23 Code
of Federal Regulation Part 772 Procedures for
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction
Noise. Under these regulations, a noise barrier is not
warranted for this property.

Construction of a berm would require the acquisition of
additional right-of-way to provide sufficient room to
construct a berm.

The development of the future travel demand model for
SH-75 took into account a redistribution of population
and employment within the Wood River Valley. This
was developed in consultation with planners
representing Blaine County and the Cities of Bellevue,
Hailey, Ketchum, and Sun Valley.
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Pulblic Hearing Leave Commenls, Mail, Fax or Email to:
January 26, 2006 Gwen Srmith

Public Involvement Coordinalor
Idaha 75 Timmerman 1o Ketchum PO Box T129
Project Numbar: STP-F-2392 (035) Boise Idaho 83707
Project Key Number 20773 p.m. 1o 8 pom. Fax: (208) 334-8563
Blaine County Senlor Centor Emall: gwen. smith@itd.idaho.gov
721 3rd Avenus South, Hailey, ldaho.

MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006

Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Document and the Idahe 76 project:
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Comments become part of the public record for this project.
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Comment #

19-1

Response to Comment

Alternative preference noted.
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721 3rd Avenue South, Hailey, ldaho.
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Testimony regarding the Draft Environmental Document and the ldaho 75 project:

#L pu &d;ﬂs» Y Ll déau Al winas by 5%2’
m r A . N 1
- . f.r?_ e
Ly Q.“Pf..u.i" i !’M:b_ e“uf_.z(/‘m?"ﬂ_.u Wﬁn’l&’uﬂj_._
Wl ﬁaq&w S TH ons Hwy 75, Cnce ¥
Se ool TEur¥re A0 To THe Cabeandl  Thnrirle
A Siomm! ol By Meepew fae Si/EN 4
Cem b £« THs ShHould A Peyi Abw.

T

22 L Fawpi Flaw #2. M HoV Laar

Name:  Locu -E;Jff_ _??’{?Mﬂj
Address: 7170 5 Heniipen L
City, State: Hﬁq fE’y" KD ﬁﬁiﬁ:}_’ fﬁ}\@,f} 2 Sy b

Comments become part of the public record for this project.
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Comment #

20-1

20-2

Response to Comment

A signal at Woodside Boulevard is included in the
Preferred Alternative. Installation of a traffic signal is
dependent upon programming of transportation projects
within the State of Idaho, and the availability of funds.

Alternative preference noted.
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Comment # Response to Comment

\—% 21-1 Alternative preference noted. The turning lane would operate
' i‘D V, IDAHO THANSPGHTA“UN DEPAHTME'!%”? ;’Ib the same as the existing turning lane in the City of Hailey and
k= TESTIMONY FORM 1? C(:f the City of Bellevue. Drivers would pull into that lane to make a
o
Public Hearing Taave Comments, Mall Fax W— left hand turn.
January 26, 2006 Giwan Smith _
Idsho 75 Timmerman 1o Ketchum S T ooniinmor ‘5’4, 21-2 Speed limits are set taking into account the speed at which 85
DTSR My Mt TS e s, 8 o 00 24 ohes ey percent of the traffic is driving, the engineering design of the
Binine Gounty Senior "?-912 o Email: gwen.smith@itd idaho gov road, and items such as the environment through which the
o MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB. 24, 2006 roadway passes, lane width, parking, and pedestrian traffic.
Testimony regarding the Draft Envirenmental Document and the Idaho 75 project: After all these variables have been considered, a speed limit is
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Comment # Response to Comment

G f'::\ 6 < 22-1 Comment noted. The five-lane cross-section is needed to
kLB J}-} IDAHO THANSPBHTA“DM EPAHmE"f%’ ‘Fé\ (3_7 accommodate Year 2025 traffic, and the turning movements to
K»“'“l_-:'--:}f TESTIMONY FORM {_ﬂ&"% and from driveways and roadways that connect to SH-75.
— o L)
Sanaany 28, 2006 Gveon St e W’Tf'ﬂ" 222 Both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 assume that a substantive
s 75 Timemerman 1o Ketehum P Avalomont Coordineler e, increase in bus service will be in place by Year 2025. The City
e ::m;ﬂ“;mﬂ?fg . Eﬂ"g'ﬁ"ﬁma 7 of Ketchum considered paid parking in a recent parking study
Blaine County S s;";,f,',.".‘.’,';}:, aha l Email: gwen gmith @ itd.idaho.goy and continue to address the issue of pa_trkmg in the C|ty_. In May
' - I MAIL COMMENTS BY FEB, 24, 2006 2006, KART too over Peak Bus in the first step of creating a
Testimony regarding the Draft Environmantal Document and the Idaho 75 project: regional transportation authority. In 2007, Mountain Rides
EFicet and forrwont we wunl ool comeibmg Ahat became the official regional transportation authority; KART and
T ' S . Peak Bus are now part of that organization. Mountain Rides is
T:-'___i-_f_*ﬁ e gcow S = 'u& woude To cower dwft{m Eai e % developing a plan for additional transit service and for additional
Tivg lowes of oM and covud valy s cowhian 4 Vo transit infrastructure, including bus shelters and park and ride
cvesng sessom I asve A lese, Thow W e wmed do lots. .The Preferred Alternative includes bus puIIout_s at sgveral
. T Ty A 22-3 locations between McKercher Boulevard and Hospital Drive.
et bl IE_W ALY, WIE s & ;-,_h{ I L R R L)
m sogelewn gv ek A rioaive B acde ve oleseesd 12 The proposed speed limit between Bellevue and Hospital Drive
ﬂ::r"r Vo woake Apie L: e rrode is 45 miles per hour in the future. Where left hand turns are not

. C " needed, the center median is reduced from 14 feet to a 4-foot

feraive, Do ls *-1 J* 'F’*" A\ — . safety median to minimize impacts on adjacent properties.
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