
Description



Bridge Design  

Site Preparation and Staging Areas  

Construction Staging and Access  



Pier and Superstructure Construction

Roadway Construction  

Bridge Demolition 

Roadway Demolition  



Restoration and Site Cleanup 

Stormwater Management 

Utilities 

o no effect



o may affect, is not likely to adversely affect

o may affect, is likely to adversely affect

o not likely to adversely affect
o may affect, is likely to adversely affect

o no effect







Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation  

Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Digitally signed by MELINDA 
MICHELLE ROBERSON 
Date: 2021.11.18 15:43:23 -08'00'

Digitally signed by MARY CREACHBAUM 
Date: 2021.11.19 15:54:58 -08'00'





Appendix A US 101 Elwha River Bridge Replacement EA - Public Comment and Response  1 
 

Appendix A - Comment Response 

Comment index 

Comment ID Name  Organization Form Date 
Received  

Comment 1  Ted Allison 
WA Department of 
Natural Resources  Online Form 7/20/2021 

Comment 2  Joseph DeBlois Private individual Online Form 7/20/2021 

Comment 3  Stacey Mishler Private individual Online Form 7/20/2021 

Comment 4 Brian Hays Private individual Online Form 7/21/2021 

Comment 5 Joerg Zuend Private individual Online Form 7/21/2021 

Comment 6 Cathy Steiger Private individual Online Form 7/21/2021 

Comment 7  Mitchell Wilson Private individual Online Form 7/21/2021 

Comment 8  Daniel Anyikaeme Private individual Online Form 7/22/2021 

Comment 9 Sean Coleman Private individual Online Form 7/22/2021 

Comment 10 Sean Coleman Private individual Online Form 7/22/2021 

Comment 11 Jenna Marie Chaffeur Private individual Online Form 7/22/2021 

Comment 12 Peter Walchenbach Private individual Online Form 7/24/2021 

Comment 13 Lucille Celestino Private individual Online Form 7/25/2021 

Comment 14 Dianne Holterman Private individual Online Form 7/30/2021 

Comment 15 Glenn Wiggins Private individual Online Form 8/2/2021 

Comment 16 James F. McEntire 
Port Angeles Business 
Association Online Form 8/2/2021 

Comment 17 Joe Wright Private individual Online Form 8/4/2021 

Comment 18 Katie Haag Private individual Online Form 8/16/2021 

Comment 19 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 
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Comment ID Name  Organization Form Date 
Received  

Comment 20 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 21 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 22 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 23 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 24 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 25 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 26 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 27 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 28 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 29 Ed Bowen Private individual Online Form 8/18/2021 

Comment 30  Ed Bowen Private individual Voicemail 8/18/2021 

Comment 31 Edwin Johnson Private individual Letter  8/13/2021 

Comment 32 Rebecca Paradis Clallam County  
Letter and 
Online Form 8/6/2021 
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Comment Response 
 

Comment 1  

I have a comment for this project EA: 

The Environmental Assessment mentions 461 trees within the clearing limits of the project that 
will need to be removed. It may be necessary to apply for and obtain a Class IV General 
Conversion Forest Practice Application from WA DNR. This is if the project is on land under WA 
DNR Jurisdiction (private or state forest land) and the trees that are harvested are sold.  

Contact WA DNR Olympic Region Forest Practices at 360-374-2800 for questions about the 
forest practice application process. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment, 

Response 1 

Tree removal will occur on Olympic National Park project lands or existing WSDOT right of way 
and therefore no land will be converted from a forestry use. WSDOT contractors will assess the 
final clearing and grading limits and apply for Forest Practice permitting as applicable.  
Harvested timber is planned to be retained on site and incorporated into the project. 

 

Comment 2  

Timeline looks good   Bridge looks good. Did you think about a personal walkway and possible 
boat launch. 

Response 2 

Recreational access was evaluated as part of this project and the expansion of facilities was 
determined not to be feasible. The project is located on "Elwha Project Lands" which are lands 
designed by Congress in the "Elwha Act" for interim management by the National Park Service, 
Olympic National Park, due to the removal of the Elwha and Glines Canyon Dams for the Elwha 
River Ecosystem Restoration Project. These lands are temporarily managed by Olympic National 
Park until turned over to a permanent owner. These lands are not designated for recreational 
use and the park does not currently have plans to construct additional facilities at this time. The 
informal parking and river access will be maintained, but not expanded.   

 

Comment 3  

I like the plan, especially the more gentle corner. The bridge definitely needs to be replaced.  
No need to contact me. 

 
Response 3 

Thank you for your comment.  
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Comment 4 

Looks good-get started!   
We live to the west of the bridge. We know there will be some inconvenience, but that bridge 
needs replacement. 

 
Response 4 

Thank you for your comment.  

 

Comment 5 - 1 

Thanks for the project description. Three comments: 

1) The rerouting of the Olympic Hotsprings Road due to flooding underwent an environmental 
impact assessment. A proposal was made to start construction of a studied alternative in 2020. 
There seems to be a dispute with the Klallam tribe on the chosen alternative with no resolution 
in sight. In fact I have information that a written request by the Klallam tribe has not even 
resulted in a close discussion between planning team and tribe. I take no position on the merits 
of arguments by the tribe and the planning team. I take issue with the fact that two parties 
remain in a non-speaking position after such long planning. 

You mention that there is a memorandum of understanding between the WSDOT and the tribe. 
Does this mean that the tribe has accepted the alternative? If so, is it binding? What is done to 
prevent delays such as occur with the Olympic Hotsprings road and foster Mutual, and cordial 
relationships with the Klallam tribe?  

Response 5 – 1 

The Olympic Hot Springs Road project is an Olympic National Park project and separate from the 
Elwha River Bridge Replacement project. WSDOT and FHWA have been in close coordination 
with the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe in developing the Elwha River Bridge Replacement Project. 
Close coordination and participation with the Tribe has ensured Tribal interests have been 
incorporated and will continue as the project moves forward. There is a MOA between WSDOT 
and the Lower Klallam Elwha Tribe for the Elwha River Bridge Replacement Project and we will 
continue coordination and consultation with them throughout the project.   

Comment 5 - 2 

2) Engineered logjams: Here on the peninsula we have an “opinion influencer” - Pat O'Neill - 
commenting frequently on our newspaper the Peninsula Daily News. Just in today’s edition he 
did an opinion piece against engineered logjams in the Hoh River at MP 174. He states it is 
detrimental to the Salmon run. I take no position nor do I understand the details of engineered 
logjams. But given that there seems some controversy, what is being done to properly design 
these  logjams?  

Response 5 – 2 
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The WSDOT has retained the services of an industry leader, Natural Systems Design, to configure 
and design the Engineered Log Jams. The design includes hydraulic modeling, carefully 
estimated runoff values, and understanding of the fluvial geomorphology of the Elwha system, 
with one of the world’s foremost experts in engineered log jams involved in the design. The 
structures will provide enhanced habitat for salmon to directly compensate for project impacts 
and contribute towards restoration of this severely degraded river system.  

Comment 5 - 3 

3) Last, if the two concerns above are valid - which indeed is a concerted activation of 
stakeholders that will endlessly delay the project, has consideration been given to a single span, 
possibly suspension bridge, that would require no work within the current bed of the river? I 
take no position in the appropriate engineering but suggest that the maximum is being done to 
confront opposition upfront. 

Please contact me for discussion. 

Joerg Zuend 

Port Angeles 

Response 5 – 3 

In December of 2018 analysis and consideration of seven bridge pier configurations, one of 
which being a single structural steel span bridge with no piers within the river, was conducted.  
Construction costs for the single span bridge were estimated to be approximately $11M greater 
than the selected 3-span prestressed concrete girder option, with additional major drawbacks 
being the high initial cost, frequency, and sustainability of maintaining the steel elements, and 
potential detrimental aesthetics of a huge steel through span structure. 

 

Comment 6 

Acceleration lane does not appear long enough on east end for those exiting the park or heavy 
loads going up the hill. 

Response 6 

The acceleration lane was evaluated, and the current design meets all applicable highway design 
criteria.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Comment 7  

I have looked over the plans for the bridge and feel that there is a better location for the bridge 
and the highway leading and going from the bridge. I feel the bridge will now face further 
erosion issues whereas the new location that I am suggesting will not.  

If built-in the location that I am suggesting, we can avoid impacts on those who use the existing 
bridge because it would not have to be closed while the new bridge and roadway are being 
constructed. 
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Response 7 

WSDOT worked with expert river hydraulic engineers to conduct extensive hydraulic modeling 
of the river dynamics and pier placement for the project. The proposed design demonstrates a 
sustainable bridge that meets current seismic standards. 
 
The bridge will be constructed "offline”, and US 101 will function as normal during construction 
except for a planned 9-day closure needed to construct the Olympic Hot Springs intersection 
and mainline tie-ins to US 101. The detour will reroute US 101 traffic to SR 112, and local 
Olympic Hot Springs traffic on to Little River Road during the 9-day closure. 

 

Comment 8  

In all that is done please ensure its in line with that precision given and align to its initial intent 
of purpose and make your is on the right timing 

Response 8 

Thank you for your comment.   

 

Comment 9 

Is both the Elwha Bridge and Indian Creek Bridge Construction going to happen at the same 
time?  If so, bad timing. 

Response 9 

Yes. Both projects are expected to be in construction in 2022 and 2023. Minus the 9-day closure 
needed to construct the Olympic Hot Springs intersection and mainline tie-ins, US 101 will 
function as normal with no anticipated construction closures. Crews will build the new US 101 
Elwha River Bridge offline, while travelers use the existing crossing during construction. This 
work will have little to no effect on the construction further west at Indian Creek, where a 
temporary bypass will be in place to keep people moving.  

 

Comment 10 

What are the DBE goals on this project going to be and how much extra cost is that going to add 
to the project total? 

Response 10 

The US 101 Elwha River Bridge replacement project includes federal funds. As such, DBE Goals 
are mandated costs, not optional ones. Final DBE goal costs will be published once the project is 
successfully advertised and awarded.  
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Comment 11 

Hello, 

I am a frequent traveler between Port Angeles and Forks and I am also a geologist. I'm curious 
what the seismic standards are that the bridge has to be built under? Is this only including the 
cascadia subduction zone earthquake or does the seismic hazard also include risk from a 
earthquake on the lake Creek boundary Creek fault? 

Response 11 

Seismic geotechnical/geological design of bridges is governed by the standards below: 

• WSDOT, 2020. Geotechnical Design Manual M46-03.09, Olympia, WA, USA. 

• AASHTO. 2020. LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, 9th Ed., American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Washington DC 

• AASHTO, 2009, AASHTO Guide Specifications for LRFD Seismic Bridge Design, American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, First Edition, Washington D.C. 

Seismic design of bridges probabilistically considers all source zones, including the Cascadia 
subduction zone and crustal earthquake sources. This is accomplished through data gathered 
and analyzed by USGS. For more detailed information about earthquake sources used for 
seismic bridge design, please the WSDOT Geotechnical Design Manual, specifically, Chapter 6 
and Appendix 6-A. 

 

Comment 12 

As a daily driver across the bridge my current and future concern is the eastern approach to the 
bridge heading in both directions. I want to know and see more detail about what the approach 
will look like, including details on the Hot Springs Road interchange with US101. Your graphics of 
the proposed new bridge appear to show a very tight curve approaching the eastern side of the 
bridge when heading west.  How does traffic mitigate confused tourists in large RV's slowing and 
stopping at the interchange and new viewing parking lot as log trucks and traffic descend the 
steep winding grade above the eastern approach. 

Response 12 

Thank you for your question. The new US 101/Olympic Hot Springs Road lane configuration will 
be a much gentler eastern curve approaching the new bridge. More detailed descriptions of this 
illustration are located on Figure 2, page 5 of the Environmental Assessment. Proposed lane 
widths, taper lengths, and acceleration lane design all meet current design standards. The 
parking lot is a continuation of the existing lot, and accessible from Olympic Hot Springs Road 
rather than directly from US 101.  

 

Comment 13 

I support the efforts to replace the bridge and the approach to it. 
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Response 13 

Thank you for your comment.  

 

Comment 14 

I have traveled over the bridge at the Elwha River regularly for the last 30 years. It is a beautiful 
area, and it is beautiful to be able to see the river there.  I really don't see what is 
environmentally hazardous about the bridge that's already there.  It seems like disturbing the 
land and building a new bridge would be more environmentally damaging.  However, if the 
powers that be decide to build a new bridge for some reason, I would hope that they build one 
that is aesthetically pleasing and does not block the view of the natural surroundings of the 
river. Or to put it another way, I hope they don't build an ugly bridge that blocks the views of the 
river. Since it does seem like disturbing the land in that area would be more of an environmental 
hazard for the river, the only reason I can think of someone wanting to replace it is to create 
jobs.  I think there are other ways to create jobs.  Please don't destroy the natural beauty of the 
scenery in the area by the Elwha River on US 101.  It is a treasure. 

Response 14 

The existing Elwha River bridge was built in 1926. In conjunction with the Elwha River 
Restoration Project which removed two dams, the Elwha River has dramatically eroded the 
riverbed as it restores to a natural river system. This led to significant erosion at the bridge 
foundations by as much as 14 feet and undermined the structural integrity of the bridge leading 
to the need for bridge replacement. Visual quality was considered and evaluated for this project. 
Construction of the new bridge will result in temporary impacts to vegetation, but all impacted 
areas will be restored and revegetated. The bridge design itself will be similar to the existing 
bridge in that it will be 'flush' with the road and not stand out. Please see section 3.4.14 of EA 
for the detailed discussion of visual quality.   

 

Comment 15 

Regarding the planned construction of a new Elwha bridge, I have reviewed our exhaustive file 
that defines the issues we had raised and make a thorough estimate of the cost of an alternate 
location without building a new bridge. 

Snow melts that we have not seen in years could awaken this river laden with large woody 
debris and the new structure could be seriously damaged or destroyed.  The alternate we have 
suggested is largely immune to such a scenario.  The current direction without a Value 
Engineering Study is like needing insurance after you need it.  In spite of that, I suspect the new 
bridge will be built since an unbiased study of the alternate has not been funded and has been 
denied.  At the very least, the location and development of preliminary plans for an alternate 
route in the event of catastrophe should be prepared. 
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Response 15 

In December 2016, WSDOT evaluated seven alternative routes for this project. Cost estimates of 
these evaluations ranged from $600k to $50M. The lowest cost proposal of $600k was a "no-
build and remove the bridge" option - something WSDOT has determined is not in the public 
interest. The remaining options ranged from improving State Route 112, improving existing road 
conditions, and construction of a new bridge on a new alignment across the river. Final analysis 
favors a new bridge on a new alignment with respect to costs, environmental impacts, 
consideration of river dynamics and sustainability.   

 

Comment 16 

Expedite the US 101 Elwha Bridge Replacement.   

We don’t need to explain in detail how collapse or stringent weight limits on a damaged bridge 
hurts the Clallam County economy, especially on the west end of the County. 

Funding is already provided in the State transportation budget.  Expediting construction through 
legislative action cements the existing funding and removes a dangerous hazard to the North 
Olympic Peninsula’s economy.  Especially since SR 112 is prone to closure due to landslides, like 
it was for seven months this year. 

This project has a dramatic impact to Port Angeles, the Clallam County's West End, and in 
limiting access to the National Park.   

Jim McEntire 

Chair, Government Affairs Committee 

Port Angeles Business Association 

Response 16 

WSDOT continues working diligently toward construction of the new bridge in cooperation with 
other state and federal agencies and tribal governments. agencies.  

Thank you for your support. 

 

Comment 17 

I find it hard to believe that WSDOT is still dragging it's feet on this project. You stated that the 
bridge is past it's operational age and is a danger. Other than the construction period you 
cannot be impacting the environment more than the current bridge. And the bridge is the only 
safe and viable connection with the West side of the peninsula.  Waiting until there is 
catastrophic failure of the bridge and further accidents associated with the current bridge is 
truly foolish. Get to work on the new bridge which is obviously the least expensive alternative 
and safest alternative available. 
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Response 17 

WSDOT continues working diligently toward construction of the new bridge in cooperation with 
other state and federal agencies and tribal governments. 

 

Comment 18 

Build the Elwha 101 bridge. It is a vital link to the Olympic Peninsula. As shown by the long term 
closure and patch job of the highway 112 of the 8 mile series of slides closure the highway 112 is 
not a dependable or safe passage. It also increases travel time for Forks area residents.  

Cultural artifact preservation/conservation can be coordinated with the Elwha tribe. Balance can 
be struck with improved public access/lighting/parking with conservation of natural and cultural 
preservation.  The aesthetics of the current bridge design is appealing and safe. One less bridge 
support in the river is beneficial to all concerned parties. 

It is in the interest of all local communities to build the bridge. Money has been invested in the 
various phases of research and planning of the replacement bridge. Let’s not hold up the 
replacement of the vital Elwha highway 101 bridge. Residents and visitors need safe, efficient 
passage by this route. 

Response 18 

Thank you for your comment.  

 

Comment 19 -1  

This online form does not clarify if I am provided a copy of what I write; how do I know what I 
write and submit for the record.  This online open house is the farthest from the truth and 
questions cannot be asked and responded to in a timely and productive manner.  Today is the 
deadline, why is there a deadline when the NEPA parties in government aren't required to meet 
a deadline?  That is my question. 

Response 19-1 

We are sorry the WSDOT Engage public involvement tool was not seamless for you. All 
comments submitted on this EA have been evaluated and considered as WSDOT and FHWA 
determine an appropriate environmental decision and plan forward for the project. The 30-day 
public comment period applied to everyone, including government agencies.    

Comment 19 -2 

Second question is why do I have to do math to show I am human? 

Response 19-2 

The online open house form asks the math question (x + 2 = 5) to ensure that you are not a 
computer "bot".   
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Comment 20 -1 

To access this "FORM" I have to select a button called "FEEDBACK".  This is not feedback, I 
should be submitting my testimony for the NEPA process which I was told all along that would 
be the case.  WORDS MATTER.   

Response 20-1 

Thank you for your comment. This will enable WSDOT to improve the WSDOT Engage tool for 
future use.   

Comment 20 -2 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 20-2 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 21-1 

No information of any detail as to the mitigation on the river.  All of this appears to be secretive 
and selected audience.  I oppose any of my tax dollars to go towards putting ANY logs in the 
river when they are needed to mitigate this bridge of past or present or future.  For the agencies 
or the tribes that want the logs they must submit their own NEPA process to address that and 
provide their own funding to mitigate.  The NPS is not satisfied with this NEPA process; why 
can't the truth be told in a real open house to identify the failure of this infrastructure to get the 
job done and not continue to delay the disaster in the works? 

Response 21-1 

River mitigation is still in design development and has not been finalized. Information provided 
in the open house and the EA for review is current and at a level that WSDOT feels is sufficient 
to evaluate the significance of overall project impacts. The in-river mitigation compensates for 
the construction, demolition, and operational impacts of the project. Compensatory mitigation 
is not optional and will be required conditions of project permits and approvals. WSDOT follows 
FHWA regulation to ensure the NEPA evaluation and decision considers compliance with all 
relevant federal regulations, including public engagement.    

Comment 21-2 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 21-2 

 Please see response 19-2. 
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Comment 22-1 

We the affected public were promise all the details would come out in NEPA.  But that isn't true.  
Where are the attachments from the several federal agencies that I suspect are calling for river 
mitigation; as stated in the letters attached to this blind NEAP process but no attachments 
included in this NEPA? 

Response 22-1 

Mitigation for in-water work and related impacts from construction, and demolition and 
operation of the new bridge is required pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the 
Washington State Hydraulic Code. WSDOT is responsible for developing a mitigation proposal 
that provides adequate compensatory mitigation to accompany the proposal for the new bridge.   

Comment 22-2 

Why do I have to do math for being human? 

Response 22-2 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 23 -1 

 What assessments have been done by any mitigation measures that could/can affect the two 
county road systems in the affected area?    

Response 23 - 1 

The US 101 Elwha River Bridge replacement project should have minimal effect on surrounding 
county roads as the new bridge is being built offline. The only significant planned closure is a 
proposed 9-day closure of US 101 near Olympic Hot Springs Road where travelers will detour via 
Little River Creek Road. Crews will work to keep any closures or significant delays to a minimum.   

Comment 23 -2 

Why was only a tribe consulted with by the contracted consultant company that drafted the 
mitigation and the logs?   

Response 23 - 2 

River mitigation and proposed engineered log structures were included in the NEPA EA for the 
purpose of soliciting input of public, agencies, tribes, or other interested parties.    

Comment 23 -3 

Why is mitigation required for this bridge, what aspects of the bridge require something needs 
to be done in the river to offset the impact of the bridge and identify what those aspects are?   

Response 23 - 3 

In-river mitigation is necessary due to large access platforms of rock to be placed in the river at 
the piers for construction access, construction of diversion dams in the river channel, diversion 
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of the course and flow of the river during demolition, dropping all or part of the bridge into the 
river channel and restricting the flow and course of the river with two new in-water piers. 
Compensatory mitigation of these impacts will be necessary to obtain Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and State Hydraulic Code permits.  

Comment 23 -4 

Why does this process continue to not acknowledge or address the mitigation that was 
mandatory for the  removal of the upstream dam by the federal government that wasn't done in 
any level of detail to demonstrate the problem the bridge is in now is due to that federal 
action...a wild river impacting a bridge that was designed and built for a controlled river...and 
then never to take responsibility to build a bridge, in this case a free span bridge without post in 
the river itself that would continue to be threatened by a wild river, similar to the two bridges 
further downstream below the previous two dams?   

Response 23 - 4 

Neither the federal government nor WSDOT envisioned the Elwha River Restoration Project 
would place the US 101 bridge at risk. At the time of early involvement for the Elwha River 
Restoration project, the best information available identified the bridge foundations were 
securely founded on bedrock and the actual scour was greater than estimated. 

Comment 23 -5 

Why does this process continue to not address that or even identify the public requested this 
some several years ago to evaluate and hold the federal government responsible for an action 
of their's that doesn't take a lot of engineering studies to determined the threat currently faced 
and will continue to be a threat?  

Response 23 - 5 

The effect of the river restoration project on this 95-year-old bridge was not foreseen. The 
effect of river restoration on the structural condition of the bridge cannot be attributed to any 
single factor. The bridge is decades past its original intended life span and is past due for 
replacement irrespective of the Elwha River Restoration project. 

Comment 23 -6 

Why does there need to be any mitigation to the wild river if a bridge is built free span? 

Response 23 - 6 

The bridge design does not free span the river. The new bridge has 4 drilled shaft piers, 2 of 
which will be located in the river.   

Comment 23 -7 

 Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 23 - 7 

Please see response 19-2. 

 



Appendix A US 101 Elwha River Bridge Replacement EA - Public Comment and Response  14 
 

Comment 24-1 

How will this project proceed in a timely manner when it is likely a tribal interest will delay it 
further without treaty justification to be friendly with the citizens and not stall for lengthy 
periods of time; much like what has occurred to date as an opinion. 

Who will be held accountable when the NPS requires another NEPA process for the failure of 
this NEPA process to address what NPS determines is required because they are the landowner, 
and have never satisfied the federal act that gave the landownership over to the management 
by the NPS but the agency has failed to dispose of these lands in a timely manner with not 
public know process as to when or if the agency ever will be?  The State has an interest as per 
the act and the "right of way" requirements by the NPS will stall this infrastructure requirement 
into the abyss without a sound NEPA process, fact in point. 

Response 24-1 

WSDOT has and will continue to collaborate closely with the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe and 
Olympic National Park to expeditiously move this project forward.  The NPS is a cooperating 
agency on this project and assisted with drafting the EA and the decision document. The NPS 
has reviewed all final documentation and will be adopting the WSDOT and FHWA EA and FONSI. 
The NPS will work closely with WSDOT and FHWA to assist in the acquisition of a Highway 
Easement Deed in order to construct the bridge on Elwha Project Lands which are currently 
under NPS management until turned over to a permanent entity. WSDOT is pursuing all 
necessary permits and approvals for the project to proceed, and are designing the new bridge 
constructed across the Elwha River to last for generations to come.   

Comment 24-2 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 24-2 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 25 - 1 

Where is the budget for this project beyond the totals column presented on the web site? What 
is the cost for mitigation?  What is the cost for cultural resource requirements? What is the cost 
for inflation for delaying the construction of the bridge by a convoluted process?  What would 
be the cost for a free span bridge that includes not needing mitigation of logs in the river 
system?  How much is being allocated for tribal restitution of any sort (habitat, cultural, other 
negotiated compensation or payment)?  How much is allocated for the county, including 
negotiation and consultation for the two county road systems in the affected area?   

Response 25 – 1  

Allocated funding amounts for the US 101 Elwha River Bridge replacement project are posted on 
our project page at www.elwhariverbridge.com under funding and budget information. The 
costs may fluctuate as bids come in and total project costs are calculated throughout the entire 
construction phase.  
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Comment 25 – 2 

Why is the City of Port Angeles a party to this when they can't even address their own traffic 
flow issues; why do they have anything beyond the general public to say about this project?   

Response 25 - 2 

WSDOT works with stakeholders as a matter of practice, and the City of Port Angeles is a key 
partner in discussions as one of the closest jurisdictions and the largest population center near 
the project site.   

Comment 25 - 3 

Why is the cultural resource write up in the project website about apparently the Old Elwha 
Resort so abusive and disconnected; not holding the responsible agency, the NPS and the State 
Historical officer responsible for the destruction of the site beyond what remained when some 
of the site was destroyed by fire? 

Response 25 – 3 

The role of NEPA is to inform the public of the resources in the area and the impact of the 
project on those resources.  

Comment 25 - 4 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 25 - 4 

 Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 26-1 

How will all my comments and testimony submitted through this method be addressed to me, 
the affected party?  Will I get copies of what I submitted and if now how do I get copies so that I 
can hold this NEPA process accountable?  Will the federal agencies respond to my comments 
and testimony given that NEPA is Federal? 

Response 26 - 1 

Please see response 19-1. 

Comment 26-2 

And why is it that WSDOT can build a bridge just a few miles west on the same highway to 
replace a fish passage culvert issue in such a timely manner but yet drag this out to build a 
bridge to replace a failed, opinion based on experience and fact, federal project to remove two 
dams and restore the Elwha River while not held accountable for the whole environmental 
impact of that action, the human impact? But why can a 180 foot bridge be built to replace a 
culvert; why is that an environmental priority over just replacing a bridge and one that could be 
done with a free span that is of even more environmental benefit to the outlet of Indian Creek 
that the 180 bridge on the same creek is pretty much a engineering waste of effort and money? 
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Response 26 - 2 

The Elwha River is a large complex and dynamic river in comparison to Indian Creek. The design 
and construction of this major three span bridge is substantially more complex and involved 
than the Indian Creek project. There are complexities on the Elwha River Bridge Replacement 
Project not found on the Indian Creek culvert replacement project referenced in the comment. 
The complex nature of the bridge replacement project requires more time for studies, design, 
stakeholder engagement, and consultation.  

 Comment 26-3 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 26 - 3 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 27 – 1 

Why is a log jam being placed mid channel upstream of the bridge?  Why analysis has been done 
to determine the impact of such log piles on the Olympic Hotsprings Road and why wasn't the 
road manager-the county-consulted with on such impact potential or further degradation of the 
local infrastructure in the real affected area and not just some cultural affected area under 
Section 106 consultation? 

Response 27 - 1 

Please see responses 5, 21, and 23 regarding engineered log jams.   A no-rise analysis was 
conducted in association with engineered log jam design and showed the river does not rise 
above thresholds that would impact or threaten the county road.  WSDOT will coordinate with 
the County during the permitting process and once construction begins.   

Comment 27 – 2 

Why are all the log jams proposed downstream from the bridge to the current off channel that 
serves the boat ramp at the end of a county road?  How will any of these log jams be liable for 
the free recreation use and safety of river recreation?  Who will have that liability?  With the 
removal of the dams, is this river segment now classified as navigable under the purpose of who 
owns the river (i.e. WDNR aquatics); asked for the purpose of the federal agency along with any 
treaty aspects attempting to control the use of the river? 

Response 27 - 2 

ELJ locations have been selected to provide maximum benefit and mimic natural river 
conditions. It is WSDOT policy to consider recreational uses when developing structures for use 
in rivers. Recreation on the river is generally allowed but some area remained closed due to 
Elwha River Restoration.  The Olympic National Park ranger can provide the most current 
information on river closures.    

Comment 27 - 3 
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How does any of the stated mitigation benefit or offset the impact to the outlet of Indian Creek, 
both habitat and upstream affect to private property? 

Response 27 – 3 

Engineered Log Jams are proven to provide complex riverine habitat that will support all stages 
of fish life. 

 Comment 27 - 4 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 27 - 4 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 28-1 

What is the accountability to when this bridge will get built, in aspect to agencies, NGO with 
claimed environmental interest, tribal special interest to include more money in the pockets, or 
others that will likely stall this even further as what appears to be the case so far?  When is any 
leadership going to step up and say enough is enough, build the bridge and if the piles in the 
river are the root problem to all these other invested interest that includes habitat impacts then 
hold the federal government responsible to foot the bill for a free span bridge and get it built 
now!!! 

Response 28-1 

WSDOT is required to follow state and federal regulations regarding public works construction, 
contracting, and design and will do so on this project. While review and approval processes for 
complex project public works such as this can be time consuming, WSDOT remains committed 
to expeditiously moving the project forward.     

Comment 28-2 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I'm human? 

Response 28-2 

Please see response 19-2. 

 

Comment 29-1 

How much conversation has this NEPA process held with the Clallam County Commissioner for 
the 3rd district, and what has been the result of that conversation if so?   

Response 29-1 

WSDOT has reached out to stakeholders and interested parties throughout the development of 
this project with targeted presentations and outreach, including Clallam County elected officials.   
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Comment 29-2 

How will all the testimony, comments, submissions to this NEPA be provided to the public in 
their raw form and not a summary, along with the responses? 

Response 29-2 

Please see response 19-1.  

Comment 29-3 

Why do I have to do math to answer if I am human? 

Response 29-3 

Please see response 19-2.  

 

Comment 30  

Ed Bowen,(spells out email address), it is 11:59 on the 18th of August.  Somewhere in all this 
minutia is some kind of requirement that twelve noon on the 18th is the cut off, so this is my 
comment via telephone.  Where are all my comments that I have submitted through the online 
portal system?  Where will I get a copy of all those?  And how will I get a response to those as a 
matter of record because this open house is a non- human process.  This voicemail is not 
human, it’s a machine.  I’ve got 10 seconds left before 12 noon, I need to know where my 
comments are as written, and not a summary.  Twelve noon. Bye.   

Response 30 

Please see response 19-1.    

 

Comment 31 

Comment about the new Elwha River Bridge.  If the reiver is still closed to fishing when the new 
bridge is build, and if the bridge has a sign about fishing, then the sign should not say "no fishing 
from bridge" like the current sign, because that can make people think the river is open.  I've 
seen people fishing the Elwha and they thought the river was open.  I have also found fishing 
gear on the Elwha.  The sign should just say "no fishing".  If the river opens later to fishing, the 
sign could be changed to "no fishing from bridge".  Respectfully Edwin Johnson 

Response 31 

Thank you for your comment. The sign referred to is a legacy from pre-Elwha River Restoration 
project times. WSDOT will coordinate with the State Department of Fish and Wildlife on 
appropriate and necessary signage related to fishing regulations.  

 

Comment 32 
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Upon reading the EA for the US 101 Elwha River Bridge Replacement Project I have a few 
comments/additions to the document: 

Section 3.4. Fish: "Pacific (Lampetra tridentate) and brook (Lampetra richardsoni) lamprey have 
also been documented in the Elwha River."  Is an incorrect statement.  The scientific name for 
Pacific lamprey  is Entosphenus tridentatus and there have not been any Brook lamprey 
documented in the Elwha River.  The scientific references are : Hess, J.E., R.L. Paradis, M.L. 
Moser, L.A.Weitkamp, T.A. Delomas, S.R. Narum. 2021. Robust Recolonization of Pacific 
Lamprey following dam removals. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 150:56-74.  
and  Moser, M.L. and R.L. Paradis. 2017. Pacific Lamprey restoration in the Elwha River drainage 
following dam removals. American Currents 42:3-8. 2. Table 1 pg 41. pg 43 and pg 44 of the EA 
says that the action area isn't critical Chinook habitat.  That is incorrect!  Both Chinook and 
Steelhead spawn in the action area.  I worked as a Project Biologist for the Lower Elwha Klallam 
Tribe for 14 years and have done numerous Chinook spawner surveys and  have documented 
Chinook spawning in the action area.  I have spoken with Mike McHnery, Habitat Biologist for 
the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe and he told me that he also made comments to this document 
stating the same thing.  The Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe has the Chinook  spawner survey data.   

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and I am available if  you would like to discuss my 
above comments. 

Response 32 

Thank you for your comment. We will update the scientific name of the lamprey in the Errata.  
ESA considers critical fish habitat at the time of evaluation. The action area is not Puget Sound 
Chinook critical habitat because there was no fish passage past the dams when PS Chinook 
salmon were listed under the ESA in 1999. While designated critical habitat in not found in the 
project area, the ESA consultation does address impacts on Puget Sound Chinook and other ESA 
listed species.   
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Attachment B -- Errata to the Environmental Assessment 
 

 
 
Cover page  

Page 2 – Section 1.2.3 Cooperating Agencies and the Decision-Making Process – Second Paragraph 

Page 16 – Section 3.3 Cumulative Impacts Scenario, Present Actions/Projects 
U.S. Highway 101 at Lake Crescent and East Beach Road Rehabilitation/EA 
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Page 17 – Section 3.3 Cumulative Impacts Scenario, Present Actions/Projects 
 

Temporary Off-road Access for Geotechnical Investigation/EA (WSDOT)  
Geotechnical investigation is required to inform the decision-making for the Olympic Hot Springs 
Road long-term planning project. Geotechnical investigations are being conducted off-road and 
within the road prism between the Madison Falls parking area and the Boulder Creek Trailhead 
parking area. There are approximately 22 off-road drilling sites and approximately 20 drilling 
sites within the roadway surface. The off-road investigations begin at about 800 feet north of 
the Sanders Creek temporary bridge and end at the Ranger Station. The road closure has 
impacted public use within the Elwha Valley due to no vehicle access to areas beyond the 
Madison Falls Trailhead and parking area. During drilling and monitoring activities, the road 
remains open to foot and bicycle traffic, as accessed via the Bypass Trail. 
 
Past Action/Projects 
The “Temporary Off-road Access for Geotechnical Investigation/EA” was an NPS project, not 
WSDOT. Additionally, the geotechnical EA was completed in September 2018 and 
implementation began that fall. Monitoring of the drill sites is still occurring and will continue to 
occur until the Olympic Hot Springs Road project is complete. All construction-related impacts 
for this EA are complete and would have no new or additional impacts on the US Hwy 101 
WSDOT Elwha River Bridge Relocation project. 

 
Page 32 – Section 3.4.5 Fish 

 
Page 33 – Section 3.4.5 Fish – second paragraph 

 
 
Page 41 – Table 1. ESA-Listed Species and Critical Habitat 
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Page 48 – Table 2. Effect determinations for Species and Designated Critical Habitat 

Page 50 – Effects of the Build Alternative on Cultural Resources – second paragraph 

Page 51 – Mitigation and Conclusion – second sentence  
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Page 68 – 3.4.13 Public Access -first paragraph 

Page 75 – View 2 – View from South East Corner of Bridge looking East: 
 

Page 79 – Mitigation Measures 

 
 
Page 85 – Effects of the Build Alternative on GHG emissions 
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AAttachment D -  FONSI Distribution List 
 

Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe 
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe 
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe 
Makah Tribe 

U.S. Forest Service 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation  
Department of Ecology 
Office of Attorney General  
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Natural Resources 

Clallam Transit System 
Peninsula RTPO 
Clallam County Planning Department 
Clallam County SEPA Reviewer 
Clallam County Sheriff’s Department 

City of Port Angeles SEPA Reviewer 
City of Forks 
Forks Public Library 
Port Angeles Public Library 
 

Kevin Van De Wege  
Mike Chapman 
Steve Tharinge 

Ed Bowen 
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Purpose of Olympic National Park  



Significance of Olympic National Park  













Wetlands 













Chinook Salmon, Steelhead Trout, Bull Trout, and Eulachon 

may affect, is likely to adversely affect





no effect

Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet 

may affect, is not likely to adversely affect



no effect

Taylor’s Checkerspot Butterfly 

may affect, is not likely to adversely affect

no effect
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Project Level Green House Gas Emissions 
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