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Responses to Comments

The May 2002 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(DEIS/EIR) was circulated to the public from June 10, 2002 to August 10, 2002, and then
extended to August 26, 2002 to accommaodate a delayed Federal Register filing. Caltrans
and FHWA received 625 letters from the general public. Of these letters, 444 were form
letters, 150 were original letters, and 31 were email communications. Caltrans and
FHWA also received one petition with 175 signatures. At the July 24, 2002 open house,
58 members of the public submitted comment sheets and 24 members of the public
dictated comments to the court reporter. Ten organizations submitted comment letters,
and 27 local, state, and federal government agencies submitted comment letters. The
large number of comments received from the general public attests to the awareness of
the local community about this project and the community’s interest in having its
concerns heard and addressed.

1.1 How to Use the Responses to Comments Volume

Each comment received on the DEIS/EIR has been assigned a reference number and is
organized into one of the following categories: Federal Agencies (Nos. 1 —4), State
Agencies (Nos. 5 - 8), Local and County Agencies (Nos. 9 — 25), Organizations (Nos. 26
- 36), Individuals (Nos. 37 — 234), Open House Comments (Nos. 235 — 305), and
Petitions (No. 306). An index of comment letters and corresponding reference numbers
is provided at the beginning of each section, directly before the responses, for use in
locating a particular comment letter.

Due to the length of time that has passed since the initial comment period and the
subsequent identification of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA), every effort has been made to provide the most current information in the
responses to comments made during the public review period for the May 2002
DEIS/EIR.

1.2 General Responses

As the majority of letters from the general public were form letters, many of the
comments focused on a select number of issues and topics that raised similar concerns
regarding the Willits Bypass project. To facilitate the review of the Responses to
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Comments volume and to provide a comprehensive response to the common issues
raised, General Responses have been prepared to address the most frequently expressed
concerns. Sections 1.3 through 1.14, below, provide detailed responses for the following
recurrent themes:

e General Response 1.3: Support for a Hybrid Alternative L/C with Truck Scales
Interchange (also referred to in some letters as Elsie/Wild Oat Canyon
alternative).

e General Response 1.4: Suggestion that a Willits Creek restoration would
mitigate impacts of Alternative L/C, thus qualifying it for the LEDPA.

e General Response 1.5: Suggestion that a Willits Creek restoration would
improve operation of the City’s wastewater treatment plant.

e General Response 1.6: Suggestion that a Truck Scales Interchange (also referred
to as Wild Oat Canyon interchange) would accommodate a future Brooktrails
access while a Quail Meadows Interchange would not.

e General Response 1.7: Concerns that the Quail Meadows Interchange
(Alternatives LT, J1T, and Modified J1T) would impede efforts by emergency
services providers.

e General Response 1.8: Suggestion that the Quail Meadows Interchange
(Alternatives LT, J1T, and Modified J1T) would worsen congestion and reduce
traffic safety at the high school and at the Sherwood Road/Main Street (existing
U.S. 101) intersection.

e General Response 1.9: Support for a center valley interchange, in addition to the
north and south interchanges.

e General Response 1.10: Suggestion that the DEIS/EIR should include an
analysis of a two-lane bypass.

e General Response 1.11: Disagreement with DEIS/EIR conclusions regarding
resource impacts (such as noise, visual, farmland, biological resources, business).
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e General Response 1.12: Concern about growth at interchanges.

e General Response 1.13: Suggestion that further reduction in median width
would reduce environmental impacts.

e General Response 1.14: Suggestion that the mitigation measures presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR were too conceptual in nature.

1.3  Support for Hybrid Alternative L/C

Comment: We support the Alternative L/C proposal (comment letters also refer to this
alternative as the Elsie Alternative or Wild Oat Canyon Alternative).

The Draft EIS/EIR (Volume 3: Sections S.5 and 5.7.1.2, and Appendix H) explains that
because of the project’s impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S., which are
subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) jurisdiction, a Section 404 (Clean
Water Act) permit is required prior to start of construction. ACOE will issue a Section
404 Permit only for the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA). To evaluate which alternative would be the LEDPA, Caltrans prepared a
Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis. The Final Alternatives Analysis (Appendix G,
FEIS/EIR) concluded that Modified Alternative J1T meets Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) criteria and is, therefore, eligible to receive a Section 404 permit from ACOE.
Both USEPA and ACOE issued concurrences that the Modified Alternative J1T is the
LEDPA and that Alternatives E3, C1T, LT, as well as the hybrid L/C, do not meet Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for their overall environmental impacts (Appendix
C, FEIS/EIR).

The following discussion summarizes the Final Alternatives Analysis conclusions for
Alternative L/C.

Alternative L/C

Section 7.2 of the Final Alternative Analysis discusses in detail why the hybrid
Alternative L/C does not meet Section 404(b)(1) criteria to be considered as the LEDPA.
The Alternatives Analysis for Alternative L/C demonstrates that the hybrid alternative
would have substantial overall environmental impacts, including adverse impacts to
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wetlands and habitat for federally-listed fish species. The impacts of Alternative L/C are
summarized as follows:

e Would have the largest direct impact to jurisdictional aquatic resources.
Alternative L/C would impact approximately 48.5 ha (119.9 ac) of wetlands and
other waters of the U.S. These impacts are nearly twice that of Alternatives J1T
and Modified J1T, which would impact approximately 22 ha (54.6 ac) and 25.9 ha
(64 ac), respectively, of wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

e Would require the realignment of approximately 400 m (1,300 ft) of Mill Creek
and a 1,600 m (5,250 ft) reach of Outlet Creek bordering the east side of the
Northwest Pacific Railroad tracks, in the northern portion of Little Lake Valley.
This realignment would result in direct impacts to three federally listed fish
species.

e Would fill large areas of wetland habitat (29.9 ha [74.9 ac], 31.6 ha [78.3 ac] of
wet meadow and 16.1 ha [39.8 ac] and 13.8 ha [33.9 ac], respectively, of riparian
woodland and scrub habitats), which has the potential to directly and indirectly
alter surface and groundwater hydrologic conditions of several flood basins in
Little Lake Valley that provide habitat for several special-status species.

Due to its overall environmental impacts, Alternative L/C would not be eligible for a
Section 404 permit (from ACOE). This permit is required for construction of the project.

1.4  Mitigate Alternative L/C’s Wetland Impacts by Restoring
Willits (Mill) Creek

Comment: Willits Creek (also referred to as Mill Creek) was originally connected to
Outlet Creek. Early settlers may have severed the connection in their efforts to improve
drainage for agricultural activities. In addition, when the Northwest Pacific Railroad
from Willits to Eureka was constructed in the early 20" century, Willits Creek was
separated into two branches on either side of the railroad. The restoration of Willits
Creek (reconnecting it to Outlet Creek) should have been studied in the DEIS/EIR as a
mitigation measure for Alternative L/C. The comment states that NMFS, CDFG, and
ACOE support a Willits Creek restoration.

A creek restoration could be considered as in-kind or out-of-kind mitigation for impacts
due to any of the build alternatives. However, a Willits Creek restoration could not be
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considered in determining which alternative is the LEDPA. Clean Water Act Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines direct that the evaluation of practicable alternatives must consider
the impact to waters of the U.S. that would result from the alternative before
compensatory mitigation (such as creek restoration).

The resource agencies have stated that the creek restoration would not be sufficient
mitigation for them to consider issuing a permit for construction for Alternative L/C*.
This is due to the magnitude of the hybrid alternative’s direct adverse impacts to the
diverse variety of wetland types and other waters of the U.S. as well as its direct impacts
to habitat for federally listed fish species. A Willits Creek restoration itself could result
in both direct and indirect impacts to habitat for federally listed fish species.
Considerable study would be required to determine the feasibility of such a restoration
project.

1.5 Willits Creek Restoration for the City’s Wastewater
Treatment Plant

Comment: Increased water flows from a Willits Creek restoration would help the City’s
wastewater treatment plant achieve mandated discharge ratios.

This comment refers to the required ratio of creek water to treated wastewater that is
released into Willits (Mill) Creek. The required ratio is 100:1, but the City has a
temporary exception to release treated wastewater at a 25:1 ratio. Meeting the lower 25:1
ratio is not possible during the summer months due to extremely low creek flows. Excess
treated wastewater is either stored or used in controlled irrigation. Higher flows in
Willits Creek would make it easier to achieve the required release ratio without having to
create large storage ponds or increasing the area being irrigated with treated effluent.

Including a component into the project for the purpose of improving operation of the
wastewater treatment plant is outside of the scope of a Willits bypass project.

1.6  Brooktrails Township Second Access Road

Comment: The Truck Scales Interchange on Alternative L/C is needed for a Brooktrails
Township Second Access Road at Wild Oat Canyon.

! The adverse impacts to waters of the U.S. and to listed fish species occur at the north segment of both
Alternatives C1T and L/C.
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Many letters, including those from emergency services providers, communicated support
for the hybrid Alternative L/C based principally on an understanding that only a Truck
Scales Interchange would accommodate a connection to a future Brooktrails Township
second access road.

The Brooktrails Township currently has one access from U.S. 101 at the Sherwood Road
intersection. Due to capacity and emergency service access concerns regarding
Sherwood Road, the township is actively studying various alternatives to provide a
second access to the community from U.S. 101.

Any of the proposed build alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR would accommodate
a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access road. With a Quail Meadows
Interchange (Alternatives J1T, Modified J1T, and LT), the most likely connection to a
Brooktrails Township second access road would be with a relinquished portion of U.S.
101, north of the Quail Meadows Interchange, which would become a county frontage
road. Brooktrails traffic using the second access road would travel on the frontage road
to enter U.S. 101 at the Quail Meadows Interchange. This connection would eliminate
the need for an at-grade intersection and would eliminate the need for a railroad crossing
for a Brooktrails second access. This connection would not require a change to project
design and would not affect operation of the bypass. See Map 27b of the DEIS/EIR
Environmental Atlas, which shows possible future Brooktrails access to the Quail
Meadows Interchange from the relinquished portion of U.S. 101.

Since public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, Mendocino County Department of
Transportation and Brooktrails Township Community Service District have affirmed that
a Quail Meadows Interchange (Alternatives LT, J1T, and Modified J1T) will
accommodate a connection to a future Brooktrails second access road. Currently,
Brooktrails Township CSD is still investigating alternative second access road alignments
(Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS - BROOKTRAILS SECOND ACCESS ROUTES
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1.7 Northern Interchange: Emergency Services

Comment: It is imperative for public safety to select the ELSIE/Wild Oat Canyon (L/C
with Truck Scales Interchange) proposal to facilitate emergency services in both Willits
and Brooktrails.

Two interchanges were proposed at the northern end of the proposed project for the
valley alternatives — a Truck Scales Interchange (Alternatives C1T and L/C) and a Quail
Meadows Interchange (Alternatives J1T, Modified J1T, and LT). Many letters, including
those from emergency services providers, communicated support for the hybrid
Alternative L/C based principally on an understanding that only a Truck Scales
Interchange would accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access
road and that the Quail Meadows Interchange (Alternatives J1T, LT, and Modified J1T)
would increase congestion at the high school and at the Sherwood Road/Main Street
(existing U.S. 101) intersection.

At a June 2003 meeting with emergency service providers and school representatives
(Chapter 4, FEIS/EIR), Caltrans explained that the bypass would provide emergency
services providers with an alternate route to access north and south Willits. Main Street
(existing U.S. 101) would remain in operation; however, the reduced congestion with the
bypass would improve response times for in town incidents.

Either of the northern interchanges (Quail Meadows Interchange or Truck Scales
Interchange) would improve conditions for emergency services providers. Without a
bypass, congestion on existing U.S. 101 through downtown would continue to hinder
emergency vehicles and response times. A bypass, on any of the proposed build
alternatives, would provide an alternate route, which would improve response time
during periods of congestion.

The Quail Meadows Interchange would require less out of direction travel than the Truck
Scales Interchange for northbound vehicles desiring to access the north end of Willits.
For example, northbound emergency vehicles that use the bypass and are responding to
an incident in the Brooktrails Township would travel out of direction 1.1 km (0.7 mi)
from the Quail Meadows Interchange to Sherwood Road, as compared to 3.0 km (1.9 mi)
from the Truck Scales Interchange.
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1.8 Quail Meadows Interchange: Traffic Operations and Local
Traffic

Comment: Quail Meadows Interchange will create greater traffic congestion and safety
concerns at Sherwood Road and in front of the High School.

Traffic studies that were performed for the bypass included all traffic on U.S. 101,
including Brooktrails Township traffic. Traffic studies concluded that any of the
proposed build alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR would remove traffic from, and
therefore reduce congestion as well as the number of congestion-related collisions, on
Main Street, in front of the high school and at the Sherwood Road/Main Street (existing
U.S. 101) intersection.

The Willits Traffic Study illustrates that each of the bypass alternatives will improve
traffic conditions by reducing traffic volumes in front of the high school below 1998
levels. Without a bypass, traffic volumes in front of the high school are projected to
increase by 32 percent in 2028.

Figure 2 (below) graphically depicts the traffic-reducing benefits of all of the valley
alternatives. The benefits shown for Alternative J1T and LT would be the same for
Modified Alternative J1T.

Figure 2. Traffic Conditions, Comparison of Alternatives
Traffic Passing Willits High School

Quail Meadows IC

North Main St. <— B
(Existing US 101 A >

| High School

I Truck Scales IC

A - Northbound B - Southbound Total Traffic % Change

Existing (1998) 570 390 960 -

No-Bypass 2008 670 460 1130 15%
No-Bypass 2028 840 570 1410 32%
Alt. L-J 2008 365 320 685 -29%
Alt. C 2008 290 370 660 -36%
Alt. L-J 2028 460 460 920 -4%
Alt. C 2028 410 405 815 -15%
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Traffic on Sherwood Road may increase as a result of growth in the Brooktrails
community but not as a result of bypass construction.

The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) method for analysis of signalized intersections
was applied to the Sherwood Road/Main Street (U.S. 101) intersection using the traffic
volumes from the 2028 J1T/LT Alternatives (Willits Traffic Study 2000). Figure 3
(below) depicts Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Peak Hour Intersection Volumes for
Alternative J1T. The volumes that are reflected in this figure would be the same for
Alternatives LT, as well as for Modified Alternative J1T. The results of the analysis
indicate that the intersection has the capacity to accommodate future Brooktrails traffic.

However, the HCM method could not factor in the delay that would be caused by the odd
angle right turn from southbound U.S. 101/Main Street to Sherwood Road. Additional
analysis was completed using the micro-simulation traffic modeling software package
TSIS 5 (CORSIM). The slow speed required to navigate the oblique turn at Sherwood
Road was included in the model. The results of the modeling show that no significant
queues develop on Sherwood Road or U.S. 101. With appropriate signal timing, all
vehicles are able to clear the intersection during the green light. Based on these results,
no unacceptable delays would occur at the Sherwood Road/Main Street intersection
under future traffic conditions (see Figure 4, Highway Capacity Manual Analysis
Summary). Results from the CORSIM model confirm traffic in front of the high school
will decrease with construction of the bypass.
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Figure 3. ADT & Peak Hour Intersection Volumes for Alternative
J1 Year 2028 (also applicable to Modified J1T)
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Figure 4. Highway Capacity Manual Analysis Summary
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Figure 4, continued
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1.9 Center Valley Interchange

Comment: A mid-bypass interchange with S.R. 20 would aid emergency vehicle access
and alleviate traffic congestion in Willits. Willits businesses would benefit if an off ramp
into the middle of town were provided.

During the many years of planning and developing this project, Caltrans and its local
partners discussed the feasibility of an S.R. 20 interchange as part of the bypass project.
The 1988 Project Study Report for the project proposed a third mid-alignment
interchange with S.R. 20 or with an S.R. 20 extension. The conclusion was that the cost
of an S.R. 20 interchange on any of the valley alternatives would render the project
infeasible. Further, an additional interchange in the center of a valley alignment does not
meet the purpose and need of a Willits bypass. A center valley interchange could be
constructed in the future as a separate project. The Mendocino Council of Governments
(MCOG) and the Mendocino County Board of Supervisors support a four-lane bypass
that does not include an S.R. 20/U.S. 101 interchange.

A center valley interchange connecting U.S. 101 (on the new bypass) with S.R. 20 was
eliminated from consideration early in the project development process (Caltrans 1991
Issue Paper). In 1991, the Project Development Team, in coordination with the City of
Willits and Brooktrails Township CSD, eliminated consideration of a center valley
interchange for several reasons:

e Additional interchanges beyond those proposed in the current project are outside
the scope of the bypass project.

e A center valley interchange probably would be located in the floodplain and the
footprint of the interchange would create additional impacts related to biological

resources, visual resources, noise, etc. that the current design avoids or minimizes.

e Aninterchange in the middle of Little Lake Valley could induce population and
housing growth in undeveloped areas, causing additional environmental impacts.

In addition,

e A center valley interchange could potentially cause a shift in commercial
development patterns. Existing businesses that serve the traveling public on Main
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Street (especially to the south) could see a decrease in business. These businesses
and new businesses may be motivated to move operations to the road connecting
to the S.R. 20 interchange.

All of the proposed build alternatives include a connection with S.R. 20. For Alternative
E3, the connection is the middle interchange and is located on the west side of Willits.
For the valley alternatives, the connection is at the Upper Haehl Creek interchange, at the
south end of the project. Existing U.S. 101 from the Upper Haehl Creek interchange to
the existing U.S. 101/S.R. 20 intersection would become S.R. 20.

In the event of a proposed future Center Valley Interchange on Modified Alternative J1T
(the Preferred Alternative), interchange locations north of an easterly extension of S.R.
20 would be very costly and difficult to construct because the new ramps would connect
to U.S. 101 on the floodway viaduct. Structure modifications necessary for these new
ramps are difficult and expensive. In addition, biological impacts (wetlands) and the
proximity of the railroad and Baechtel Creek would present constraints that would be
difficult and costly to mitigate. An East Hill Road Interchange on Modified Alternative
J1T would probably not present technical design difficulties. However, East Hill Road is
only about 2 km north of the Upper Haehl Creek Interchange, which is less than the 3 km
minimum spacing for interchanges in rural areas permitted in the Highway Design
Manual. The proposed location of the southern interchange at Upper Haehl Creek, on the
valley alternatives, is a logical location as this is where the alternatives diverge from
existing U.S. 101.

1.10 Two-Lane Bypass

Comment: The DEIS/EIR should include an analysis of a two-lane bypass.

A two-lane bypass does not meet the purpose and need established for the project, which
is to reduce delays, improve safety, and achieve at least a Level of Service (LOS) “C” for
interregional traffic on U.S. 101 within the vicinity of Willits, through the 20-year design
period (Chapter 2, DEIS/EIR). The following discussion elaborates on the DEIS/EIR
(Chapter 2), which explains why a two-lane alternative was not considered.
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Background

A four-lane bypass of the City of Willits was originally proposed in a project report dated
June 22, 1962, and adopted by the California Highway Commission on February 27,
1963. By the late 1960s, a project to construct the adopted route was programmed, right-
of-way acquisition was underway, and detailed plans nearly complete when funding
cutbacks resulted in the project being deleted from the program.

In the early 1980s, Caltrans developed a “System Planning” tool to help guide the
development of State highway routes. One of the primary components of System
Planning is the “Route Concept Report,” which is developed in cooperation with the
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies, and includes a facility concept for each State
highway. Since the initial U.S. 101 Route Concept Report in 1985, the facility concept
for U.S. 101 in the Willits area has been a four-lane freeway or expressway.

The Willits bypass project was re-initiated in 1987 for essentially the same conditions
identified in the original project report of 1962: Existing U.S. 101 is Main Street for the
City of Willits, and there are no other parallel through streets in the City.> High volumes
of interregional traffic (especially during the summer months) are interrupted by local
cross traffic and turning movements, resulting in long queues and collision concentrations
along Main Street (U.S. 101).

In 1992, the California Transportation Commission (CTC), recognizing the importance of
the Willits Bypass, programmed $60.5 million for the project. Due to limited funding
available for new projects, the CTC programmed only the funding for an initial two-lane
expressway within an ultimate four-lane freeway right of way. The two-lane Willits
Bypass, programmed in 1992, was envisioned as an undivided highway with at-grade
intersections, access control, and right-of-way for a four-lane facility.

Caltrans recommended a four-lane facility over the programmed two-lane facility
because of the improved safety and reduced delays offered by a four-lane freeway.
Statewide average collision rates for four-lane divided facilities are substantially lower

% The City of Willits was awarded a Community Based Transportation Planning Grant (California
Department of Transportation) to study alternative transportation corridors in the city limits that will help
relieve local traffic congestion. The study (Baechtel Road/Railroad Avenue Corridor Community Design
Study, 2003) will be used to obtain funding for planning and design of a preferred alternative.
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(0.45 accidents per million vehicle miles) than for two-lane conventional highways (1.17
accidents per million vehicle miles).

A four-lane Willits Bypass is consistent with historic planning efforts including Caltrans
System Planning, the Mendocino Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan,
and the North Coastal Counties’ Supervisors Association’s transportation facility priority
lists. These historic planning efforts have been supported by both Mendocino County
and the City of Willits, and are noted in the draft environmental document for the 2001
Mendocino County Regional Transportation Plan.

There is no local or regional agency support for a two-lane facility. The City, the
County, the Mendocino County Council of Governments (MCOG), and the North Coastal
Counties Supervisors Association (representing the eight northwestern counties in
California) recommended that funding be provided to construct an ultimate four-lane
freeway because a four-lane freeway would meet the following objectives:

Is consistent with State and regional planning

Provides passing opportunities

Provides excellent level of service

Eliminates safety concerns as a result of at-grade intersections

Eliminates the possible need for traffic signals

Avoids impacting the community and resources a second time when upgrading to a
four-lane facility

Responding to input from Caltrans and other agencies, organizations, and the general
public, the CTC changed the project facility in the 1998 STIP from a two-lane undivided
expressway with at-grade intersections to a four-lane access-controlled freeway with
median and interchanges, thus committing additional funding to the project. Legislation
(Senate Bill 45, enacted during the 1997-98 regular session) gave Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAS) responsibility for programming 75 percent of
the funding for new highway improvements. In 1998, Mendocino Council of
Governments chose to commit nearly all of its available funding ($17 million) to the
Willits Bypass project to fully fund a four-lane freeway. (The 2002 STIP includes
approximately $116 million for construction and right-of-way for the project®.)

® As noted in Section 1.2 of the FEIS/EIR, additional State and regional funds will be required to fully fund
construction of the project.
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Purpose and Need

A project’s “Need” is an identified transportation deficiency or problem and its
“Purpose” is the set of objectives that will be met to address the transportation deficiency.
A reasonable range of alternatives is developed and evaluated based on these objectives.
The Purpose and Need Statement meets the requirements of federal (40 CFR 1502.13)
and State regulations (14 CCR 15123(b)). Additionally, pursuant to the NEPA/404
(Clean Water Act) Memorandum of Understanding (see Appendix G, DEIS/EIR), the
Purpose and Need Statement, modal choice, and range of alternatives were agreed to by
local partners and stakeholder resources agencies. The stated purpose of the Willits
Bypass project is to “...reduce delays, improve safety, and achieve at least a Level of
Service (LOS) “C” for interregional traffic on U.S. 101 within the vicinity of Willits,
through the 20-year design period....”. Based on Caltrans’ analysis, a four-lane
alternative would achieve the project’s “Purpose” as follows:

e Reduce Delays: The four-lane alternatives would reduce delays over both the
existing facility and a two-lane alternative by providing guaranteed passing
opportunities, higher operation speeds, and less peak hour congestion.

e Improve Safety: Based on statewide averages, collision rates on freeways are
significantly lower than those on two-lane highways.

e Achieve at least LOS “C”: All of the four-lane alternatives would meet or exceed
LOS “C” through the 20-year design period, based on anticipated traffic
increases. The existing facility currently operates at LOS “F” (forced flow with
long queues) during peak periods. A two-lane conventional highway would
provide LOS “D” (unstable traffic flow) upon construction. The updated analysis
shows that a two-lane conventional highway would remain at LOS “D”
throughout the project design life (2028).

Request for Two-Lane Study

In the spring of 1999, following a presentation/workshop by Mr. Dan Burden of
Walkable Communities Incorporated, stakeholder groups (such as the Willits
Environmental Center) became interested in reducing the scale of a Willits bypass. The
following year, after all technical studies were completed for the four-lane alternatives
under consideration in the DEIS/EIR, the Willits Environmental Center asked the project
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development team (PDT) to study a two-lane bypass alternative on “one of the valley
alignments” for consideration in the DEIS/EIR.

Proponents of a two-lane bypass alternative have cited reduced cost and reduced
environmental impacts as major benefits of this strategy, and they have solicited support
at numerous public meetings. There is some support within the community of Willits for
a two-lane bypass.

Caltrans traffic studies demonstrated that a two-lane facility would not meet the purpose
and need for the project. Based on the purpose and need criteria, as well as support for a
four-lane facility from the City of Willits, Mendocino County, the Mendocino County
Council of Governments (MCOG), and the North Coastal Counties Supervisors
Association, Caltrans did not pursue the development of one or more two-lane
alternatives for the Willits Bypass project.

Response to Request for Two-Lane Study

A number of factors have contributed to Caltrans’ decision not to include a two-lane
Willits bypass alternative for consideration in the DEIS/EIR, as follows:

Operation on a two-lane facility

Section 3.6.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS (Volume 3) explains that a two-lane facility is an
infeasible alternative because it does not meet the purpose and need established for the
project (defined in Chapter 2, DEIS/EIR). Some of the reasons a two-lane facility does
not meet the purpose and need for the project are: (1) poor Level of Service (LOS) and
lack of passing opportunities; (2) safety concerns; and (3) possible need for traffic
signals.

Section S.3.1 (page S6, DEIS/EIR) states that the LOS for a two-lane facility would not
be adequate: “A two-lane facility would provide a LOS “D” at peak hour upon
construction (2008), and would diminish to LOS “E” by the year 2028. Thus, a new two-
lane highway would be functionally obsolete within the 20 year design period” (see
Figure 5 for a depiction of the highway traffic conditions associated with each LOS
rating, “A” through “F”, for two-lane highway facilities).
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The LOS for a two-lane bypass was originally calculated using the 1997 version of the
Highway Capacity Software (HCS3), which incorporated the 1985 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) two-lane highway LOS methodology and standards (see Figures 6 and 7,
which are HCS3 analysis summaries for a two-lane facility for Year 2008 and 2028
respectively).

A new methodology and LOS standards have subsequently been incorporated into the
HCM 2000 and a new HCS 2000 program. A new analysis using the new HCM software
was completed to ensure that the LOS for a two-lane facility is accurately reported in the
study (refer to Figures 8 and 9, which are HCS2000 analysis summaries for a two-lane
facility for Year 2008 and 2028). The results of the new analysis indicate that the LOS
for a two-lane facility would be LOS “D” in 2008 and 2028. The change in 2028 LOS
“E” to LOS “D” is a direct result of a change in the LOS standards in the HCM 2000. In
either case, LOS “D” still does not meet the need and purpose of the project.

It should be further noted that LOS criteria for a rural two-lane highway and a freeway
are based on different performance measures and driver expectations. The HCM 2000
states, “...level of service represents a range of operating conditions and the driver’s
perception of those conditions.” LOS is a qualitative assessment of driver perception
based on a quantitative analysis of roadway capacity and on facility type. The discussion
of two-lane highways contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000)
states that “A two-lane highway is an undivided (emphasis added) roadway with two
lanes, one for use by traffic in each direction” (p.12-13, HCM 2000). The concept that
has been suggested by proponents of a two-lane Willits bypass is for a divided two-lane
highway with a median barrier. The HCM 2000 methodology for analyzing two-lane
highways can be applied to a divided two-lane facility to determine capacity; however,
the barrier in combination with a narrow median would negatively affect driver
perception of the facility’s performance. Considering this effect on driver perception,
LOS for a two-lane facility with a median barrier would be less than indicated by the
HCM 2000 analysis results.

From a traffic analysis perspective, a two-lane highway cannot accurately be compared to
a four-lane freeway as being equivalent in terms of LOS. Driver perception and driver
expectations must also be considered. As stated in the HCM 2000, LOS is a “quality
measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally in terms of
such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic
interruptions, and comfort and convenience” (p.2-2, HCM 2000). A four-lane freeway,
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under the future traffic conditions described in the DEIS/EIR, will provide higher speeds,
better travel times, more freedom to maneuver, fewer traffic interruptions, more comfort
and convenience, greater flexibility during regular maintenance or in response to
emergencies, and it will be safer than a two-lane facility.

Brooktrails Township: Projected Trips and Potential for Expansion

The “Willits Bypass Origin and Destination Survey” described in the “Willits Bypass
Traffic Report” (November 2000) includes information on through trips with origins in
Brooktrails and destinations to the south of Willits. This Survey noted that 40 percent of
average daily southbound traffic and 28 percent of peak hour traffic from Sherwood Road
near existing U.S. 101 made trips through Willits and continued south. Most of this
traffic is expected to use the freeway bypass.

As described in Section 4.3.2 (Existing Land Use, DEIS/EIR), Brooktrails Township was
initially envisioned as a community of vacation or second homes. It has become a
community of permanent residents, many of whom commute to work destinations to the
south of Willits. Further, only about 1,250 of the 6,000 lots in Brooktrails Township are
developed. While there are community services issues that may impact future
development, the potential for development exists. Further development of the
Brooktrails area could impact safety, delay, and level of service on a two-lane bypass.

Additional Disadvantages of a Two-Lane Bypass

One of the two-lane concepts suggested by the two-lane advocates was a center median,
with shoulders meeting Caltrans standards, and interchanges both south and north of
Willits. Such a facility would result in the following conditions:

e No legal passing opportunities.

¢ Reducing the four-lane bypass to two lanes would not reduce the footprint and
corresponding environmental impacts by half due to the fact that the necessary
design components (such as median, shoulders, embankment slopes, and drainage
areas) would remain the same for a two-lane facility as it would for a four-lane
facility.

e Four lanes would still be required at interchanges (due to safety concerns with
traffic merging on the through facility to use interchange ramps).
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Figure 5. Level of Service Ratings for Two-Lane Highways

LEVELS OF SERVIGE

for Two-Lane Highways

~

Level Flow Onerating Technical
service] Conditions mph) | Descriptions
ETT Highest quality of service. )
¢ K\ g 55 lf:éaerg;:f'?gtigﬂ‘g c‘)ﬂth
Nl d @ + maneuverability or speed.

No delays

50

Stable traffic flow. Speed
becoming slightly
restricted. Low restriction
on maneuverability.

No delays

45

Stable traffic flow, but
less freedom to select
speed, change lanes
or pass.

Minimal delays

40

Traffic flow becoming
unstable. Speeds subject
to sudden change.
Passing is difficult.

Minimal delays

35

Unstable traffic flow.
Speeds change quickly
and maneuverability is
low.

Significant delays

Heavily congested traffic.
Demand exceeds capacity
and speeds vary greatly.

Considerable delays

J

Source: 2000 HCM, Exhibit 20-2, LOS Criteria for Two-Lane Highways in Class 1
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Figure 6. Highway Capacity Software (HCS3) Analysis Summary

for a Two-Lane Facility for Year 2008
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07-26-2002

2-Lane Alternative
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A) ADJUSTMENT FACTORS
PERCENTAGE OF TRUCKS. ... ... .. iiiiiennn 10
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LOS FLOW RATE v/C
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c 608 .35
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Figure 7. Highway Capacity Software (HCS3) Analysis Summary

for a Two-Lane Facility for Year 2028
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Figure 8. Highway Capacity Software 2000 (HCS2000) Analysis
Summary for a Two-Lane Facility for Year 2008

HCS2000: Two-Lane Highways Release 4.1b

trans plan

Caltrans

Fhone:
E-Mail:

Analyst

Agency/Co.
Date Performed

Analysis Time Period

Highway
From/To

Jurisdiction
Analysis Year

Description

Willits

Fax:

W. A. Davis
Caltrans - Planning
8/6/2002

PM Peak Hour

SR 101

PM 43.3 to 51.3
Mendocino County
2008

Two-Way Two-Lane Highway Segment Analysis

Bypass 2-lane Alternative Analysis

Input Data

Highway

Shoulder width
Lane width

Segment
Terrain
Grade:

Two-way

Directional split

PCE for
PCE for

Observed volume,

Free-flow speed,

PCE for
PCE for

Level of service,

class Class 1
6.0 ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88
12.0 ft % Trucks and buses 10 %
length 8.0 mi % Recreational wvehicles 5 %
type Level % No-passing zones 50 %
Length mi Access points/mi 8 fmi
Up/down %
hourly volume, V 930 veh/h
57 / 43 %
Average Travel Speed
Grade adjustment factor, £G 1.00
trucks, 1.2
RVs, ER 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, 0.980
Two-way flow rate, {note-1) wvp 1078 pc/h
Highest directional split proportion (note-2) 614 pc/h
Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement:
Field measured speed, SFM - mi/h
- veh/h
Estimated Free-Flow Speed:
Base free-flow speed, BFFS 60.0C mi/h
Adj. for lane and shoulder width, fLS 0.0 mi/h
adj. for access points, fA 2.0 mi/h
58.0 mi/h
Adjustment for no-passing zones, fnp 1.6 mi/h
Average travel speed, ATS 48.0 mi/h
Percent Time-Spent-Following
Grade adjustment factor, £G 1.00
trucks, 1.1
RVs, ER 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, fHV 0.990
Two-way flow rate, (note-1) vp 1067 pc/h
Highest directional split proportion (note-2) 608
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF 60.9 %
Adj.for directional distribution and no-passing zones, f£d/np 9.5
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF 70.3 %
Level of Service and Other Performance Measures —
D
Volume to capacity ratio, v/c 0.34
Peak 1l5-min vehicle-miles of travel, VMTLS 2114 veh-mi
Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT60 7440 veh-mi
Peak 15-min total travel time, TTLS 44.1 veh-h

Notes:

1. If wvp == 3200 pe/h,

terminate analysis-the LOS is F.

2. 1f highest directional split vp >= 1700 pe/h, terminate
analysis-the LOS is F.
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Figure 9. Highway Capacity Software 2000 (HCS2000) Analysis

Summary for a Two-Lane Facility for Year 2028

HCS2000: Two-Lane Highways Release 4.1b

trans plan
Caltrans

Phone: Fax:
E-Mail:

e Two-Way Two-Lane Highway Segment Analysis

Analyst W. A. Davis

Agency/Co. Caltrans - Planning

Date Performed 8/6/2002

Analysis Time Period PM Peak Hour

Highway SR 101

From/To PM 43.3 to 51.3

Jurisdiction Mendocino County

Analysis Year 2028

Description Willits Bypass 2Z-lane Alternative Analysis

Input Data

Highway class Class 1

Shoulder width 6.0 ft Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.88

Lane width 12.0 ft % Trucks and buses 10

Segment length 8.0 mi % Recreaticonal wvehicles 5

Terrain type Level % No-passing zones 50

Grade: Length mi Access points/mi 8
Up/down %

Two-way hourly volume, V 1160 veh/h
Directional split 57/ 43

- Average Travel Speed

Grade adjustment factor, f£G 1
PCE for trucks, ET 1.
PCE for RVs, ER 1.
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, 0.9%0

Two-way flow rate, (note-1} wvp 1331 pc/h
Highest directional split proportion (note-2) 759 pc/h

Free-Flow Speed from Field Measurement:

Field measured speed, SFM mi/h

Observed volume, VE - veh/h
Estimated Free-Flow Speed:

Base free-flow speed, BFFS 60.0 mi/h

Adj. for lane and shoulder width, fLS 0.0 mi/h

Adj. for access points, fA 2.0 mi/h

Free-flow speed, FFS 58.0 mi/h

Adjustment for no-passing zones, fnp 1.2 mi/h
Average travel speed, ATS 46.5 mi/h

Percent Time-Spent-Following

Grade adjustment factor, £G 1.0
PCE for trucks, ET 1.0
BCE for RVs, ER 1.0
Heavy-vehicle adjustment factor, £HV 1.000
Two-way flow rate, (note-1} wvp 1318
Highest directional split proportion (note-2) 751
Base percent time-spent-following, BPTSF 68.6
Adj.for directional distribution and no-passing zones, fd/np 7.0
Percent time-spent-following, PTSF 75.6

Level of Service and Other Performance Measures__
Level of service, LOS o
Volume to capacity ratieo, v/c 0.42
Peak l5-min vehicle-miles of travel, VMT1S 2636
Peak-hour vehicle-miles of travel, VMT&0 9280
Peak 15-min total travel time, TT15 56.7

pc/h

veh-mi
veh-mi
wveh-h

Notes:

1. If vp »= 3200 pc/h, terminate analysis-the LOS is F.

2. If highest directional split vp >= 1700 pc/h, terminate
analysis-the LOS is F.
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Operational Advantages of a Four-Lane Facility

A four-lane facility would have a number of operational advantages over a 2-lane facility,
particularly during routine maintenance activities, storms, or incidents such as collisions.
These operational advantages on a four-lane facility include reduced interruptions to
traffic flow when lane closures are required by allowing one lane in a specific direction to
remain in operation.

Anticipated Scale of Reduction in Cost and Environmental Impacts

Intuitively, it would seem that a two-lane facility would reduce cost and environmental
impacts by half. However, with a median, median shoulder, merge lanes, and
interchanges, a two-lane facility would not reduce cost or environmental impacts
considerably. In addition, both the four-lane and two-lane facility would require
allowances for roadside maintenance areas and lateral drainage facilities.

The 2001 Mendocino County Regional Transportation Plan draft environmental
document* states that a two-lane alternative would result in more traffic congestion than a
four-lane alternative. It also notes the possibility that the increased traffic congestion
could be of equal or greater significance than the biological and other impacts of a four-
lane facility.

Noise Impacts

The volume of vehicles using the bypass would be the same on both the two- and four-
lane facilities. Noise generated from traffic could be lower at times on the two-lane
facility when traffic speeds are reduced during periods of congestion. However, the
anticipated difference between noise levels is negligible.

Public’s Expectation That New Facilities be Constructed to a High Standard

The United States Code, USC Section 109 (a)(1), states “each proposed highway project
must adequately serve the existing and planned future traffic of the highway in a manner
that is conducive to safety, durability, and economy of maintenance.” As a steward of
public funds, Caltrans is responsible for ensuring that the public receives a good value for

#2001 Mendocino County Regional Plan Draft EIR, Mendocino Council of Governments, Page 183,
Leonard Charles and Associates.
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capital expenditures. Given that the Willits Bypass would be a relatively expensive
facility on a principal arterial focus route on the National Highway System, it should
meet public expectations by providing a high level of service with minimal delays and
minimal traffic congestion.

Global Environmental Issues

Caltrans has been criticized for not recognizing the finite nature of fossil fuels and the
impacts of fossil fuel use on global warming. Caltrans is concerned with these issues,
and always encourages alternatives to the single occupancy motor vehicle. However,
Caltrans does not support intentional limitations on transportation facility capacity or
service as a means to encourage alternative transportation.

1.11 Impact Conclusions and Recirculating EIS/EIR

Comment: The DEIS/EIR does not identify a number of unavoidable significant impacts
a bypass will have on Willits and the Little Lake Valley; the environmental document
should be recirculated with this information.

The lead agencies for this project prepared the DEIS/EIR with a sufficient degree of
information to enable the public, resources agencies, and other stakeholders to evaluate
and compare the impacts of the alternatives and to aid in the selection of a preferred
alternative.

A supplement or addendum to an EIS/EIR is only required if the agency makes
substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental effects or if
there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to the environmental
concerns that bear on the proposed action or its impacts (NEPA 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1);
and CEQA Guidelines 15163, 15164). Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR. The “rule of reason” applies when reviewing the
adequacy of an EIS and EIR. Under the rule of reason, the EIS must set forth sufficient
information for the public to make an informed evaluation and for the decision-maker to
fully consider the environmental factors involved and select a preferred alternative. The
rule of reason requires only that an EIR show that an agency has made an objective,
good-faith attempt at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15151).
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Significant unavoidable impacts are identified in Section 6.4 (DEIS/EIR). The impact
conclusions disclosed in the DEIS/EIR are based on studies that Caltrans performed for
each environmental issue. Caltrans technical specialists in each discipline used
professional judgment, professional standards, and regulatory requirements to determine
the level or magnitude of impact before and after mitigation for each alternative.
Technical studies for each environmental issue addressed in the document are listed on
page 1-8 of the DEIS/EIR as well as the location where they are available to the public
for review.

The DEIS/EIR (see Summary Section S.5) concluded that Alternatives J1T and LT would
have the least overall environmental impacts compared to the other alternatives.
However, after public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, the public expressed strong objections
to Alternative J1T because of its impacts to important community resources and resource
agencies objected to Alternative LT because it had greater wetlands impacts than
Alternative J1T. Further coordination with resource agencies and local partners resulted
in the development of Modified Alternative J1T (See General Response 1.3 regarding
development of Modified Alternative J1T).

Caltrans technical staff conducted studies of Modified Alternative J1T to determine its
impacts to resources. Modified Alternative J1T would not result in any impacts to
resources that were not disclosed in the DEIS/EIR nor would it result in a greater
magnitude of the impacts presented in the DEIS/EIR. Therefore, a supplement or
addendum to the DEIS/EIR is not required. The FEIS/EIR (Chapters 2 and 3) identifies
Modified Alternative J1T as the LEDPA/preferred alternative, describes the modified
alternative, and summarizes the technical studies that were prepared for this alternative.
Since identification of the preferred alternative, Caltrans has been able to develop
alignment-specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures (Appendix A) and
the terms and conditions of the USFWS and NMFS biological opinions (Appendix D) are
specific to Modified Alternative J1T.

The lead agencies for this project have prepared the Willits Bypass FEIS/EIR with a
sufficient degree of information to enable decision-makers to evaluate the project while
taking into consideration its environmental effects.
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1.12 Growth at Interchanges

Comment: Commercial growth at the interchanges could impact existing businesses in
Willits, particularly those along the Miracle Mile. Also, commercial development at the
interchanges, much of which is located in the County, could impact the City’s tax
revenue.

The potential for commercial development at the interchanges is constrained by a number
of factors. The following text discusses the issues constraining development at the
proposed interchanges.

The southern interchange (Haehl Creek Interchange) is proposed as a diamond
configuration. The interchange would accommodate access to an adjacent ranch to the
east. The 20-foot wide access opening to the ranch would be gated; any future requests
for changes to access from the interchange to the property would require approval by
both Mendocino County and the California Transportation Commission. To the west,
Caltrans would acquire full access control between the interchange and the bridge over
the railroad.

At the northern interchange (Quail Meadows Interchange), geotechnical constraints (e.g.
soft soils) and biological constraints (e.g. wetlands) would constrain commercial
development. Agriculture dominates land uses to the east. The parcels next to the
southwest quadrant of the interchange are within the city limits. These parcels are zoned
C-1 (Commercial), so commercial uses at these locations would be consistent with
current City planning goals. The City would review any permit applications to determine
land use consistency and what potential impacts, such as traffic congestion, could occur,
prior to issuing permits. Commercial development of these parcels could occur with or
without construction of the bypass.

Existing U.S. 101, both north and south of the proposed Quail Meadows Interchange
would be relinquished to the County in this area. The County would make any decisions
on access. The relinquished road would probably remain a conventional highway, with
driveways to parcels with frontage. The current zoning is Suburban Residential at the
parcels to the west of the existing U.S. 101 adjacent to the interchange. Commercial
development in this area would require a zoning change by the County. Most of this area
has a significant cut slope adjacent to the highway. Flat terrain on each parcel is limited,
which could pose difficulties in maximizing development of these parcels for commercial
use. There is no infrastructure to some of the parcels. While there may be some potential
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for commercial development at the northern interchange, any large-scale commercial
development would be constrained by the preceding factors, so an impact on the City’s
tax revenue is not anticipated. The Mendocino County Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) accepts applications from cities seeking to annex land within the
County that would benefit City plans and goals.

1.13 Further Reduction to Median Width

Comment: Could Caltrans design a byass with a narrower median — a 10-foot-wide
median, for example?

The proposed median is narrower than current highway design standards. Title 23 of the
U.S. Code, Federal Highways Act, Chapter 1, Section 109 states that facilities must
“adequately serve the existing and planned future traffic of the highway in a manner that
is conducive to safety, durability, and economy of maintenance.”

The current highway design standard for median width is 18.3 m (60 ft). The proposed
median would be 13.8 m (46 ft). In District 1, the median on existing U.S. 101 varies.
The median for much of U.S. 101 in District 1 is less than the proposed 13.8 m (46 ft).
However, from several miles south of Ukiah to near the junction of S.R. 20 near Calpella,
the median is 13.8 m (46 ft), and segments of U.S. 101 near Eureka have medians at or
greater than 13.8 m (46 ft). The existing short freeway section south of Willits has a
median that is 18.3 m (60 ft) wide.

A wider median provides a greater recovery area for errant vehicles than a narrower
median. According to Figure A.5 of the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide, for design
speed of 70 mph, the probability that an errant vehicle will encroach on an area 24 feet
away is about 26 percent, while the probability that it will encroach on an area 46 feet
away is only about 9 percent. A 24-foot median would likely warrant placing a median
barrier, thus reducing the clear distance to 11 feet. (A concrete barrier is 2 feet wide;
thus, placing a 2-foot wide barrier in a 24-foot median reduces the distance to the barrier
to 11 feet.) The probability that an errant vehicle would encroach in an area 11 feet away
is about 43 percent.

Many urban freeways are narrower than the proposed section. These are usually older
freeways constructed before the importance of a wide median was recognized for
providing room for errant vehicles to recover without impacting fixed objects or
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oncoming vehicles. The construction of a new freeway is required to meet current design
standards for level of service, safety, operation and maintenance.

Median barriers are installed where cross median collisions are prevalent. While the
barriers eliminate virtually all cross median collisions, they result in collisions with fixed
objects that otherwise might not occur when errant vehicles, which might recover in a
wide median, strike the barrier. The Ridgewood Grade barrier has been effective in
reducing the incidence of cross median accidents but many vehicles have collided with it.
Based on this experience, it is the design policy of Caltrans to design medians wide
enough to reduce head-on type collisions and minimize the use of barriers.

Caltrans has the authority to issue design exceptions for specific project components that
do not meet minimum design standards prescribed in the Highway Design Manual. As
stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, each of the alternatives proposed include exceptions to
minimum design standards. The highway design criteria and policies in the Highway
Design Manual provide a guide for the engineer to exercise sound judgment in applying
standards, consistent with Caltrans project development philosophy. The design
standards used for any project should equal or exceed the minimum given in the Manual
to the maximum extent feasible, taking into account costs, traffic volumes, traffic and
safety benefits, right of way, socioeconomic and environmental impacts, etc. The
philosophy provides for use of lower standards when such use best satisfies the
requirements of a given situation. Caltrans believes the proposed cross section strikes a
reasonable balance between environmental impacts, cost, and safety.

1.14 Mitigation Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources

Comment: The mitigation measures in the Draft EIS/EIR are too vague for the public to
know exactly how impacts to biological resources will be mitigated and whether
mitigation will be successful. The public should have an opportunity to review the
mitigation measures once they have been finalized.

The Draft Conceptual Mitigation Plan (DCMP) presented in the DEIS/EIR was prepared
to discuss the general approach to mitigation of biological impacts associated with the
Willits bypass. The DCMP was prepared in this manner to identify impacted resources
associated with each of the proposed alternatives and the general types of mitigation
proposed for each impacted resource.
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With the selection of the Modified Alternative J1T as the preferred alternative, a Final
Conceptual Mitigation Plan (CMP) has been prepared in consultation with the state and
federal resource agencies (FEIS/EIR, Volume 1 - Appendix L). The CMP contains
detailed information about the biological resources identified within the project area; how
these resources would be impacted by the proposed project; the avoidance and
minimization measures to be employed; and a conceptual plan for the compensatory
mitigation of project-related impacts. A final Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be
developed in concert with state and federal resource agencies, during the design phase of
the project. This plan will identify specific locations to be used for mitigation and will
include plans and specifications for implementation. In addition, Caltrans will comply
with the terms and conditions detailed in the NMFS and USFWS Biological Opinions
(FEIS/EIR, Volume 1 — Appendix D).
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
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o o1
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California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control
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16
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Mendocino County Air Quality Management District

Mendocino County Board of Supervisors
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