
COMMENTS FROM 
 
INDIVIDUALS 
 
Letters 37 through 234



 
37 Mair Alight 
 
37-1  Main Street through Willits 
will continue to be available. 
Only a facility that bypasses the 
City of Willits will meet the 
purpose and need of the project.  
A “bypass” through town would 
not be a true bypass nor would it 
relieve traffic congestion.  See 
General Response 1.10 regarding 
two-lane bypass. 
 
37-2  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic in 
central Willits.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic 
operations with Quail Meadows 
Interchange.  To further address 
local traffic, 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.  Regarding 
mitigation of impacts, the 
DEIS/EIR includes mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts of 
the proposed project. 
 
37-3  See General Response 1.10 
regarding two-lane bypass. 
 
37-4  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.” 
 
37-5  See response to Comment 
37-3.  See also Chapter 2 
(DEIS/EIR) Purpose and Need 
for Project (a four-lane facility).  
A four-lane bypass has 
consistently received support 
from Willits City Council, 
Mendocino County Board of Supervisors, Mendocino Council of Governments, North Coastal Counties Supervisors 
Association, and the California Transportation Commission. 

37-1

37-2

37-3

37-4

37-5

37-6

37-7

 



37-6  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
37-7  The issues raised by the comment letter have been adequately addressed here, and no further discussion in the 
FEIS/EIR is necessary. 
 
 

38-1 

38 Dawna Allen 
 
38-1  See General Response 1.10 
regarding two-lane bypass.  
Removing interregional traffic, 
especially truck traffic, from 
Willits city streets will improve 
conditions for residents and 
visitors who use the area for 
jogging, riding bikes, and 
walking.  Mitigation measures 
have been proposed to reduce 
impacts from the proposed 
project (Appendix A, FEIS/EIR).  

 
 
 



39 Cindy Ammendolia 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative for construction.  
See General Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
40 Sylvia Anderson 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been identified 
as the Preferred Alternative for construction.  
See General Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C.  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township second 
access road.   
 
Project phasing due to budget constraints 
would not necessarily assume construction 
of a two-lane alternative in the first phase.  
See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) on Project 
Description, Funding, and Schedule.  See 
General Response 1.10 regarding two-lane 
bypass.   
 



41 James Angell 

41-1 

41-2 
41-3 
41-4 

 
41-1  See General Response 1.9, which 
discusses why a center valley interchange is 
not being considered for this project.  See also 
response to Comment 139-7 (Karina McAbee). 
 
41-2  See General Response 1.8 regarding 
Quail Meadows Interchange.  Quail Meadows 
Interchange would not require large cuts 
because it would be built predominately on 
fill. 
 
41-3  See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
41-4  See response to Comment 34-61 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning).  A Conceptual 
mitigation  plan has been prepared for 
Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative) (Appendix L, FEIS/EIR).   
 
 



42 Scott Angell 
 
42-1  While the Draft 
404(b)(1) Alternatives 
Analysis concluded that 
Alternative LT and J1T were 
the Least Environmental 
Damaging Practicable 
Alternatives (LEDPA), the 
DEIS/EIR did not promote any 
particular alternative as the 
preferred alternative.  Since 
public circulation of the 
DEIS/EIR, Modified 
Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the preferred 
alternative. 
 
42-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  See General 
Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C. See General 
Responses 1.4 and 1.5 
regarding Willits Creek 
Restoration.  See General 
Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second 
access Road.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding Quail 
Meadows interchange.  
Regarding improving wetlands 
in the valley, the Final 
404(b)(1) Alternatives 
Analysis concludes that, of the 
build alternatives, Alternative L/C would result in the highest magnitude of impacts to valley wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S. 

42-1 

42-2 

42-3 

 
42-3  Local citizens who have expressed support for the hybrid Alternative L/C appear to be based principally on an 
understanding that only a Truck Scales Interchange would accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails Township 
second access road.  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road.  See also 
General Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations at Quail Meadows Interchange.  The comment is correct that 
Mendocino County has pledged over $17 million to the construction of a bypass; however, the County has not 
expressed its preference for any alternative but issued its support for Caltrans to study the Modified Alternative J1T. 



43 Warren Archer 

43-1 

43-2 

43-3 

43-4 

43-5 

 
43-1  Although all of the proposed build 
alternatives include a connection with S.R. 
20, the comment refers to an extension of 
S.R. 20 from the current in-town intersection 
to a center valley interchange.  See General 
Response 1.9 regarding center valley 
interchange. 
 
43-2  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  Mr. Wagenet presented 
information concerning the hybrid 
Alternative L/C to the PDT on a number of 
occasions.  See General Response 1.3 
regarding Alternative L/C.  See General 
Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access road.   
 
43-3  Comment noted. 
 
43-4  The comment does not pertain to the 
proposed project. 
 
43-5  See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for project 
schedule.   
 



44 John Arlich 

44-1 

44-2 

44-3 

 
44-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  See General Response 1.3 
regarding Alternative L/C.  General 
Response 1.10 discusses reasons a two-lane 
bypass does not meet the purpose and need 
of the project. 
 
44-2  Comment noted.  Caltrans traffic 
studies of existing conditions are the basis 
for the purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass. 
 
44-3  Caltrans and FHWA appreciate the 
public’s comments.  To keep the public 
informed about the project, newsletters are 
mailed periodically.  Also, check the District 
1 Willits Bypass website for project updates 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/willi
ts/index.htm.  To be added to the project 
mailing list, contact John Bulinski, Project 
Manager at (707) 441-5729.
 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/willits/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/willits/index.htm


45 Holly Barnard 
 
45-1  Visual and noise studies 
concluded that the impacts are not 
significant and unavoidable.  See 
General Response 1.10, which 
supplements the DEIS/EIR 
discussion on why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project.  
Passing lanes would improve LOS 
on a two-lane facility; however, 
passing lanes would be required in 
both the northbound and 
southbound directions. A segment 
with a passing lane would 
necessarily require three lanes. The 
Willits Bypass alternative 
alignments are approximately 8-10 
ha (5-6 mi) in length. According to 
the American Association of State 
Highway Officials (AASHTO) 
Green Book – a manual for 
highway facility design – passing 
lanes would need to a be up to 3 ha 
(2 mi) in length to be effective.  A 
two-lane bypass with passing lanes 
in both directions would require 
three lane segments for most of the 
the bypass length; consequently 
construction impacts and right of 
way requirements would be close 
to that of a four-lane facility. 
 
Level of Service is explained in 
Section 2.2.2 (DEIS/EIR).  See also 
response to Comment 34-11 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning).  Support for a four-lane facility, which is listed in 
Section 2.6 (DEIS/EIR), has not changed. 

45-1 

45-2 

 
Without a change in design speed, curves would be the same radii on a two-lane road as on a four-lane road.  
Caltrans believes that 110 km/h is the appropriate design speed for this highway.  Thus, there is no reason to believe 
a two-lane bypass could “curve around existing ‘trouble spots’” any better than a four-lane could. 
 
45-2  General Response 1.3 explains why Alternative E3 is not the preferred alternative for construction.  Among 
these reasons are highly unstable soils and potential adverse impacts to fisheries, as noted in the comment.  To 
minimize potential sediment discharge into the creeks for any of the alternatives, Caltrans is required to develop a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that are 
acceptable for the state and federal resources agencies. 
 
 



45-3  Some mitigation measures 
including stream bank stabilization 
will begin prior to roadbed 
construction.  The revised southern 
interchange will require some stream 
work at Haehl Creek near the bridges-
-lining the channel with rock slope 
protection, eliminating the large drop-
off where the existing culvert 
discharges several feet above the 
stream bed, and possibly other 
stabilization work.  Also, with 
Modified Alternative J1T 
approximately 2,800 feet of the 
ephemeral creek channel that drains 
north from the Schmidbaur’s 
property, on the east side of the 
existing fill area, may be realigned.  
This is not a fish-bearing stream, nor 
does it flow into a fish-bearing 
stream, so NMFS does not have a 
concern (Tom Daugherty, pers. 
comm.). The reconstructed channel 
would be adequately designed to 
contain normal water flows and 
would be planted with riparian vegetation.   

45-3 

45-4 

45-5 

 
45-4  See response to Comment 45-2. 
 
45-5  See response to Comment 45-2. 
 
 
 



46 Frank and Erla Barr 

46-1 

46-3 

46-2 

 
46-1  See General Response 
1.4 and 1.5 regarding Willits 
Creek Restoration. 
 
46-2  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access road.  
Also, any of the valley 
alternatives will reduce 
congestion on Main Street and 
Redwood Highway, thus 
improving traffic conditions 
between Brooktrails and the 
bypass.   
 
46-3  See response to 
Comment 12-16 (Brooktrails 
Community Services District). 
 



47 Carol Kuhling Barrett 

47-1 

47-2 

47-3 

 
47-1  See General Response 1.10, 
which supplements the DEIS/EIR 
discussion on why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the purpose 
and need for the project.   
 
47-2  See responses to Comments 33-
12 (Sierra Club Mendo Lake Group) 
and 59-2 (Greg Byers).  No change to 
the DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
47-3  See responses to Comments 30-
1 and 30-3 (Mendocino Forest 
Watch).  No change to the DEIS/EIR 
is required. 
 
 
 



47-6 

47-5 

47-4 

47-4  See response to Comment 34-
48 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning).  No change to the 
DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
47-5  See response to Comment 34-
47 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning).  No change to the 
DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
47-6  No abatement or mitigation 
measures were proposed for business 
loss or noise because Caltrans 
Community Impact Assessment and 
Noise studies concluded, 
respectively, that the impacts to these 
resources would be minimal.  
Mitigation measures proposed in the 
DEIS/EIR will reduce impacts to 
visual resources.  Reducing the four-
lane bypass to two lanes would not 
reduce the footprint by half because 
of necessary design components such 
as shoulders, side slopes and drainage 
facilities.   
 



47-7  See response to Comment 22-
3 (Mendocino County Farm 
Bureau). 47-7 

47-8 

47-9 

47-10

 
47-8  See response to Comment 34-
11 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning).  The Route Concept 
Report (RCR) is a concept for 
construction of highway 
improvements for the 20-yr 
planning horizon, and beyond.  
Two Route 101 segments of 
existing 2-lane highway are no 
longer proposed for improvement 
projects in the October 2002 RCR.  
These segments differ from the 
Willits Bypass in a number of 
ways, for example they traverse 
through State Parks, have relatively 
low traffic volumes, have little 
local road access needs, and little 
support exists for the expensive 
improvements required to upgrade 
these segments to 4-lanes.  Finally, 
in the foreseeable future, we do not 
expect these segments to require 4-
lanes due to increased traffic 
volumes.  However, if conditions 
change, the RCR could change to 
address future needs. 
 
47-9  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
47-10  See General Response 1.10, which supplements the DEIS/EIR discussion on why a two-lane alternative does 
not meet the purpose and need for the project.  



48 Andrea Beene 
 
48-1  Some of the construction 
activities performed in the late 1960's 
have had impacts to some of the 
drainage systems in the Willits 
Valley.  Caltrans has initiated 
restoration projects to mitigate these 
impacts.  Construction of the 
proposed bypass has a potential for 
additional impacts, however, there 
have been significant improvements 
to methods and technologies over the 
past 40 years in the field of erosion 
and sediment control.  This project 
will incorporate some of these 
techniques to address these erosion 
concerns and, in addition, project 
monitoring will be used to identify 
and resolve failures or unanticipated 
problems that may occur.  
Furthermore, requirements from 
resource agencies, in particular the 
State Water Resources Control 
Board, require the installation of Best 
Management Practices to control and 
prevent erosion to protect water 
resources. 
 
48-2  Mitigation Measure BIO-23 
(DEIS/EIR) describes measures that 
will be taken to prevent the 
introduction and spread of toxic and 
invasive plant species. 
 
48-3  Regarding success of oak tree 
mitigation, see responses to Comments 26-3 (California Oak Foundation) and 27-3 (California Native Plant 
Society). 

48-1 

48-2 

48-3 

48-4 

 
48-4  The proposed viaducts, of over a mile in length, and bridged creek crossings will provide under-crossings for 
wildlife.   
 
 
 



49 Virginia Belt 

49-1 

49-2 

49-3 

 
The following individuals submitted 
copies of the same form letter: 
 
Barden, Fred 
Belt, Robert 
Belt, Virginia 
Belt, Bonita and Steven Drake 
Borras, Tania 
Braden, Delores 
Cunningham, Alice and Jack 
Fenton, Patricia, Jack and Willy 
Roddick, Gertel 
Wolfe, Jeanne 
Yee, Brenda 
Zimmerman, Paul 
 
49-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.  See 
General Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C.   
 
49-2  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations at northern 
interchanges.   
 
49-3  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek restoration. 
 
 
 
 



Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by 
 () on Tuesday, August 27, 2002 at 00:18:48 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

S1: August 26, 2002 
 
Dear Cher Daniels and crew, 

 
Thanks for bringing the Willits bypass exhibit to town last month. I 
really appreciated the number of bright, knowledgeable people who 
were involved and the amount of thought, energy, and money that has 
gone into the project. (Excellent refreshments, too!)  I was impressed by 
its comprehensiveness, not to mention the sheer number of factors that 
need to be taken into consideration. It did a lot to dispel the mantra I 
keep hearing repeated that Caltrans doesn’t care about the people of 
Willits or the effect of a bypass on the town. I spent the time trying to 
take in as much information as I could. I presented some of my thoughts 
and concerns to your reps and appreciated hearing their comments and 
constraints. I confess that the enormity of the project makes my head 
spin! 
 
First, let me say that I have no particular agenda (other than going nuts 
in the summer fighting the RVs and lumber trucks). My husband and I 
moved to Brooktrails from Oakland 4 years ago and we do not 
personally know anyone who will be impacted by any of the proposed 
bypass routes. I appreciate the concerns of the Environmental Center 
folks and know that their hearts are in the right place, but find them 
sometimes on the fanatical side. Likewise, I appreciate Hal Wagenet’s 
concerns, ‘tho I have a problem with his pushing the L-C Alignment as 
“good for Willits” without ever issuing a disclaimer that his property 
would be seriously affected by the Quail Meadows interchange. (I am, 
however, impressed that instead of griping like everyone else, he’s put 
serious effort into creating a solution, and I did vote for him in the last 
election as the least objectionable choice.) 
 
Ok, so here’s what I think. If a mega-freeway were to go through the 
beautiful valley and bisect this community, it would break my heart. 
When we moved here and heard about the bypass, I just assumed that 
since this is a small, rural community, it would be a 2- or 4-lane, ground 
level, limited access rural highway similar to what’s on the Ridgewood 
Grade or the stretch of 101 between Novato and Santa Rosa, something 
to move the traffic around the bottleneck at the traffic lights—not an 
elevated 4-lane freeway.  And I still don’t understand the need for one. 

 
No one I asked could give me a good reason why the road couldn’t be 
ground level. Flooding in the valley was mentioned, but that’s rare and 
traffic could be routed through Willits if that occurs. Or a dike-type of 
elevated roadbed could solve this problem. Wetlands were mentioned, 
but the freeway would go in the same place and be far larger, and its 
extensive construction (wider, higher, more materials, more men, more 
heavy equipment) would cause a far greater impact on the land than a 50 
mph highway. And the amount of mitigation required would be far less.

50-1 

50-2 

50-3 

50 Trish Benedict 
 
50-1  Comment noted.  General 
Response 1.3 explains why the 
hybrid Alternative L/C is not the 
preferred alternative for 
construction. 
 
50-2  The project must be 
designed so that it does not result 
in changes in flood flow that 
would result in property damage 
or destruction.  Portions of the 
bypass are on viaduct to avoid 
impacts due to floodplain 
encroachment and on structures 
where the facility crosses local 
roads.  Page 5-50 (DEIS/EIR) 
explains the design measures, 
such as viaduct and equalizing 
culverts that will be incorporated 
into the project to avoid 
floodplain impacts such as flow 
obstructions.  Please see Chapter 
2 of the DEIS/EIR regarding the 
project purpose and need. 
 
50-3  See response to Comment 
50-2. 
 
 



50-4  The project would not impact 
community cohesiveness.  Willits 
will continue to be the largest 
community in this area, and will 
continue to draw residents of 
outlying areas to its retail 
establishments, government 
facilities, and employment 
opportunities. Access to Willits 
from outlying areas will not be 
affected by the proposed project.  
 
A bypass built to modern roadway 
standards would improve 
community cohesion within the 
City of Willits, particularly to users 
of Main Street north of the existing 
S.R. 20 intersection, by eliminating 
the noise and congestion associated 
with large trucks and through 
traffic. 
 
50-5  See responses to Comment 9-
2 (City of Willits Mayor’s Office).  
General Responses 1.7 and 1.8 
discuss traffic conditions at 
Sherwood Road and in front of the 
high school with and without the 
bypass.   
 
50-6  General Response 1.3 
explains why Alternative E3 is not 
the preferred alternative for 
construction.  See General Response 1.10 regarding two-lane bypass.  See response to Comment 50-2.   

I’m sure that when you think of “Willits”, you think of the town 
center, but Willits is the entire valley. We live in Brooktrails, but 
we also live in Willits. There’s another large community of 
Willits residents in the valley and another across the valley in 
Pine Mountain. Willits is a relatively small valley that pulls the 
small communities together. Other bypassed towns like Ukiah 
and Cloverdale have much larger valleys that create a natural 
separation of the outlying communities from the town center. 
Putting a freeway through this beautiful valley would destroy our 
community, not to mention the tranquility that many of us sought 
here. 
 
There are many other considerations with all of the valley 
alignments, such as the Hwy 20 traffic still not being dealt with, 
lack of a solution for getting southbound vehicles up Sherwood 
Road (if they get off the bypass north of town they have to 
negotiate the impossibly tight 40° right turn or go to the south 
interchange and fight their way back upstream to Sherwood.). 
 
My husband enumerated all of these concerns in our letter, and 
we stated that E-3 was the alignment that made the most sense. 
But I just wanted to add that E-3 is the best *freeway* 
alternative, but I’d still prefer to see a smaller bypass. Either the 
2-lane option or a ground level highway with limited-access cross 
traffic. A RURAL alternative. 
 
Thanks for listening to my comments. 
 
Trish Benedict 
PO Box 26 
Willits, CA  95490

50-4 

50-5 

50-6 

 



51 P. A. Blakley 
 
The following individuals submitted duplicates 
of the following letter: 
 
Bender, Jennifer and Geoffrey 
Blakley, Patricia 
Kirkpatrick, Kathleen and Robert 
Schlichting, Ursula 
 
Section 7.1, Final Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix G, FEIS/EIR) concluded that 
construction of Alternative E3 would have the 
greatest potential to impact the overall 
environment; therefore, Alternative E3 is no 
longer under consideration for construction.   
 



52-1 

52-2 

52-3 

52-4 

52-5 

52 Marilyn Boosinger 
 
52-1  See response to Comment 30-1 
(Mendocino Forest Watch). 
 
52-2  See General Response 1.10, 
which supplements the DEIS/EIR 
discussion on why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the purpose 
and need for the project.  See 
response to Comment 73-5 (Mary 
Delaney).   
 
52-3  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road. 
 
52-4  See Geneal Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
52-5  The issues raised by the 
comment letter have been adequately 
addressed in this Volume 2 
Responses to Comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
53 Betsy Robinson Bosch 
 
See General Response 1.10 for a 
discussion of a two-lane bypass and 
why it does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project.  A 20-year design 
period is used to determine future 
traffic conditions.  A two-lane facility 
will provide an LOS “D” at peak hour 
in 2008 and deteriorate with 
additional traffic.  There are no long-
term air quality impacts due to the 
project (see FEIS/EIR Section 3.12).  
The DEIS/EIR proposed mitigation 
measures for short-term construction 
impacts (Section 5.12, DEIS/EIR).  
See also FEIS/EIR Section 3.18.4 for 
short-term construction impacts to 
Air Quality. 
 



54 Robert E. Bouley 
 
The following individuals submitted the 
same or similar letter: 
 
Bouley, Robert 
Dudley, George 
Kirisella, Pam and Larry 
Page, Darrold 
Persico, Charles 
Smith, Gail 
Thomen, David 
 
54-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  See General Response 1.3 
regarding Alternatives C1T and L/C.  The 
Final 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
concludes that both Alternatives C1T and 
L/C would result in adverse impacts to 
valley wetlands and other Waters of the 
U.S., as well as potentially adverse 
impacts to salmonids and their habitat. 
 
54-2  Comment noted.  Noise abatement 
is not being considered for Modified 
Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative). See Section 3.11 (FEIS/EIR) 
for the results of the Noise study for 
Modified Alternative J1T.  If noise 
abatement (soundwalls) were proposed, 
consideration must be given to the 
opinions of the adjacent resident owners.  Noise abatement is not provided if 50 percent or more of the affected 
residents do not want it. 

54-1 

54-2 

54-3 

54-4 

 
54-3  Comment noted.  Caltrans traffic studies of existing conditions are the basis for the purpose and need for the 
proposed four-lane bypass project. 
 
54-4  Comment noted. Interchanges are proposed at Haehl Creek, at the south end of the project and at Quail 
Meadows, at the north end of the project.  See General Response 1.9 regarding a center valley interchange. 
 
 
 
 



55 George and Ann Brott 

55-1 

55-2 

55-3 

55-4 

55-5 

55-6 

 
55-1  The DEIS/EIR examined 
Alternatives LT and C1T using a 
nodal, or segmental, analysis 
(DEIS/EIR page 1-6).  Because the 
segments of each alternative were 
examined at an equal level of detail, 
any recombined, or hybrid, 
alternative was examined sufficiently 
(see response to Comment 12-2 
Brooktrails Township CSD).  See 
General Response1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C.  Modified 
Alternative J1T has been identified as 
the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.   
 
See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access 
road. 
 
55-2  See response to Comment 55-1. 
 
55-3  See General Responses 1.4 and 
1.5 regarding Willits Creek 
Restoration. 
 
55-4  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations at the 
northern interchanges. 



55-5  See General Response 1.9 
regarding a center valley 
interchange.  Construction of 
the bypass will remove 
interregional traffic from Main 
Street.  To further address local 
traffic, 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.  See response to 
Comment 37-2 (Mair Alight). 

55-6 cont. 

 
55-6  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with 
the Quail Meadows 
Interchange.  See General 
Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road. 
 
 
 
 
 

56-1 

 
56 Myrtle Brown 
 
56-1  Comment noted.  Caltrans traffic 
studies of existing conditions are the basis 
for the purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass.  Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) 
discusses the current estimated project 
schedule.



57 Robert and Lisa Burgess 
 
57-1  In order for a historic building to 
be protected under CEQA or Section 
106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, it must meet certain 
specific criteria for the California 
Register of Historic Places, the National 
Register of Historic Places, or as an 
important property under CEQA.  These 
criteria must be met in terms of how 
significant it is architecturally or 
historically and whether or not it retains 
what is called the "integrity" of its 
original state, that is, whether it retains 
its original design or materials, among 
other factors.  A qualified Caltrans 
architectural historian evaluated the 
Schmidbauer property in 1991.  She 
visited the ranch to record the ranch 
buildings, conducted an oral history 
interview with Josephine Schmidbauer, 
and conducted other historic research on 
farms in the Willits area.  She concluded 
that, while the house and property have a 
long history in Willits, it does not meet 
the level of historical or architectural 
significance required to be eligible for 
the California and National Registers.  
In addition, alterations over time have 
affected its original appearance, so that 
it no longer meets the technical criterion 
of "integrity," described above. 
 
A subsequent review of the initial evaluation of this property was completed during the second phase of the Willits 
Bypass Project by a qualified Caltrans architectural historian in 2000.  His review of the documentation concurred 
with the conclusions in the 1991 evaluation that the Schmidbauer property was not eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places and was not a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA, as would be necessary to be 
considered for avoidance or mitigation. 

57-1

57-2

57-3

57-4

57-5

 
57-2  Noise abatement was considered in areas where traffic noise impacts, above the required threshold, were 
predicted, and noise abatement was not considered feasible and reasonable.  See also responses to Comments 73-5 
(Mary Delaney) and 116-1 (Richard Jeske).   
 
57-3  See response to Comment 48-1 (Andrea Beene). 
 
57-4  The Upper Haehl Creek Interchange, for the valley alternatives, has been redesigned from a trumpet to a 
diamond-style interchange.  The revision would allow access to the Schmidbauer Ranch from the east side of the 
interchange through an existing private road opening in access control. 
 
57-5  See General Response 1.9 regarding a center valley interchange.  Alternatives C1T, J1T, Modified J1T, and 
LT would reduce the amount of traffic on Main Street in Willits, which would also benefit traffic using S.R. 20.  The 
Preferred Alternative (Modified Alternative J1T) will accommodate a second access to Brooktrails Township and, as 
with all the other alternatives that were considered, it removes interregional traffic from Main Street, thus reducing 
traffic and safety hazards in downtown Willits.   



 
58 Bruce Burton 

58-1 

58-2 

 
58-1  Although all of the proposed 
build alternatives include a 
connection with S.R. 20, the 
comment refers to an extension of 
S.R. 20 from the current in-town 
intersection to a center valley 
interchange.  See General Response 
1.9 regarding a center valley 
interchange.   
 
58-2  See General Response 1.3 
regarding Alternative L/C.  Modified 
Alternative J1T has been identified as 
the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.   
 
Of the proposed build alternatives, 
Alternative E3 rather than L/C would 
have the highest number of four-lane 
miles.  The comment regarding 
impact on “Willits circulation” may 
be a reference to the Truck Scales 
Interchange versus the Quail 
Meadows Interchange.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
 



58A R. Edward Burton 
 
58A  We would like to express our sympathies 
regarding your wife’s accident.  See General 
Response 1.3 regarding Alternative L/C.  Modified 
Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.



59 Gregg Byers 

59-1 

59-2 

59-3 

59-4 

 
59-1  See response to Comment 73-
1 (Mary Delaney). 
 
59-2  It is very difficult to quantify 
a “perceived” impact.  To one 
individual any change in noise 
levels may be significant and to 
another individual a 15 dB or 20dB 
increase may be the level of 
significance.  To help cope with 
this difference, a standard has been 
developed and all projects are 
subject to the same rules and levels.   
 
59-3  Model calibration is only 
practicable on an existing highway 
where the alignment and profile are 
not expected to change 
significantly.  The Leq(h) noise 
descriptor is the noise descriptor 
used on all projects nationwide 
where there are federal funds 
involved.   
 
59-4  Sound32 does not take into 
account a number of variables 
including weather; at this time 
there are no approved noise models 
that can take into account these 
variables.  Sound32 is based on the 
federal noise model contained in 
FHWA –RD-77-108 –FHWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction 
Model 
 
 
 



59-5  NEPA and CEQA both 
have language allowing either the 
federal agency in the case of 
NEPA or the lead agency in the 
case of CEQA to set levels of 
significance.  Downsizing the 
project and reducing the speed 
from 65 mph to 50 mph would 
reduce the noise level by 1 and 2 
dBA, assuming the traffic 
volumes and mix remained the 
same.  See response to Comment 
73-5 (Mary Delaney). 

59-5 

 
 



60 Dean Cail 

60-1 

60-2 

60-3 

 
60-1  Comment noted.  
Existing traffic conditions, as 
noted by the comment, as well 
as projected traffic conditions 
on Main Street in Willits 
support the need for a four-
lane bypass.  
 
60-2  See General Response 
1.3 Alternative L/C (Wild Oat 
Canyon proposal) and General 
Response 1.10 regarding two-
lane alternative. 
 
60-3  See General Response 
1.9 regarding a center valley 
interchange.  See Geneal 
Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  Both S.R. 20 
traffic and Brooktrails traffic 
were considered in the traffic 
studies conducted for the 
proposed bypass project.  The 
Bypass will reduce overall 
traffic volumes on Main Street 
by up to a 40% in the future.  
S.R. 20 traffic will continue to 
travel on south Main Street 
through Willits; however, 70% 
of the traffic on south Main 
Street will be local traffic.  See 
also responses to Comment 
220-5 and 220-6 (Dave Watts). 
 
 
 



61 Gladys L. Campbell 

61-1 

61-2 

61-3 

 
61-1  Comment noted.  Caltrans 
traffic studies of existing conditions 
are the basis for the purpose and need 
for a proposed four-lane bypass.  See 
response to Comment 34-11 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning) for a 
comparison of traffic conditions 
between a two-lane and a four-lane 
facility.   
 
61-2  See General Response 1.3 
regarding Alternative L/C.  See 
Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR) for a 
description of Modified Alternative 
J1T, the Preferred Alternative, which 
would result in the least overall 
environmental harm of the build 
alternatives, accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails Township 
second access road, and meets the 
purpose and need for the proposed 
bypass project. 
 
61-3  Caltrans and FHWA appreciate 
the public’s comments on the 
DEIS/EIR and the project.   
 
 



62 Martha Carol 
 
62-1  See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
62-2  Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic on Main Street thereby 
improving local traffic conditions.  See 
General Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C.  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.   
 
62-3  See General Response 1.9 regarding 
a center valley interchange. 
 
62-4  The peak hour volume of traffic in 
each direction of S.R. 20 will be between 
200-300 vehicles. Between these relatively 
low volumes and bypass traffic that is 
diverted away from the intersection of 
Main Street and S.R. 20, the congestion 
should be substantially reduced.  See 
General Response 1.10 regarding why a 
two-lane bypass does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project to serve 
interregional traffic within the project area.   
 
62-5  The footprint of the bypass would 
not be 250 feet.  See Section 3.3 
(DEIS/EIR) and Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR 
for the project description.  Two lanes of 
traffic plus shoulders would be constructed 
for each direction of traffic; the full width 
of each direction of paving would be about 11.7 m (about 38 ft) in width.  These two roadbeds would be separated 
by a 10.8 m (35 ft) median, most of which would be unpaved, plus 1.5 m (5 ft) inside shoulders.  The total width 
from the outside edge of the northbound pavement to the outside edge of the southbound pavement would be about 
34.3 m (112 ft) including the unpaved median.  The height of the roadway above the surrounding ground would 
establish the side slope width.  The actual “footprint” of the roadway would generally be 27 to 36 m (90 to 120 ft).  
Added to this is width for drainage facilities, maintenance access, and buffer width to the right of way.  Road 
crossings would have to be approximately 7 m (23 ft) high at Center Valley Road and Commercial Street.  The 
viaduct will be its highest where it has to cross the railroad tracks at the north segment, approximately 13 m (42 ft).  
During detailed design, Caltrans will make every effort to minimize the height of the bypass.   

62-1 

62-2 

62-3 

62-4 

62-5 

 
With the exception of Alternative E-3, which would require the most earthwork of any of the alternatives, all other 
alternatives offer a variety of visual experiences.  Each alternative contains segments of near grade alignment as 
well as raised sections and structures.  The visual impacts of each segment were assessed with appropriate 
mitigation measures tailored to viewers of each area.  Therefore, not all portions of an alternative were found to 
contain similar visual impacts.  Additionally, the visual impacts of the current congested highway, along with more 
future congestion without the project, were weighed against the visual impacts of the proposed project. 
 
See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 



62-6 

62-7 

62-6  A two-lane alternative is 
not under consideration for 
construction.  See General 
Response 1.10 regarding a two-
lane alternative.  See also 
response to Comment 73-5 
(Mary Delaney).  Caltrans will 
investigate new pavement 
technologies to reduce noise as 
design proceeds. 

 
62-7  Caltrans and FHWA are 
confident in the adequacy of the 
DEIS/EIR and that we have 
provided reasonable opportunity 
for public involvement during the 
planning and development of this 
project.  Our coordination with 
our local partners is continuing 
and will remain an important 
component of the project through 
construction, mitigation, 
monitoring, and maintenance of 
the facility.  

 
 

63 George and Louise Carter "George & Louise Carter" 
<glcarter@direcway.com> 

08/22/2002 05:02 PM 

 

To:  <nancy_mackenzie@dot.ca.gov> 
 

 
This is to express our strong support that Caltrans build the Highway 
101  by-pass around Willits, BUT ONLY WITH THE FOLLOWING 
CONSIDERATIONS.  We  must lessen, not increase, traffic at the 
currently dangerous intersection  of Hwy 101 (Main Street) and 
Sherwood Road.  Traffic bottlenecks now occur  several times each 
day.  Sherwood Road is the only paved exit for the  thousands who 
live in Brooktrails, northwest of the City of Willits, and an  increase in 
congestion at the intersection will endanger our lives.   Caltrans 
proposal #1 currently before us will dramatically increase the number  
of sharp left turns from Sherwood Road to enter 101, and sharp right 
turns from  101 to enter Sherwood Road thus causing untold risk and 
slowing of  traffic. 
 
A by-pass interchange north of Willits to connect with the proposed 
second  Brooktrails access road is the only feasible plan that 
adequately addresses our  concern. 
 
George & Louise Carter 
4050 Ridge Circle 
Willits, CA 95490 
707-459-4545 

63-1

63-2

 
63-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic 
on Main Street in Willits.  To 
further address local traffic, 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.  See 
General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations 
with the Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 
 
63-2  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access road.  



See General Response 1.3 regarding Alternative L/C (Truck Scales Interchange) and General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with Quail Meadows interchange. 
 
 
  

 
"P Cartwright" 
<pcartwright@pacific.net> 

08/25/2002 03:52 PM 

 
To:  
<nancy_mackenzie@dot.ca.gov>

 

 
I have been a resident of Willits almost all of my  life and 
can't believe how long it has taken to get a Bypass around 
Willits and  what is happening presently regarding it.  My 
office is just above 101  Highway near the Hospital, and I 
witness congested traffic, crashes, fender  benders, 
screeching brakes, road rage and the situation is getting 
worse each  day.  Not to mentioned when I HAVE to drive in 
it!! 
 
Unfortunately, the silent majority just isn't speaking  up.  
Well, I am now, and I am opposed to a two-lane highway.  I 
can't  believe it is even being considered and that some of 
those very people  suggesting it are so interested in the 
beauty of our Valley that they would want  an ugly concrete 
divider sticking up in a two-lane road running down the 
center  of the Valley.  Amazing!! 
 
A four-lane highway with a center divided area with some 
type of landscaping is what we need!  TIME!!  It is now time 
to get serious and build the FOUR-LANE BYPASS!  
Enough! 
 
P.J. Cartwright 
P.O. Box 1173 
Willits, Ca 95490 

 

64-1 

64-2 

64 P. Cartwright 
 
64-1  Comment noted.  See General 
Response 1.10 regarding a two lane bypass.  
 
64-2  Comment noted.  It is the design 
policy of Caltrans to include, on freeways, 
medians wide enough to reduce head-on 
type collisions and minimize the use of 
barriers.  A freeway facility with four-lanes 
and an appropriately sized median ensures 
adequate LOS and public safety. 
 



65 Lea Cassady 
 
65-1  Significant 
unavoidable impacts 
associated with various 
alternatives are identified 
in Section 6.4 
(DEIS/EIR).  The 
Modified Alternative J1T 
would have no significant 
unavoidable impacts, as 
all significant impacts 
associated with this 
alternative would be 
mitigated to a less than 
significant level (see 
FEIS/EIR, Section 1.8). 
Caltrans is confident in the 
adequacy of the impact 
conclusions presented in 
the technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for 
this project. See General 
Response 1.11.  See also 
Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR), 
which describes Modified 
Alternative J1T, the 
preferred alternative.  Of 
the build alternatives 
considered in the 
DEIS/EIR, Modified 
Alternative J1T has the 
least overall 
environmental impact. 
 
65-2  Caltrans’ analysis of 
a two-lane bypass 
concluded that it would 
not meet the purpose and need of the project, and therefore, it was not included as an alternative in the DEIS/EIR.  
See General Response 1.10. 

65-1 

65-2 

65-3 

65-4 

65-5 

 
65-3  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
65-4  See response to Comment 139-7 (Karina McAbee).   
 
65-5  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
 



66 Lorene Cave 
 
66-1  Comment noted.  Caltrans 
traffic studies of existing conditions 
are the basis for the purpose and need 
for a proposed four-lane bypass.  The 
Modified Alternative J1T, which lies 
east of Willits, is the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
66-2  Caltrans and FHWA undertook 
a lengthy and detailed process with 
local and county representatives and 
with resource agencies to determine 
which alternative would have the 
least overall harm to the environment.  
See Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) Public 
Participation, Comments and 
Coordination. 
 
66-3  Comment noted.  See response 
to Comment 34-47 (Willits Citizens 
for Good Planning) regarding 
economic impacts of bypassing a 
community. 
 
66-4  Comment noted. 
 
66-5  The comment is correct in 
noting that delays in constructing the 
bypass result in increased cost due to 
factors such as inflation. 
 
66-6  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with the 
Quail Meadows Interchange.   
 
66-7  Alternative C1T is the only 
build alternative under consideration 
located east of Bray Road.  General 
Response 1.3 explains why 
Alternative C1T is not the preferred alternative for construction.  Modified J1T, the Preferred Alternative, lies just 
east of Baechtel Creek, to the west of Bray Road.   

66-3 

66-1 

66-4 

66-5 

66-2 

66-6 

66-7 

 



67 Colleen [last name illegible] 

67-1 

67-2 

67-3 

 
The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter: 
 
Jacobs, Kathy 
LeFan, John 
Long, Freddie 
Marianchild, Kate 
Rhodes, Judi 
Strong, Madge 
Withey, Lori 
Woolsey, Ron 
[last name illegible], Colleen 
 
67-1  The project proposes 
mitigation measures to avoid, 
minimize, rectify, reduce, and 
compensate for impacts to 
resources affected as a result of 
the project.  See Appendix A, 
FEIS/EIR. 
 
67-2  Significant unavoidable 
impacts are identified in Section 
6.4 (DEIS/EIR).  Caltrans is 
confident in the adequacy of the 
impact conclusions presented in 
the technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this 
project.  See General Response 
1.11. 
 
67-3.  See General Response 
1.10 regarding a two-lane 
bypass.  See General Response 
1.9 regarding a center valley 
interchange.   
 
 
 



68 Carol Cox 

68-1 

68-2 

 
68-1  Noise levels will increase 
in some areas.  How an 
individual perceives these noise 
levels varies and makes it 
impossible to determine, outside 
of comparing them with a given 
standard, what is or is not an 
impact.  See also response to 
Comment 73-5 (Mary Delaney). 
 
68-2  Caltrans’ analysis of a two-
lane bypass concluded that it 
would not meet the purpose and 
need of the project, and 
therefore, it was not included as 
an alternative in the DEIS/EIR.  
See General Response 1.10.   
 
 
 



68-3  Caltrans is confident in 
the adequacy of the impact 
conclusions presented in the 
technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this 
project.  Significant 
unavoidable impacts are 
identified in Section 6.4 
(DEIS/EIR).  The preferred 
alternative, Modified J1T, 
would have no unavoidable 
significant impacts, as all 
significant impacts 
associated with this 
alternative would be 
mitigated to a less than 
significant level.  See 
FEIS/EIR, Section 1.8.  See 
also General Response 1.11. 

68-3 

68-4 

68-5 

 
68-4  See General Response 
1.9 regarding a center valley 
interchange.   
 
68-5  Caltrans’ analysis of a 
two-lane bypass concluded 
that it would not meet the 
purpose and need of the 
project, and therefore, it was 
not included as an 
alternative in the DEIS/EIR.  
See General Response 1.10.   
 
 



69 Fred G. Crampton 
 
A two-lane bypass is not considered a 
reasonable or feasible alternative for the 
proposed bypass project for a number of 
reasons.  Caltrans’ analysis of a two-
lane bypass concluded that it would not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project, and therefore, it was not 
included as an alternative in the 
DEIS/EIR.  See General Response 1.10.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
70 Bill Cronk 

70-1

70-2

 
70-1  Businesses that serve 
through customers will 
continue to serve drivers using 
U.S. 101 who need services, 
such as gas, food, and lodging. 
After construction of the 
Preferred Alternative 
(Modified Alternative J1T), 
tourist and truck traffic bound 
for S.R. 20 would continue to 
use south Main Street.   
 
70-2  See General Response 
1.9 regarding a center valley 
interchange.



71 Lee Davis 
 
The two-lane segment of U.S. 101 north of 
Hopland and in front of the Retech industrial 
plant is no longer operating well.  This 
segment of U.S. 101 is part of the Hopland 
Bypass project.  Caltrans, MCOG and the 
local community are in support of improving 
this segment of U.S. 101 to four lanes 
because of high collision rates, operational 
conflicts and increasing traffic volumes. 
 
Caltrans’ analysis of a two-lane bypass 
concluded that it would not meet the 
purpose and need of the project, and 
therefore, it was not included as an 
alternative in the DEIS/EIR.  See General 
Response 1.10.   
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for construction.  General Response 1.3 
discusses why Alternative L/C (Truck Scales Interchange) is not the preferred alternative for construction. 
 
 
72 D. Deines 
 
Caltrans’ analysis of a two-lane 
bypass concluded that it would not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project, and therefore, it was not 
included as an alternative in the 
DEIS/EIR.  See General Response 
1.10.  
 
Regarding “disrupting the 
environmental integrity” of the 
valley, reducing a four-lane bypass to 
two lanes would not reduce the 
footprint substantially because of 
necessary design components such as 
shoulders, side slopes, and drainage 
facilities.   
 
 
 



73 Mary Delaney 
 
The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter: 
 
Abbott, Jeanene 
A’Dair, Mike 
Anchordoguy, Rosalie 
Bear, Don 
Bird, Rosalie 
Bruce, Erica 
Byers, Gregory 
Byers, Susan 
Camp, Jane and Walter 
Caraway, Vicki 
Caraway, William 
Carni, Peter 
Cornell, Patricia 
Craig, Paul 
Craig, Thayer 
Dale, Eric 
DeBisschop, Scott 
De Beauvoir, Milana 
Diamond, Jed and Carlin 
Downing, Karla 
D’Terra, Donna 
Estabrook, Sarah 
Ferri-Taylor, Brian 
Forbes, Lucie 
Gossett, Cliff 
Goyer, Jessica 
Halsted, Richard 
Howell, Kathy 
Jane, Cora 
Jeavons, John 
Jordan, Cheryl 
Jordan, Leah 
Kanne, Mary 
Kaplan, Morris 
Lacey, Joseph and Carol 
Laib, Caroline 
Lightfoot, Leigh 
Mallon, Kevin 
Marill, Jim 
Martin, Christopher 
McFadden, Elizabeth 
Monteleone, Susan 
Morninglight, Cindy 
Nicolaus, Kathleen 
Norris, Kitty 
Norris, Michael 

Pappas, Sally 
Parkinson, Sue Ellen 
Phillips, Russell 
Pierre, Cheri 
Pollard, Chela 
Pollard, Douglas 
Rede, Patricia 
Ross, Cypress 
Saijo, Leonor 
Schurle, Chris 
Schuyler, Sarah 
Senerchia, Samuel 
Senerchia, Spring 
Sharp, Lucy 
Shebitz, Henry 
Shelly, Judy 
Silva, Josephine 
Silva-Doyle, Alexis 

Sison, Anita 

73-1 

73-2 

Springer, Leon 
Strachan, Anne 
Strong, Tom and Sandy 
Tad, Anne 
Trevey, Marta 
Trevey, Mary Anne 
Varney, Dobbe 
Vest-Volz, Ruthanne 
Vogel, Willie 
Wadman, Carolyn 
Wagner, Kristin 
Walter, Kiersten 
Wilkinson, Brian 
Willens, Barbara 
Willow, Susan 
Yonan, Lauren 

 
 



73-1  The Federal guidelines state that a traffic noise impact occurs when one or more of the following occur: 1) a 
substantial noise increase (a noise increase is substantial when the predicted noise levels with the project exceed 
existing noise levels by 12 dBA, Leq (h)); 2) When predicted noise levels approach or exceed Noise Abatement 
Criteria. (approach is defined as being within 1 dBA of  the Noise Abatement Criteria).  A 12 dBA increase would 
be equal to a perceived increase of 130%, which would be slightly higher than twice as loud.  Caltrans noise studies 
concluded that the project did not meet either of the two criteria.  See Section 5.11 (DEIS/EIR).  Caltrans is 
confident in the adequacy of the impact conclusions presented in the technical studies and DEIS/EIR prepared for 
this project.  See General Response 1.11. 
 
73-2  With the exception of Alternative E-3, which would require the most earthwork of any of the alternatives, all 
other alternatives offer a variety of visual experiences.  Each alternative contains segments of near grade alignment 
as well as raised sections and structures.  The visual impacts of each segment were assessed with appropriate 
mitigation measures tailored to viewers of each area.  Therefore, not all portions of an alternative were found to 
contain similar visual impacts.  Additionally, the visual impacts of the current congested highway, along with more 
future congestion without the project, were weighed against the visual impacts of the proposed project. 
See Section 5.10 (DEIS/EIR) Visual Resources.  See also General Response 1.11 regarding adequacy of impact 
conclusions. 
 
 
 
 
 



73-3  All of the proposed 
alternatives provide 
Brooktrails residents with a 
freeway bypass of the City of 
Willits.  The comment 
suggests that the proposed 
project could hasten growth in 
Brooktrails, by reducing 
commute times between 
Brooktrails and employment 
centers south of Willits.  
However, Brooktrails 
Township currently contains 
the largest single area of 
undeveloped residential land in 
Mendocino County.  Lower 
land prices and the availability 
of land will attract new 
development, whether or not 
the proposed project is 
constructed.  The California 
Department of Finance 
projects that Mendocino 
County will grow by 25,000 
residents between 2000 and 
2020.  If the proposed project 
is not constructed, 
development pressure will 
continue to favor Brooktrails 
Township, which can currently 
accommodate approximately 
24 percent of this projected 
increase before reaching 
planned buildout.   

73-3 

73-4 

 
By eliminating the need to drive through Willits in order to reach points south along U.S. 101, the proposed project 
would reduce commute times for Brooktrails’ residents by approximately ten minutes.  The nearest employment 
center south of Willits is Ukiah, currently about 47 minutes away.  After construction of the Bypass, commute time 
from Brooktrails to Ukiah would be approximately 37 minutes, or 17 minutes longer than the average commute time 
for Mendocino County residents in 2000.    
 
While the proposed project could increase Brooktrails’ attractiveness, it is unlikely to result in unrestrained demand 
for property in the Township.  The Brooktrails Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report states: 
 

“Growth in a given area may be induced by removing infrastructural barriers, by providing new 
infrastructure and/or improving transportation access.  The growth-inducing potential of new 
infrastructure within the Specific Plan area would be significant if the Specific Plan created the 
capacity to accommodate growth above and beyond what was envisioned under the Specific Plan 
itself.”1

 
The proposed project does not alter infrastructure constraints within Brooktrails.  The Specific Plan guides 
Brooktrails’ development to buildout at 4,000 residential units.  The proposed project would not affect this 
community’s buildout population.   
                                              
1 Mendocino County / Brooktrails Township.  Brooktrails Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report.  
February 1997.  Page 4-2.  



 
Furthermore, Brooktrails Township Specific Plan Housing Policy HC-5.1C states that the Township will “Develop a 
phasing plan which limits the number of building permits issued each year according to projected service and utility 
capacity for any given year based on a five-year average.”  This policy ensures that housing growth will keep pace 
with the Township’s ability to provide needed services. 

 
73-4  Employment losses may result temporarily because of the decrease in traffic. However, the Economic Impact 
Report prepared for this project anticipates that the long-term impact on the economy and employment will be 
beneficial, as a result of a more attractive downtown area and a substantial decrease in through traffic. 

Like the Cloverdale Bypass, Alternative E3 includes a middle interchange that would allow a connection between 
U.S. 101 and Willits along S.R. 20. Unlike the Cloverdale Bypass, the valley alternatives would continue to route 
traffic through Willits along S.R. 20.   

Additionally, Willits has more employment opportunities for its residents than Cloverdale.  Willits’ economy has a 
greater capacity to absorb displaced workers than Cloverdale. 

The comparison between Willits and Cloverdale is useful because both are similarly sized cities located on the U.S. 
101 corridor in the same region.  While employment patterns are substantially different – primarily varying with 
proximity to the major employment center in this area, Santa Rosa – the comparison is useful in demonstrating the 
possible impacts of a bypass as a result of the loss of through traffic. 

 
 
 



73-5  Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would not 
reduce the footprint by half 
because of necessary design 
components such as shoulders, 
side slopes, and drainage 
facilities.   
 
Since a two-lane facility is not 
being considered, there are no 
specifics on geometric design, 
and thus, vehicle speed would 
be speculative.  The difference 
in noise levels between a two-
lane and a four-lane facility 
with a posted speed limit 
change from 65 mph to 50 
mph would be between 1 and 2 
dBA, assuming the traffic 
volumes and mix remained the 
same. Under controlled 
conditions in an acoustics 
laboratory, the trained healthy 
human ear is able to discern 
changes in sound levels of 1 
dBA, when exposed to steady, 
single frequency (“pure tone”) 
signals in the mid-frequency 
range.  Outside of such 
controlled conditions, the 
trained ear can detect changes 
of 2 dBA in normal 
environmental noise.  It is 
widely accepted that the 
average healthy ear, however, 
can barely perceive noise level changes of 3 dBA.  See General Response 1.10 for a discussion of why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the project and therefore, was not considered in the DEIS/EIR.   

73-5 

73-6 

73-7 

 
73-6  To assure the prudent application of public funds, a four-lane facility is proposed because it meets the purpose 
and need of the project over a 20-year design period.  A two-lane facility would not achieve the same goal. 
 
73-7  Regarding oak woodland, see response to Comment 26-1 (California Oak Foundation).  Regarding feasibility 
of farmland mitigation measures, see responses to Comments 34-60 and 34-63 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning). 
 
 



73-8  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road. 
 
73-9  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following individuals 
included additional comments 
with their letters: 
 
William Caraway 
 
73-10  Mitigation Measure VIS-
10 (DEIS/EIR) addresses design 
treatments to structures and to 
highway appurtenances, such as 
guardrail. 
 
73-11  General Response 1.9 
discusses why a center-valley 
interchange is beyond the scope 
of this project.  Furthermore, a 
center valley interchange would 
increase impacts to community 
and environmental resources.  
 
73-12  Benefits of a bypass will 
be to reduce traffic congestion 
on local streets in Willits, which 
will improve conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists, as 
well as improving noise, visual, 
and air quality conditions in 
town.  Removing U.S. 101 from 
Main Street will make it possible 
for the City to implement the 
goals and policies of its Bicycle and Pedestrian Specific Plan (1999) of safety, access, and quality of life.  No change 
to the DEIS/EIR is necessary. 

73-9 

73-8 

To mitigate visual impacts of overpass and raised 
roadway is to make the concrete work into art and 
interesting forms.  Make the freeway interesting to look 
at, i.e., different forms and color.  Come up with new 
forms and shapes. 
 
Purpose of (EIS/EIR) is too narrow.  The town of 
Willits will grow in the future.  The town does need a 
bypass but also needs help with commercial and 
Brooktrails traffic in and out of town in connection to 
the new road.  A Commercial Street exit from new road 
is needed. 
 
The cultural value of the valley (rural life, ranch life, 
beauty of the valley) needs to be listed as an 
Unavoidable Significant Impact from a long term 
cultural value.  The new road needs to stay out of the 
valley.  This new project should raise the quality of life 
for humans of the Willits Valley. 

73-10

73-11

73-12

 



 
Brian Ferri-Taylor 
 
73-13  The purpose of the 
project addresses 
interregional traffic, but 
side benefits of the project 
will be improvements to 
local traffic circulation.  
See General Response 1.10 
for a discussion of why a 
two-lane bypass is not 
being considered for 
construction; General 
Response 1.8 regarding 
traffic operations at Quail 
Meadows Interchange; General Response 1.3 for a discussion of why Modified Alternative J1T has been identified 
as the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative; and General Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration.  

73-13 

 
Marta Trevey 
 
73-14  An interchange to the middle of 
town would not provide access to the 
portion of U.S. 101 south of S.R. 20, 
where many visitor-serving businesses 
are concentrated.  See General Response 
1.9. 
 
73-15  An inversion layer and fog are 
two different meteorological conditions.  
An inversion layer is created when the air 
temperature increases with height, thereby 
trapping the air or smog.  The air is unable 
to mix due to the differences in air density. 
Any of the alternatives would improve air 
quality over the existing condition, by 
reducing idling and stop and go traffic on 
existing U.S. 101.  See Section 5.12 (DEIS/EIR), and Section 3.12 (FEIS/EIR). 

73-14 

73-15 

 
 
Tom and Sandy Strong 
 

We are also concerned about flooding around our home 
when you change the valley floor with all that dirt…This 
needs to be addressed. 

73-16
73-16  Section 5.6 (DEIS/EIR) describes 
how the project will be designed to avoid 
floodplain impacts. 
 
 
 

Doesn’t it make far more sense to take local research into 
account instead of throwing darts randomly at a map, not 
considering local concerns? Please work with our 
community in deciding interchange locations! 

73-17
Vicki Caraway 
 
73-17  See General Response 1.9. 
 



Christopher Martin  

 

73-18 

 

73-19

73-20

73-21

 
73-18  Caltrans traffic studies 
concluded that a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project.  See 
responses to Comments 34-15 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning) and 36-6 (Willits 
Environmental Center).  See also 
General Response 1.10. 
 
73-19  A two-lane facility would 
provide LOS “D” at peak hour 
upon construction (2008), and 
remain at LOS “D” through year 
2028.  Thus, a new two-lane 
highway would be functionally 
obsolete within the 20-year 
design period because it does not 
meet the purpose and need for 
the project.  Chapter 2 
(DEIS/EIR) provides detailed 
discussion of the purpose and 
need for the project as well as 
level of service criteria.  General 
Response 1.10 elaborates on the 
DEIS/EIR discussion of why a 
two-lane facility does not meet 
the purpose and need for the 
project. 
 
73-20  Alternative L/C does not 
meet Section 404(b)(1) Clean 
Water Act criteria for its overall 
environmental harm.  See 
General Response 1.3. 
 
73-21  Either of the proposed 
northern interchanges meets the 
purpose and need of the project 
and would accommodate a 
second Brooktrails access. 
 
 



74 Thomas DeMarchi 

74-1 

74-2 

 
74-1  Caltrans’ analysis of a two-lane 
bypass concluded that it would not meet 
the purpose and need of the project, and 
therefore, it was not included among the 
range of feasible alternatives in the 
DEIS/EIR.  See General Response 1.10.  
See also responses to Comment 22-4 
(Mendocino County Farm Bureau) and 
Comment 33-1 (Sierra Club, Mendo-
Lake Group) regarding range of feasible 
alternatives. 
 
74-2  Significant unavoidable impacts 
are identified in Section 6.4 
(DEIS/EIR).  Caltrans is confident in 
the adequacy of the impact conclusions 
presented in the technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this project.  See 
General Response 1.11. 
 
 
 



74-3  See response to 
Comments 74-1 and 74-2.   

74-2, cont. 

74-3 

 
Additionally, see General 
Response 1.9, which discusses 
why a center valley interchange 
is not being considered for this 
project.  See General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration.  See General 
Response 1.3, which discusses 
why Alternative L/C is not the 
preferred alternative for 
construction. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road. 
 



75 Marisela de Santa Anna 

75-1 

75-2 

75-3 

75-4 

 
75-1  Significant unavoidable impacts are 
identified in Section 6.4 (DEIS/EIR).  
Caltrans is confident in the adequacy of the 
impact conclusions presented in the technical 
studies and DEIS/EIR prepared for this 
project.  See General Response 1.11. 
 
75-2  NEPA and CEQA both have language 
allowing the lead agencies (either the federal 
agency in the case of NEPA or the state 
agency in the case of CEQA) to determine 
level of significance.  Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol lists the criteria that were 
used to determine level of noise impact as a 
result of the various build alternatives for the 
proposed bypass project.  See response to 
Comment 75-1. 
 
75-3  Modified Alternative J1T (the 
Preferred Alternative) has been developed to 
minimize impacts to resources including the 
oak riparian woodland referred to in the 
comment.  See response to Comment 26-1 
(California Oak Foundation). 
 
75-4  Modified Alternative J1T, the Preferred 
Alternative, would result in 10 residential 
relocations (see Section 3.3.2 FEIS/EIR).  
Sections 5.2.5.2 and 5.2.5.3 (DEIS/EIR) 
dealt specifically with the issues of 
residential relocation and the potential 
impacts of relocation on minority and low-
income populations. Table 5-3 provided 
estimates of the number of relocations 
affecting low-income and minority residents.  
 
Section 5.2.5.3 (DEIS/EIR) discusses the probable use of last resort housing benefits for low-income residents of 
this area. These benefits ensure that low-income residents are provided with decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 
 
The shortage of vacant housing units in this area has been noted.  In the event of a shortage of housing locally, 
Caltrans would provide reimbursement for moving expenses within a 50-mile radius.  However, Alternative E3 is no 
longer under consideration since it does not meet Clean Water Act criteria for its overall environmental harm.   



75-5  See General Response 1.10 for a 
discussion of a two-lane bypass and 
why it does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project, and therefore, was 
not included for consideration in the 
DEIS/EIR.  Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would not reduce 
the footprint substantially because of 
necessary design components such as 
shoulders, side slopes, and drainage 
facilities.   

75-5 

75-6  
75-6  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.”  
 



76 Larry Desmond 
 
76-1  Caltrans studies do not 
support a two-lane facility for the 
proposed project.  Caltrans’ 
analysis of a two-lane bypass 
concluded that it would not meet 
the purpose and need of the project, 
and therefore, it was not included 
as an alternative in the DEIS/EIR.  
See General Response 1.10. 
 
76-2  Sections 5.11, 5.10, 5.2 
(DEIS/EIR) explain the impacts 
associated with noise, visual, and 
business, respectively. 
 
76-3  Regarding farmland 
mitigation measures, see responses 
to Comments 34-60 and 34-63 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning).   
 
Regarding oak woodlands, surveys 
will be conducted for Modified 
Alternative J1T, the Preferred 
Alternative, which minimizes the 
riparian oak woodland referred to 
in the comment, to identify and 
measure individual trees that 
cannot be avoided by the proposed 
project.  See response to comment 
26-1 (California Oak Foundation).  
Again, a two-lane facility does not 
meet the purpose and need of the project and, therefore, was not considered in the DEIS/EIR.  Reducing the four-
lane bypass to two lanes would not reduce the footprint substantially because of necessary design components such 
as shoulders, side slopes, and drainage features.  Curves are limited by the design speed of a roadway and have no 
relationship to the number of lanes. 

76-1 

76-2 

76-3 

 
 



77 Dorotheya Dorman 

77-1 

 
77-1  Due to the long queues that came 
about as a result of traffic turning left to SR 
20 from Main Street, a dedicated left- turn 
lane had to be developed.  Caltrans created 
the continuous turn lane to solve the 
problem of motorists needing a safe place to 
make the left turn.  It is a standard 
configuration that is used statewide and is 
approved by federal agencies.  Driveways 
are located so that there should not be a 
conflict for vehicles that want to turn from 
the same exact location.  The traffic 
eventually has to narrow down to one lane 
each way at the railroad tracks. 
 
Throughout the entire segment of U.S. 
101/Main Street there are multiple 
businesses on each side of the road. 
Developing controlled access and egress 
points for both the businesses and traffic 
would not be feasible. As a result, two-way 
left-hand turn lanes were the most practical 
in terms of traffic flow, access and cost. 

 
 
 



78 Bob Doty 

78-1 

78-2 

78-3 

 
78-1  General Response 1.3 
explains why the hybrid 
Alternative L/C is not the 
preferred alternative.  See 
response to Comment 34-87 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning) regarding using the 
hillside in the Sherwood Road 
area for borrow material.  
 
78-2  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road.   
 
Although all of the proposed 
build alternatives include a 
connection with S.R. 20, the 
comment probably refers to an 
extension of S.R. 20 from the 
current in-town intersection to a 
center valley interchange.  See 
General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond 
the scope of the proposed 
project. 
 
78-3  Comment noted.  Caltrans 
traffic studies of existing 
conditions are the basis for the 
purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass.  See General 
Response 1.10 regarding a two-
lane bypass.   
 
 



79 Robert and Carol Doty 

79-1 

 
79-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic on 
Main Street in Willits.  The 
reduction in traffic resulting from 
the bypass would substantially 
improve traffic conditions that 
would reduce conflicts between 
vehicles and pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations at 
Quail Meadows Interchange.  To 
further address local traffic, 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.   
 
General Response 1.3 explains 
why Alternative L/C is not the 
preferred alternative for 
construction. 
 
 
 



80 Ellen Drell 
  

 
80-1  The DEIS/EIR addresses 
economic impacts (Section 
5.2), farmlands (Section 5.4), 
visual and noise impacts 
(Sections 5.10 and 5.11), and 
future growth (Section 6.1).  
The character of Willits was 
addressed under Section 5.4 in 
the discussion of the project’s 
consistency with local and 
regional plans and policies.  
Reinvigorating the railroad is 
beyond the scope of this 
project and, therefore, is not 
discussed in the DEIS/EIR.  
See response to Comment 80-4 
for more discussion. 
 
80-2  Caltrans traffic studies of 
existing and future conditions 
are the basis for the purpose 
and need for a proposed four-
lane bypass.  See General 
Response 1.10 regarding a 
two-lane bypass.   

80-1 

 
80-3  The NEPA/404 resource 
agencies made fully informed 
decisions when they concurred 
with the purpose and need, 
modal choice, and range of 
alternatives studied in the 
DEIS/EIR.  The DEIS/EIR 
includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives that meet the 
purpose and need of the 
project.   

80-2 

80-3 

 
 



80-4  The North Coast Railroad 
Authority (NCRA) is a “local” 
agency created by the legislature in 
1989 to preserve rail services in 
northwestern California.  To 
achieve this directive, the NCRA 
purchased the rail line from 
Healdsburg in Sonoma County 
north to Eureka in Humboldt 
County and provided rail services 
to the North Coast until 1998 when 
El Nino storm damage, funding 
shortfalls, and safety issues forced 
the closure of the rail line.  Since 
this time, the NCRA received funds 
and/or funding commitments from 
several state and federal agencies to 
work toward restoration of rail 
services.  The NCRA recently 
completed its capital and 
environmental assessments and is 
working with various state and 
federal agencies to ensure 
environmental compliance for its 
railroad reopening project.  The 
project description is “to reopen, 
restore and upgrade the 
Northwestern Pacific Railroad 
between Lombard (Postmile 1 in 
Napa County) to Samoa (Postmile 
301 in Humboldt County) to enable 
the resumption of commercial 
freight and excursion passenger 
service.”  The NCRA has publicly 
reaffirmed its need to retain all 
current right-of-way to ensure 
completion of the proposed project 
and restore rail services to the North Coast.  The suggestion that Caltrans use right-of-way currently owned by the 
NCRA as an alternative for the Willits Bypass is not a feasible option. 

80-3 
cont. 

80-4 

80-5 

80-6 

 
80-5  Section 3.6 and Chapter 10 (DEIS/EIR) summarize Caltrans’ public outreach effort throughout project 
development, including the TAG and PDT meetings that were held to evaluate the range of alternatives and the 
criteria used to rank and evaluate alternatives.   
 
80-6  Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative) minimizes impacts to and avoids realignment of creeks 
that are salmonid habitat.  Also, this alternative was developed specifically to minimize impacts to the large oak 
woodland referred to in the comment, among its other impact avoidance features.  The comments regarding LOS is a 
reference to a two-lane versus four-lane facility; General Response 1.10 discusses why a two-lane bypass does not 
meet the purposes and need for the project.  Further, reducing the four-lane bypass to two lanes would not 
substantially reduce the project footprint because of necessary design components such as shoulders, side slopes, 
and drainage facilities.   
 
 
 



80-7  See General Response 1.10, 
which discusses Caltrans analysis of a 
two-lane bypass and its conclusion that 
it would not meet the purpose and need 
of the project.  Supporting data can be 
found in the Willits Bypass Traffic 
Study, which is available at locations 
identified in the DEIS/EIR (page 1-8).  
The NEPA/404 resource agencies made 
fully informed decisions when they 
concurred with the purpose and need, 
modal choice, and range of alternatives 
studied in the DEIS/EIR.  The 
DEIS/EIR includes a reasonable range 
of alternatives that meet the purpose 
and need of the project and no change 
to the DEIS/EIR is required.

80-7 



80-8  The DEIS/EIR (Section 5.4.6) 
distinguishes among “farmland uses”, 
“prime soils,” and “Williamson Act 
Contract lands”.  Table 5-7 summarizes 
farmland conversion, Table 5-8 
addresses prime farmland soils, and 
Table 5-9 summarizes Williamson Act 
Contract lands; the text explains these 
distinctions.  Alternative E3 impacts 
prime soils, as shown on Table 5-8, to a 
lesser extent than the other build 
alternatives, however, it would have a 
higher impact rating due to the high 
number of acres that Alternative E3 
would impact. 80-8 
 
Caltrans has worked with landowners to 
minimize disruption to agricultural 
operations, such as providing access 
roads and replacing impacted livestock 
ponds. 
 
Section 3.4 (FEIS/EIR) summarizes 
farmland impacts that would result from 
Modified Alternative J1T.   

 
 



80-9  See responses to Comment 
26-1 (California Oak Foundation) 
and Comment 27-1 (California 
Native Plant Society).   

 
80-10  See response to Comment 
26-1 (California Oak Foundation). 
 
80-11  For the Quail Meadows 
Interchange, Caltrans estimated the 
elevation of the railroad at the 
crossing of Alternatives J1T and 
LT at 410.5 m (1347 ft) by 
interpolating elevations on the 
railroad tracks north and south of 
the crossing.  Spot elevations on 
the valley floor near the 
interchange are about 407 m (1335 
ft), so the railroad is approximately 
3.5 m (12 ft) above the valley floor.  
Vertical clearance at the railroad 
must be a minimum of 7.1 m (23.3 
ft); therefore, the bottom (soffit) of 
the bridge must be at least 10.6 m 
(34.8 ft) above the valley.  The 
structure depth is approximately 2 
m (approximately 7 ft), yielding a 
profile that is at least 12.6 m (41 ft) 
above the valley floor. 
 
In addition, the existing highway 
will be connected as the local 
connector road at the interchange.  
The existing highway at the point 
where it will be modified to form 
the local road is at roughly 
elevation 416 m (1365 ft).  Caltrans 
used a very slight down grade moving toward the interchange, and the elevation of the local road in the area of the 
interchange is approximately 413 m (1355 ft).  With proper clearance for the local road and allowing for structure 
depth, the profile over the local road is about 420.5 m (1380 ft), or about 15.5 m (51 ft) above the 405 m (1329 ft) 
elevation terrain existing at the interchange. 

80-9 

80-10

80-11

 
Regarding extending Alternative J1T and LT beyond Quail Meadows interchange at some future time, the profiles 
and alignments of the alternatives would have to be revised.  The elevations may or may not be conducive to future 
extensions.  Caltrans made no effort to design for such extensions. 
 
Caltrans can only generally respond to the second paragraph of this comment.  Alternatives C1T and L/C are 
generally 3 m (approximately 10 ft) to 5 m (approximately 16 ft) above the valley floor.  The grade lines of these 
alternatives are set at least 1 m above what Caltrans believes is the 100-year flood elevation.  The grade lines are 
also designed to be a minimum of 0.3 percent, meaning they must climb gradually away from the lowest point.  At 
the viaduct, of course, the soffit of the structure must clear the 100-year flood elevation, and standard practice is to 
provide extra clearance (freeboard) for wave action, debris passage, and so forth.  The design freeboard is 1 m (3.3 
feet). 
 
The controlling factors in establishing the profiles at the north ends of Alternatives J1T and LT are the viaduct 
elevation and the local road crossing. 



 
For any alternative, during final design, Caltrans is committed to refining the profiles in an effort to reduce impacts.  
The designs will still need to meet design standards. 
 
 
80-12  Our responses to the above 
comments do not provide substantial new 
information that would require recirculation 
of the DEIS/EIR or circulation of a 
supplemental document.  See General 
Response 1.11. 

80-12

 
 
 



81 Steve and Lana Eberhard 
 

81-1  The Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred Alternative 
for construction because it meets the 
purpose and need for the project and has the 
least overall environmental harm of the 
other alternatives that were considered in the 
DEIS/EIR.  See General Response 1.3. 

 
81-2  The Truck Scales interchange is the 
northerly interchange on both Alternatives 
C1T and the hybrid Alternative L/C.  These 
alternatives are not considered feasible for 
construction because they do not meet Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria.  See 
General Response 1.3. Caltrans will make 
every effort to minimize the height of the 
facility. 
 
The criteria of designing the roadway 
surface 1 m (3.3 feet) above the 100-year 
floodplain was established to ensure that the 
highway would be kept open during severe 
flooding and to keep the structural section 
(the pavement and gravels below the 
pavement that support traffic loads) dry.  At 
other locations, the profile will rise to 
provide clearance for a local road passing 
below the mainline; for example, the 
freeway mainline rises and an undercrossing 
(a structure carrying freeway traffic over a 
local road) provides for grade separation (for 
example, at Center Valley Road on 
Alternative C1T).  Caltrans is conducting 
detailed studies to determine the elevation of 
the 100-year flood.  Design intends to 
establish the final profile on Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative) as low as possible while meeting 
the design criteria. 

81-1 
81-2 

81-3 
81-4 
81-5 

81-6 

 
Crossings at local roads, the wastewater treatment plant, and railroad will be the controlling factors in establishing 
fill heights for the bypass. 
 
81-3  See General Response 1.10 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road.  Use of soil from construction 
of a Brooktrails Township second access road, for the bypass, would be possible only if related environmental 
reviews and permits were completed on that project.   

 
81-4  See General Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration. 

 
81-5  See General Response 1.9 which discusses why additional interchanges on the valley alternatives are not being 
considered for this project.   
 
81-6  Noise abatement was considered in areas where traffic noise impacts were predicted.  Noise abatement is 
being considered in areas where it is feasible and reasonable.  See also response to Comment 276-1 (Bill and Lynda 
Southwick). 



82 Arthur Eck 

82-1 

82-2 

82-3 

82-4 

 
82-1  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access 
road.   
 
82-2  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce 
traffic on Main Street in 
Willits.  To further address 
local traffic, 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.  See 
General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations 
with the Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 
 
82-3  See General Response 
1.4 regarding a Willits 
Creek restoration. 
 
82-4  The Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for construction because it 
meets the purpose and need for the project and has the least overall environmental harm of the other alternatives that 
were considered in the DEIS/EIR.  General Response 1.3 explains why Alternative L/C is not the preferred 
alternative for construction. 



82-5  Comment noted.  See responses to 
Comments 82-2 and 82-4.  Caltrans and 
FHWA appreciate the public’s 
comments on the DEIS/EIR and the 
proposed project.  To keep the public 
informed about the project, newsletters 
are mailed periodically.  Also, check the 
District 1 Willits Bypass website for 
project updates 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/
willits/index.htm.  To be added to the 
project mailing list, contact John 
Bulinski, Project Manager at (707) 441-
5729.

82-5

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/willits/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1projects/willits/index.htm


83 Amy and Neil Elliott 

83-1 

 
83-1  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road.     
 



84 Richard Estabrook 
 
84-1  The letter refers to Mr. Estabrook’s 
letter dated August 26, 2002, which he 
submitted as Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning.  The letter is included under 
Agencies and Organizations, Letter #34.  
In response to Mr. Estabrook’s Public 
Records Act request, Caltrans provided 
traffic volumes on the valley 
alternatives, an electronic copy of traffic 
volume calculations, and calculations 
supporting Caltrans’ determination that a 
two-lane facility will not provide an 
acceptable level of service that meets the 
purpose and need for the project. 
 
84-2  The Traffic Report does contain 
references to the process of forecasting 
the future traffic volumes for the Willits 
Bypass Alternatives.  The distribution of 
future traffic to local streets and the 
bypass are extrapolated from data such 
as existing traffic counts, an origin and 
destination study, growth factors, linear 
regression, and modeling.  This data is 
used to forecast future traffic volumes 
under “no-build” (e.g., no bypass) 
conditions and redistributed under 
“build” (e.g., with bypass) conditions. 
Stick diagrams of the traffic (roadway) 
network are created of the project area.  
The forecaster uses the stick diagrams to 
make sure that traffic flows balance 
between entry and exits points of the network, turn movements are reasonable in relation to traffic flows between 
origins and destinations, and local trips versus regional trips are accounted for in the process. Professional judgment 
is important part of the iterative process used to distribute traffic.   

84-1 

84-2 

84-3 

 
Draft traffic stick diagrams are then used as the basis for building micro-simulation traffic models (CORSIM) of 
each alternative.  The models replicate vehicle behavior, traffic conditions, and traffic flows. Once again the 
forecaster/modeler iteratively checks the models and the simulation animation to validate the results.  Adjustments 
are made to the draft stick diagrams where the model reveals issues of capacity or delay, which prevent vehicles 
from progressing efficiently in the network.  The primary rule in distributing traffic in a network is that traffic will 
normally follow a path of least resistance and cost.  Higher resistance equates to lower speeds and congestion.  
Higher cost means more time spent traveling in congested conditions.  There are exceptions to the rule, but generally 
traffic will flow where speeds are higher and travel time less.  In some cases, drivers will opt to take a longer route, 
even if it requires more travel time, if they can travel at higher speed under uncongested conditions. The volumes are 
adjusted in the models and simulations re-run and the results analyzed for reasonableness based on the inputs. 



 
The above discussion only cursorily 
addresses some of the steps used in 
creating traffic forecasts and 
modeling traffic networks. 
Forecasting is an analytical process 
rather than a purely quantitative 
process.  It is not a process that can 
be easily replicated without the 
prerequisite knowledge and 
understanding of traffic flow theory, 
macro-and micro modeling logic, 
capacity analysis, land-use planning, 
driver behavior, and a multitude of 
other factors that can affect trip 
generation, trip distribution, and trip 
assignment. 
 
84-3  In-town traffic was adjusted in 
the models based on the change in 
volumes for each alternative. 
Volumes on existing U.S. 101 do 
decline by about 100 vehicles per 
hour in each direction in 2028 
Alternative C1T; however, cross 
traffic volumes and S.R. 20 volumes 
remain relatively constant. Average 
vehicle speed values are affected by 
factors other than traffic volumes 
such as traffic signal timing to 
accommodate cross traffic.  Average 
speeds for each of the alternatives 
were derived from multiple CORSIM 
model runs.  Each model run was 
based on a different random seed number that alters vehicle entry headways and progression into the traffic network.  
After multiple model runs there was no appreciable difference in average speeds on existing U.S. 101 between 
Baechtel and Sherwood for the C1T, J1T, and LT Alternatives in 2028, thus the travel times on Old U.S. 101 for all 
these alternatives in 2028 are reported as the same. 

84-4 

84-3 
cont. 

 
84-4  Traffic will follow a path of least resistance.  The 48 vehicles will save time and avoid congestion in 
Downtown Willits.  It is important to remember that this forecast is for the Year 2028.  New development will occur 
in undeveloped portions of Willits south of S.R. 20. 



84-5  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 

84-5 

84-6 

84-7 

84-8 

 
84-6  Under existing conditions the 
assertion may have some validity; 
however, based on the available vacant 
land and Willits General Plan 
designations, in the future (2028) 
additional development will occur at 
and south of Baechtel Road.  Trips 
generated at this location would save 
time by using the bypass. 
 
84-7  In the future (2028), based on the 
available vacant land and Willits 
General Plan designations, additional 
development will occur in north Willits 
that will attract/generate vehicle trips 
that will use the bypass. 
 
84-8  Caltrans’ experience has shown 
that a small percentage of trips will use 
a bypass, even if it is longer and takes 
more time, just to avoid congestion and 
slow moving traffic on local streets. 

 



84-9  Regarding southbound distribution 
of traffic for Alternative C1T in 2028, 
timesaving is the primary factor used in 
the distribution, but it is not the only 
factor.  Driver preference and comfort 
must also be considered.  There is only 
one case cited where drivers will not save 
time by using the bypass.  In that one 
case, experience has shown that a small 
percentage of drivers will opt to use a 
bypass even if it take longer and is further 
if they can avoid congestion. 

84-9 

 
 



84-10  The comment proposes an 
alternative calculation of both northbound 
and southbound peak hour traffic volumes 
for Alternatives C1T, J1T and LT.  
However, the traffic volumes contained in 
the Willits Traffic Study and DEIS/EIR 
are supported by the time savings data and 
the method described in this report and no 
changes are proposed.   

84-10

84-11

 
84-11  The comment proposes a change in 
the traffic volumes listed in Table 3-4 of 
the DEIS/EIR. The data contained in the 
Willits Traffic Study and the data 
previously provided to the author of this 
letter (Figure 84-1, letter sent by District 1 
Director, Rick Knapp to R. Estabrook 
dated August 26, 2002) supports the 
traffic volumes used in the DEIS/EIR 
traffic analysis. Additional data included 
in Figure 84-2 also supports the traffic 
volumes presented in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
 

 
 



Figure 84-1



Figure 84-1, continued



Figure 84-1, continued



Figure 84-1, continued



Figure 84-1, continued 



Figure 84-2 
 

Origin/Destination C D
A Freeway South of Willits
B Freeway North of Willits E1
C SR 20        Old US 101 E3
D Brooktrails E2 E4
E1 SB
E2 NB Southbound
E3 SB Northbound
E4 NB
IC Interchange

2028 Alt. C1T Northbound Bypass Traffic Distribution
616  Exit Freeway to Willits E2

Freeway NB Freeway NB % of A going to B 33.0% 383
A 1160 546 Bypass 431 % of E1 going to B 6.5% 48

% of A going to D 7.5% 87
Old US 101 SB Exit Bypass % of E1 going to D 3.6% 27

E1 740 104 NB 219 % of A going to E3 6.5% 75
%  of E1 going to E3 4.1% 30

636  Enter Freeway Southbound to A Total Traffic Volume Distributed 650

2028 Alt. JT & LT Northbound Bypass Traffic Distribution
523   Exit Freeway to Willits E2

Freeway NB Freeway NB % of A going to B 33.0% 383
A 1160 640 Bypass 406 % of E1 going to B 3.4% 23

% of A going to D 12.1% 140
Old US 101 SB Exit Bypass % of E1 going to D 11.1% 76

E1 685 110 NB 344 % of A going to E3 7.8% 90
%  of E1 going to E3 5.5% 38

575   Enter Freeway Southbound to A Total Traffic Volume Distributed 750

2028 Alt. C1T Southbound Bypass Traffic Distribution
185  Exit Freeway to Willits E3

Freeway SB Freeway SB % of B going to A 59.9% 344
B 574 389 Bypass 394 % of  E4 going to A 9.7% 50

Old US 101 NB Exit Bypass
*E4 518 111 SB 106 % of B going to E2 17.4% 100

%  of E4 going to E2 1.2% 6
406  Enter Freeway Northbound to B Total Traffic Volume Distributed 500

2028 Alt. JT & LT Southbound Bypass Traffic Distribution
195  Exit Freeway to Willits E3

Freeway SB Freeway SB % of B going to A 60.0% 342
B 570 389 Bypass 475 % of  E4 going to A 20.4% 133

Old US 101 NB Exit Bypass

*E4 652 228 SB 125 % of B going to E2 14.9% 85
%  of E4 going to E2 6.1% 40

434  Enter Freeway Northbound to B Total Traffic Volume Distributed 600

A

500 Southbound US 101 traffic w ill not 
use By pass to get to destination "D"

-

600
Enter 

Bypass

E2

A

E2

D Southbound US 101 traffic w ill not 
use By pass to get to destination "D"

-

B

Enter 
Bypass

Enter 
Bypass

Enter 
Bypass

750

Old US 101 - 
South Willits

Old US 101 - North

* E4 - Traffic includes trips originating at D

 
Willits BYPASS

D

B

650 D

D

E3

E3

IC ICA B
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