
85 J. A. Faerigan 

85-1 

 
85-1  Alternative C1T, 
particularly its north segment, 
does not meet criteria for 
LEDPA because of its overall 
environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
listed fish species.  General 
Response 1.3 explains why 
Modified Alternative J1T is the 
LEDPA/preferred alternative.  
See also FEIS/EIR, Chapter 2. 
 
 



86 Kathleen Ferri-Taylor 

86-1 

86-2 

86-3 

86-4 

 
86-1  Visual and noise studies 
concluded that the impacts are not 
significant and unavoidable.  See 
Sections 5.10 and 5.11 
(DEIS/EIR). 
 
86-2  See General Response 1.10 
regarding a two-lane bypass, which 
does not meet the purpose and need 
for the project.   
 
Maintenance and repair of state 
highways comes from a different 
source of funding than the 
construction of the bypass or any 
new facility.  Maintenance funding 
for all State facilities is secured and 
funded on a regular cycle and 
cannot be diverted to fund new 
highway construction. 
 
86-3  See responses to Comments 
34-43 and 34-45 through 34-48 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning). 
 
86-4  See General Response 1.9 
regarding a center valley 
interchange.  (Note that Alternative 
E3, which intersected S.R. 20 and 
thus included an S.R. 20 
interchange, does not meet criteria 
for LEDPA.) 
 
 



87 John and Gerry Figg-Hoblyn 
 

08/24/2002 
 
We know you're going to build it, you know 
you're going to build it, lets get going and get 
it done. Stop listening to a small group of 
whining so called environmentalists, most of 
who don't even live in the valley.(i.e. David 
and Ellen Drew) 
 
We think the only intelligent thing to do is 
use the valley route along Bray road. Needed 
are a South exit, a North exit using the so 
named Elsie connection with an exit 
somewhere in the middle to connect with 
hiway 20.  Also needed would be two over or 
under passes. One at East Hill road and one 
at Hearst-Willits Road about the location of 
Bray Road. These would handle the traffic 
coming into town from the valley areas. It's 
been almost 50 years, the time is now or 
never. I'm really sick of the traffic clogs, 
whining and arguing. Let's get it  done.  
Thanks 
 
John and Gerry Figg-Hoblyn 
2051 Valley Road 
Willits 

87-1 

 
87-1  An undercrossing (the freeway will cross 
over the local road) will be constructed at East 
Hill Road, and the floodway viaduct will cross 
over Center Valley Road, Hearst-Willits Road, 
and Sewer Plant Road.  These grade separations 
do not allow traffic to enter or exit the freeway.  
See General Response 1.3 for a discussion of 
why the “Elsie” Truck Scales interchange 
(Alternative L/C) is not the preferred alternative, 
in part for its significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish species.  See 
General Response 1.9 for a discussion of why a 
center valley interchange is beyond the scope of 
this project. 

 
 
 



88-1 

88 John and Charline Ford 
 

88-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  See 
General Response 1.3, which discusses why 
the hybrid Alternative L/C does not meet the 
criteria for LEDPA because of its overall 
environmental harm, including significant 
adverse impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially significant adverse impact to 
local hydrology and to federally listed fish 
species.   
 
Regarding item #6, avoidance is preferable 
to mitigating for direct impacts.  But where 
avoidance is not feasible, mitigation is 
required.  A biological conservation 
easement may be required for any of the 
build alternatives, and the size would be 
determined by the amount and degree of 
impact.  
 
Regarding item #10, see General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second 
access road. 
 
Regarding item #11, see General Response 
1.9. 

 



89-1 

89 Inez Fowler  
 
89-1  Comment noted.  
Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) explains 
in detail the purpose and need 
for a four-lane bypass.  Section 
2.5 (DEIS/EIR) explains the 
funding, which has been 
allocated for construction of 
the bypass and Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) describes the 
estimated construction 
schedule.  There are many 
steps from funding to 
construction, which make the 
entire process quite lengthy.  
Section 2.4 (DEIS/EIR) 
describes the history of the 
Willits bypass project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



90 Patricia Freeman 

90-2 

90-3 

90-1 

 
90-1  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 
 
90-2  The comment appears to refer to 
the lane reduction heading southbound 
on Oil Well Hill, where the northbound 
climbing lane begins.  This area was 
originally within the project limits, but 
in early 2001 all the valley alternatives 
were truncated to reduce cost and 
environmental impacts and this area 
was eliminated from further study.  See 
Section 2.4 DEIS/EIR History of the 
Willits Bypass. 
 
90-3  The criteria of designing the 
roadway surface above the 100-year 
floodplain was established to ensure 
that the highway could remain open 
during severe flooding and to keep the 
structural section (the pavement and 
gravels below the pavement that support 
traffic loads) dry.  This criterion would 
apply regardless of the number of lanes 
constructed.  Also, like the four-lane 
facility, a two-lane facility would have 
to be constructed so as not to impact the 
100-year floodplain.  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.  
See General Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second access.  
See response to Comment 34-7 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning) for a 
discussion of the northern portions of 
the truncated alternatives. 



90-4  Noise impacts have been 
identified and abatement has been 
studied following the process as 
outlined in the Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol.  This process meets the 
requirements outlined in both the 
NEPA and CEQA guidelines.  
Caltrans/FHWA are confident in the 
adequacy of the DEIS/EIR as a 
document of disclosure and for 
providing the necessary information 
to make a decision on the project. 
 
90-5  A two-lane facility was not 
considered in the DEIS/EIR because 
it would not meet the purpose and 
need for the project.  See General 
Response 1.10 regarding a two-lane 
bypass.   
 
90-6  Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school and at the 
Sherwood Road/Main Street 
intersection.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations at 
Quail Meadows Interchange.   
 
90-7  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek Restoration.   
 
90-8  A two-lane alternative would 
not reduce cost or impacts 
substantially in comparison to a four-
lane facility, given design 
requirements including shoulders, 
side slopes, and drainage facilities.  
Caltrans Traffic staff reviewed the 
independent traffic study (SHN, 10/28/99) referred to in the comment and concluded that the report did not justify a 
two-lane facility.  See also response to Comment 90-5. 

 

90-5 

90-4 

90-6 

90-7 

90-8 

 



91 Beda Garman 

91-1 

91-2 

 
This letter was signed also by Linda 
Hiott, Less Middleton, Joe Sutton, 
Sharon Jainan, and Gaye Orvis. 
 
91-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.  General 
Response 1.3 discusses the reasons 
Alternative L/C is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.   
 
91-2  Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits.  See 
General Response 1.8 regarding traffic 
operations with Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 

 



92 Janice Gendreau 

92-1 

92-2 

92-3 

92-4 

92-5 
92-6 

 
92-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.  
General Response 1.3 discusses the 
reasons that Alternative L/C is not 
the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  
Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits.  See 
General Response 1.8 regarding 
traffic operations with Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 
 
92-2  Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) 
explains in detail the purpose and 
need for a four-lane bypass.  The 
proposed median width is 46 feet, 
not 60 feet.  However, please note 
the existing median width directly 
south of the beginning of the 
proposed Willits Bypass is 60 feet 
wide.  See General Response 1.13 
regarding median width.   
 
92-3  See General Response 1.4 
regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration.   
 
92-4  Noise abatement was 
considered in areas where traffic 
noise impacts would occur.  Noise 
abatement is being considered in 
areas where it is feasible and 
reasonable.  See response to 
Comment 9-73 (City of Willits). 
 
92-5  See response to Comment 26-
1 (California Oak Foundation). 
 
92-6  See Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) concerning public involvement since circulation of the DEIS/EIR.  Caltrans and 
FHWA will continue coordinating with Willits throughout final design and construction of the project.



93 Norene Gilstrap 

93-1 

 
93-1  Parcels identified on the 
Williamson Act and Timberland 
Protection Map (Map 13, 
Volume 2, DEIS/EIR) are 
currently enrolled in the 
Williamson Act program.  The 
California Land Conservation 
(Williamson) Act is the State’s 
principal tool for the preservation 
of agricultural and open-space 
lands.  The designation of prime 
and non-prime corresponds to 
their Land Use Capability Index 
and/or Storie Index rating.  
“Prime Farmland” is lands rated I 
and II in the Land Use Capability 
Index or 80 through 100 in the 
Storie Index.  Currently, the 
parcels referred to in this letter 
(007-040-10, 007-040-09, and 
007-040-08) are not enrolled in 
this program.



94 Jerramy Gipson 
 
94-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic in 
Willits.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations 
with Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 
 
94-2  It is not proposed to use 
Railroad right of way for the 
bypass near Sparetime Supply.  
The right of way for the byass 
will be easterly of the railroad 
right of way in this vicinity. 
Caltrans estimates the lanes of 
Modified Alternative J1T would 
be approximately 500 m (1600 
feet) from Sparetime Supply, and 
270 m (900 feet) from the 
neighborhood along San 
Francisco Avenue. The goal of 
the project does not include any 
specific requirement to move 
highway traffic out of the City 
Limits.  However, proposed 
freeway bypass will be elevated 
and will be access controlled, 
meaning the only access to the 
freeway will be from the two 
interchanges.  See Section 3.12, 
FEIS/EIR regarding Air Quality impacts. 

94-1 

94-2 

94-3 

 
94-3  General Response 1.3 discusses the reasons that Alternative L/C is not the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative, 
including its potential to adversely impact local populations of federally listed fish species.  See General Response 
1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration.  See General Response 1.9 regarding a center valley interchange.  The 
proposed project proposes a four-lane facility with two lanes in each direction.  If the comment letter intends to refer 
to a two-lane facility, see General Response 1.10, which explains why a two-lane facility does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project.  See also response to Comment 47-6 (Carol Kuhling Barrett) regarding environmental 
impacts of a two-lane facility. 
 
 
 



95 Eric Glassey, Leon 
Springer, and Gerald Jordan 

95-1 

 
95-1  Interior noise levels are 
generally 10 to 25 dB lower than 
exterior noise levels.  For 
commercial areas, the Noise 
Abatement Criteria is Leq (h) 72 
dBA (exterior); there is no 
interior noise criteria.  Predicted 
exterior noise level is Leq (h) 71 
dBA.  Assuming a minimum 
reduction of 10 dB (typical 
construction with windows open 
facing the highway) the interior 
noise level would be Leq (h) 
61dBA.  Noise levels below Leq 
(h) 67 dBA are below the level of 
interference of speech 
communication.    

 



96 Glen Green 

96-1 

 
96-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
construction.  General Response 1.3 
discusses the reasons that Alternative L/C 
is not the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  
Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations with Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 
 
See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
Regarding a center valley interchange, see 
General Response 1.9.   
 
 
 
 



08/25/2002 12:04 PM  

To:  <nancy_mackenzie@dot.ca.gov> 
cc:"Rosie Wagenet" <rosiewag@saber.ne
Subject:  Willits Bypass 

 
 
August 25, 2002 
To: Cher Daniels 
attn:Nancy Mackenzie 
Office of Environ Mgmt 
Caltrans Dist 3 
  
Please accept my input on the Willits Bypass  controversy. 
  
1. YES on the Bypass. pref 4 lanes, east of Willits, as far away 
from town as  possible. 
  
2. NO on Quail Meadows interchange.  Way too close to 
town. This would be an  immense disaster, in terms of 
aesthetics, safety, and  traffic. 
  
3. YES  support the "Elsie" plan, with the possible 
exceptions of 1.) moving northern  ramp even further north, 
and the southern ramp further south; 2.) connect Hwy 20  to 
fwy via eastern extension. 
  
Please bring relief to our community with the long  overdue 
bypass. The Willits community is a habitat to protect as well as  
anywhere else. I personally feel the town would thrive, not 
perish, with the  bypass. The environmental impact would be 
less than the devastating impact that  the drive-through traffic 
already creates for our village. The noise, pollution,  and 
congestion is unbearable. 
It can only get worse without the  bypass. 
  
Thank you for listening,  
Catherine Glyer 
20741 Locust St 
Willits, Ca 95490 
tel# 707 459-6306 
e-mail: glyers@pacific.net

97-1 

97-2 

97-3 

97-4 

97 Catherine Glyer 
 
97-1  Comment noted.  Caltrans traffic 
studies of existing conditions are the basis 
for the purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass.  Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.  Alternatives 
E3 and C1T are the alternatives furthest 
from town.  However, Alternative E3 does 
not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria because of its overall 
environmental harm, including potentially 
adverse impacts to water quality and listed 
fish species, and Alternatives C1T and 
L/C do not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria because of their direct 
adverse impacts to wetlands and their 
potentially adverse impacts to listed fish 
species.  See General Response 1.3.  
 
97-2  Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations 
with Quail Meadows Interchange.  
Mitigation measures are proposed to 
lessen aesthetic impacts of the proposed 
project. 
 
97-3  General Response 1.3 discusses why 
Alternative L/C is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  See 
General Response 1.9 for a discussion of a 
center valley interchange, which is 
beyond the scope of the Willits Bypass 
project.  
 
97-4  Comment noted.  Chapter 2 
(DEIS/EIR), purpose and need for project, 
explains in detail the need for a four-lane 
bypass of Willits on U.S. 101. 



98 Robin Goldner 
 
The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter: 
 
Goldner, Robin 
Komer, Marc 
 
98-1  Please refer to General 
Response 1.10 for discussion 
of a two lane bypass and why 
it does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project.  See 
also response to Comment 34-
15 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning). 
 
98-2  Vehicles leaving 
Brooktrails via Sherwood 
Road will save time traveling 
to the northern interchange to 
access the bypass southbound 
rather than traveling through 
downtown Willits to the 
southern interchange.  Also, 
see General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access. 
 
98-3  Native plantings of trees 
and shrubs will be provided for 
the project at major 
interchanges and other 
locations, which require a 
visual screen.  See Section 
5.10.4 (DEIS/EIR) for 
mitigation measures for visual 
resources.  Landscaping is not 
proposed as mitigation for 
noise since vegetation is not 
effective noise abatement.  Caltrans will investigate the use of pavement technologies that reduce noise. 

98-1 

98-2 

98-3 

98-4 

 
98-4  See Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR) for a description of Modified Alternative J1T (the preferred alternative) and 
Appendix I (FEIS/EIR) for layouts of the alternative. 
 



99-1

99 James Gordon 
 

99-1  The “ELSIE version” is a 
combination of Alternative L and 
Alternative C.  General Response 1.3 
discusses why Alternative L/C is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative because of 
its overall environmental harm, including 
direct adverse impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially adverse impacts to federally 
listed fish species. 
 
 



100 Margaret and Richard Graham 

100-1

100-2

100-3

100-4

 
100-1  General Response 1.10 discusses 
why a two-lane bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.   
 
The Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the LEDPA because it has the 
least overall environmental harm of the 
other alternatives.  Modified Alternative J1T 
avoids the business park and the 
park/museum complex, and mitigation 
measures are proposed to reduce remaining 
environmental impacts (Appendix A, 
FEIS/EIR). 
 
See General Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second access road.  
See General Response 1.8 regarding Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 
 
100-2  Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits.  Also, 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.  Again, a two-lane 
bypass does not meet the purpose and need 
of the project (General Response 1.10).   
 
100-3  Caltrans and FHWA investigated Alternative L/C, and studies concluded that the hybrid alternative did not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria.  See General Response 1.3, which discusses why Alternative L/C 
does not meet criteria for LEDPA, and therefore, is not eligible for construction.  See General Response 1.4 
regarding a Willits Creek restoration.  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access 
road.   
 
100-4  Caltrans is confident in the adequacy of the impact and significance conclusions presented in the technical 
studies and DEIS/EIR prepared for this project.  Now that a Preferred Alternative (Modified J1T) has been identified 
and selected, the mitigation and monitoring plan will be finalized with project-specific details and mitigation ratios, 
in consultation with resource agencies.  



101 Karen Gridley 

101-1 

101-2 

101-3 

 
101-1  See General Response 1.10 for 
discussion of why a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and need 
of the project.  Caltrans traffic studies 
of existing conditions are the basis for 
the purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass.   
 
101-2  A viaduct is proposed for all 
of the valley alternatives to avoid 
floodway impacts.  Alternative E3, 
which would be constructed in the 
hills west of Willits, does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria and therefore is not 
considered a viable alternative for 
construction.   
 
See General Response 1.10 regarding 
a two-lane bypass.   
 
101-3  Again, a two-lane alternative 
does not meet the purpose and need 
for the project (General Response 
1.10).  See General Response 1.9 
regarding center valley interchange 
and General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access 
road.   
 
 
 



101-4  See Section 2.2.2 
(DEIS/EIR), which discusses 
the route concept for U.S. 101 
from San Francisco to the 
Oregon border, as an ultimate 
four-lane freeway or 
expressway.  Only two 
segments between Eureka and 
Crescent City have been 
revised to a lower concept due 
to cost and environmental 
concerns, including old-growth 
redwoods and state parks lands 
(Route Concept Report, Route 
101 Corridor, October 2002).  
The two segments that were 
reduced in concept in the 1994 
report from four-lane to 
existing two-lane are the Harry 
A. Merlo State Recreation 
Area (Humboldt County) and 
Del Norte Redwoods State 
Park (Del Norte County).  Two 
additional segments were 
reduced in concept from four-
lane to existing two-lane in the 
2002 study due to 
environmental concerns and 
cost: Leggett to Red Mountain 
Creek (Mendocino County) 
and Richardson Grove State 
Park (Humboldt County).  

101-4 

101-5 

 
101-5  Caltrans is confident in the adequacy of the impact conclusions presented in the technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this project.   
 
A center valley interchange is beyond the scope of the proposed project (General Response 1.9).  Any of the valley 
alternatives would accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access road.  



102 Pauline Grzanich 

102-1 

102-2 

102-3 

102-4 

 
102-1  Comment noted.  Caltrans traffic 
studies of existing conditions are the basis 
for the purpose and need for a proposed 
four-lane bypass. 
 
102-2  Modified Alternative J1T, the 
Preferred Alternative, avoids the park 
complex, including the skate park referred 
to in the letter.  The alternative came 
about due to local concerns about impacts 
to this community and regional resource.  
See General Response 1.3. 
 
102-3  None of the proposed alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative would 
limit future expansion of the city’s 
wastewater treatment plant.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations 
with Quail Meadows Interchange.   
 
102-4  Caltrans and FHWA appreciate 
your comments on this project. 



103-1 

103-2 

103 Jane Gurko 
 
103-1  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access road.  
 
103-2  See General Response 
1.3 for reasons Alternative E3 is 
not longer being considered for 
construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
104 Renee Haase-Thatcher 

104-1 

 
104-1  See General Response 1.10 which 
discusses a two-lane alternative and why it does 
not meet the purpose and need of the project. 
 
See General Response 1.3, which discusses 
development of Modified Alternative J1T (the 
preferred alternative).  One of the benefits of this 
modified alternative is that it avoids the oak 
riparian woodland referred to in the letter.   
 
It is not anticipated that “large box stores” would 
line the roadway, whether it is two lanes or four 
lanes, principally because a large portion of the 
bypass would be on viaduct and because there is 
no center valley interchange as part of this 
project.  See also General Response 1.12 
regarding growth at interchanges.



105 Lawrence and Susan Hammer 

105-1 

105-2 

105-3 

 
105-1  See General Response 1.3 for a 
discussion of why the hybrid Alternative 
L/C does not meet criteria to be the 
LEDPA.  The alternatives analysis of 
Alternative L/C demonstrated that it 
would have adverse significant impacts on 
wetlands in the valley, not improve the 
quality of wetlands as the author of this 
letter suggests.  The cost of a hybrid 
Alternative L/C plus the high cost of 
mitigating its extensive impacts to 
wetlands and fish habitat would not be 
“far less expensive” than an alternative 
designed with the Quail Meadows 
Interchange.  The endangered fish bypass 
referred to in the letter is a Willits Creek 
restoration project, which was suggested 
by Hal Wagenet as a component of the 
hybrid Alternative L/C.  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
105-2  Caltrans responded to the 
community’s request to study the 
feasibility of a hybrid Alternative L/C.  
See General Response 1.3 for the results 
of that analysis, which concluded that the 
Hybrid Alternative L/C does not meet 
LEDPA criteria.    
 
105-3  A large part of the public support for the hybrid Alternative L/C was the misunderstanding that it was the 
only alternative that would accommodate a Brooktrails Township second access road and the misperception that it 
would improve local traffic conditions over the other alternatives.  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access and General Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations with Quail Meadows Interchange. 
 



 
----- Original Message -----   
From: Marv & Thelma  Hansard  
Sent: Saturday, August 17, 2002 3:56 PM 
Subject: Route 101 Willits Bypass 
To Nancy Mackenzie 
  
Dear Madam: 
  
     I believe I represent the  feelings of the silent majority in 
appealing to the Government to include the  Elsie Bypass 
proposal as a viable alternative.  I believe this proposal to  be 
the most beneficial to the City of Willits and Mendocino County 
and has been  based upon  a thorough analysis and 
objectivity.  In addition, an  on/off ramp providing direct access 
to Route 20 should be given top  priority. 
  
     My family came to Willits in the  spring of 1972 from the Los 
Angeles area.  We owned and operated the Coast  to Coast 
Hardware Store until 1984.  When we arrived, the lumber 
industry  was the primary source of income and along with a 
few other small industries  provided the jobs and necessary tax 
base in order for Willits to exist.   During the past thirty years, 
we have witnessed the demise of industry and  erosion of our 
tax base and the loss of jobs.  In its place have been a  steady 
influx of extreme environmental activities, many of which have 
no visible  means of support. I believe a better definition of this 
element of our  society would be "Obstructionists" because they 
have stopped or impeded progress  on other projects that 
would have been beneficial to the City.  Their  tactics have 
always been to pack Council Meetings with protests or to keep  
issues in a state of debate until they die or filing frivolous 
lawsuits.    
  
     I believe I am a conservationist in every sense of the word 
but I am also aware that humans must have a place on this 
earth and are entitled to a means for making a living without 
dependence on  special grants or welfare. 
  
     I expect a large number of  comments received will be from 
this activist element while many that do not  comment are those 
too busy trying to keep food on the table and do not have the  
time to become involved.  Therefore, it is hoped that you will 
consider  this when reviewing comments. 
  
Sincerely, 
Marvin D. Hansard 

106-1

106-2

106 Marvin Hansard 
 
106-1  See General Response 1.3 
regarding the hybrid Alternative L/C 
and why it does not meet criteria for 
LEDPA. 
 
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 
for a discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the scope 
of the proposed project. 
 
106-2  Caltrans is committed to 
constructing a bypass of the Willits 
community.  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for project schedule.  
 
 
 



107 Ray Hebrard 

107-1 

 
107-1  The Modified Alternative 
J1T is the Preferred Alternative 
(see Chapter 2, FEIS/EIR, for a 
description of this alternative).  
See General Response 1.3, which 
discusses the development of the 
Modified Alternative J1T and 
why it has the least overall 
impact to the environment of all 
alternatives considered in the 
Draft EIS/EIR.  



108 Edna Heidebrink 

108-1 

108-2 

108-3 

108-4 

108-5 

108-6 

 
108-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative (see General Response 
1.3 regarding development of this 
alternative, and Chapter 2 in the 
FEIS/EIR for a description of this 
alternative).  A center valley 
interchange is beyond the scope of 
the bypass project (General 
Response 1.9). 
 
108-2  Sections 4.4 and 5.4.2 
(DEIS/EIR) discuss the agricultural 
land uses in the project area and 
related impacts as a result of the 
project.   
 
108-3  The comment refers to a 
large oak riparian woodland that 
has important habitat value.  
Modified Alternative J1T will 
minimize impacts to this woodland. 
 
108-4  The proposed bypass project 
will reduce traffic congestion 
within Willits. 
 
108-5  Comment noted.  Caltrans 
and FHWA have tried to balance 
the need for the project with 
protection of the environment. 
 
108-6  Comment noted.  Because 
the bypass will remove traffic, 
especially truck traffic from Main 
Street, traffic noise downtown will 
be reduced in Willits. 
 
 



109 Richard Hill 

109-1

109-2

109-3

109-4

 
109-1  See General Response 1.9, which 
explains why a center valley interchange is 
beyond the scope of this project.  Any of the 
valley alternatives could accommodate an 
additional future interchange. 
 
109-2  Any of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would reduce traffic congestion 
on Main Street because interregional traffic 
will be rerouted/removed from local city 
streets creating less overall demand of the 
local infrastructure.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations with Quail 
Meadows Interchange. 
 
Any of the valley alternatives, including 
Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative) would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails Township 
second access road (General Response 1.6). 
 
109-3  The comment is referring to the 
hybrid Alternative L/C.  See General 
Response 1.3, regarding the reasons 
Alternative L/C is not the LEDPA/preferred 
alternative. 
 
109-4  The comment is referring to the 
hybrid Alternative L/C.  See General 
Response 1.3, regarding the reasons 
Alternative L/C is not the LEDPA/preferred 
alternative.



100-1

100-4

100-2

100-3

100-5

110 Karen Holden 
 
110-1  See response to Comment 73-5 
(Mary Delaney).   
 
110-2  See response to Comment 70-1 
(Bill Cronk). 
 
110-3  See response to Comment 62-5 
(Mary Carol) and 117-1 (Lynn Dee 
Johnson).  The footprint of a two-lane 
bypass would in many instances pose 
similar visual issues as a four-lane bypass. 
 
110-4  See General Response 1.10 for a 
discussion of why a two-lane bypass does 
not meet the purpose and need for the 
project.  This section also addresses the 
letter’s safety concerns and explains that 
statewide average collision rates for 4-
lane divided facilities are substantially 
lower than for 2-lane conventional 
highways.   
 
110-5  Caltrans was diligent in 
considering the community’s concerns in 
the advanced planning stage and during 
the environmental process.  See Chapter 5 
(FEIS/EIR) for a discussion of Caltrans’ 
ongoing coordination with our local 
partners and other stakeholders. 
 



111 Robert Houtz 

111-1 

111-2 

111-3 

 
111-1  The Modified 
Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  General Response 
1.3 discusses why Alternative 
L/C is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  
Because of the magnitude of 
Alternative L/C’s overall 
impacts, specifically to 
wetlands and other waters of 
the U.S., ACOE would not be 
able to provide a permit for 
construction of Alternative 
L/C. 
 
111-2  See General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
111-3  The purpose of the 
project is to serve interregional 
traffic resulting in statewide 
benefits.  The project is being 
funded by state and federal 
funds, as well as Mendocino 
County funds. 
 
 



112 Robert and Linda Huck 
 
112-1  The Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  General 
Response 1.3 discusses why 
Alternative C1T is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  
Because of the magnitude of 
Alternative C1T’s overall 
impacts (principally at the north 
end of the alignment), 
specifically to wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S., ACOE would 
not be able to provide a permit 
for construction of Alternative 
C1T. 
 
112-2  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.   

08/26/2002  
 
Attn:  Nancy MacKenzie 
 
Reference the Route 101 Willits Bypass Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
 
We are in favor of Route C which we believe will effect the least 
number of dwellings negatively.  We also believe it would cause the 
least amount of damage to the ecosystem. 
 
We are also in favor of "No Sound Walls" because we don't believe that 
it is necessary. 
 
We are in favor of the 4 lane highway because whether or not many feel 
it would "serve our needs" now, we all know that it is something that 
will be mandatory in the near further, so why have to do it over again. 
We believe that it would be cheaper to do it in the first go around. 
 
We are also in favor of overpasses on each end of Little Lake Valley. 
We believe that there should be no special off ramp for Highway 20. 
 
Robert F. Huck and Linda J. Huck  

112-1

112-2

112-3

112-4

 
112-3  Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) explains in detail the purpose and need for a four-lane bypass.   
 
112-4  Modified Alternative J1T provides an interchange at the north and south termini of the project.  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.  General Response 1.9 explains why a center 
valley interchange is beyond the scope of this project.  Any of the valley alternatives could accommodate an 
additional future interchange. 
 
 



113 David and Geri Hulse-
Stephens 
 
113-1  The difference in 
noise levels between an 
operating speed of 65 mph 
and 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. 
 
113-2  See General 
Response 1.12 regarding 
“growth at interchanges.” 
 
113-3  See General 
Response 1.10 for a 
discussion of why a two-lane 
bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need of the 
project and therefore, was 
not considered in the DEIS/EIR. 

113-1 

113-2 

113-3 

 
General Response 1.3 discusses why Alternative LT is not the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  The preferred 
alternative (Modified Alternative J1T) avoids the riparian oak woodlands referred to in this letter. 
 



See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of why an S.R. 20 
interchange is not being considered 
for any of the valley alternatives.  
Traffic volumes on S.R. 20 west of 
Willits are low when compared to 
U.S. 101.  LOS on S.R. 20 is not 
expected to be less than LOS C in 
2028. 
 
Regarding the statement that a two-
lane bypass would result in less 
noise and safer conditions, see 
responses to Comment 113-1 and 
Comment 34-11 (Willits Citizens 
for Good Planning). 
 
113-4  The DEIS/EIR, Volume II, 
Maps 4-7 show the location of 
structures on each alignment, 
including an undercrossing (where 
the local road would go under the 
state highway) at East Hill Road on 
each of the valley alternatives.  
 
113-5  Any of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would reduce traffic 
congestion on Main Street because interregional traffic will be rerouted/removed from local city streets creating less 
overall demand of the local infrastructure.  See General Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations with the Quail 
Meadows interchange.  

113-3 
cont. 

113-4 

113-5 

 



114 Roland Hulstein 
 
114-1  The comment does not 
discuss the issues that the 
writer feels the DEIS/EIR 
failed to address, and 
therefore, no response can be 
prepared.  FHWA and Caltrans 
are confident in the adequacy 
of the conclusions presented in 
the technical studies and the 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this 
project.  See also General 
Response 1.11. 
 
114-2  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.  The comment 
refers to a Value Analysis for 
this project that took place 
before final detailed traffic 
studies were available to the 
team.  Caltrans’ traffic studies 
concluded that a two-lane 
alternative would not improve 
safety and LOS as much as a 
four-lane alternative.  A two-
lane facility will provide an 
LOS “D” at peak hour in 2008, 
remaining at LOS “D” through 
the 20-year design period. 
 
114-3  Neither a two-lane nor a 
four-lane bypass could follow the natural contours of the valley, as the design of any bypass in the valley would 
need to avoid floodplain impacts.  A two-lane bypass would not reduce impacts by 50 percent due to required design 
components, such as shoulders, side slopes, and drainage facilities.  Detailed studies of visual, noise, and biological 
impacts were not conducted for a two-lane bypass.  See General Response 1.10 and response to Comment 73-5 
(Mary Delaney). 

114-1 

114-2 

114-3 

114-4 

114-5 

 
114-4  Current highway design standards restrict the number of access points on access-controlled grade-separated 
facilities to no more than one every 3 km (2 mi) in rural areas.  Thus, there is no reason to believe that a two-lane 
access-controlled grade-separated facility would have any more connections to the local road system than a four-
lane freeway.  The comment correctly notes that through-traffic would still utilize S.R. 20 through Willits in the 
event of a bypass along the alignment of Alternatives C1T, J1T, and LT.   Existing travel related businesses will 
continue to serve travelers headed to Fort Bragg via S.R. 20. With Alternative E3, S.R. 20 traffic would be removed 
from Willits.  Through-traffic on U.S. 101 would have access to Willits at both the northern and southern 
interchanges, with any of the valley alternatives.    Caltrans will relinquish Main Street north of the S.R. 20 
intersection.  The City may choose to restrict truck traffic on this segment, which would improve access to existing 
non-tourism related businesses. 



114-5  See responses to comment letters 34 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning, submitted by Richard Estabrook); 
35 (Willits Environmental Center submitted by David Drell); 73 (Mary Delaney; Christopher Martin submitted a 
copy of that form letter); 80 (Ellen Drell); 84 (Richard Estabrook); and 212 (Hal Wagenet).   
 
 

115-1 

115-3 

115-2 

115-4 

115 Bill Jack 
 
115-1  The construction of an interchange at Quail 
Meadows is independent of the number of motorists 
that live in Brooktrails and utilize Sherwood Road.  
With the construction of a bypass, interregional 
traffic will be removed from local city streets 
creating less overall demand of the local 
infrastructure.  See General Response 1.8 regarding 
traffic operations at Quail Meadows interchange. 
  
115-2  See General Response 1.6, which explains 
that the Quail Meadows Interchange will 
accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails 
Township second access road. 
 
115-3  See response to Comment 139-7 (Karina 
McAbee).  The City of Willits may close north Main 
Street to through truck traffic once the bypass is 
built.  
 
115-4  Caltrans appreciates your comments and 
your interest in the proposed project. 
 
 



116 Richard Jeske 
 
116-1  The letter does not state the location 
of the residence so it is difficult to address 
this comment.  However, FHWA states, 
“Traffic noise is not usually a serious 
problem for people who live more than 500 
feet from heavily traveled freeways or 
more than 100 to 200 feet from lightly 
traveled roads.”  This is based on the 
FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria of 
Leq(h) 67 dBA for residential areas. 
 
116-2  The author of this letter does not 
state where on East Hill Road his residence 
is located, so we do not know which valley 
alternative would have the most visual 
impact where he lives, and cannot address 
this comment. 
 
116-3  See General Response 1.10 for a 
discussion of why a two-lane bypass will 
not meet the purpose and need for the 
project for interregional traffic, and 
therefore was not considered in the 
DEIS/EIR.  The bypass will result in a side 
benefit of reducing local traffic congestion.  
Also, 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.   

116-1

116-3

116-2

 
 
 



117 Lynn Dee Johnson 

117-1 

117-2 

117-3 

117-4 

 
117-1  See Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) for 
mitigation measures that are proposed to 
reduce impacts from the project. 
 
117-2  A center valley interchange was 
rejected through the project development 
process.  See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of why a center valley 
interchange on the valley alternatives is 
beyond the scope of the proposed bypass 
project.  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
117-3  See response to Comment 117-1.  
An extensive array of mitigation measures 
are proposed to reduce impacts from the 
bypass. 
 
117-4  The General Response 1.10 
regarding two-lane alternative. See also 
response to Comment 47-6 (Carol 
Kuhling Barrett) for why a two-lane 
facility would not result in half the 
impacts of a four-lane facility. 
 
 



118 Diane Joyce 
08/26/2002 12:54 PM 

 
I AM A PROPERTY OWNER ON THE WESTSIDE 
NEAR KOA. 
 
I WANT A FOUR-LANE BYPASS. 
 
MOST OF US WHO WANT A FOURLANE BYPASS 
DID NOT SHOW UP, AT RECENT HEARINGS, 
BECAUSE WE THOUGHT IT WAS ALREADY IN 
THE BAG, AND WE WERE MOST UPSET THAT THE 
LOUD/SMALL OPPOSITION HAS AGAIN BEEN 
ABLE TO WRENCH YOUR PROGRESS ON THE 
FOURLANE BYPASS. 
 
 
I HAVE SOME KNOWLEDGE OF THE EXPANSIVE 
EFFORTS YOU HAVE EXTENDED. 
 
THERE IS LOUD LOUD OPPOSITION, COMING 
FROM A VERY VERY SMALL GROUP OF PERSONS. 
  
 
POO POO ON THE 2-LANE.  

118-1 

 
118-1  Comment noted.  A four-lane 
bypass meets the purpose and need for the 
project.  Further discussion can be found 
in General Response 1.10 on why a two-
lane bypass does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project.  



119 Eve Jursch 

119-1 

119-2 

 
119-1  See response to Comment 
59-2 (Gregg Byers).  See also 
General Response 1.11. 
 
119-2  See response to Comment 
30-3 (Mendocino Forest Watch). 
 
 
 
 
 
 



119-3  See responses to Comments 26-1 
(California Oak Foundation), 27-1 (California 
Native Plant Society), and 30-1 (Mendocino 
Forest Watch).  See General Response 1.3 
which discusses development of Modified 
Alternative J1T to avoid and minimize 
impacts, and General Response 1.11 regarding 
impact conclusions in DEIS/EIR. 

119-3 

119-4 

119-5 

 
119-4  See General Response 1.12 regarding 
“growth at interchanges.” 
 
119-5  For discussion of why a two-lane 
alternative is not being considered, see 
General Response 1.10.  See also response to 
Comment 34-11 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning).   
 
 
 



120 Bernard Kamoroff 
 
120-1  See response to Comment 131-16 
(Michael Lightrain) regarding the extensive 
public involvement in the development of the 
bypass project, which was critical in 
developing the alternatives that were 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.  Further, after 
public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, Caltrans, 
FHWA, the NEPA 404 resource agencies, and 
local government worked together to 
incorporate local concerns including the 
business park, the park/recreation complex, 
and the oak riparian woodland into Alternative 
J1T.  This alternative had been identified in 
the DEIS/EIR (along with Alternative LT) as 
the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (Appendix H, 
Alternatives Analysis).  As a result of public 
input, modifications were made to Alternative 
J1T to reduce its impacts to community 
resources while minimizing impacts to 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S.   
 
120-2  The author does not clearly state what 
aspect of the project he finds unsatisfactory.  
In the DEIS/EIR, Caltrans and FHWA 
proposed a four-lane facility on one of four 
alignments (Alternatives E3, C1T, J1T, or LT).  
The DEIS/EIR also allowed for alternatives to 
be recombined into “hybrid” alternatives 
(Section 1.5, DEIS/EIR). 
 
120-3  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative for construction.  See General Response 1.3, which discusses the reasons that 
Alternative L/C is not the LEDPA/preferred alternative.  See General Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations at 
Quail Meadows Interchange.  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road.   

120-1 

120-2 

120-3 

120-4 

 
120-4  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
 



120-5  See General Response 1.9, 
which discusses why a center valley 
interchange on any of the valley 
alternatives is beyond the scope of this 
project.  Any of the valley alternatives 
could accommodate an additional 
interchange as a future separate project. 
 
120-6  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.   
 
120-7  It is not possible to resolve every 
issue brought forward by the public, due 
to environmental, regulatory, technical, 
cost, and other constraints, but where 
possible, Caltrans and FHWA have 
responded to public concerns.  Because 
of public input, Modified Alternative 
J1T was developed to avoid critical 
community resources while meeting the 
requirements of the Clean Water Act, 
Section 404.  See response to Comment 
131-16 (Michael Lightrain) regarding 
the extensive public involvement in the 
development of this project.  Caltrans and FHWA will continue coordinating with local government throughout final 
design and construction of the project. 

120-5 

120-6 

120-7 

 
 



121 Gregory Kanne 
 
121-1  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.   
 
121-2  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  General Response 1.3 
discusses why the hybrid Alternative 
L/C does not meet the criteria for 
LEDPA because of its overall 
environmental harm, including adverse 
impacts to wetlands and to federally 
listed fish species.  Note that 
Alternative L/C was studied in the 
DEIS/EIR using the nodal approach 
(Section 1.5, DEIS/EIR).  See responses 
to comment letter 212 (Hal Wagenet). 
 
121-3  The comment addresses two 
different subjects: the environmental 
document and project planning.  The 
EIS/EIR document discloses 
information about the project, its 
potential impacts, and measures to 
minimize impacts.  Project planning 
was used to develop the alternative 
bypass alignments.  Regarding 
adequacy of the impact analyses in the 
DEIS/EIR, see response to Comment 
30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch).  
Regarding bypass project planning, see 
response to Comment 120-1 (Bernard 
Kamoroff).  Note also that since project 
planning began in 1962, approximately 
30 alternatives have been considered as 
a result of public and governmental agency input and independent investigation by Caltrans staff (Section 3.6, 
DEIS/EIR). 

121-1

121-2

121-3

 
 
 
 



122 James F. King 
 

08/26/2002  
 
Dear Ms. Daniels: 
 
I reside at 290 Bittenbender Lane, Willits,  California. I 
have lived in Willits for 25 years. I  strongly support the 
concept of a bypass around Willits. I have to deal with 
miserable traffic on a daily basis, and it is getting worse. 
 
I oppose the idea of a two-lane (one lane each way) 
bypass. Such a highway would be obsolete the day it was 
built.  The only feasible alternative is a four-lane bypass. 
I am also opposed to alternative E3 because it would be 
more expensive than the other alternatives and would 
entail major cut and fill work through unstable hills. 
  
I support alternative J1T because it is the most natural 
route and would entail the least environmental impact. 
However, I think it should be modified so as to allow 
Brooktrails traffic a ready access onto and off the 
freeway without driving through the middle of town. 
 
There are large numbers Willits residents who support 
the bypass.  I am hoping their sentiments aren't drowned 
out by a small contingent of vocal activists who want to 
stop the freeway.   
 
Thanks for considering my views. 
 
James F. King 

122-1

122-2

122-3

122-4

122-1  The bypass would provide an 
uncongested facility for interregional traffic 
and also would result in reduced traffic 
congestion on Willits’ Main Street.  Existing 
and future-without-project traffic conditions 
on U.S. 101/Main Street are discussed in 
Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR). 
 
122-2  The DEIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2) 
explains that a two-lane facility would be 
functionally obsolete two years after 
construction.  General Response 1.10 
provides additional discussion of why a two-
lane bypass does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project.   
 
122-3  See General Response 1.3, which 
discusses the reasons that Alternative J1T is 
no longer under consideration for 
construction and the development of the 
Modified Alternative J1T, the 
LEDPA/preferred alternative.  
 
See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
122-4  Comment noted.  The focus of the 
bypass is to serve interregional traffic, but 
the bypass also will benefit the City of 
Willits by reducing traffic congestion on 
local streets. 
 



123 Jeanne H. Koelle 
 

123-1 

123-2 

123-1  The purpose of the 
proposed bypass is to reduce 
delays, improve safety, and 
achieve a level of service of at 
least “C” for interregional traffic 
on U.S. 101.  However, additional 
benefits of a bypass will be to 
reduce traffic congestion on local 
streets in Willits, improving 
conditions for pedestrians and 
bicyclists, as well.  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.  Also, 
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 1.10 explains 
why a two-lane bypass does not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project. 
 
123-2  See response to Comment 120-1 (Bernard Kamoroff) and 131-16 (Michael Lightrain) regarding the extensive 
public involvement in the development of the bypass project, which was critical in developing the alternatives that 
were considered in the DEIS/EIR.  See also Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) concerning public involvement since circulation 
of the DEIS/EIR.  Caltrans and FHWA will continue coordinating with the City of Willits and other local 
representatives throughout final design and construction of the project. 
 



124 Patricia Kovner 
 

124-1

124-1  Caltrans and FHWA are 
confident in the adequacy of the 
impact and significance conclusions 
presented in the technical studies and 
DEIS/EIR prepared for this project.  
See also response to Comment 30-1 
(Mendocino Forest Watch).  General 
Response 1.10 explains why a two-
lane bypass does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project. 
 
 
 
 



125 Lynda LaCount 

125-1 

 
125-1  Land that is not Williamson 
Act Contract land or that is outside 
the study limit would not be 
included on Atlas Map 13 
(DEIS/EIR Volume 2). 
 
Regarding erosion issue, see 
response to Comment 48-1 
(Andrea Beene).   
 
 
 



125-2  The project shows an access 
road to the Schmidbauer ranch on the 
valley alternatives (Maps 25A, 27A, 
and 28A; DEIS/EIR Volume 2).  After 
public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, the 
Upper Haehl Creek Interchange, for the 
valley alternatives, was redesigned from 
a trumpet to a diamond-style 
interchange for better access from the 
property.  The revision would allow 
access to the Schmidbauer Ranch from 
the east side of the interchange through 
a private road opening in access control.  
See also response to Comment 271-4 
(Lynda Schmidbauer). 
 
125-3  The proposed viaducts and 
bridged creek crossings will provide 
suitable undercrossings for wildlife.  In 
addition, Caltrans will continue to work 
with the resources agencies to address 
the kinds and locations of additional 
animal undercrossings that may be 
required.  Also, see responses to 
Comment 125-2 and Comment 271-4 
(Lynda Schmidbauer) regarding access. 
 
125-4  The reference to a proposed plan 
requires clarification.  The DEIS/EIR 
proposes four build alternatives to 
constructing a four-lane bypass – a 
preferred alternative had not been 
proposed or selected in the DEIS/EIR.  
Subsequent to public circulation of the 
DEIS/EIR and completion of the Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
Alternatives Analysis process, the 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
The comment regarding biological 
resources is too vague to provide a 
response.  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second access 
road.  General Response 1.9 explains 
why a center-valley interchange is 
beyond the scope of the project.  
General Response 1.10 explains why a 
two-lane bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.  
Regarding adequacy of the impact analyses in the DEIS/EIR, see response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino Forest 
Watch).   

125-2 

125-3 

125-4 

 
Flashing beacons with a changeable message sign have been installed at the Walker Road and U.S. 101 intersection 
to alert drivers on northbound U.S. 101 to oncoming traffic from Walker Road.   



See response to Comment 20-4 (Mendocino County Board of Supervisors) regarding traffic speeds at Upper Haehl 
Creek Interchange) and response to Comment 271-5 (Lynda Schmidbauer) regarding S.R. 20 traffic.  See response 
to Comment 125-2 regarding the contract referred to in this comment. 
 
 
126 Beth Lang 
 
126-1  Caltrans detailed traffic studies 
concluded that a two-lane facility would not 
meet the purpose and need of the project.  
See response to Comment 34-15 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning). 
 
Modified Alternative J1T was been selected 
as the LEDPA because it has the least 
overall impact of any of the alternatives.  
Modified Alternative J1T avoids the oak 
riparian woodland referred to in this letter.  
Also, Modified Alternative J1T was placed 
behind a corridor of tall, dense riparian 
vegetation as a visual barrier between the 
viaduct structure and the park/recreation 
complex. 
 
126-2  The bypass will remove traffic from 
local streets, resulting in a reduction in 
traffic in front of the high school.  See 
General Response 1.8. 
 
126-3  See General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road. 
 
126-4  See response to Comment 120-1 
(Bernard Kamoroff) and 131-16 (Michael 
Lightrain) regarding the extensive public 
involvement in the development of the 
bypass project, which was critical in 
developing the alternatives that were 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.  See also 
Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) concerning public 
involvement since circulation of the 
DEIS/EIR, which was crucial in modifying Alternative J1T to respond to local concerns.  Caltrans and FHWA will 
continue coordinating with the City of Willits and other local representatives throughout final design and 
construction of the project.   

126-1 

126-2 

126-3 

126-4 

 
The purpose of the bypass is to reduce delays, improve safety, and achieve at least LOS “C” in the project area for 
interregional traffic on U.S. 101.  See response to Comment 123-1 (Jeanne H. Koelle). 
 



126-5  General Response 1.3 discusses the 
development of the Modified Alternative 
J1T, which as the least overall 
environmental impacts of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.  Mitigation 
measures were proposed in the DEIS/EIR 
to reduce impacts as a result of the 
project; Appendix A of the FEIS/EIR 
proposes mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts of Modified Alternative J1T, the 
preferred alternative. 

126-5 

 
 
 



127 Gura Lashlee 

127-1

127-2

127-3 

 
127-1  See Table 3-5 (DEIS/EIR) for reasons why 
some easterly alternatives were eliminated early in 
the process.  The most easterly alternative 
considered in the DEIS/EIR – Alternative C1T – 
does not meet Section 404(b)(1) Clean Water Act 
criteria due to its overall environmental harm.   
 
General Response1.9 explains why a center valley 
interchange is beyond the scope of the current 
project. 
 
127-2  Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits, including at the Sherwood 
Road/Main Street intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
127-3  See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for project 
schedule.   
 
 
 



128-1 

128-2 

128-3 

128 John LeFan 
 
The following individuals 
submitted duplicates of the 
following letter: 
 
LeFan, John 
Woolsey, Ron 
Long, Freddie 
 
A similar letter was 
published as a letter to the 
editor of the Willits News.  
The following individuals 
submitted a copy of the letter 
from the Willits News or a 
similar form letter: 
 
Breitlow, Betty 
Coyner, C. 
Crossman, Steve 
Dale, Eric 
Hall, Bill, Thelma, and John 
Ivancich, Larry 
Janusz, Allen 
Jolley-Crawford, Yvonne 
Kovner, Steve 
McEdwards, Don 
McNair, Marilyn 
Peterson, Mazie 
Shorba, Mary 
Sinnott, Lauren 
Tjepkes, Harriet 
Tjepkes, Robert 
Turnbull, Fred 
Waters, Gloria 
Welker, Mara 
Weller, Ann 
Wertheimer, Susan 
Weston, Jeri 
Wolfe, Jeanne 
 
 



128-1  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.  See response to Comment 34-15 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning) which explains the 1998 
Value Analysis Report, particularly the fact that detailed traffic studies had not been completed at the time the value 
analysis workshop was conducted. 
 
128-2  The L/C (“ELSIE”) route is a combination of the southern segment of Alternative LT and the northern 
segment of Alternative C1T.  General Response 1.3 discusses why Alternative L/C is not the LEDPA/Preferred 
Alternative.  See General Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration and General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access road.  Any of the bypass alternatives would remove traffic from local roads and 
allow southbound or northbound travelers to avoid the central city.  
 
128-3  See responses to Comments 128-1 and 128-2.  Also, regarding addressing public concerns, see response to 
Comment 120-1 (Bernard Kamoroff) and 131-16 (Michael Lightrain), which discusses the extensive public 
involvement in the development of the bypass project, which was critical in developing the alternatives that were 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.  See also Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) concerning public involvement since circulation of the 
DEIS/EIR, which was crucial in modifying Alternative J1T to respond to local concerns.  Caltrans and FHWA will 
continue coordination efforts throughout final design and construction of the project.   
 

129-1

129-2

129-3

129-4

129-5

129 John and Betty Lemmer 
 
129-1  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with 
Quail Meadows Interchange. 
 
129-2  The comment accurately 
points out that the northern portion 
of Alternative C1T does not require 
crossing the Northern Pacific 
Railroad tracks and that, in fact, it 
eliminates an at-grade railroad 
crossing for U.S. 101.  The at-grade 
crossing would remain in place, but 
existing U.S. 101 at the crossing 
would become a county road. 
 
Caltrans does not believe the 
alternative would facilitate an 
extension of the freeway to the 
north.  The existing right of way 
north of the conform point is 
probably not wide enough to 
accommodate a freeway.  In 
addition, there are several private 
driveways that connect to the 
existing highway, so a frontage 
road would also be required.  
Extension of a freeway on the east 
side of the existing highway would 
require impacting Outlet Creek and 
its riparian habitat.  Impacting 
established riparian habitat and a 
stream bearing migrating salmonids 
would not be undertaken without 
great difficulties.  Extending the 
freeway with a railroad crossing on 



the north end of C1T (on the west side of the existing highway) would require impacting the railroad or constructing 
a railroad crossing at a narrow skew, which would require a lengthy bridge and would be expensive. 
 
129-3  See General Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration. 
 
129-4  See General Response 1.9 for a discussion of a center valley interchange, which is beyond the scope of this 
project on any of the valley alternatives.     
 
129-5  See General Response 1.3 for a discussion of why Alternative C1T and hybrid Alternative L/C do not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria and, therefore, were eliminated from consideration as preferred 
alternative candidates. 
 
 
130 Monty Levenson  
 
130-1  The reader is referred to Section 
S.7 (DEIS/EIR, page S-11) Adverse 
Environmental Effects that Cannot be 
Avoided if the Project is Implemented, 
which discusses impacts to various 
resources that would remain, even after 
mitigation measures are implemented. 
 
130-2  The Economic Impact Report 
anticipates that some businesses located 
along the existing alignment of U.S. 101, 
specifically, those businesses that derive 
customers primarily from through traffic 
would see some reduction in sales as 
traffic is reduced on Main Street, as a 
result of the proposed bypass.  But 
westbound travelers will still need to use 
south Main Street (the Miracle Mile) to 
access the Main Street/S.R. 20 
intersection, for any of the valley 
alternatives.   
 
However, the reduction in business under 
Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative) would be compensated for in 
the short-term by anticipated construction 
expenditure.  In the long-term, the City of 
Willits’ economic development policies 
are expected to combine with the decrease 
in traffic through the middle of the City to 
result in improved business conditions in the City.  The impact on sales tax revenue is expected to be either 
imperceptible or positive.  

130-1

130-2

 
 
 



130-3  There are many factors 
that have an effect on noise 
propagation over distance.  
Traffic noise levels drop at a rate 
of 4.5 dB per doubling distance, 
from 50 ft. to 100 ft.; 100 ft. to 
200 ft.; 200 ft. to 400 ft. and so 
on.  Meteorological conditions 
play a major role on the effects 
of noise over distance.  Wind, 
temperature gradients, rain, and 
humidity can influence overall 
noise conditions by either 
reducing or increasing the noise 
at distant locations.  Given all 
this information it is likely at 
times that noise from any 
alternative constructed as well as 
the existing U.S. 101 and S.R. 
20 may be heard throughout the 
valley. However, noise levels 
would not exceed impact 
thresholds.   
 
130-4  Safety is more easily 
assured on a freeway with safety 
features like full shoulders, a 
median and interchanges rather 
than at-grade intersections and 
few, if any, pedestrian and 
bicycle conflicts.  The time for 
emergency vehicles required to 
arrive at a collision scene on the 
proposed facility would not 
theoretically increase since there 
will be no congestion or at-grade 
intersections for response vehicles to maneuver. 

130-3

130-4

130-5

130-6

130-7

130-8

130-9

130-10 

 
130-5  Modified Alternative J1T was selected as the LEDPA because it has the least overall environmental harm of 
any of the proposed build alternatives.  Modified Alternative J1T avoids the riparian oak woodland referred to in the 
comment.  Modified Alternative J1T avoids impacts to Glandular western flax (Hesperolinon adenophyllum) and 
Baker’s navarretia (Navarretia leucocephala ssp. bakeri) both California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List 1B 
species.  Modified Alternative J1T impacts to Baker’s meadowfoam (Limnanthes bakeri) is similar to that of 
Alternative J1T.   
 
Alternatives J1T, Modified J1T, and LT would require large volumes of embankment for the grade separation at the 
railroad.  Alternative C1T does not cross the railroad, and thus, can maintain a lower profile.  The extra length, 
however, of Alternative C1T would require considerable fill and the total earthwork is similar to that of the other 
valley alternatives.  Alternative E3 would not use Oil Well Hill as a borrow source.   
 
Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) lists mitigation measures that are proposed to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, and 
compensate for impacts during and after construction of the project. 
 
130-6  Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to agricultural land and visual quality.  See Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR).  See also response to Comment 48-1 (Andrea Beene) regarding erosion. 
 



130-7  Caltrans/FHWA are confident in the adequacy of the DEIS/EIR as a document of disclosure and for 
providing the necessary information to make a decision on the project.  See General Response 1.11. 
 
130-8  A bypass is primarily designed to improve the flow of interregional traffic; however, a recognized benefit of 
a bypass is that it removes interregional traffic from local roads.  This improves local traffic conditions.  Alternate 
routes on local streets would not remove interregional traffic.  Also, see responses to Comments 32-1 (Save All the 
Valley Eternally), 34-15 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning), and 
150-4 (Jacqueline Morninglight).  
See General Response 1.10, 
which discusses why a two-lane 
alternative is not being 
considered because it does not 
meet the purpose and need for 
the project.  
 
130-9  The comment is noted. 
 
130-10  The alternatives 
presented in the DEIS/EIR were 
included for consideration 
precisely because traffic studies 
for these alignments shows that they meet the purpose of the project.  The project required extensive technical 
studies and public involvement.  See response to Comment 120-1 (Bernard Kamoroff) and 131-16 (Michael 
Lightrain) regarding the public involvement in the development of the bypass project, which was critical in 
developing the alternatives that were considered in the DEIS/EIR.  See also Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR) concerning public 
involvement since circulation of the DEIS/EIR, which was crucial in modifying Alternative J1T to respond to local 
concerns.  Caltrans and FHWA will continue coordinating with Willits throughout final design and construction of 
the project.   

130-10 

130-11

 
The preferred alternative for construction is Modified Alternative J1T (General Response 1.3 and Chapter 2, 
FEIS/EIR).  The no-build alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the project and would not meet its 
objectives.   
 
130-11  Caltrans and FHWA appreciate your taking time to comment on the project and the DEIS/EIR.  Again, see 
response to Comment 130-10. 
 



131-2 

131-3 

131-4 

131-5 

131-6 

131-1 

131 Michael Lightrain 
 
131-1  Comment noted.  The need 
for the bypass is discussed in 
Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR). 
 
131-2  Comment noted.  Improving 
the road system to efficiently and 
safely move interregional traffic is 
an objective of the project.  While 
the proposed bypass will improve 
local traffic by removing 
interregional traffic off of Main 
Street, improving local traffic is not 
the purpose of the project. 
 
131-3  Comment noted.  Refer to 
Sections 5.5.5 and 5.10.4 of the 
DEIS/EIR for water quality and 
visual resources measures.  Section 
5.11 of the DEIS/EIR discusses the 
traffic noise analysis, which 
concluded that noise abatement is 
not required.  However, Caltrans will 
investigate using quiet-pavement 
technologies, including open-graded 
asphalt.   
 
131-4  The locations of the proposed interchanges were determined to meet the purpose and need for this project 
serving interregional traffic (Chapter 2, DEIS/EIR).  The interchanges were not specifically designed to enhance the 
Willits community; however, moving interregional traffic off of Main Street will enhance the community by 
reducing congestion.  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.”  
 
131-5  In view of the importance of U.S. 101 as a primary arterial focus route, as the life-line north-south route 
through coastal Northern California, and as a major commercial route, the design speed of any proposed facility 
serving as U.S. 101 should meet the recommendations of the Highway Design Manual.  For limited access highways 
in rural areas, this is at least 110 km/h, or about 70 mph.   
 
131-6  General Response 1.10 discusses why a two-lane bypass does not meet the purpose and need for the project. 



131-7 

131-8 

131-9 

131-10 

131-11 

131-7  See General Response 1.3, 
which explains why Alternative L/C is 
not the LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.  
Impacts to the oak riparian forest 
referred to in the letter will be 
minimized by the construction of 
Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative), which was designed to 
avoid impacts to a number of resources 
including the oak riparian forest.  
 
131-8  The freeway crosses over the 
local roads for several reasons.  The 
existing local roads appear to be near, 
or in some cases below, the 100-year 
flood elevations.  To have the local 
roads cross over the freeway, the local 
roads would need to be elevated higher 
than the freeway, which needs to be 
elevated above the 100-year flood 
elevation.   
 
Elevating local roads creates difficult 
grade issues with driveways for 
residents nearest the overcrossings.  For 
example, the residents along Hearst-
Willits Road for either C1T or LT 
would have an elevated roadway in 
front of their homes, and reconnecting 
driveways would present problems. 
 
In addition, having East Hill Road cross J1T would require a grade separation over the railroad, pushing East Hill 
Road higher still.  (Clearance over railroad tracks must be more than over a roadway.)  And if the design called for 
elevating the local roadways over the freeway for Alternative LT, not only would Center Valley and Hearst-Willits 
roads need to be elevated, so would Bray Road where it connects.  This would create elevated tee intersections, 
which could present safety issues. 
 
Finally, if the local roads in the floodway were elevated to cross over the freeway, they would need to be built solely 
on structures; approach fills, which are typical for overcrossings, could not be used because they would represent 
obstructions in the floodway. 
 
131-9  A center valley interchange is beyond the scope of this project to move through traffic on U.S. 101 out of the 
City (see General Response 1.9).  Alternative E3, which included an S.R. 20 interchange, was eliminated from 
consideration as a LEDPA because of its overall environmental harm (General Response 1.3).     
 
131-10  The suggestion does not appear to be different from the proposed Truck Scales Interchange (on Alternatives 
C1T and L/C), except for the railroad grade separation.  See response to Comment 131-7. 
 
131-11  The comment appears to propose extending North Main Street as a frontage road to serve parcels west of 
the railroad tracks and north of Truck Scales Interchange to Outlet Creek.  From there, the frontage road would cross 
the railroad tracks and connect to U.S. 101, which would be reconstructed on the proposed new bridge across Outlet 
Creek.  All of these proposed changes add cost to the project, which is already over the allocated amount for all 
alternatives.  In addition, the proposal does not address the need and purpose of the project, and thus will not be 
considered. 
 
 



131-12  See General Response 1.9 
for a discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the 
scope of this project on any of the 
valley alternatives.   
 
131-13  Caltrans investigated 
truncating Alternative E3, but the 
grades are prohibitive.  After the 
public comment period for the 
DEIS/EIR, Alternative E3 was 
eliminated from consideration for a 
number of reasons, including its 
impact to at least 133 homes and 
businesses.  See General Response 
1.3. 
 
131-14  Caltrans believes the 
alignment described in the comment 
is very close to the previously 
rejected Alternative D (Section 3.6, 
DEIS/EIR).  This alternative will not 
be revisited. 
 
131-15  The standard outside 
shoulder is adequate for bicyclists or 
for pedestrians (probably limited to 
stranded motorists) using the 
freeway facility.  Physical separation 
of the few bicyclists and pedestrians 
that might use the road is not warranted.  Safety is more easily assured on a freeway with safety features like full 
shoulders, a median and interchanges rather than at-grade intersections and few, if any pedestrian and bicycle 
conflicts.  Additionally, bicyclists and pedestrians will have the option of traveling through Willits in lieu of using 
the bypass.  

131-12

131-14 

131-13 

131-15 



131-16 131-16  See General Response 1.11 
regarding adequacy of DEIS/EIR; 
Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) regarding 
mitigation measures; and General 
Response 1.10 regarding two-lane 
alternative.  The public was provided 
a 60-day comment period ending 
August 10, 2002.  The comment 
period was extended another two 
weeks to August 26 to give the public 
additional time to review the 
DEIS/EIR.  Further, Sections 2.4 
History of Planning and Scoping 
Process, 3.6 Alternatives Considered 
but Eliminated from Further Study, 
and 10.5 Public Outreach of the 
DEIS/EIR detail the history of the 
project development process and the 
extensive public involvement that 
provided the community a role in the 
decision-making process.  No further 
response is necessary and no revision 
to the DEIS/EIR is required.



132 Charles Lindelef and Trisha 
Benedict 

132-1 

 
132-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
See General Response 1.3 which explains 
why Alternative E3 is not the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative. 
 
   
 



132-2  Comment noted.

132-1, 
cont. 

132-2 



133 David Lisle 

133-1

133-2

133-3

133-4

133-5

 
133-1  See response to Comment 114-1 
(Roland Hulstein). 
 
133-2  See response to Comment 114-2 
(Roland Hulstein). 
 
133-3  See response to Comment 114-3 
(Roland Hulstein). 
 
133-4  See response to Comment 114-4 
(Roland Hulstein). 
 
133-5  See response to Comment 114-5 
(Roland Hulstein). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



134 Joyce Lane 
 
134-1  See General Response 1.3 regarding the L/C 
Alternative. 
 
 
 
 


	85 J. A. Faerigan 
	87 John and Gerry Figg-Hoblyn 
	88 John and Charline Ford 
	90 Patricia Freeman 
	94 Jerramy Gipson 
	95 Eric Glassey, Leon Springer, and Gerald Jordan 
	97 Catherine Glyer 
	100 Margaret and Richard Graham 
	108 Edna Heidebrink 
	111 Robert Houtz 
	114 Roland Hulstein 
	115 Bill Jack 
	116 Richard Jeske 
	119 Eve Jursch 
	120 Bernard Kamoroff 
	121 Gregory Kanne 
	122 James F. King 
	128 John LeFan 
	130 Monty Levenson  
	131 Michael Lightrain 
	132 Charles Lindelef and Trisha Benedict 
	133 David Lisle 
	 
	 134 Joyce Lane 



