
135 Linda MacDonald 
 
135-1 
Bullet #1:  Any of the bypass 
alternatives would remove traffic 
from Main Street and reduce 
congestion in Willits.  Without the 
bypass, bi-directional traffic volumes 
on Main Street would increase to 
2,474 vehicles per hour in the peak 
hour.  With a bypass, traffic is 
reduced on Main Street by 772 
vehicles per hour.  This reduction 
substantially improves traffic 
conditions on Main Street. 
 
Bullet #2:  Caltrans will investigate 
the use of quiet-pavement 
technologies, such as open-graded 
asphalt. 
 
Bullet #3:  General Response 1.9 
discusses why a center valley 
interchange is beyond the scope of 
this project.  None of the valley 
alternatives would prohibit 
construction of a future center valley 
interchange. 
 
Bullet #4:  Modified Alternative J1T 
is identified as the Least 
Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (Chapter 2, 
FEIS/EIR).  This alternative 
minimizes wetland impacts while 
avoiding the large oak riparian forest, the business park, and the park recreation complex.  Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) includes mitigation measures proposed for Modified Alternative J1T.  The USFWS and NOAA 
Fisheries Biological Opinions (Appendix D, FEIS/EIR) include minimization measures in their terms and 
conditions.  The Conceptual Mitigation Plan (Appendix L, FEIS/EIR) presents a conceptual plan of how the 
project will mitigate for impacts to the valley. 

135-1 

 
Bullet #5:  Caltrans traffic analyses have concluded that a two-lane alternative would not meet the purpose and 
need for the project (see General Response 1.10). 
 
Bullet #6:  Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative (see Chapter 2 of FEIS/EIR, 
and General Response 1.3).  Alternative L/C does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria and, 
therefore, will not be considered for construction.  Alternative L/C would result in severe overall environmental 
harm.  Along with Alternative C1T, this alternative has the greatest direct impact to jurisdictional wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S., and the extensive creek realignment required for this alternative would result in adverse 
impacts to habitat of three federally listed fish species, including critical and essential habitat of federally listed 
fish species.   
 
Bullet #7:  See General Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration. 



136-2 

136-1 

136-3 

136 Andy Mackey 
 
136-1  Under the No Build 
condition, congested traffic 
conditions on Main Street/U.S. 101 
would continue to worsen.  General 
Response 1.10 explains why a two-
lane bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project. 
 
136-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
was identified as the LEDPA 
because it would minimize impacts 
to wetlands while avoiding the 
large oak riparian woodland, the 
business park, and the 
park/museum complex.  Regarding 
work in streams, see response to 
Comment 8-5 (RWQCB). 
 
136-3  Comment noted. 



137 Lynne and Keith Matheny 
 
137-1  Any of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would reduce traffic 
congestion on Main Street because 
interregional traffic will be 
removed from local city streets 
creating less overall demand of the 
local infrastructure.  Also, some 
local traffic will opt to take the 
bypass even if it requires slightly 
more travel time, to travel at a 
higher speed under uncongested 
conditions. 
 
Regarding traffic noise, while noise 
is an unavoidable occurrence with 
the construction of any of the 
alternatives, it is not considered 
significant under either CEQA or 
NEPA guidelines. 
 
Regarding the appearance of the 
bypass, 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 
same or 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. 

137-1 

137-2 

137-3 

137-4 

137-5 

 
Regarding the project’s impact on local businesses, see response to Comment 34-48 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning). 
 
Any of the proposed alternatives would accommodate a Brooktrails second access road (General Response 1.6). 
 
137-2  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.  See responses to Comments 73-5 
(Mary Delaney) and 22-3 (Mendocino County Farm Bureau).  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.   
 
137-3  Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for its significant adverse impacts to wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to federally listed fish species (General Response 1.3).  The Brooktrails Township 
CSD has stated that Modified Alternative J1T would accommodate a connection for the community’s second 
access road (General Response 1.6).   



 
137-4  General Response 1.9 explains why center valley interchange is beyond the scope of the proposed project.  
See response to Comment 137-1 regarding traffic congestion. 
 
137-5  The proposed project will reduce traffic noise and congestion on Main Street in Willits.  Please see 
responses to Comments 137-1 through 137-4. 
 
 
 
 
138 Boyd Mathias 

 
08/23/2002  
 
Please get the by-pass. 
 
Please get the bypass.  Some of  the 
environmentalists ignore the air quality degredation 
of trucks and autos in  their stop-and-go through 
Willits. 
  
I vote for the LC combination,  soon. It has been too 
long already. 
 
Boyd Mathias

138-1 

138-2 

 
138-1  The comment is correct that stop-
and-go-traffic degrades air quality.  See 
response to Comment 139-3 (Karina 
McAbee  
 
138-2  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C does not meet Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for 
its significant adverse impacts to wetlands 
and its potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for the current project 
schedule. 
 
 



139 Karina McAbee 
 
139-1  Item 1:  The noise levels will 
increase throughout the valley as a result of 
the bypass.  Noise abatement was 
considered at all locations and is under 
consideration where it is feasible and 
reasonable.  Page 5-140 (DEIS/EIR) 
discusses the long-term noise impacts 
associated with each alternative. 
 
139-2  Item 2:  The DEIS/EIR does not say 
that visual impacts are insignificant.  Section 
5.10 (DEIS/EIR) discusses whether the 
visual quality of any particular viewshed 
will remain low, medium, or high with 
construction of each alternative.  Table 5-31 
(DEIS/EIR) states the CEQA level of impact 
for visual resources as less than significant 
after implementing the mitigation measures.  
With the exception of Alternative E3, which 
requires the most earthwork of all the build 
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 same or 
similar visual impacts.  Additionally, the 
visual impacts of the current congested 
highway along with more future congestion were weighed against the visual impacts of the proposed project. 

139-1
139-2
139-3

139-5
139-6
139-7

139-8

139-9

139-10

139-11

139-4

 
139-3  Item 3:  Car engines run more efficiently at higher speeds, and a car traveling at a higher speed emits less 
pollution than a car traveling at a lower speed.  This is evident in the results of running the Air Resources Board 
Emission Factor (EMFAC7F1.1) Program.  A car traveling at 55 miles per hour (mph) emits 2.91 grams of 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) per mile as opposed to a car traveling at 45 mph which emits 3.30 grams of CO per mile 
(Condition: 45 degrees Fahrenheit).  The Willits bypass would reduce the amount of stop-and-go traffic through 
town and allow the traffic to flow unimpeded and at a higher rate of speed.  See also, FEIS/EIR Section 3.12. 
 
139-4  Item 4:  Regarding feasibility of mitigation measures FRM-1 and FRM-3, please see responses to 
Comments 34-60 and 34-63 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning). 
 
139-5  Item 5:  Modified Alternative J1T was developed, in part, to minimize impacts to the riparian oak 
woodland referenced in the comment.  Caltrans will avoid oaks to the extent possible.  Caltrans will consult with 
resources agencies to develop a mitigation plan that will maximize the potential for successful re-establishment 
of impacted oak trees.  See responses to Comments 26-3 (California Oak Foundation) and 27-3 (California 
Native Plant Society).  See also, Conceptual Mitigation Plan (FEIS/EIR, Appendix L). 
 
139-6  Item 6:  Subsequent to public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, USFWS determined that Oil Well Hill is 
foraging habitat only, not nesting habitat, for Northern spotted owl.  The reader will note that Oil Well Hill is not 
old growth forest and was not identified as such in the DEIS/EIR.  The area consists primarily of young to 
mature pine and madrone trees with some mature Douglas fir.  Caltrans will comply with the terms and 
conditions of the USFWS Biological Opinion regarding Northern spotted owl (FEIS/EIR, Appendix D). 



 
139-7  S.R. 20 traffic will still have to travel through a portion of Willits (the south segment of Main Street) to 
access U.S. 101; however, without the bypass, traffic on Main Street would increase by 34% in 2028.  With the 
bypass in 2028, traffic volumes will be similar to what they are today (Willits Traffic Study, Figures 4 through 
15).  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.   
 
139-8  Any of the valley alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR would accommodate a connection to a 
Brooktrails second access road (General Response 1.6). 
 
139-9  We are not sure what 1998 feasibility study the comment is referring to.  If it is a traffic study prepared by 
SHN, Caltrans reviewed the study and concluded that it did not justify a two-lane facility (see also, response to 
35-18).  See General Response 1.10 for a detailed discussion of why a two-lane alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project and was, therefore, not included for consideration in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
139-10  The question does not pertain to the substance of the DEIS/EIR and, therefore, does not require a 
response.  Caltrans has provided reasonable opportunities for public involvement during the planning and 
development of the project (see Chapter 10 DEIS/EIR).  See also, General Response 1.11. 
 
139-11  Typically, it is only when a preferred alternative is identified that mitigation measures can then be 
developed in greater detail (General Response 1.14). The DEIS/EIR is a summary of detailed studies that are 
available to the public for review (page 1-8, DEIS/EIR).  The DEIS/EIR contains sufficient information for 
decision makers to approve or disapprove the project.  Caltrans and FHWA are confident in the adequacy of the 
Draft and Final EIS/EIR.  Caltrans has provided reasonable opportunities for public involvement during the 
planning and development of the project (see Chapter 10 DEIS/EIR). 
 
 
140 Roni McFadden 

140-1 

 
140-1  General Response 1.10 
explains why a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project.  Modified 
Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative L/C 
does not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).   
 
 
 
141 This number left blank intentionally  
 
 
 
 



142-1 

142 Patricia McKilliean 
 
142-1  The bypass will remove traffic 
from, and therefore reduce traffic on 
Main Street in front of the high school 
and at the Sherwood Road intersection 
(General Response 1.8). 
 
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.   



143 Arnie Mello 
 
Caltrans received 
approximately 150 of this 
form letter.  116 of the 
authors are listed below, the 
remaining signatures were 
illegible. 
 
 
Adams, Buffalo 
Anderson, Bonnie 
Angius, John 
Avilla, Betty 
Avilla, Joe 
Axell, Deborah 
Bailey, Margo 
Baker, Nikki 
Bays, Bettye 
Beck, Martha 
Beers, Marilyn 
Bell, Louise 
Bouley, Brian 
Buckley, Janice 
Cail, Dean 
Cannon, Jacqueline 
Case, Mark 
Chattler, Cathy 
Coller, R. D. 
Collins, Tom 
Collins, Janet 
Count, Patricia 
Crespo, Olga 
Cunningham, Carolyn 
David, John 
Davis, Marcia 
Davis, Robert 
Davison, Charles 
Decker, Anita 
Dill, Carmen 
Don, Monica 
Downing, Edgar 
Duste, Leon 
Edwards, Tammy 
Faulkner, Margaret 
Ferrante, Kristen 
Glanders, Carrie 
Goldner, George 
Golightly, Nancy 
Graham, Karen 
Grimm, Margaret 
Handls, Sue 
Hansen, Tina 
Hart, Callista 
Harter, Pearl 
Hill, Richard and Claudia 

Huffman, Ray 
Hunter, Sylvia 
Jackson, Jeanne 
Jayne, Carol 
Johnson, Rudy 
Kelleher, Elena 
Kelly, Linda 
Knight, John 
Kroner, Rosina 
Kuns, R. A. 
Lacy, Jeff 
Lacy, Connie 
Lapote, Sandra 
Lawrence, Al 
Lourde, Thoman 
Lyon, Lorain 
Mack, Barbara 
Martin, Dave 
Mastrian, Karen 
McAfee, Vicki 
Mello, Arnie 
Mitchell, Barbara 
Moore, Nadine 
Myer, Jerry 
O’Neill, Margaret 
Orenstein, Ron 
Palmgren-Steele, Edette 

Perez, Angel 

143-1 

143-2 

143-3 

Peterson, Danny 
Pool, Richard 
Potter, Eugene 
Potter, Celeste 
Ragsdale, Lynette 
Reaney, Dave 
Renicle, Jamie 
Rex, Barbara 
Schenk, Timothy 
Schenk, Lisa 
Schunan, Edwin 
Schwartzmeyer, John 
Shannan, Kelley 
Shellenberger, Edward 
Silva, Jacqueline 
Simms, Kert 
Skinner, Hayden 
Smith, Mike and Brenda 
Smoak, Alfred and Joyce 
Spady, Donn 
Spatzer, Eleanor 
Stayer, Doris 
Steele, Frederick 
Stewart, Michael 
Stuart, Mary 
Swanson, Charles 



Thomas, Katherine 
Thurman, Andrea 
Uppinghouse, Kathleen 
Uppinghouse, Ronald 
Van Meter, Dennis 
Vaughn, Mary 

Waddell, Elder 
Waddell, Justin 
Walker, Ardis 
Wallace, Gordon 
Waters, Joyce 
Watkins, Al 

Webb, Della 
Webb, Jim 
Weller, Cindy 
Williams, Janet 
Wilson, John and Beverly 
Young, S.

 
 
143-1  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.  Also, see General Response 1.8 regarding traffic 
operations with Quail Meadows Interchange.   
 
143-2  See General Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration.   
 
143-3  See responses to Comments 143-1 and 143-2. 
 
John and Beverly Wilson added the comment, at right, to 
their letter. We feel you have not given enough 

consideration to the wishes of the 
community, after all we’re the ones 
that have to live with it!! 

143-4  
143-4  The wishes of the local community had to be 
weighed with the overall purpose and need for the project to 
improve traffic conditions for interregional traffic and with 
laws and regulations protecting state and national natural 
resources (for example, the Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1)).  In response to comments received from the 
public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, Alternative J1T was 
modified to avoid the business park, the park-recreation 
complex, and the large oak riparian woodland (Modified 
Alternative J1T, the Preferred Alternative).  For a 
description of the public involvement opportunities and 
alternatives review process that have occurred over the past 
several years, see Chapter 5 (FEIS/EIR), Section 3.6 
(DEIS/EIR) and Chapter 10 (DEIS/EIR). 

Conditional upon adding an 
interchange connecting the bypass 
to highway 20.  This is a major 
highway with a lot of traffic both 
commercial and touristy.  Willits 
is crowded from these types of 
traffic coming from and going to 
the coast.  Please do add this 
interchange, otherwise major 
problems will remain. 

143-5 

 
Nikki Baker added the comment, at right, to her letter. 
143-5  General Response 1.9 discusses why a center valley 
interchange is beyond the scope of this project.  See 
response to Comment 114-4 (Roland Hulstein).  Note also 
that the absence of a middle interchange will benefit 
businesses between south Main Street and the existing S.R. 
20 intersection.  A new interchange would likely have a 
negative impact on these businesses.   

Most of the road block turns L at 
20.  I can’t believe CalTrans is 

 
Barbara Mitchell added the comment, at right, to her letter. 143-6 
 being so uncooperative in allowing 

Willits citizens a real input and 
!

143-6  See responses to Comments 143-4 and 143-5. 
 
 
Edette Palmgren-Steele added the comment, at right, to her 
letter. The proposal is ok as stands, 

however another exit at Hiway 20 
would be very beneficial. 

143-7  
143-7  See response to Comment 143-5. 
 
 



144 Jason Minton 
 
144-1  See General Response 
1.14 regarding project mitigation.   

144-1 

144-2 

 
The impact conclusions for 
biological resources were the 
result of technical studies and 
professional judgment.  
NEPA/404 agencies (U.S. EPA, 
ACOE, USFWS, NOAA 
Fisheries, USFWS) as well as 
CDFG agreed with the impact 
conclusions presented in the 
DEIS/EIR.  See General 
Response 1.11. 
 
144-2  A full range of reasonable 
and feasible alternatives on a 
four-lane facility were evaluated.  
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.  
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). 
 
 



144-3  See Comment 144-
21, below, for detailed 
comment and response. 

144-3 

144-4 

144-5 

144-6 

144-7 

 
144-4  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding a 
Willits Creek restoration.   
 
144-5  See response to 
Comment 144-1.  Naming 
specific success criteria at 
the DEIS/EIR stage was not 
possible without 
identification of a preferred 
alternative.  A final 
mitigation plan for Modified 
Alternative J1T will include 
specific success criteria. 
 
144-6  See responses to 
Comment 144-1.   
 
144-7  See response to 
Comment 144-1.   
 
 
 



144-8  See response to Comment 
144-1.   144-8 

144-9 

144-10 

144-11 

 
144-9  See response to Comment 
Letter 26 (California Oak 
Foundation) and responses to 
Comments 27-1 and 27-3 
(California Native Plant Society). 
 
144-10  See response to 
Comment Letter 26 (California 
Oak Foundation) and responses 
to Comments 27-1 and 27-3 
(California Native Plant Society). 
 
144-11  A two-lane alternative 
was not considered in the 
DEIS/EIR because it does not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project (General Response 1.10).   
 



144-12  See response to Comment 
144-1.   

144-12 

144-13 

144-14 

144-15 

144-16 

 
144-13  See response to Comment 
144-1.   
 
144-14  See response to Comments 
144-1 and responses to Comments 
27-6 and 27-7 (California Native 
Plant Society).   
 
144-15  See response to Comment 
144-1.   
 
144-16  There are no provisions in 
the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) that require protection of the 
habitat after the young birds have 
fledged and are independent of the 
nest.  After the nesting season, the 
nest trees and surrounding habitat can 
legally be removed.



144-17  See response to 
Comment 144-1. 

144-17 

144-18 

144-19 

 
144-18  The only valley 
alternative that would impact a 
valley oak woodland is 
Alternative LT.  Modified 
Alternative J1T was developed to 
minimize impacts to the valley 
oak woodland.  See response to 
Comment 26-1 (California Oak 
Foundation). 
 
144-19  See response to 
Comment 144-1. 
 
 
 



144-20  A two-lane alternative was 
not considered in the DEIS/EIR 
because it does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project 
(General Response 1.10).  Caltrans 
traffic studies substantiate the need 
for a four-lane bypass.  If the 
comment is referring to the 1999 
Value Analysis, see response to 
Comment 34-15 (Willits Citizens 
for Good Planning).     
 
A S.R. 20 interchange could be 
constructed on any of the four-lane 
valley alternatives as a separate 
future project.  The reader should 
note that two-lane highways do not 
typically have interchanges.  
Further, the claim that a two-lane 
highway could avoid impacting 
resources is based on reduced 
design speed and correspondingly 
reduced radius horizontal curves.  
A reduced free-flow operating 
speed solely because a facility is 
two-lane is a faulty assumption. 
 
The Modified Alternative J1T (the 
Preferred Alternative) avoids the 
one large oak riparian woodland 
referred to in the comment. 
 
144-21  The early mapping of 
wetlands and Baker’s meadowfoam 
was done on aerial photographs 
that were not scale-rectified.  The 
assessment of impacts to 
meadowfoam plants was made by 
conducting on-the-ground surveys and counting individual plants in the field – not from mapping, so impacts to 
Baker’s meadowfoam discussed in the text is accurate.  The mapping of other resources within the project 
corridor was done on rectified-scale engineer’s maps.  Because of the lapse of time since the last surveys, 
additional surveys will be conducted prior to construction to assess the current status of Baker’s meadowfoam.  
Caltrans will coordinate with CDFG on the appropriate ratio to mitigate for this species as a result of impacts by 
Modified Alternative J1T, the preferred alternative.  See Section 3.7.2.1 of the FEIR/EIS for additional 
discussion of Baker’s Meadowfoam. 

144-20 

144-21 

 
 



144-22  See response to 
Comment 144-4. 

144-22 

144-23 

 
144-23  Under the “rule of 
reason,” the EIS and EIR must 
set forth sufficient information 
for the public to make an 
informed evaluation and for 
the decision-maker to fully 
consider the environmental 
factors involved and make a 
reasonable decision.  The rule 
of reason requires only that the 
document show that the project 
proponent has made an 
objective, good-faith attempt at 
full disclosure.  Exhaustive 
treatment of issues is not 
required. 
 
The comment does not provide 
specific information on the 
DEIS/EIR’s “inaccuracy,” so 
no response to that issue is 
possible.   
 
No change to the DEIS/EIR, in 
response to comments 144-1 
through 144-23, is necessary.



145 Glen Minyard 
 
The following individuals submitted the 
same form letter: 
 
Minyard, Glen 
Minyard, Susan 
 
145-1  General Response 1.3 discusses 
why Alternative L/C (the “ELSIE” 
proposal) does not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to wetlands 
and its potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish species.  
Because Alternative L/C does not meet 
Section 404(b)(1) Clean Water Act 
criteria, the ACOE would not be able to 
issue a permit to construct this alternative. 
 
See General Response 1.4 regarding a 
Willits Creek restoration.   
 
145-2  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. 

145-1

145-2

145-3

 
145-3  See response to Comment 120-1 (Bernard Kamoroff) 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 City of Willits and Mendocino County throughout final design and construction of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 



146 Michael and Ina Miyahira 

146-1 

 
146-1  General Response 1.3 
discusses why Alternative L/C (the 
“ELSIE” proposal) does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria for its significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish 
species.  Because Alternative L/C 
does not meet Section 404(b)(1) 
Clean Water Act criteria, the 
ACOE would not be able to issue a 
permit to construct this alternative. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding a Brooktrails second 
access road. 
 
 
 



147 Patricia Moeller 

147-1 

 
147-1  General Response 1.3 
discusses why Alternative L/C 
(the “ELSIE” proposal) does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species.  
Because Alternative L/C does 
not meet Section 404(b)(1) 
Clean Water Act criteria, the 
ACOE would not be able to 
issue a permit to construct this 
alternative. 
 
Any of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would reduce traffic 
congestion on Main Street 
because 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 the high school and 
at the U.S. 101/Main Street 
intersection. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding a Brooktrails second 
access road. 
 
 
 
 



148 Joanne Moore 
 
148-1  Regarding adequacy of 
the impact analyses in the 
DEIS/EIR, see response to 
Comment 30-1 (Mendocino 
Forest Watch).   
 
148-2  A two-lane alternative 
was not considered in the 
DEIS/EIR because it does not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project (General Response 1.10).  
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.  Also, see 
response to Comment 34-15 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning), which addresses the 
1998 Value Analysis Report 
referred to in the comment. 
 
General Response 1.3 discusses 
why Alternative L/C (the 
“ELSIE” proposal) does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species.  
Because Alternative L/C does not 
meet Section 404(b)(1) Clean 
Water Act criteria, the ACOE 
would not be able to issue a 
permit to construct this 
alternative.  (A four-lane 
Alternative L/C was studied in 
the DEIS/EIR under a nodal analysis; Section 1.5, DEIS/EIR.) 

148-1

148-2

148-3

 
148-3  The creek restoration project and a Brooktrails second access are not interdependent.  Any of the valley 
alternatives, including Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative) would accommodate a connection to 
a Brooktrails second access road (General Response 1.6).  See General Response 1.4 regarding creek restoration.   
 
Under the Clean Water Act, avoidance of impacts to aquatic resources and to federally listed species and their 
habitat must be considered before compensatory mitigation.  Reasonable and feasible alternatives to Alternative 
L/C are available that minimize impacts to these biological resources (General Response 1.3).  Further, because 
of the magnitude of impacts that would result from construction of Alternative L/C, the extent of wetland 
creation and creek restoration and enhancement would escalate rather than reduce the cost of this alternative.  As 
noted above, ACOE will not consider issuing a construction permit for this alternative since it does not meet 
Clean Water Act criteria. 



149-1 

149 Marilyn Mooshie 
 
149-1  General Response 
1.3 discusses why 
Alternative L/C (the 
“ELSIE” proposal) does 
not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria 
for its significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially significant 
adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish 
species.  Because 
Alternative L/C does not 
meet Section 404(b)(1) 
Clean Water Act criteria, 
the ACOE would not be 
able to issue a permit to 
construct this alternative.   
 
Any of the proposed 
bypass alternatives would 
reduce traffic congestion 
on Main Street because 
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 with 
Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding a Brooktrails 
second access road.   
 
See General Response 1.4 regarding creek restoration. 
 
 



150-1

150-4

150-2

150-3

150-5 

150 Jacqueline Morninglight 
 
150-1  The need for the proposed bypass is 
explained in Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR).   
 
150-2  While both CEQA and NEPA 
require a public circulation period for draft 
environmental documents, good planning 
practice dictates early public involvement.  
Caltrans and FHWA involved the local 
community early in the bypass planning 
process and our coordination efforts with 
our local partners will continue throughout 
and after project construction. 
 
150-3  Again, the need for the proposed 
bypass (to reduce interregional delays, 
improve safety, and achieve LOS C for 
interregional traffic on U.S. 101) is 
explained in Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR).  The 
benefits to the Willits community of 
removing U.S. 101 off of Main Street are 
discussed on page 2-9 (DEIS/EIR).   
 
150-4  If nothing is done, the Level of 
Service (LOS) on Main Street will 
deteriorate to an LOS “F” by 2028, which 
by any standard is unacceptable (Willits 
Bypass Traffic Report, Table 14, page 34; 
Caltrans 2000i). Without the bypass, bi-
directional traffic volumes on Main Street 
would increase to 2,474 vehicles per hour in 
the Peak Hour.  With a bypass, traffic is 
reduced on Main Street by 772 vehicles per 
hour.  This reduction substantially improves 
traffic conditions on Main Street. 
 
150-5  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.  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.     



150-6  The bypass project proposes to 
remove U.S. 101 from Main Street, so 
that the freeway will not be running 
through Willits, but rather, around it.  
Removing the freeway off of Main 
Street will improve residents’ and 
visitors’ experiences of Willits.  The 
reasoning and justification for 
constructing a bypass is supported by 
the purpose and need statement for the 
project (DEIS/EIR, Chapter 2). 

150-6 

150-7 

 
150-7  Caltrans, FHWA, and many 
other stakeholders in the bypass project 
have strived to minimize impacts of the 
bypass to the environment.  Modified 
Alternative J1T was identified as the 
least damaging to the overall 
environment, pursuant to Clean Water 
Act Section 404(b)(1) (General 
Response 1.3).  Additional efforts will 
be made during final design to reduce 
impacts further.   
 
General Response 1.10 explains why a 
two-lane bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project.  Note 
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). 



150-8  One of the reasons Alternative 
E3 (the western alignment) has been 
eliminated from consideration, since 
public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, is 
the highly erosive, unstable soils that 
would require ongoing maintenance.   

150-8 

150-9 

150-10 

150-11 

 
150-9  See response to Comment 120-
1 (Bernard Kamoroff) 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 City of 
Willits and Mendocino County 
throughout the final design and 
construction of the project. 
 
150-10  The no-build alternative does 
not meet the purpose and need for the 
project.  See also response to 
Comment 150-7. 
 
150-11  Caltrans and FHWA 
appreciate your comments and will 
continue to seek public input 
throughout the project. 
 
 



151 Don Morosi 

151-1

 
151-1  Comment noted.  
Caltrans and FHWA appreciate 
your comments on the 
proposed bypass project.   
 
Alternatives C1T, J1T, and LT, 
were originally known as C1, 
J1, and L.  They bypassed 
Willits beginning at the Upper 
Haehl Creek Interchange and 
ending on Oil Well Hill.  In the 
Fall of 2000, they were 
truncated due to budget 
constraints.  Alternatives C1T, 
J1T, and LT (and Modified 
Alternative J1T) now end near 
the existing railroad crossing 
on existing U.S. 101 north of 
Willits.  (There was no 
practical way to truncate 
Alternative E3; thus it remains 
as Alternative E3 and 
terminates on Oil Well Hill.) 
 



152-1 

152-2 

152-3 

152 David Morrow 
 
152-1  Caltrans Traffic staff 
reviewed the SHN report 
(10/28/99) and concluded that the 
report did not justify a two-lane 
facility.   
 
152-2  Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) 
provides a detailed explanation 
of the purpose of the project to 
reduce delays, improve safety, 
and achieve a Level of Service of 
at least “C” for interregional 
traffic on U.S. 101 within the 
vicinity of Willits.  A two-lane 
alternative would not accomplish 
the purpose of the project.  
General Response 1.10 explains 
why a two-lane bypass does not 
meet the purpose and need for 
the project.   
 
152-3  See response to Comment 
80-4 (Ellen Drell).  
 
 
 



152-4  See response to 
Comment 34-11 (Willits 
Citizens for Good Planning).  
While technically feasible, a 
two-lane alternative is not a 
reasonable alternative because 
it does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project.  A 
four-lane bypass is formally 
supported by the Willits City 
Council, Mendocino County 
Board of Supervisors, 
Mendocino Council of 
Governments, North Coastal 
Counties Supervisors 
Association, and the California 
Transportation Commission 
(see Section 2.6, DEIS/EIR). 

152-4

152-5

 
152-5  Caltrans and FHWA 
appreciate your comments on 
the DEIS/EIR and the 
proposed bypass project. 
 



153 Barbara Muller 
 
 



153-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for construction.  See 
General Response 1.3, which 
discusses the reasons that 
Alternatives C1T and L/C (with 
Truck Scales Interchange) do not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria and therefore are 
not considered a viable alternatives.  
Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits, including 
at the high school (General 
Response 1.8). 

153-1

 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road. 



Attachment to 153  Barbara Mueller 
 



 
154 Nick and Linda 
Nichols 
 
154-1  Alternatives J1T, 
Modified J1T, and LT 
would have one at-grade 
crossing of the 
Northwestern Pacific 
Railroad tracks.  See 
General Response 1.3, 
which discusses the 
reasons that Alternative 
L/C (with Truck Scales 
Interchange at Wild Oat 
Canyon) does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria and 
therefore is not considered 
a viable alternative.  See General Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration.      

154-1 

154-2 

 
154-2  See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails second access road.     
 
 
 



155 Linda Nichols 08/20/2002 
 
Dear Ms MacKenzie, In 1964 California Division of  
Highways (as it was then called--my father worked for 
the division for 43 years, ending as foreman of the 
maintenance shop in Willits) bought some property in  
the near-east valley from Charles Swift, who took the 
money and ran to Oregon, where he has long since 
passed away, never having seen his property converted to 
a Willits bypass. 
 
I cannot estimate how many thousands of dollars have  
been spent on studies and acquisitions for the bypass, but 
if it had been built back in 1964, I am sure we could all 
be rich if we had that money. 
 
The Quail Meadows interchange is going to exacerbate 
our current problems at the bottom of Sherwood Road 
and will do nothing to alleviate the current traffic jam all 
along Sherwood Road (since it is the only way in and out 
of Brooktrails.  Not your concern, but certainly OURS).  
The Willits Creek Restoration Project will cure all your 
problems with the Truck Scales Interchange and satisfiy 
the EIR, I'm sure. 
 
Please listen to an old timer who's been around the 
United States several times and NEVER ran into a traffic 
jam ANYWHERE but Charleston, South Carolina, at 
evening rush hour!!!  Willits is an abomination for all 
through traffic and especially for local commuters.  A  
north-south alternate route from Baechtel Road to 
Commercial Street will help local traffic after the bypass 
takes the big load off. 
 
V i l Li d Ni h l

155-1 

155-2 

155-3 

 
155-1  Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic on Main Street, including at 
the high school (General Response 1.8). 
 
155-2  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek restoration.  
 
155-3  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.   
 
 



 

156-1 

156 Tom Norman 
 
156-1  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
project schedule.  There 
are many steps from 
funding to construction, 
which make the entire 
process quite lengthy, 
especially for such a large 
and complicated project as 
a bypass.   
 



157 Cathy O’Roke and 
Tim Howe 

157-1 

 
See General Response 1.3, 
which discusses why 
Alternative L/C does not 
meet the criteria for 
LEDPA.   
 
Any of the valley 
alternatives considered in 
the DEIS/EIR would 
accommodate a 
connection to a 
Brooktrails second access 
road (General Response 
1.6).   
 



158-1 

158-2 

158-3 
158-4 

158 Janet and Tony Orth 
 
158-1  See response to Comment 33-
4 (Sierra Club, Mendo-Lake Group).   
 
158-2  Comment noted.  The 
proposed project is a four-lane 
bypass. 
 
158-3  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek restoration. 
 
158-4  The viaduct is incorporated 
into the project to avoid impacts to 
the floodway.  According to FHWA 
policy, it would not be a prudent use 
of public funds to add viaduct to 
avoid wetlands when another feasible 
alternative exists that minimizes 
wetland impacts.  See response to 
Comment 34-63 (Willits Citizens for 
Good Planning). 
 



158-5  The Quail Meadows 
interchange (Alternative J1T, 
Modified J1T, and LT) 
accommodates a connection to a 
Brooktrails second access road 
(General Response 1.6).  A Truck 
Scales Interchange (Alternatives 
C1T and L/C) will not be part of 
the project (General Response 
1.3).   
 
158-6  The DEIS/EIR identified 
Oil Well Hill area as the 
designated borrow site.  The 
project contractor may choose to 
use its own selected site, but only 
as long as it has obtained 
necessary permits prior to 
construction.  
 
158-7  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.” 
 
158-8  Comment noted.  The 
suggestion to plant redwoods is in 
conformance with the 
recommendations for plant 
material in the mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to 
visual resources (DEIS/EIR 
Section 5.10).  The attached 
sketch appears to be a type of 
leach/line grey water system, which might be adequate for small residential or single-home development but not 
for transportation-type projects 
because, among other issues, storm 
water flows that would be generated 
would be large volume flows.  The 
lower cutoff for consideration of 
treatment BMPs as feasible is 123 
cubic meters in a 24-hour time frame 
(or 4,344 cubic feet or 32,490 
gallons).   

158-6 

158-5 

158-7 

158-8 

158-9 

 
For treating water runoff, the project 
will use the Caltrans Storm Water 
Management Plan approved list of 
BMPs (Mitigation Measure WQ-1, 
Appendix A, FEIS/EIR).  These BMPs 
have been proven to be technically 
feasible for the treatment of highway 
run-off.   
 
157-9  See response to Comment 33-4 
(Sierra Club, Mendo-Lake Group).   



159-1

159 Gary Owen 
 
159-1  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. 
 
The 1998 study the comment refers 
to is probably the 1999 Value 
Analysis that is discussed in 
response to Comment 34-15 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning). 
 
Reducing a four-lane bypass to a 
two-lane bypass does not reduce 
impacts by 50 percent because of 
necessary design components, such 
as shoulders, side slopes, and 
drainage facilities.  See also 
response to Comment 73-5 (Mary 
Delaney). 
 



 

159-2

159-3

159-2  General Response 1.3 explains the 
reasons Alternative E3 is no longer under 
consideration.  Alternative E3 could not 
be reasonably truncated due to issues 
involving the topography and resulting 
steep grade from the Upp Creek 
Interchange to existing U.S. 101 north of 
the old truck scales. 
 
159-3  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 
this project on any of the valley 
alternatives.    
 
Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits, including at the 
Sherwood Road/Main Street intersection 
(General Response 1.8).   



159-4

159-5

159-4  Comment noted.  The DEIS/EIR 
(page 1-8) provides the location where 
interested parties can review copies of the 
technical studies that are summarized in 
the DEIS/EIR.  See also, Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) for avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures proposed for the 
project.  
 
159-5  See General Response 1.14 
regarding project mitigation.   
 



159-6  The location of the proposed 
access road shown in the DEIS/EIR 
was approximate and because of 
the large scale of the map, the 
access road appeared to encompass 
the entire length of the unnamed 
ephemeral stream, which it did not.  
The impacts to resources related to 
the creek were analyzed and 
summarized in the DEIS/EIR.  
Modified Alternative J1T may 
require the realignment of 
approximately 2,800 feet of this 
ephemeral creek channel.  
However, Caltrans will have to 
reconstruct this channel adjacent to 
the alignment.  The reconstructed 
channel will include normal water 
flows and riparian vegetation.  See 
response to Comment 180-1 (Ed 
and Erlyne Schmidbauer).   
 
159-7  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.”  
The first paragraph on page 4-20 of 
the DEIS/EIR is a discussion of a 
visual survey of the businesses 
along U.S. 101. At the time of this 
survey, there were 188 businesses 
in Willits along U.S. 101. The 
analysis divides these businesses 
into three categories: primarily 
serving residents of the area, 
primarily serving tourist/through 
traffic, and serving both. The 
comment suggests that the “both” 
category be combined with the 
“primarily serving tourists” category. However, impacts to businesses in this category are difficult to pinpoint. 
Impacts to businesses that primarily serve tourists are also difficult to pinpoint.  For instance, U.S. 101 bypasses 
the City of Ukiah, and Ukiah does not have a well-known tourist attraction, but Ukiah had almost as many 
hotel/motel rooms per capita as Willits in 2001 (0.04 in Ukiah and 0.05 in Willits, according to an informal 
survey in August 2002).  The data suggest that a location along U.S. 101 provides an advantage to tourist-serving 
businesses whether or not the city in which they are located is bypassed. 

159-6

159-7

 
Whatever the impacts of the loss of through traffic, businesses that serve both residents of and visitors to this 
area are less likely to feel the effects of a bypass than businesses that primarily serve visitors.  For this reason, 
the analysis treats this 21 percent of the businesses along U.S. 101 separately.



The comment regarding the multiplier 
effect of lost revenue is noted.  The loss 
of some portion of the tourist dollar 
currently spent in Willits would have 
multiplier effects within the community.  
On the other hand, the removal of 
undesirable traffic, especially large 
trucks through the downtown area, 
holds the potential for attracting new 
businesses and shoppers to the 
downtown area.  And, in the short term, 
construction expenditures will also have 
multiplier effects on the local and 
regional economy.  
 
The second paragraph on page 4-20 is 
based on the number of retail stores and 
retail permits in Willits in 1998 – data 
that comes from the California State 
Board of Equalization.  The State Board 
of Equalization has developed a 
definition of what constitutes a “retail 
store.”  Included in this definition are: 
apparel stores, general merchandise 
stores, food stores, eating and drinking 
establishments, home furnishing and 
appliances, building materials and farm 
equipment, auto dealers and auto 
supplies, and service stations.  The 
second paragaph on page 4-20 
combines the Board of Equalization’s 
data on retail stores with the count of 
businesses along U.S. 101 to determine 
that there are 118 retail stores on U.S. 
101. 
 
The Economic Impact Report prepared 
for this project determined that the local economy would see greater long-term growth with a bypass than under 
current conditions.    

 
 
 
 
 



159-8  The oak riparian forest referred to 
in the letter would be avoided by the 
construction of Modified Alternative J1T, 
which was designed to avoid impacts to a 
number of resources including the oak 
riparian forest. See response to Comment 
26-1 (California Oak Foundation). 

159-8

159-9

 
159-9  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.  Also, see 
response to Comment 144-23 (Jason 
Minton).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
160 Robert Parker 

160-1

 
160-1  Caltrans appreciates your 
comments.  Determination of the 
preferred alternative has been a 
lengthy process.  General Response 
1.3 explains selection of Modified 
Alternative J1T as the 
LEDPA/Preferred Alternative.   
 
Reasons for not including a center 
valley interchange are discussed in 
General Response 1.9.   
 
The Quail Meadows Interchange on 
the preferred alternative (Modified 
Alternative J1T) will accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails second 
access road (General Response 1.6). 
 
See General Response 1.4 regarding a 
Willits Creek restoration. 



160-2  The hybrid Alternative L/C 
does not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria and 
therefore, will no longer be 
considered for construction.  See 
response to Comment 160-1 
regarding Alternative L/C and other 
issues noted here.  

160-2 

 
Regarding the Haehl Creek 
Interchange, see response to 
Comment 20-4 (Mendocino County 
Board of Supervisors).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
161 Evelyn Parks and Jo Ann 
Flynn 

161-1 

 
161-1  Comment noted.  See 
General Response 1.10 
regarding a two-lane facility. 
 
 



162 Jill Peacock 

162-2 

162-1 

162-3

 
162-1  See response to Comment 73-
5 (Mary Delaney) and General 
Response 1.10. 
 
162-2  Modified Alternative J1T was 
identified as the LEDPA because it 
would result in the least overall 
environmental harm of the other build 
alternatives, including impacts to 
wetlands and other environmental and 
community resources.  
Implementation of a mitigation and 
monitoring plan will further minimize 
and compensate for impacts resulting 
from the project (Appendix A, 
FEIS/EIR).  Regarding local traffic, 
see response to Comment 32-1 (Save 
All the Valley Eternally). 
 
162-3  Caltrans analysis of a two-lane 
alternative concluded that it does not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project.  See General Response 1.10 
for further explanation.   
 



163 Carol Perez 

163-1 

 
163-1  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.   
 
All of the build alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR 
are true bypasses. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding 
traffic operations at Quail 
Meadows Interchange.  See 
General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.”  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding 
Willits Creek restoration. 



164 Rick and Kris Pierce 

164-1 

164-2 

 
164-1  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 included for consideration 
in the DEIS/EIR.  See General 
Response 1.9 regarding center 
valley interchange.   
 
164-2  Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its overall 
environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).  See 
General Response 1.6 
regarding a Brooktrails second 
access road. 
 
 

 



165 Jennifer Poole    
165-1  See response to 
Comment 9-3 (City of Willits 
Mayor’s Office). 
 
165-2  Caltrans and FHWA are 
coordinating the development 
of final mitigation measures 
with agencies having 
jursidiction over affected 
resources, including resource 
agencies, and local and county 
government.  See also response 
to Comment 9-3 (City of 
Willits Mayor’s Office).   165-1 

165-2 

165-4 

165-3 

165-5 

 
165-3  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) regarding project 
funding.   
 
165-4  See responses to 
Comments 34-60 and 34-63 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning), respectively, 
regarding feasibility of 
mitigation measures and 
discussion of viaduct. 
 
165-5  There were several 
other reasons that Alternative 
E3 does not meet criteria for 
LEDPA.  See General 
Response 1.3. See also 
response to Comment  34-63 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning). 
 



165-6  Caltrans will make 
every effort to minimize 
the annoyance and 
inconvenience of project 
construction.  See Section 
2.4 and Section 3.18 
(FEIS/EIR) regarding 
construction process, 
impacts, and mitigation 
measures. 

165-6 

165-7 

165-8 
165-9 

165-10 

165-11 

165-12 

 
Regarding impacts to local 
businesses and City 
revenues, see responses to 
Comments 34-43 through 
34-49 (Willits Citizens for 
Good Planning).  See 
General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.”   
 
165-7  See response to 
Comment 9-2 (City of 
Willits Mayor’s Office.  
Mitigation measures are 
proposed to reduce 
projects impacts.  Caltrans 
will continue to work with 
the City of Willits 
throughout project design 
and construction to 
minimize impacts. 
 
165-8  Comment noted. 
See General Response 1.3 
regarding development of 
Modified Alternative J1T.   
 
165-9  See response to 
Comment 9-83 (City of 
Willits Mayor’s Office). 
 
165-10  There would be no increase in noise above 12 dBA for the Modified Alternative J1T.  See the Noise 
analyses (Caltrans 2000f, 2001b, 2002, 2005c; Appendix M) and Section 3.11, FEIS/EIR, for additional 
discussion on noise.   
 
Sound walls are not proposed for most areas primarily because a 5 dBA reduction in noise levels was not 
attainable, making the sound wall infeasible.  For a sound wall to be feasible it must be able to reduce the noise 
level by at least 5 dBA (Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 1998). 
 
If the predicted traffic noise levels, after project construction, are expected to result in a substantial noise 
increase over the existing noise levels there would be a potential for the proposed project to cause a significant 
adverse environmental effect due to noise.  To determine if the substantial noise increase is a significant adverse 
environmental effect, consideration must be given to the context and intensity of the substantial noise increase.  
Context refers to the project setting and uniqueness, or sensitive nature of the noise receiver(s).  Intensity refers 



to the project induced substantial noise increase, i.e. the increase over the “no-build” condition; it also refers to 
the number of residential units affected and to the absolute noise levels. 
 
When looking at the context of a project impact, Caltrans analyzes the impacts to a person or receptor in 
relationship to the whole project.  Caltrans analyzed 107 locations, which covered all receptors within the noise 
modeling capabilities.  Of these locations analyzed, one receptor on Alternative E3 (no longer being considered 
for construction) had a 19 dBA increase.  One location in a seven-mile project corridor with numerous receptors 
did not trigger a significant adverse impact overall; that is not to say that the individual would not experience a 
noise impact.  
 
Caltrans will, during the design phase of this project, continue to investigate the use of quiet-pavement 
technologies, including open graded asphalt. 
 
 
165-11  See response to Comment 34-78 (Willits Citizen for Good Planning). 
 
165-12  General Response 1.10 provides additional discussion, to that included in the DEIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2), 
as to why a two-lane bypass does not meet the purpose and need for the project.  See also response to Comment 
34-30 (Willits Citizen for Good Planning).



165-13  We believe the 
comment refers to Caltrans 
Route Concept Report for U.S. 
101.  Route Concept Reports 
(RCR) are concepts for 
construction of highway 
improvements for the 20-year 
planning horizon, and beyond.  
In the U.S. 101 RCR, two 
segments of existing two-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 four lanes.  
Finally, in the foreseeable 
future, we do not expect these 
segments to require four lanes 
due to increased traffic 
volumes.  However, if 
conditions change, the RCR 
could change to address future 
needs.   

165-13 

165-14 

165-15 

165-16 

 
165-14  The comment does not 
state what part of the 
DEIS/EIR is being referenced.  
Table 4-7 (DEIS/EIR) lists 
property values based on 1996 
data, rather than 1990-2000 
data as stated in the comment.  
 
165-15  Comment noted. 
 
165-16  See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for a discussion of estimated project funding and schedule. 
 
 



166 Marcia Pratt 

166-1 

166-2 

166-3 

 
166-1  See General Response 1.10.  
Caltrans traffic analysis of a two-lane 
bypass concluded that a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and need of the 
project and therefore, it was not 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.   
 
166-2  Alternatives C1T and L/C, which 
include the Truck Scales Interchange 
(Wild Oat Canyon), do not meet Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria and 
therefore, cannot be considered for 
construction.  See General Response 1.3. 
 
166-3  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 



167 William Ray 
 
167-1  See response to Comment 
33-5 (Sierra Club, Mendo-Lake 
Group).   
 
167-2  Oil Well Hill is not 
composed of old-growth forest.  
The DEIS/EIR does not claim to 
create an “old-growth redwood 
forest” on Oil Well Hill in the 
short-term.  Because suitable 
foraging habitat for northern 
spotted owl would not be 
replaceable during the assumed 
life span of the proposed action, 
Caltrans and FHWA propose 
revegetation and minimization 
measures to reduce impacts at the 
Oil Well Hill borrow site 
(Appendix A, FEIS/EIR).   
 
167-3  See responses to 
Comments 26-1 through 26-4 
(California Oak Foundation).  
Regarding unique oaks in Little 
Lake Valley: the Inventory of 
Rare and Endangered Plants of 
California (sixth edition, 
published by the California 
Native Plant Society [CNPS], 
2001); and the Oak Woodlands of 
Mendocino County: An 
Assessment of Their Distribution, 
Ownership Patterns and Policies 
Affecting their Conservation (Giusti, 2000) do not document the occurrence of any unique oaks in the Willits 
area.   

167-1

167-2

167-3

167-4

 
Baker’s meadowfoam is not unique to Little Lake Valley.  Populations of Baker’s meadowfoam are known to 
occur near Laytonville and Ukiah, as well as Little Lake Valley, near Willits (Source: The Status of Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Animals and Plants of California: Annual Report for 2000, published by the 
California Department of Fish and Game, 2001).   
 
167-4  The viaduct was not proposed as wetlands mitigation but to avoid floodway impacts.  See also responses 
to Comments 34-60 and 34-63 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning), respectively, regarding feasibility of 
mitigation measures and discussion of viaduct.  Caltrans and FHWA have demonstrated, pursuant to Clean 
Water Act Section 404, that the proposed discharge (Modified Alternative J1T) is unavoidable and that Modified 
Alternative J1T is the least environmentally-damaging practicable alternative.  The alternative includes 
appropriate and practicable steps to minimize adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem (40 CFR 230.10(d)) and 
then provides mitigation for remaining impacts.  See Appendix G, Final Alternatives Analysis, FEIS/EIR and 
Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) for mitigation measures.  Appendix D contains the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries 
Biological Opinions with terms and conditions for the project.   



167-5  See response to Comment 32-2 
(Save All the Valley Eternally).   
 
167-6  The Sound32 model used in the 
analysis of noise impacts, discussed in 
the DEIS/EIR, for this project takes into 
account the elevation of the roadway 
compared to the surrounding terrain. 
The year 2028 peak hour volume for the 
bypass ranges from 1,150 to 1,590 
vehicles per hour.   
 
When defining highway traffic noise 
impacts, the Leq (h) noise descriptor is 
used, not the individual vehicle peak 
noise level.  For a definition of Leq(h) 
see Appendix A (DEIS/EIR). 
 
167-7  See response to Comment 167-6. 
 
167-8  Inversion layers in valleys such 
as Willits usually occur during the 
winter, when a stable (stagnant) cold air 
layer at ground level is formed by 
radiational cooling at night, trapping 
emissions into it. That type of layer is 
the reason why CO is mostly a problem 
in the winter - emissions are trapped in 
a relatively thin layer and accumulate. 
The layer gradually thickens during the 
night, then dissipates after sunrise as 
solar heating causes the air to mix. CO 
concentrations tend to be worse in the 
early-mid evening hours and morning 
commute periods because traffic is 
active during those times but daytime 
heating is not available to mix out the 
inversion layer. Evening concentrations are particularly troublesome due to the very thin (perhaps less than a 
hundred feet) layer initially formed. Other indications of an inversion layer are "valley fog" and high 
concentrations of wood smoke at low altitudes - smoke from fireplaces may rise less than a hundred feet in the 
early evening before getting trapped at the interface between cold surface air and warmer air at altitude, causing 
health issues and PM2.5/PM10 exceedances.  Summertime inversions are an issue primarily where a regular, 
large influx of marine air into a warm valley occurs, as in the Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin. Those 
conditions do not exist very often in Willits. Summer inversions of the marine type are an issue mainly for ozone 
formation, not CO or PM. 

167-6 

167-7 

167-8 

167-9 

167-10 

167-5 

 
The DEIS/EIR did not neglect to look at the effects of an inversion layer.  The air quality modeling performed to 
estimate the carbon monoxide (CO) levels is done under worst-case conditions (i.e. an inversion layer).  In order 
to estimate the CO levels in the air quality modeling, receptors are chosen along the proposed routes.  Protection 
of public health is the ultimate objective of receptor selection when conducting project-level dispersion modeling 
impact analysis on air quality.  If the location of a sensitive receptor, such as a school or elderly care home, is 
along the proposed route, they are used in the analysis. 
 
167-9  Caltrans is not aware of any legislation that "mandates a rapid reduction in traffic" or would severely limit 
increases in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  Growth in VMT does not necessarily worsen air quality.  In fact, 



even if a project does not decrease VMT, but it contributes to reduction in traffic congestion, it would actually 
have a beneficial effect on air quality.     
 
167-10  The goal of the project is not to reduce traffic on Main Street, but to improve conditions for interregional 
traffic on U.S. 101.  A benefit of the project, however, will be to remove interregional truck traffic from U.S. 
101. 
 
No change in the DEIS/EIR, in response to comments 167-1 through 167-10, are necessary. 



168 David Reaney 

168-1 

 
168-1  The hybrid Alternative L/C, which 
was included in the DEIS/EIR, does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria because of its overall 
environmental harm, including significant 
adverse impacts to wetlands and to 
federally listed species and therefore, it 
cannot be considered for construction.  
(General Response 1.3)  Any of the 
alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR 
and the preferred alternative, Modified 
J1T, improve safety and driving 
conditions on U.S. 101, and by removing 
traffic from Main Street, improve local 
traffic conditions. 
 
169 This number intentionally left 
blank 
 
 
 



170 Kenneth Rich 

170-1

 
170-1  Alternative E3 will not be 
considered for construction because it 
does not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404 criteria for its overall 
environmental harm (FEIS/EIR).  Not 
only would Alternative E3 result in a 
number of adverse environmental 
impacts, it is not a practicable 
alternative because it cannot be 
accomplished within the financial 
resources that could reasonably be made 
available.  See Chapter 2 FEIR/EIS for 
discussion on the development of the 
Modified Alternative J1T. 
 
Either contact address referenced in the 
comment is viable. 
 



170-2  The comparison of the number 
of collisions for each alternative is 
objective and fair.  As stated in the 
DEIS/EIR (Section 3.5.1), Alternative 
E3 would yield fewer accidents 
because it proposed a continuous 
freeway segment.   
 
The collision charts developed for the 
project are based on statewide 
averages for roadways of similar 
character throughout the project 
limits.  Caltrans conducted the studies 
over the full project limits in order to 
be able to compare the alternatives.  
The comment correctly points out 
that Alternative E3 appears to provide 
the safest operations, at least in part 
because of the relative length of 
freeway segment.  If the valley 
alternatives were constructed as 
freeways to the original project limits, 
the collision numbers for those 
alternatives may be reduced 
somewhat.  However, the safety 
performance of the valley alternatives 
would be speculative partly because 
of the relative operations.  For 
example, Alternative E3 would put 
more traffic on the freeway sections 
than the valley alternatives.  On the 
other hand, Alternative E3 has steeper 
grades and is likely to have some 
snow and ice issues in winter.   
 
If the valley alternatives were 
extended as freeways to the project limits, their costs would increase considerably.  Note also that the greater 
length of freeway constructed for Alternative E3 in comparison to the valley alternatives is reflected in its higher 
capital cost.  While the extension of the valley alternatives would be supported by the Transportation Corridor 
Report for U.S. 101, a continuation of a valley alternative further to the north is not foreseeable nor would it be a 
priority project for Caltrans, Willits, or Mendocino County.   

170-3 

170-2 

170-4 

 
The comment states that the truncated alternatives would eventually be widened to four lanes.  The reader should 
note that all of the build alternatives are proposed for construction as four-lane alternatives.   
 
170-3  The Willits Traffic Study, which was summarized in the DEIS/EIR, contains detailed diagrams, 
discussion, and explanation for the forecasted traffic volumes.  See page 1-8 (DEIS/EIR) for availability and 
location of all technical studies summarized in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
Figure 3-6, P.3-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS – The vertical axis of this chart is mislabeled.  The vertical axis labeled 
“Speed” should read “Hours”.  The correction has been made to the figure (Volume 3, FEIS/EIR). 
 
The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) provides the method, standards, and criteria for determining Level of 
Service (LOS) for various roadway types.  The LOS standards for two-lane highway are different than the 
standards for a freeway, which are in turn different than the standards for an urban arterial.  The unique standards 
reflect the different operating characteristics and driver perceptions for the various facility types.  A four-lane 



freeway will always produce a better LOS than a two-lane highway with same traffic volume because an 
additional lane increases capacity. 
 
See General Response 1.10 for further discussion. 
 
170-4  Capital costs include some, but not all, cost of mitigation.  The alternative with the fewest or least 
environmental impacts (biological resources, residential and business relocations, hazardous remediation, etc.) 
will generally incur lower costs for mitigation.  See responses to Comments 34-60 and 34-63 (Willits Citizens 
for Good Planning), respectively, regarding feasibility of mitigation measures and discussion of viaduct. 



170-5  It is not possible to quantify 
the costs of ongoing maintenance on 
Alternative E3, but a very rough 
estimate of additional annual 
maintenance costs for Alternative E3 
would be in the range of $100,000.  
The estimated cost includes 
allowances for minor slides and slip-
outs, snow and ice removal, water 
quality cleanup, and a host of lesser 
issues.  The slides and slip-outs 
would not include catastrophic events 
because it would be impossible to 
predict such events.  The additional 
maintenance cost was not included in 
the DEIS/EIR because it was too 
small relative to the round-off of 
capital costs and would not 
significantly affect the decision on a 
preferred alternative. 

170-5 

170-6 

170-7 

 
The highly erosive soils located along 
Alternative E3 have a high potential 
to result in unpredictable slides.  
Even with specialized foundation 
treatments, specialized cut slope and 
fill slope design, mechanically 
reinforced embankments, 
stabilization trenches, catchment 
areas, and specialized subsurface 
drainage techniques, the potential for 
landslides remains high for 
Alternative E3.  See also response to 
Comment 170-1. 
 
170-6  Alternative E3 was designed based on Caltrans Office of Geotechnical Design recommendations which 
were based on review of geologic literature and field observations.  No investigative field borings were taken at 
the early project development stage.  The cut slopes for most of Alternative E3 would generally be 1:2 and from 
about Baechtel Creek to the Sherwood Road area, cut slopes would include periodic benches.  In the northern 
segment, because the hills are more stable, slopes would be 1:1 for cuts up to 30 m high, 1.5:1 for cuts more than 
30 m high.  Any flattening of cut slopes would increase project costs.  Caltrans shares the concerns regarding the 
stability of Alternative E3 and it is one of the factors considered during the selection of the preferred alternative.  
See also responses to Comments 170-1 and 170-5. 
 
170-7  The comment is correct that Alternative E3 would have potential adverse impacts to fish species.  The 
Draft 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis (DEIS/EIR) stated that Alternative E3 would have the greatest potential 
indirect impact to jurisdictional aquatic resources that are habitat to federally listed species, due to the potential 
for large amounts of erosion-related sediments to enter the major salmonid streams.  This is the primary reason 
that the alternative does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404 criteria, and therefore, is not eligible for 
construction.  See also response to Comment 8-5 (California Regional Water Quality Control Board). 
 
 



170-8  The law in this case is 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964.  Section 4.5.1 
(DEIS/EIR) describes this law as 
well as Executive Order 12898 
(Environmental Justice).   
 
In most cases, the goal of 
evaluating a project using 
environmental justice criteria is 
to determine whether or not the 
project’s impacts would be 
predominantly borne by low-
income and minority residents, or 
if these impacts would be more 
severe or greater in magnitude 
than impacts to the general 
population.  The statistical 
approach in Section 5.2.5.3 
(DES/EIR) is meant to provide a 
comparison of the relocation 
impacts within each alternative 
alignment. The raw numbers of 
low-income and minority 
relocations along each alternative 
(i.e., 77 on Alternative E3, one 
on Alternative C1T, four on 
Alternative J1T, and two on 
Alternative LT), would not 
provide information on the 
proportion of the impact on low-
income and minority residents 
along each alternative. For 
instance, only three relocations 
are required by Alternative C1T, 
but one of them has been 
designated as a “low-
income/minority” residence.  So a third of the relocation impact on this alternative is on low-income or minority 
residents.  

170-8 

170-9 

 
170-9  The comment is noted.  Relocation impact costs are included in the cost of constructing Alternative E3.  
Because of Alternative E3’s overall environmental harm, including relocation impacts, this alternative will not 
be constructed.  The Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the least overall environmentally damaging 
alternative.  
 
 



170-10  The comment 
correctly identifies limitations 
inherent in attempting to 
relocate the residents of 114 
housing units displaced by 
Alternative E3 in the Willits 
community.  In the event that 
replacement homes could not 
be constructed in Willits 
because of a lack of 
appropriately zoned vacant 
land, residents displaced by 
this alternative would be likely 
to seek residences in nearby 
communities, such as 
Brooktrails and Ukiah.  Capital 
costs shown in the DEIS/EIR 
include right of way and 
relocation costs. 

170-10 

170-11 
 
However, the reader should 
note that because of its overall 
adverse environmental 
impacts, Alternative E3 does 
not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404 criteria and 
therefore, is not eligible for 
construction. 
 
170-11  Regarding feasibility 
of mitigation measures FRM-1 
and FRM-3, please see 
responses to Comments 34-60 
and 34-63 (Willits Citizens for 
Good Planning).  Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) proposes measures 
to offset the loss of farmland.  
 
 



170-12  Early establishment of a new 
stream realignment (on Alternatives 
C1T and L/C) was discussed during 
project development.  CDFG, NOAA 
Fisheries, ACOE, and RWQCB have 
stated that the construction of any new 
stream sections, if required, will have to 
occur prior to construction and be fully 
functional.  Regarding work in stream 
channels, see response to Comment 8-5 
(RWQCB). 
 
170-13  The direct impact of 
construction activities would be to the 
creeks with the indirect impact of 
blocking fish passage.  The indirect 
effect is not less critical than the direct 
effect.  Because of the high potential for 
indirect impacts to salmonids due to 
siltation and other impacts, Caltrans 
through consultation with the resources 
agencies has concluded that Alternative 
E3 does not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria and therefore, 
is not eligible for construction.  See the 
NOAA NMFS Biological Opinion in 
Appendix D of the FEIR/EIS. 
 
170-14  Planting redwood trees as a 
screen between Alternative J1T and the 
ball fields was proposed after 
consultation with the City. Redwood 
trees are compatible with the local 
theme of ‘Gateway to the Redwoods.’  
See Section 5.10 (DEIS/EIR) for mitigation measures to lessen visual impacts.  However, because of concerns 
about Alternative J1T’s impacts to the recreation/museum complex (including the ball fields), the alternative was 
moved to the east behind an existing stand of dense tall riparian vegetation.  See Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR) for a 
description of Modified Alternative J1T, the preferred alternative for this project.     

170-12

170-13

170-14

170-15

 
170-15  23 CFR 772 constitutes the FHWA noise standard.  This standard is therefore used as the basis for 
identifying traffic noise impacts under NEPA.  The significance of the noise impacts is based on the context and 
intensity of the noise impact.  Alternative E3 does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria and will 
no longer be considered for construction. 
 



170-16  The Section 404(b)(1) 
Alternatives Analysis conclusions are 
in agreement with the comment.  
While Alternative E3 has the least 
direct impacts to wetlands, it would 
have the greatest potential indirect 
impact to jurisdictional aquatic 
resources that are habitat to federally 
listed species, due to the potential for 
large amounts of erosion-related 
sediments to enter the major salmonid 
streams (General Response 1.3). 

170-16

170-17

 
170-17  The Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  See response 
to Comment 120-1 (Bernard 
Kamoroff) 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 City of Willits and Mendocino 
County throughout final design and 
construction of the project. 
 



171 Aeryn Richmonde 

171-1 

171-2 

171-3 

171-4 

 
The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter: 
 
Edwards, Isidora 
Jacob, Jake 
Jones, Jim and Lela 
Leslie, Jay 
Nissir, Sandra 
Nissir, Stanley 
Richmonde, Aeryn 
Unsworth, Robert 
 
171-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).   
 
See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with 
Quail Meadows Interchange. 
 
171-2  See responses to 
Comments 115-1 (Bill Jack).  
See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with 
Quail Meadows Interchange.     
 
171-3  See General Response 1.9 regarding a center valley interchange.  
 
171-4  While all the alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR meet the project purpose, only the Modified 
Alternative J1T meets Section 404 Clean Water Act criteria as the alternative with the least overall 
environmental harm.     



172 Beverly Risch 

172-1 

 
172-1  The Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Because of its overall adverse 
environmental impacts, Alternative E3 
does not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404 criteria and therefore, is not eligible 
for construction. 
 
 



173 Bob Roberts 

173-1 

173-2 

 
Thirty-five duplicates of this form 
letter signed by 46 individuals were 
submitted in one package to 
Caltrans.  The following is a partial 
list of individuals who signed 
copies of the letter, the list is not 
complete because many signatures 
were not legible. 
 
Blake, John 
Bricker, Paul and Daniel Logan 
Bricker, Steve 
Cassidy, William 
Dall, James 
Grossman, Lillian and Donald 
Lewis, Sam 
Lindquist, Fred 
Mackin, Robert 
McCarty, Jim and Julie 
Olin, Glen and Melanie Grossman 
Page, Robert 
Patereau, Jani 
Patereau, Kim 
Roberts, Bob 
Scarberry, Matthew, Sherman Mason, and Jeff Snider 
Shuster, Keith 
Shuster, Phillip 
Shutz, Wes and J. R. Smith 
Tucker, William 
Wakeland, Don 
Wilcox, Peggy and Tammy Edwards 
 
173-1  The Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative (General Response 1.3).  
Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) addresses estimated cost of the project. 
 
173-2  Construction of the bypass will reduce traffic on local streets in Willits resulting in improved travel times 
for local traffic. 
 
 



174 Wolfgang Ronnefeldt 

174-1

174-2

174-3

 
174-1  See responses to Comments 
30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch), 
139-11 (Karina McAbee), 144-23 
(Jason Minton).  
 
174-2  The project (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.  See Chapter 2 
FEIR/EIS regarding development 
of the Modified Alternative J1T.  
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road.   
 
174-3  General Response 1.10 
explains why a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and need 
for the project.   
 
 
 



175 Gary Roussan 
 
175-1  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 does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria and therefore is not eligible 
for construction.  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding a Willits 
Creek restoration and General 
Response 1.5 (FEIS/EIR) regarding 
the City wastewater treatment 
plant.   
 
175-2  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road.   
 
175-3  Any of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would reduce traffic 
congestion on Main Street because 
interregional traffic will be 
removed from local city streets 
creating less overall demand of the 
local infrastructure.  Also, some 
local traffic will opt to take the 
bypass even if it requires slightly 
more travel time, to travel at a 
higher speed under uncongested 
conditions. 
 
175-4  The proposed bypass will 
reduce congestion on U.S. 101 and 
will also result in reduced congestion on local streets in Willits, improving access to businesses and services.  
See responses to Comments 34-43, 34-45 through 34-48 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning) and 130-2 (Monty 
Levenson). 

175-1

175-2

175-3

175-4

 



176 Hyman Rudoff 
 
The following individual submitted the same 
or similar letter: 
 

Campbell, Josephine 
 
176-1  Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) explains the 
purpose and need for the project to reduce 
congestion, improve safety, and achieve at 
least LOS “C” on U.S. 101 in the project 
area for interregional traffic.  Removing 
traffic from local streets will reduce 
congestion and improve safety for local 
citizens. 
 
176-2  Any of the alternatives considered in 
the DEIS/EIR would accommodate a 
connection for a Brooktrails second access 
road (General Response 1.6).  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic operations 
with Quail Meadows Interchange. 
 
176-3  See General Response 1.4 regarding 
a Willits Creek restoration.   
 
176-4  Earthwork requirements for 
Alternative L/C are estimated at 2.1 cu m/ 
2.7 cu yd (in millions), which is greater than 
for Alternative C1T (1.8 cu m/ 2.4 cu yd in 
millions) and for Alternatives J1T and 
Modified J1T (both estimated at 1.9 cu m/ 
2.5 cu yd in millions).   
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Alternative L/C does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria 
for its overall environmental harm, including significant adverse impacts to wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to federally listed fish species (General Response 1.3). 

176-1 

176-2 

176-3 

176-4 

 



177 Keith Rutledge 

177-1 

177-2 

177-3 

 
The following individuals 
submitted duplicates of this 
letter:   

 
Rutledge, Keith 
Simpson, Nancy 

 
177-1  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations 
with Quail Meadows 
Interchange). 
 
177-2  General Response 1.10 
explains why a two-lane 
bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need for the 
project. 
 
177-3  Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3). 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road. 
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