
178 Millie Sanchez 08/22/2002 
 
This is to urge Caltrans to continue with the 4 lane bypass 
plan which is being considered. To build a 2 lane bypass 
would probably not alleviate much of the congestion and the 
aggravation caused by slow moving traffic which is evident 
every day of the week. Drivers who are going through town 
are impatient and sometimes irresponsible and the local drivers 
impatient, irresponsible AND disgusted with the many years 
the project is taking.  
 
To survey, study (which has gone on and on for 40 years), 
write environmental reports, plan, engineer and build a 2 lane 
bypass will not cost half the price of a 4 lane bypass done now. 
It is inevitable that with the growth of the state, and this area, a 
4 lane freeway will be necessary. To rebuild a freeway, all of 
the above will be done over, present roads torn up, more 
inconvenience (witness the existing roadwork between Ukiah 
and Willits) and the costs will have risen to ????.  
 
Please don't waste more dollars,  
 
M. Sanchez 

178-1 

 
178-1  General Response 1.10 
explains why a two-lane bypass 
does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project. 
 
 
 



179 Donna Schindel 
 
179-1  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.  Chapter 
5 (FEIS/EIR) addresses 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.   
 
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 also response to 
Comment 33-4 (Sierra Club, Mendo 
Lake Group).  See General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
179-2  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR are true 
bypasses.  The Quail Meadows 
Interchange, which is north of the 
Sherwood Road/Main Street 
intersection (Map 6, Vol. 2, DEIS/EIR), would accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access 
road.  See General Response 1.6. 

179-1 

179-2 

 
Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce traffic in Willits, including on existing Route 101 in front of the high 
school.  See General Response 1.8. 
 



179-3  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding 
Willits Creek restoration.   

179-3 

179-4 

179-5 

 
179-4  Caltrans and 
FHWA appreciate the 
public’s input and 
involvement on this 
project.  See response to 
Comment 179-1. 
 
179-5  See responses to 
Comments 179-1 and 179-
3. 
 



180 Ed and Erlyne Schmidbauer 
 
180-1  The Haehl Creek 
Interchange, for the valley 
alternatives, has been redesigned 
from a trumpet to a diamond-style 
interchange.  The revision would 
allow access to the Schmidbauer 
Ranch from the east side of the 
interchange through a private road 
opening in access control. 
 
Regarding erosion issue, see 
response to Comment 48-1 (Andrea 
Beene). 
 
180-2  In order for a historic 
building to be protected under 
CEQA or Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, 
it must meet certain specific criteria 
for the California Register of 
Historic Places, the National 
Register of Historic Places, or as an 
important property under CEQA.  
These criteria must be met in terms 
of how significant it is 
architecturally or historically and 
whether or not it retains what is 
called the "integrity" of its original 
state, that is, whether it retains its 
original design or materials, among 
other factors.  A qualified Caltrans 
architectural historian evaluated the 
Schmidbauer property in 1991.   
She visited the ranch to record the 
ranch buildings, conducted an oral 
history interview with Josephine 
Schmidbauer, and conducted other historic research on farms in the Willits area.   While the house and property 
have a long history in Willits, she concluded that it does not meet the level of historical or architectural significance 
required to be eligible for the California and National Registers.  In addition, alterations over time have affected its 
original appearance, so that it no longer meets the technical criterion of "integrity," described above. 

180-1 

180-2 

 
A qualified Caltrans architectural historian completed a subsequent review of the initial evaluation of this property 
in 2000.  His review of the documentation concurred with the conclusions in the 1991 evaluation that the 
Schmidbauer property was not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and was not a historical resource 
for the purposes of CEQA, as would be necessary to be considered for avoidance or mitigation. 
 



180-3  The parcels identified as 
directly impacted by the project are 
shown on Map 13 (Environmental 
Atlas).  Parcels 104-070-05, 104-090-
03, and 104-090-04 are the only 
parcels directly affected by the 
project, which are owned by the 
Schmidbauer family.  Parcels 104-
120-02, 104,080-03, 104-080-02,104-
100-04 are in the Williamson Act 
program, but are not directly affected 
by the project.  Appendix L 
(DEIR/EIS) only shows Williamson 
Act parcels that could be affected by 
the project.  See Volume 3 
(FEIS/EIR) for a new copy of this 
table. 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
selected as the preferred alternative.  
This alternative does not include 
realignment of Haehl Creek at the 
southerly interchange. 
 
180-4  The Schmidbauer Ranch east 
of the new freeway would be 
accessed through the existing access 
opening at the east side of the Haehl 
Creek Interchange.  The western 
portion of the ranch would continue 
to be accessed as it currently is.  See 
response to Comment 180-1. 
 
180-5  See General Response 1.9, 
which discusses why a center valley interchange is beyond the scope of the proposed bypass project. 

180-3 

180-4 

180-5 

180-6 

 
180-6  Under both NEPA and CEQA (40 CFR 1508.20 and CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15370), the floodway viaduct is 
a legitimate mitigation measure that avoids or minimizes impacts upon the floodplain in the project area.  Studies for 
Modified Alternative J1T show that the project would have minimal impact to the existing flood flow pattern(s).  
Where Modified Alternative J1T would be constructed on embankment, equalizing culverts may be constructed 
through the embankment at periodic or strategic locations to perpetuate existing flood flow pattern(s).  Caltrans 
drainage design procedures would be implemented to establish other culvert locations to perpetuate existing 
drainage courses.  Other measures to minimize flooding and its effects upon existing or planned storm drain systems 
may include maximizing vegetated surface cover to promote infiltration, constructing conveyance systems (culverts, 
ditches, berms, dikes, and swales) to intercept, infiltrate and direct surface flows to a stabilized watercourse, and 
incorporating infiltration or detention basins to reduce peak discharges.    



180-7  Mitigation Measures BIO-23, 
which lists a number of protection 
measures that will be implemented in 
compliance with Executive Order 
13112 to prevent the spread of noxious 
weeds (pg. 5-73, DEIS/EIR), will 
reduce impacts related to invasive plant 
species.  As stated in the DEIS/EIR, 
Mendocino County does not allow the 
use of herbicides, so this method would 
not be a mitigation component. 
 
Also, Caltrans will coordinate with 
adjacent ranching operations on 
landscaping plans to ensure that 
highway plantings do not interfere with 
agricultural operations.  For example, 
erosion control seed mixes must not 
contain invasive plant species, such as 
vetch, that would compromise pasture 
and rangeland.   
 
Regarding oak woodlands, see 
Responses to Comments 26-1 through 26-4 (California Oak Foundation). 

180-7 

180-8 

180-9 

 
180-8  Mitigation Measure BIO-21 (Appendix A FEIS/EIR) addresses wildlife undercrossings.  Please also see 
response to comment 48-4 (Andrea Beene).  
 
180-9  Reducing the four-lane bypass to two lanes would not reduce the bypass by half because of necessary design 
components such as shoulders, side slopes, and drainage facilities.  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 also General Response 1.3 regarding Alternative L/C, General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township second access, and General Response 1.9 regarding center valley interchange. 
 



08/19/2002  
To: nancy_mackenzie@dot.ca.gov
Subject: willits bypass 

We would like to express our opinions in favor 
of the LC option for the Willits Bypass. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Jane Selover 
David Young 
 
25 Monroe Street 
Willits CA 95490 
 

181-1 

181 Jane Selover and David Young 
 
181-1  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 overall environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially significant adverse impacts to federally 
listed fish species (General Response 1.3).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
182 Lucy Shido 

182-1 

182-2 

182-3 

 
182-1  Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would not 
reduce the bypass by half because of 
necessary design components such 
as shoulders, side slopes, and 
drainage facilities.  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 Responce to 
Comment 71 (Lee Davis) regarding 
the existing two lane roadway in 
front of Retech. 
 
182-2  Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school.  See 
General Response 1.8. 
 
182-3  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. 



183 Barbara Sicard 
 
183-1  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 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 1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration.  Mitigation Measure BIO-
11 (pg. 5-69, DEIS/EIR) is proposed to 
reduce impacts to Baker’s 
meadowfoam. 
 
183-2  General Response 1.10 discusses 
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.   
 
183-3  See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of center valley interchange, 
which is beyond the scope of this 
project.   
 
183-4  Section 2.2 (DEIS/EIR) explains 
the need for a bypass of Willits on U.S. 
101.  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.  Removing U.S. 
101 from Willits’ Main Street, which 
runs through the center of town, will 
improve conditions for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and vehicles, as well as improve access to businesses on Main Street.  None of the alternatives considered 
in the DEIS/EIR would conflict with or threaten the viability of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad facility.  See 
response to Comment 80-4 (Ellen Drell).  

183-1 

183-2 

183-3 

183-4 

183-5 

183-6 

 
183-5  Alternative LT does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404 criteria and therefore, is not eligible for 
construction (General Response 1.3).  The Quail Meadows Interchange will be constructed as part of Modified 
Alternative J1T.  See General Response 1.8.    
 
183-6  See response to Comment 179-1 (Donna Schindel). 
 
 



184 Nayo Dawn Sicard 
 
The following individuals 
submitted duplicates of this 
letter: 
 

Sicard, Nayo 
Gipson, Jerramy 

 
184-1  Alternative LT does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404 criteria and therefore, is 
not eligible for construction 
(General Response 1.3).  The 
Quail Meadows Interchange 
will be constructed as part of 
Modified Alternative J1T.  
Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school 
and at the Sherwood 
Road/Main Street intersection.     

184-1 

184-2 

184-3 

184-4 

 
184-2  No railroad right-of-
way would be used for 
construction of the bypass.  
See response to Comment 80-4 
(Ellen Drell).  None of the 
alternatives considered in the 
DEIS/EIR would threaten the 
viability of the Northwestern 
Pacific Railroad facility.  See 
response to Comment 94-2 
(Jerramy Gipson). 
 
184-3  All of the alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR would remove traffic from Willits, thus reducing 
congestion and improving safety on local streets.  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 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration.   
 
See General Response 1.9 for a discussion of a center valley interchange, which is beyond the scope of this project. 
 
The proposed bypass is a four-lane facility with two northbound lanes and two southbound lanes, rather than an 
eight-lane facility as suggested in the comment.  If the writer intended to refer to a two-lane facility, General 
Response 1.10 discusses 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.   
 
184-4  See response to Comment 105-3 (Lawrence and Susan Hammer). 
 
 
 



185 Robert Simonson "Robert E. Simonson" 
<bobs@pacific.net> 

08/26/2002 10:16 AM 

To:  Nancy_MacKenzie@dot.ca.gov> 
cc:  
 

 
Further in connection with my message of Saturday, I 
failed to mention that I consider off ramps to access 
Highway 20 and Commercial Street to be very much 
needed.   
Robert E. Simonson   P. O. Box 374  Willits, CA 
95490 

 
"Robert E. Simonson" 
<bobs@pacific.net> 

08/24/2002 12:32 PM 

To: Nancy_MacKenzie@dot.ca.gov> 
cc:  
 

 
As one of the "silent majority", thank you for the  
opportunity to express my views on the Bypass 
proposals and in particular, the  very vocal minority 
who appose any Bypass.  As a long time resident of  
Willits, I have oftened wondered if I would live long 
enough to actually see a  Bypass built.  Now there is 
some hope that it will occur.  It has  always been my 
view that something along the original lines would be  
adopted.  The suggestions of late, particularly by Hal 
Wagonet, are very  thoughtful and should be given 
careful consideration.  Rechanneling some of  the 
stream beds to mitigate envirenmental problems is in 
my view an excellent  proposal.  This coupled with an 
interchange near the old truck scales and  another 
access route to Brooktrails makes sense to me.   
  
On the subject of a two lane versus a four lane  
Bypass.  Anyone who has tried to access 101 at 
Browns Corner, from  either Baechtel Road or Muir 
Road, knows how dangerous a two lane  approach 
would be.  In my view, this would be a serious 
mistake.  Some  of the most vocal opponents do not 
live in town, do not want any development of  any kind 
and have historically opposed anything that would 
have resulted in more  opportunities for people to 
work and live here.  If they had there way, we  would 
be relegated to bicycles and horses for transportation 

185-1 

185-3 

185-2 

 
185-1  See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the scope 
of this project. 
 
185-2  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 General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration.   
 
Any of the alternatives considered in 
the DEIS/EIR would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails Township 
second access road (General Response 
1.6). 
 
185-3  General Response 1.10 discusses 
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.   
 
 
186 This number intentionally left 
blank 
 
 
 
 



187 George Sirizzotti 

187-1 

 
187-1  The Modified Alternative J1T 
would be constructed as a four-lane 
facility to meet the purpose and need of 
the project. 
 
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 and therefore, is not eligible for 
construction.  General Response 1.3. 
 
See 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
project schedule.   
 



188 George Skezas 
 

188-1 

188-2 

188-3 

The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter or a 
letter with the same concerns: 
 

Aleshire, Carole 
DeBoer, Iris 
DeBoer, Arlen 
Robie, Richard and Gladys 
Skezas, George 
Skezas, Zelda 

 
188-1  The hybrid Alternative L/C 
(Elsie) was eliminated from 
consideration as a LEDPA due to 
its overall environmental harm, 
including adverse impacts to 
wetlands and to federally listed fish 
species.  See General Response 1.3. 
 
188-2  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road and traffic 
operations at Quail Meadows 
Interchange.



188-3 
cont. 

188-3  See General Responses 1.4 and 
1.5 regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration and Willits Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. 
 
 
 
 



189 Pat Sloan 

189-1 

 
189-1  Comment noted.  The proposed bypass 
will improve conditions for motorists on both 
U.S. 101 and on local roads in the project area, 
as well as improve access for emergency 
services vehicles. 
 
 
 



S. Smith 
15555 Hearst Rd. 
Willits, CA 95490 
 
July 8, 2002 
 
Dear Cher or Nancy, 
 
Odds are, you’re both very busy.  In short, my comments 
Re: Willits Bypass: 1) overkill – well-designed truck route
much more effective – and inviting  2) if we must have a 
bypass, include an exit near Brooktrails that really works 
– not only day to day for traffic, but for (God forbid) an 
emergency – to get all those folks out of the path of 
rooring [sic] flames or whatever.  PLEASE!  
      Sincerely, 
      Sheryl Smith

190-1 

S. Smith 
15555 Hearst Rd. 
Willits, CA 95490 
 
July 24, 2002 
Dear Nancy, 
I want a landscaped, divided 2-lane (alternative) bypass 
for Willits.  I’ve studied the EIS/EIR and listened to 
comments of other citizens.  Impacts needing 
consideration: 
 
• Noise – the traffic is plenty noisy as it is – don’t add. 
• Visual – a 4-lane would look ugly 
• Loss of local business – we’re scraping along as it is 
• Waste of Tax Dollars – need I say more? 
• Woodland and farmland impact – hey!  We need more 
trees – not less 
• Brooktrails access – that bottleneck is already scarey –
needs fixing 
 
There are more impacts, well described in the Willits 
Environmental Center’s letter.  However, you’re a busy 
person, so this is my verson [sic].   
 
All the best,  
Sheryl Smith 

190-2 

190-3 

190-4 

190 Sheryl Smith 
 
190-1  Any of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR will 
accommodate a connection for a 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.6.   
 
190-2  General Response 1.10 
discusses 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.   
 
Reducing the four-lane bypass to 
two lanes would not reduce the 
bypass by half because of 
necessary design components 
such as shoulders, side slopes, 
and drainage facilities.  The 
footprint of a two-lane bypass 
would in many instances pose 
similar visual issues as a four-
lane bypass.  See also response to 
Comment 73-5 (Mary Delaney). 
 
190-3  See General Response 1.6 
regarding the Brooktrails 
Township future second access.   
 
190-4  See responses to 
Comment Letter 35 (Willits 
Environmental Center).  



191 John and Marianna 
Smoot 
 
191-1  General Response 
1.10 discusses 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.   

191-2  Regarding 
Brooktrails Township 
second access road, see 
General Response 1.6.   
 
Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative for 
construction because it would result in the least overall environmental harm while meeting the purpose and need for 
the project.   

191-1 

191-2 

 
 



192 Mark Snedeker 
 
192-1  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 overall environmental harm, 
including significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands and its 
potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish 
species (General Response 1.3).   
 
The Quail Meadows Interchange, 
which is north of the Sherwood 
Road/Main Street intersection 
(Environmental Atlas, Map 6), 
would accommodate a connection 
to a Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.6.   
 
See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the scope of this project.   

192-1 

 
 



193 Jennifer and Theresa 
Sookne-Mizell 
 
193-1  Truck Scales interchange 
is the northern interchange for 
Alternatives C1T and the hybrid 
L/C.  Neither of these 
alternatives meets Clean Water 
Act Section 404 criteria and 
therefore, are not eligible for 
construction (see General 
Response 1.3). 
 
193-2  See General Response 1.9 
regarding center valley 
interchange. 
 
193-3  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR are 
four-lane facilities to meet the 
purpose and need of the project. 
 
193-4  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road.   
 
193-5  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
193-6  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 (see 
General Response 1.3).  Any of 
the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school.  See 
General Response 1.8. 
 
193-7  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township second access road.   

Dear Ms.  Mackenzie: 
  
We have been unable to attend the meetings in Willits to give our input on 
the proposals for a Willits freeway bypass.  We live in Willits and commute 
Monday through Friday to Ukiah and back.  Our work hours and the stress 
of our jobs have prevented us from attending the meetings.  However, as we 
are members of the Willits community and love where we live, we would 
like our input to be considered.  We are in favor of: 
• Freeway bypass of Willits from Haehl Creek in the south to the Truck 

Scales in the north 
• Commercial Street exit from the freeway bypass 
• Four Lane bypass along this route, continuing the four lanes from south 

of Haehl Creek 
• Second access to Brooktrails via Wild Oat Canyon Road 
• Restoration of Willits Creek 
 
Further, we favor the Elsie/Wild Oat Canyon option for several reasons: 
• This option will remove congestion from the Sherwood Road/Hwy 101 

intersection (including High School traffic).  This intersection is almost 
always congested.  If the Quail Meadows interchange were adopted, it 
would become even more congested. 

• Brooktrails will finally get the second access so desperately needed.  
We live in town, but going to  isit friends in Brooktrails, one is always 
pushed up and down the hill by other traffic because the road is so 
congested. It is also a horrible fire hazard with only one road in and out.

• The rerouting of traffic around Willits will make the commute much 
easier for those residents of Willits who live in town and would not need
to use the bypass at all.  We are two such residents and often now drive 
out through the valley rather than sit in traffic for twenty minutes or so 
during rush hour.    

Lastly, we strongly urge that this is a four lane bypass.  It would make no 
sense at all to construct a bypass to alleviate the slowing of traffic through 
town and then slow it on the bypass because a bottleneck was created by 
going from four lanes to two.  101 North and South is a main truck route for 
this part of Northern California.  Most of the large truck traffic passes 
through town and keeps going.  This traffic necessitates the four lanes. 
  
While Caltrans may have the engineers and know-how to design and make 
the bypass a reality, Willits is our town and we know its needs and 
its quirks.  Thank you for considering our input. 
  

 Sincerely, 
Jennifer and Theresa Sookne-Mizell 

193-1

193-2
193-3 

193-4
193-5 

193-6 

193-7 

193-8 

193-9 

193-10 

 
193-8  Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce traffic on local streets. 
 
193-9  See response to Comment 193-3. 
 
193-10  Public involvement has been critical to understanding local concerns about the project.  See response to 
Comment 179-1 (Donna Schindel). 



 
 
194 This number intentionally left blank 
 
 
 
 
 



195 Larry Stropes 
 
195-1  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 (see 
General Response 1.3).   
 
195-2  Public 
involvement has been 
critical to 
understanding local 
concerns about the 
project.  See response 
to Comment 179-1 
(Donna Schindel).  
Undoubtedly, some 
local traffic will move 
to the bypass rather 
than travel through 
Willits.  However, 
existing and future 
congested conditions 
from local traffic on the 
combined U.S. 
101/Main Street were 
the impetus for 
constructing the bypass to relieve congestion for interregional traffic. 

195-1 

195-2 

195-3 

195-4 

195-5 

 
195-3  Any of the build alternatives provide a bypass of Willits, will accommodate a second access for Brooktrails, 
and reduce traffic congestion in downtown Willits. 
 
195-4  See General Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration. 
 
195-5  Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce traffic in Willits, including at the high school.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
 



196 Don and Dee Swain 

196-1 

 
196-1  Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative (see 
General Response 1.3).  The 
alternative does not go straight 
through the valley but meanders 
somewhat, to avoid the 
business park and the 
park/recreation complex, and to 
minimize impacts to the large 
oak riparian woodland.  
 
General Response 1.3 explains 
the reasons Alternative E3 does 
not meet Clean Water Act 
criteria, and therefore, will not 
be considered for construction.   
 
 
 



197 Michael Sweeney 

197-1 

197-2 

 
197-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits, including at 
the high school and the Main 
Street/Sherwood Road 
intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access 
road. 
 
197-2  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).   
 



198 Matthew and Holly Taylor 

198-1 

 
198-1  Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school and the 
Main Street/Sherwood Road 
intersection.  See General Response 
1.8. 
 
General Response 1.10 discusses 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.     
 
 
 
 



199 Rick Thomas 

199-1 

199-2 

199-3 

 
199-1  Caltrans economic analysis 
includes a quantitative model utilizing 
traffic projections and field 
observations.  Statistics and models are 
frequently utilized to objectively 
simulate existing conditions and 
impacts.   
 
199-2  The comment probably refers to 
U.S. 101 at Ridgewood grade.  A 
number of projects have been initiated 
and constructed to improve this section 
of highway. 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.     
 
199-3  Upon construction of Modified 
J1T, the south end of Main Street (the 
“Miracle Mile”) would become S.R. 20.  
Traffic heading for U.S. 101 from the 
south end of the business district would 
travel south along Main Street/S.R. 20 
to the Haehl Creek Interchange, where 
motorists could choose either 
northbound or southbound U.S. 101 
(See Appendix H, FEIS/EIR). 



199-4  The writer of this letter 
represents the owner/operator of 
the Evergreen Center, and the 
question addresses access to the 
shopping center.  The existing 
highway in the “Miracle Mile” 
area would remain as it is, 
although it would be S.R. 20 
under the valley alternatives, and 
would be South Main Street 
under Alternative E3.  Under any 
of the alternatives, the traffic 
signal at Evergreen Center would 
remain in operation, and the 
existing highway south of the 
signal would convey traffic to the 
southern interchange of the 
alternative. 
 
199-5  The need for mitigation is 
not anticipated. The Economic 
Impact Report anticipates that 
some businesses located along 
the existing alignment of U.S. 
101 would be impacted by the 
proposed build alternatives.  
Specifically, those businesses 
that derive customers primarily 
from through traffic may see 
reductions in sales as traffic is 
routed away from Main Street.  
However, this loss in business 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 
congestion through the middle of the City to result in improved overall business conditions in the City. The impact 
on sales tax revenue is expected to be either imperceptible or positive.  See Sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.8 of the FEIS/EIR 
for additional discussion. 

199-4

199-5

199-6

199-7

199-8

199-9

 
199-6  Improvements on U.S. 101/Main Street would not achieve the purpose and need of the project to reduce 
congestion, improve safety, and achieve at least an LOS “C.”  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.      
 
199-7  Any of the bypass alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR, by removing interregional traffic from local 
streets, will improve traffic flow through town.   
 
199-8  See response to Comment 199-5. 
 
199-9  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 



200 John Thorslev 
 
200-1  See response to Comment 
65-1 (Lea Cassady).  Also, 
General Response 1.10 discusses 
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.   
 
200-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails 
second access road. See General 
Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.8 regarding Quail 
Meadows Interchange; General 
Response 1.3 regarding 
Alternative L/C; General 
Response 1.4 regarding a Willits 
Creek restoration and General 
Response 1.10 regarding a two-
lane bypass. 
 
200-3  Any bypass alternative 
that routes traffic around Willits 
will provide Brooktrails residents 
commuting out of the area to 
work with a choice between 
bypassing Willits to shop 
elsewhere or shopping in Willits. 
Given the proximity of retail 
centers in Willits to Brooktrails, 
and the lack of comparable 
facilities in Brooktrails, Willits is likely to continue to be frequented by Brooktrails residents after construction of 
the proposed bypass.  

200-1 

200-2 

200-3 

 
See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 



200-4  See response to Comment 
65-1 (Lea Cassady).  Please see 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS/EIR for 
discussion on coordination and 
public involvement during 
development of the various 
Bypass alternatives. 

200-4

 
 



201 Clifford Tichenor   

201-1

 
201-1  Comment noted.  After the 
public comment period for the 
DEIS/EIR, Alternative E3 was 
eliminated from consideration as a 
LEDPA for its overall environmental 
harm, including its impact to at least 
114 residences (General Response 1.3).   
 



202 Warren Topp 

202-1 

202-2 

 
202-1  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).   
 
202-2  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR are 
four-lane facilities to meet the 
purpose and need of the project, 
including improving traffic 
safety. 
 
 
 



203 Sylvia Tucker 
 
203-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative C1T 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).  In 
addition to Alternative C1T’s 
impacts to aquatic resources and 
potentially adverse impacts to 
listed species, the NEPA/404 
agencies expressed concerns that 
Alternative C1T’s location 
further to the east would be 
potentially growth-inducing.    
 
While Alternative C1T would 
require fewer residential 
relocations (3) than Modified 
Alternative J1T, there is 
sufficient equivalent housing in 
Willits for the 10 residential 
relocations that would be 
required by the latter alternative.   
 
203-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails 
second access road. See General 
Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.     
 
203-3  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.  General Response 1.9 discusses why a center valley 
interchange on the valley alternatives is beyond the scope of this project.   

203-1

203-2

203-3

203-4

 
203-4  Section 5.4.6 (DEIS/EIR) discusses the project’s impacts to prime farmland and Williamson Act parcels.  
Map 13 of the Environmental Atlas (Volume 4) shows the project’s impacts on both prime and non-prime 
Williamson Act parcels.  See also Appendix E (FEIS/EIR).



203-5  All of the valley 
alternatives would be 
separated from the highest-
density uses in the City by 
the Northwestern Pacific 
Railroad tracks.  Both 
Alternatives C1T and LT lie 
further to the east than 
Alternatives J1T and 
Modified J1T.  Modified J1T 
strikes a balance in that it 
stays close to the City to 
avoid habitat fragmentation 
impacts and impacts to 
aquatic resources, yet avoids 
community resources, 
specifically the business 
park and the park/recreation 
complex.  Proximity impacts 
resulting from Modified 
Alternative J1T would not 
be expected to result in the 
conversion of owner-
occupied homes to tenant-
occupied homes. 

203-5 

203-6 

203-7 

203-8 

 
203-6  Map 25A (Volume 2, DEIS/EIR) shows future right of way for the proposed Alternative C1T.  The scale of 
the map and inaccuracies in the assessor’s parcel maps limited the detail that could be included.  Please note that 
Alternative C1T will not be considered for construction since it does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404 criteria. 
 
203-7  Caltrans and FHWA appreciate the public’s input on the DEIS/EIR and the project, and will continue 
coordinating with City of Willits and Mendocino County throughout final design and construction of the project.   
 
203-8  Caltrans and FHWA were not aware of the referenced meeting. 



204 Anita Turcotte 

204-1 

 
204-1  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).   
 
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.   
 



205 Dave Turner Dave Turner 
<dave@daveturner.org> 

08/25/2002 09:47 PM 

To: nancy_mackenzie@dot.ca.gov 
cc:  
Subject: Willits Bypass 

 
August 25, 2002 
 
Cher Daniels, Chief 
Office of Environmental Management S-1 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
2389 Gateway Oaks Drive 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
 
Attn: Nancy MacKenzie 
 
Please consider the over 10,000 people on the coast who 
use Highway 20 to get in or out of Fort Bragg.  As your EIR 
states, The Western Bypass (alternative E-3) will save 
lives.  And a disproportionate number of lives lost will be of 
Fort Bragg and North Coast residents.  Table 3-21 of your 
report demonstrates that collisions will be reduced by a 
minimum of 234 over the next 5 years.  That is almost 50 
accidents every year we can eliminate by a western 
bypass. 
 
The only other route residents of Fort Bragg have to go to 
Santa Rosa or the bay area is via a stretch of Highway 1 
Caltrans has deemed to have higher than normal 
accidents. 
 
Furthermore, in addition to the safety issues and lives to be 
saved by a Western Bypass, I ask you to consider the 
economic impact on a community already suffering from 
the closure of the GP Mill.  As the North Coast depends 
more and  more on Tourism we can not afford to miss an 
opportunity to make it safer and easier for visitors to reach 
the coast. 

 
Please consider the overall safety of the Western Bypass (E-3) as 
well as the economic impact on North Coast tourism. 
 
Dave Turner 
Chairman, Fort Bragg Planning Commission 
535 North Corry St. 
Fort Bragg, CA  95437 
 

205-1 

205-2 

 
205-1  Any of the bypass alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR meet the 
purpose and need of the project which 
includes improving traffic safety on U.S. 
101 within the project limits.  Modified 
Alternative J1T has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Because 
Alternative E3 does not meet Clean Water 
Act Section 404 criteria, it is not eligible 
for construction.  Comment noted.   
 
205-2  Any of the alternatives considered 
in the DEIS/EIR would reduce the amount 
of traffic on Main Street in Willits, which 
would also benefit traffic using S.R. 20.   
 
Alternative E3 would provide traffic on 
the U.S. 101 corridor an opportunity to 
bypass Willits completely and connect to 
S.R. 20. This may be perceived as having 
a marginal benefit to the coastal 
communities near the western terminus of 
S.R. 20, since this traffic would no longer 
be routed through Willits. The time 
savings would be on the order of 5 
minutes on a trip of approximately one 
hour (more than 30 miles on a roadway 
with numerous turns). Time savings are 
always economically desirable and may 
provide a noticeable benefit to businesses 
that ship multiple loads through the 
project area daily.  The time savings 
provided by Alternative E3, however, 
would not have a significant impact on 
economic conditions in Fort Bragg or 
other coastal communities.   
 



206 Robert Turner 

206-1 

206-2 

206-3 

206-4 

206-5 

 
206-1  Comment noted.  A four-
lane bypass meets the purpose and 
need for the project. 
 
206-2  The project would not 
interfere with existing agricultural 
activities in the Little Lake Valley.  
However, the project would result 
in the conversion of prime and 
unique farmland soils (Section 3.4, 
FEIS/EIR).  Mitigation measures 
are proposed to reduce impacts of 
the project to farmland and visual 
resources (see Appendix A, 
FEIS/EIR).  The reference to sacred 
lands is vague; however, no 
properties meeting the definition of 
sacred lands, as defined under state 
and federal law, has been identified 
in the project area.   
 
Section 5.10 (DEIS/EIR) and 
Section 3.10 (FEIS/EIR) describe 
the visual impacts and mitigation 
measures that are proposed to 
reduce project impacts. 
 
206-3  Comment noted.  The 
construction of a bypass will 
reduce local traffic congestion, 
resulting in improved conditions 
for local traffic, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians and better access for 
businesses. 
 
206-4  Comment noted.  A two-lane facility does not meet the purpose and need of the project.   
 
206-5  See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for estimated project schedule.  Listening to local concerns has been 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. 
 



207 April Tweddell 

207-1 

207-2 

 
207-1  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
construction schedule. 
 
207-2  A four-lane bypass meets 
the project’s purpose and need, 
which includes improving safety 
(see Chapter 2, DEIS/EIR).  
 
Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative (see General 
Response 1.3).  Alternative C1T 
does not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria and, 
therefore, will not be considered 
for construction.  Along with 
Alternative L/C, 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.   
 
 



208 Charles Ucker, Jr. 

208-1 

 
208-1  Because the project 
proposes to place fill material into 
wetlands and other waters of the 
U.S., it will require a Section 404 
(Clean Water Act) individual 
permit for construction.  The Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
requires an analysis of alternatives 
to determine which one would 
result in the least overall 
environmental harm.   
 
Cost is only one of a number of 
factors that eliminated Alternative 
E3 from consideration during the 
Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives 
Analysis process.  General 
Response 1.3 explains the reasons 
Alternative E3 does not meet Clean 
Water Act criteria.  Not only would 
Alternative E3 result in a number 
of adverse environmental impacts, 
but it is not a practicable alternative 
because it cannot be accomplished 
within the financial resources that 
could reasonably be made available 
and it is not feasible from the 
standpoint of technology and 
logistics. 
 
While Alternative J1T has the least 
direct impacts to waters of the U.S. 
of the remaining alternatives, it 
would impact the business park and 
the park/museum complex, as well 
as a large, oak riparian woodland.  
Modified Alternative J1T, the 
Preferred Alternative, was 
developed to avoid these impacts.  
See General Response 1.3. 
 



208-1 
cont. 



209 This number intentionally left blank 
 
 



210 Catherine Wagenet 

210-1 

 
210-1  Caltrans did not recommend 
any specific alternative in the 
DEIS/EIR.  Caltrans prepared a 
Section 404(b)(1) (Clean Water Act) 
Alternatives Analysis, which made a 
preliminary conclusions that 
Alternatives J1T and LT would result 
in the least overall environmental 
damage to the environment 
(Appendix H, DEIS/EIR).  See 
Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR), which 
discusses development of Modified 
Alternative J1T and the final 
Alternatives Analysis. 
 
Any of the bypass alternatives will 
remove traffic from, and therefore 
reduce traffic on Main Street in front 
of the high school and at the 
Sherwood Road intersection.  See 
General Response 1.8.   
 
Modified Alternative J1T would 
accommodate a connection to a 
Brooktrails second access road. See 
General Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second access 
road.  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.   
 
 
 
 



211 Gordon Wagenet 
 
211-1  Because the project 
proposes to place fill material 
into wetlands and other waters of 
the U.S., it will require a Section 
404 (Clean Water Act) individual 
permit for construction.  The 
Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) requires an analysis of 
alternatives to determine which 
one will result in the least overall 
environmental harm.   
Alternative C1T (and L/C) does 
not meet Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria 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.   
 
All of the valley alternatives 
require viaduct to avoid impacts 
to the floodway.  Federal funds 
may not be used to construct 
viaduct to avoid waters of the 
U.S. when another reasonable 
and feasible alternative exists 
that meets Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria.  See response to 
Comment 34-63 (Willits Citizens 
for Good Planning). 
 
The typical section proposed 
includes 3.6 m (12 foot) wide 
lanes with 3.0 m (10 foot) 
outside and 1.5 m (5 foot) inside 
shoulders.  It also includes a 13.8 
m (46 foot) median.  These 
widths were established using the 
Highway Design Manual, a 
guideline that puts forth 
important criteria for design and highway safety.  The median does not meet current (18.6 m or 61 ft) standard 
practice as called for in the manual, and Caltrans Design has obtained approval from Headquarters (California 
Department of Transportation) for this exception to standard practice.  The standards are established to meet driver 
expectations and to provide for a safe and efficiently operating facility.  See General Response 1.13 for a discussion 
of median width.   

211-1 

211-2 

 



211-2  The Willits Bypass is a 
large, complex project that has 
required a thorough examination of 
possible solutions to traffic 
congestion on U.S. 101 in the 
project area.  Project development, 
especially for a project of this 
magnitude, is a time-consuming 
process that ensures that public 
funds are based on thorough, sound 
decisions.  For this bypass project, 
an extensive range of alternatives 
was examined as a result of 
considerable public involvement 
(Section 3.6, DEIS/EIR).  Pursuant 
to a Memorandum of 
Understanding, the NEPA/404 
agencies agreed on a range of 
reasonable alternatives meeting the 
purpose and need of the project.  
Only after completing technical 
studies for alternatives being 
considered could the NEPA/404 
agencies and project development 
team determine the overall 
environmental harm of any given 
alternative and its engineering 
feasibility.   

211-2 
cont. 

211-3 

 
211-3  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will remove traffic 
from, and therefore reduce traffic 
on Main Street in front of the high 
school and at the Sherwood Road 
intersection.  See General Response 
1.8. 
 
Since public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, the Mendocino County Department of Transportation and Brooktrails 
CSD have stated that a Quail Meadows interchange will provide a connection for a Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General Response 1.6. 
 
Again, Alternatives C1T and L/C, which include the Truck Scales Interchange, do not meet Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria and therefore, are not eligible for construction. 



211-4 
(1)  Brooktrails traffic would be 
able to avoid driving through 
Willits by accessing Quail 
Meadows Interchange.  The Truck 
Scales (Wild Oat Canyon) (on 
Alternatives C1T and L/C) does not 
meet Clean Water Act criteria for 
its adverse impacts to wetlands and 
listed fish species. 
 
(2)  See response to Comment 211-
3. 
 
(3)  Since public circulation of the 
DEIS/EIR, the Mendocino County 
Department of Transportation and 
Brooktrails CSD have stated that a 
Quail Meadows interchange will 
provide a connection for a 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  General Response 1.6. 
 
(4)  Alternatives C1T and L/C 
would require extensive creek 
realignment, which could have 
adverse impacts to listed fish 
species.  See General Response 1.4 
regarding creek restoration. 
 
(5)  Comment noted. 
 
(6)  See General Response 1.5. 
 
(7)  See General Response 1.7.  
 
211-5  See response to Comment 
211-3 and 211-4 Item (7).  For Item 
(4), see response to Comment 211-
4, Item (4).  For Item (5), the Quail Meadows Interchange would require four overhead structures and would 
maintain the existing at-grade crossing over the railroad tracks.   

211-4 

211-5 



212 Hal Wagenet 
 
 



212-1  This comment regarding 
Sherwood Road, a local road, is 
noted. 
 
212-2  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road and General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic 
operations at Quail Meadows 
Interchange.   
 
Traffic counts were completed in 
April 1998 (during the school year) 
and in July 1998.  From these counts, 
a design-hour volume or peak hour 
volume was established. 
 
The primary objective in the hourly 
volume is to select a specific hour of 
traffic on which to base the analysis. 
It is particularly important to select 
the proper design hourly volume.  
Use of a lower volume would result 
in an inadequate design for many 
hours of the year. Truck traffic, for 
example, has seasonal increases (e.g., 
logging, lumber, etc.).  This is 
accounted for in the chosen design 
hour as well as interregional, 
commute, and recreational traffic.  
Traffic volumes were higher in July 
than in April for the afternoon Peak 
Hour of 5PM to 6PM.; therefore, the July traffic counts were selected as representative of average Friday Peak Hour 
traffic during a summer month. 

212-1 

212-2 

212-3 

 
212-3  The Brooktrails CSD is considering a number of alternative routes for the second access road.  The 
Brooktrails CSD has supported Caltrans’ study of the Modified J1T because the Quail Meadows Interchange can 
provide a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access road.  See General Response 1.6. 



212-4 

212-5 

212-4  See response to Comment 
212-2.  See General Response 1.8 
regarding traffic operations with the 
Quail Meadows Interchange.   
 
212-5  See response to comment 
115-1 (Bill Jack).  Construction of 
the bypass would reduce the volume 
of traffic on U.S. 101 and thereby 
lessen congestion and risk to school 
children.  
 
Modified Alternative J1T would 
accommodate a connection to a 
Brooktrails second access road. See 
General Response 1.6 regarding a 
Brooktrails Township second access 
road. See General Response 1.7 
regarding emergency service 
provider access to the Quail 
Meadows interchange.  See General 
Response 1.3, which explains why 
Alternative L/C does not meet Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria 
and therefore cannot be considered 
as a candidate for construction.  
 



212-6  Caltrans applies Context 
Sensitive Solutions (CSS) wherever 
possible.  The development of the 
Modified Alternative J1T is a 
context sensitive solution in its 
avoidance of community resources 
as well as its avoidance and 
minimization of impacts to 
biological resources.  Due to its 
overall environmental harm, 
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Section 404(b)(1) Clean Water Act 
criteria, nor is it a context sensitive 
solution for its adverse 
environmental impacts.  
 
212-7  Citizens of Brooktrails 
Township CSD and of Willits will 
experience improved service with 
construction of the bypass, which 
will reduce local traffic congestion.  
See response to Comment 212-5.  
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road and General 
Response 1.8 regarding traffic 
operations on Quail Meadows 
Interchange.   
 
212-8  The bypass will provide an 
expeditious route to the area as opposed to having to travel on congested Main Street.  Either the Quail Meadows or 
Truck Scales Interchange would provide access for emergency services vehicles to a Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  The Mendocino County Department of Transportation has stated, and Brooktrails Township CSD 
concurs, that a Quail Meadows Interchange can provide a connection for a Brooktrails Township second access 
road.  No analysis is necessary.  See General Responses 1.6 regarding Brooktrails Township second access road and 
1.7 and 1.8 regarding traffic operations on Quail Meadows Interchange.   

212-8 

212-6 

212-7 

 
 
 
 



212-9  See General Response 1.3 
which discusses why the hybrid 
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria and therefore is not a 
candidate for construction. 
 
(11)  The comment correctly points 
out Caltrans estimates that less fill 
material will be needed for 
Alternative L/C than for 
Alternative LT, although the 
quantity of reductions cited is 
incorrect.  Caltrans estimates that 
Alternative LT would require 
about 2.6 million cubic meters (3.4 
million cubic yards) of material 
while Alternative L/C would 
require about 2.2 million cubic 
meters (2.9 million cubic yards). 
Alternative L/C would require 
more material (2.2 million cubic 
meters) than either Alternative 
C1T (1.9 million cubic meters/2.5 
million cubic yards) or J1T (2.1 
million cubic meters/2.7 million 
cubic yards).  Modified Alternative 
J1T would require approximately 
1.9 million cubic meters/2.5 million cubic yards. 

212-9 

212-10

 
(12)  The bypass project can only use soil from an approved, permitted borrow site.  If the Brooktrails Township 
second access road project is able to complete its environmental approvals and obtain all necessary permits for 
construction of the project and use as a potential borrow site, then use of the area as an optional borrow site may be 
possible for the Willits bypass project.  
 
(13)  See Section 2.4 (FEIS/EIR) for a discussion of how the project could be constructed.  Construction methods 
among the valley alternatives would be similar and would not determine the preferred alternative. 
 
(14)  See response to Comment 144-1 (Jason Minton).  See General Response 1.14 regarding project mitigation.  
 
(15) and (16)  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.”   
 
212-10  “Overview” and (17), (20), (21), and (24)  See General Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek restoration.   



212-10
cont.

(18) and (19)  See General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits creek restoration 
benefit to Willits wastewater treatment 
plant.   
 
(22)  Alternatives K and K2 were 
eliminated from further study for a 
number of reasons, including 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands, 
archaeological resources, Baker’s 
meadowfoam and cost (Table 3-5, 
DEIS/EIR).  Alternative C1T (north 
segment) and Truck Scales 
Interchange would affect two 
populations, and about 3 acres of 
suitable habitat of Baker’s 
meadowfoam.  However, the 
overwhelming drawbacks of this 
alternative (and the hybrid Alternative 
L/C) are its fill of wetlands and 
extensive creek realignment with 
direct and indirect impacts to federally 
listed fish species and their habitat. 
 
(23)  See response to Comment 212-6.  
See also response to Comment 34-5 
(Willits Citizens for Good Planning). 
 



212-11  See General Response 1.13 
regarding median reduction.  Modified 
Alternative J1T is the LEDPA, having 
the least overall environmental harm of 
the alternatives under consideration.  
Impact minimization measures are 
discussed in the Section 404(b)(1) 
Alternatives Analysis (Appendix G, 
FEIS/EIR).  Two-lane phased 
construction would not reduce the 
project footprint since the ultimate 
construction would be a four-lane 
bypass. 
 
212-12  While Alternative J1T has the 
least impacts to wetlands of the valley 
alternatives, it impacted the Sanhedrin 
business park and the park/recreation 
complex on Commercial Street.  With 
our local partners and resource 
agencies, Caltrans and FHWA 
developed a Modified Alternative J1T 
that minimizes community impacts.  
See Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR) for a detailed 
discussion of this alternative. 
 
212-13  See General Response 1.11, 
which addresses supplemental and 
recirculated documents. 
 
212-14  See General Response 1.4 
regarding the proposed creek 
restoration and General Response 1.3 
for a discussion of why the hybrid Alternative L/C cannot be considered as a candidate for construction because of 
its unavoidable adverse impacts. 

212-10
cont. 

212-11

212-12

212-13

212-14

 



213 Holly Wagenet 
 
213-1  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR will 
reduce traffic on local streets 
including in front of the high 
school and at the Main 
Street/Sherwood Road 
intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
213-2  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, particularly 
for its significant adverse impacts 
to wetlands and its potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3). 
 
213-3  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.  Chapter 5 
(FEIS/EIR) addresses 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.  Again, Alternative L/C does not meet Clean Water Act criteria because of its overall 
adverse impact to the environment (General Response 1.3). 

213-1 

213-2 

213-3 

 
 
 



214 Rosie Wagenet 

214-1 

214-2 

214-3 

 
214-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C (“Elsie”) 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).    
 
214-2  A two-lane bypass will 
not be considered because it does 
not meet the purpose and need 
for the project (General Response 
1.10).  See General Response 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
214-3  See General Response 1.9 
regarding a center valley 
interchange.   
 
 



215 Nancy Wallace 

215-1 

215-2 

215-3 

215-4 

215-5 

215-6 

 
215-1  Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified as 
the Preferred Alternative.  
Alternative L/C (“ELSIE”), 
which includes the Truck 
Scales Interchange, 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).   
 
215-2  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR 
will reduce traffic on local 
streets including in front of 
the high school and at the 
Main Street/Sherwood Road 
intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8.   
 
215-3  See General 
Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township 
second access road.   
 
215-4  See response to 
Comment 215-2. 
 
215-5  See response to 
Comment 215-3 and 212-5 
(Hal Wagenet). 
 
215-6  See response to 
Comment 215-1. 
 



216 Starla Warburton 

216-1

216-1
cont. 

 
216-1  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR will 
reduce traffic on local streets 
including in front of the high school 
and at the Main Street/Sherwood 
Road intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternatives C1T and 
L/C (“Elsie”), which includes the 
Truck Scales Interchange (Wild Oat 
Canyon), do not meet Clean Water 
Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for 
their significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and their potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species (General 
Response 1.3). 
 
 



217 Ted Coffee Warburton 

217-1

 
217-1  All of the alternatives considered 
in the DEIS/EIR will reduce traffic on 
local streets including in front of the high 
school and at the Main Street/Sherwood 
Road intersection.  See General Response 
1.8. 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
Alternatives C1T and L/C (“ELSIE”), 
which includes the Truck Scales 
Interchange, do not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria for their overall 
environmental harm, including adverse 
impacts to wetlands and federally listed 
fish species (General Response 1.3). 
 
 
 



218 Gerald Ward 

218-1 

 
218-1  All of the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR will 
reduce traffic on local streets 
including in front of the high school 
and at the Main Street/Sherwood 
Road intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8. 
 
Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative L/C 
(“ELSIE”), which includes the Truck 
Scales Interchange, does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria for its adverse impacts to 
wetlands and federally listed fish 
species (General Response 1.3). 
 
 



219 Richard Wartell 
 
The following individuals 
submitted the same form letter: 
 

McWhorter, Kenny 
Sweet, James 
Wartell, Richard 
Wartell, Angela 

 
219-1  See response to 
Comment 30-1 (Mendocino 
Forest Watch). 
 
219-2  See General Response 
1.10, which supplements the 
DEIS/EIR discussion on why a 
two-lane alternative does not 
meet the purpose and need for 
the project.  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 also response to 
Comment 73-5 (Mary Delaney).   
 
219-3  Any of the valley 
alternatives would 
accommodate a connection to a 
Brooktrails Township second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.6.  The cumulative 
effects of a Brooktrails 
Township second access were not addressed in the DEIS/EIR because technical studies have not been initiated and 
the alternatives being proposed are still speculative.     

219-1 

219-2 

219-3 

219-4 

 
219-4  See response to Comment 219-2.   
 



219-5  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).  All of the 
proposed build alternatives lessen 
traffic congestion.  See General 
Response 1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration.  The purpose and need for 
a bypass of Willits does not include 
improvements to the Willits 
Wastewater Treatment Plant.  See 
General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second access 
road.  A two-lane bypass will not be 
considered because it does not meet 
the purpose and need for the project 
(General Response 1.10).   

219-5 

219-6 

 
219-6  See response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch).   
 
 
 
 
 



220 Dave Watts 
 
220-1  See General Response 1.10 for 
a discussion of why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project and therefore 
was not considered in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
220-2  See General Response 1.9 
regarding center valley interchange. 
 
220-3  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access.  See General Response 
1.8 regarding traffic operations with 
Quail Meadows Interchange. 
 
220-4  When the DEIS/EIR refers to 
north segment or south segment of 
any particular alternative, the point of 
separation is at the nodal point.  
These nodal points (nodes) were 
established where the various 
alternatives could reasonably be 
connected while maintaining 
information integrity for the 
segments.  For example, because the 
nodes for Alternatives LT and C1T 
are physically located near each 
other, and because those two 
alternatives are similarly aligned in 
that area, the alternatives could 
reasonably be connected to form the 
hybrid Alternative L/C.  Caltrans 
believes the impacts, costs, and 
benefits associated with the hybrid alternative can be reasonably deduced from the segments.  The north end of the 
floodway viaduct was selected as the actual node as a clearly identifiable point on each of the valley alternatives.  (A 
node remains on Alternative E3 from earlier investigations before the valley alternatives were truncated.) 

220-1

220-2

 



No other points were identified because 
the alignments could not reasonably be 
connected elsewhere.  For example, 
consider nodes placed on Alternatives 
J1T and LT where they cross Center 
Valley Road.  The impacts, costs, and 
benefits for such a hybrid could not 
reasonably be inferred from the segments 
because no reasonable connection could 
be constructed between the segments. 
 
220-5  All of Main Street will see a 
reduction in traffic levels with the 
construction of any of the Bypass 
Alternatives.  The level of the reduction 
will vary depending on the Alternative 
chosen.  Each Alternative scenario will 
provide a positive impact for Main Street 
by reducing traffic congestion. The 
DEIS/EIR lists several technical studies 
that were used to complete this analysis 
(page 1-8), one of which was the Willits 
Bypass Traffic Report. This report details 
current and future Main Street traffic 
volumes that are approaching the 
intersection of S.R. 20 from the north 
(the Historical Area) and from the south 
(Miracle Mile) (Willits Traffic Report-
Pages 36-48). 
 
220-6  Although the bypass reduces 
congestion in Willits, the project purpose 
is not to address local traffic congestion. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Study 
lists several technical studies that were used to complete this Study. One of these technical studies was the Willits 
Bypass Traffic Report. This report shows that the peak hour volume of traffic in each direction of S.R. 20 will be 
between 200 and 300 vehicles. Between these relatively low volumes and bypass traffic that is diverted away from 
the intersection of Main Street and S.R. 20, the congestion should be substantially reduced.  This reduction would 
substantially improve traffic conditions in this area.  

220-3

220-4

220-5

220-6

220-7

 
Caltrans will continue to monitor, assess, and address interregional traffic issues associated with the S.R. 20 corridor 
and connections; however, S.R. 20 traffic was not included within the scope of this project. 
 
220-7  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 1.10, 
which discusses a two-lane bypass and why it does not meet the purpose and need for the project.  See General 
Response 1.9 for a discussion of a center valley interchange, which is beyond the scope of this project.   
 
 



220-8  See response to Comment 220-7.  
The DEIS/EIR provided full disclosure of 
impacts due to the project.  Modified 
Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative) 
includes some alignment shifts to avoid 
and/or reduce community and biological 
impacts.  Because it does not propose 
substantial changes that would pose new 
significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects, an 
amendment to the DEIS/EIR is not 
necessary.   
 
220-9  Chapter 10 (DEIS/EIR) lists the 
members of the Willits PDT. 
 
220-10  The DEIS/EIR lists several 
technical studies that were used to complete 
this analysis (page 1-8), one of which was 
the Willits Bypass Traffic Report. This 
report defines LOS standards, criteria and 
sources. Additionally, the report cites the 
Highway Capacity Manual (Special Report 
209 - Third Edition, Transportation 
Research Board, National Research Council. 
Washington D.C., 1998) methodology as a 
component from which the LOS levels were derived.  The Highway Capacity Manual is the accepted federal 
standard for determining LOS levels.  In Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) Purpose and Need for Project, a detailed description 
of LOS is provided. 

220-8

 
220-11  Strategic Highway Network(STRAHNET): This is a network of highways which are important to the 
United States' strategic defense policy and which provide defense access, continuity and emergency capabilities for 
defense purposes.  This network is part of the National Highway System, which establishes federal-aid funding 
eligibility.  This designation does not specifically establish design parameters; however, these designations along 
with traffic volume, safety, and operations influence the application of design standards. 
 
220-12  The Route Concept Report Route 101 Corridor was updated in October 2002.  Route Concept Reports 
(RCR) are planning documents which describe the Department’s conceptual improvement options for a given 
transportation route or corridor for the 20-yr planning horizon, and beyond.  Two segments of existing 2-lane 
highway are no longer proposed for improvement in the October 2002 RCR.  These segments differ from the Willits 
Bypass in a number of ways.  For example, they traverse through State Parks, have relatively low traffic volumes, 
have little local road access needs, and little support exists for the expensive improvements required to upgrade 
these segments to 4-lanes.  Finally, in the foreseeable future, we do not expect these segments to require 4-lanes due 
to increased traffic volumes.  However, if conditions change, the RCR could change to address future needs. 
 
220-13  Collision rates for a facility as suggested are not available because there is no such breakdown in the 
statewide database.  However, collision statistics in a construction zone, such as the segment of U.S. 101 south of 
the Golden Rule property, do not correspond with collision statistics for the same segment not under construction.  It 
should be further noted that improvement projects on Ridgewood Grade to construct segments of four-lane 
expressway were proposed due to elevated collision rates.  General Response 1.10 discusses why a two-lane facility 
does not meet the purpose and need of the proposed bypass project. 
 
220-14  The bypass will reduce traffic on local streets, including the Miracle Mile; however, the north segment of 
Main Street will see a higher reduction in through truck traffic, because westbound S.R. 20 truck traffic traveling 



south on U.S. 101 is expected to exit at the Haehl Creek Interchange; currently this traffic travels south on Main 
Street to access the S.R. 20/Main Street intersection. 
 
 
220-15  The DEIS/EIR (page 1-8) lists 
several technical studies that were used 
to complete this analysis, one of which 
was the Willits Bypass Traffic Report. 
This report shows that the peak hour 
volume of traffic in each direction of 
S.R. 20 will be from 200 to 300 
vehicles. Between these relatively low 
volumes and bypass traffic that is 
diverted away from the intersection of 
Main Street and S.R. 20, the congestion 
should be substantially reduced. As a 
result, conflicts would be reduced. 
 
Additionally, the DEIS/EIR addresses 
the concern of bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic in several areas of Willits, 
including the Miracle Mile. The report 
goes on to state that the reduction in 
traffic resulting from the bypass would 
substantially improve traffic conditions 
that would reduce conflicts between 
vehicles and pedestrians (see Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.6). 
 
220-16  The DEIS/EIR (page 1-8) lists 
several technical studies that were used 
to complete this analysis, one of which 
was the Willits Bypass Traffic Report. 
This report discusses delay by segment, 
which includes the Miracle Mile area. 
 
Traffic Counts were conducted in April 
1998 (during school year) and in July 
1998.  Field review has shown that the bottleneck for the northbound traffic-approaching S.R. 20 on U.S. 101 is a 
significant source of congestion.  Average peak hour traffic often backs-up south of Holly Street.  This condition is 
more pronounced during recreational weekends.  Because the bottleneck meters traffic to the U.S. 101/S.R. 20 
intersection, fewer vehicles are able to reach the intersection.  Intersection LOS calculations examine an intersection 
as an isolated system, not accounting for activity up or down stream.  Delay associated with the long queue 
extending south of the bottleneck is not calculated into the intersection analysis and is therefore not reflected in the 
intersection LOS results.  This intersection currently calculates at LOS D with its current volume and LOS F if the 
delay associated with the bottleneck queues immediately upstream of the intersection were accounted for in the 
intersection analysis (DEIS/EIR, page 22). 

220-9

220-10 

220-11 

220-12 

220-13 

220-14 

220-15 

220-16 

220-17 

 
Additionally, the study was conducted and produced to evaluate the costs and benefits of developing a bypass. 
Therefore, measures such as traffic delay were evaluated for the traffic system overall, not local traffic specifically. 
 
220-17  As with all information presented in accordance with the “nodal approach” (Section 1.5, DEIS/EIR), costs 
for the north and south segments of the alternatives are separated at the node (Map 3, DEIS/EIR Volume 2).  Please 
note, however, that the costs indicated for the north and south segments in Table 2-3 (DEIS/EIR) are reversed.  
Volume 3 (FEIS/EIR) corrects cost information by node.  Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) provides current estimated cost for 
Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative). 



220-18  A two-lane bypass within the 
project area would not meet the purpose 
and need for the project (General 
Response 1.10).  Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) 
discusses project funding. 
 
220-19  Open-graded asphalt is a design 
feature on all of the build alternatives 
except on bridges and the viaduct.   
 
220-20  The proposed viaduct portion of 
the preferred Modified Alternative J1T 
will require the development and 
construction of large diameter piers for 
structural support.  Construction methods 
will take into account the presence of 
groundwater.  Piles will likely be 
constructed either using a slurry 
displacement method or be Cast-in-Steel-
Shell (CISS) piles.  Both methods of 
construction have the effect of ‘sealing’ 
off the sidewall of the soil matrix as the 
hole is developed for construction.  The 
slurry mixture tends to seal the sidewall of 
the soil matrix as the slurry develops a 
‘gel cake’ along the soil walls.  CISS piles 
are driven into the ground to provide an 
isolated casing in which the pile is 
constructed.  As the pile is driven, soil 
adheres to the pile and a friction is 
developed along the pile and the soil 
sidewall.  The developed friction is an 
important factor in determining ultimate 
pile strength.  This also has the effect of 
sealing the flow path between the pile and 
soil voids.  Therefore, the potential for downward flow of groundwater as a result of pile construction is very low to 
insignificant.  Additionally, the underlying aquifer is more compact with a very low yield compared to the over-
lying aquifer.  This also suggests that the potential for downward flow of groundwater is low and given the physical 
characteristics of the aquifer would proceed at a very slow, if measurable, rate.  Piles will need to be driven to a 
depth where competent material exists.  The depth will be based on exploratory drilling and could go as deep as 15 
m (50 ft) or more.   

220-18 

220-19 

220-20 

220-21 

220-22 

220-23 

220-24 

220-25 

220-26 

220-27 

 
220-21  See General Response 1.10 for discussion of a two lane bypass and why it does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project. 
 
220-22  See response to Comment 221-2 (Jenny Watts). 
 
220-23  Conservation easements have been identified by both federal and state agencies (NRCS and DOC), which 
oversee farmland conservation and protection, as one of the best tools for agricultural land protection.  This tool has 
also been used to help protect and mitigate for wetlands and habitat for listed species.  Organizations such as Ducks 
Unlimited, Mendocino Land Trust, Marin Agricultural Land Trust have used this conservation tool to protect 
agricultural lands and wildlife habitat.   
 
220-24  See General Response 1.13 for a discussion of median width. 
 



220-25  The DEIS/EIR included two interchanges that were not tight diamonds.  Haehl Creek Interchange, which is 
common to the valley alternatives, was originally a trumpet interchange.  Hollands Lane Interchange, on Alternative 
E3, was a spread diamond.  Since public circulation of the DEIS/EIR, Caltrans changed the layout of Haehl Creek 
Interchange to a tight diamond because of access issues for a private landowner adjacent to the interchange.   
 
Applying standard design for ramps to an interchange on a two-lane facility would essentially convert it to a four-
lane facility.  General Response 1.10 discusses why a two-lane facility does not meet the purpose and need for the 
project.  
 
220-26  Modified Alternative J1T (the identified Preferred Alternative) minimizes impacts to the large oak riparian 
woodland in the project area.  See General Response 1.10 for discussion of why a two-lane bypass does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project and therefore is not a feasible alternative for construction.  Further, reducing a four-
lane bypass to two lanes would not reduce the footprint substantially because of necessary design components such 
as shoulders, side slopes, and drainage facilities.   
 
220-27  See response to Comment 27-6 (California Native Plant Society).  As stated in mitigation measure BIO-11, 
CDFG is expected to apply rigorous success criteria to creation efforts for Baker’s meadowfoam stands.  Modified 
Alternative J1T (the Preferred Alternative) reduces impacts to Baker’s meadowfoam. 
 
 



220-28  The chart on page 5-85 shows 
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
by segment, using the nodal approach 
(Section 1.5, DEIS/EIR). 
 
220-29  The Visual Impact Assessment 
technical document addresses the visual 
concerns of the project and recommends 
appropriate mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts.  This document includes general 
planting concepts.  Specific planting plans 
along with irrigation drawings were not 
included in the DEIS/EIR because this level 
of detail is not prepared until a preferred 
alternative is identified.   
 
220-30  Project specific impacts were 
evaluated and graded by considering a 
‘before’ and ‘after’ scenario for each 
visually significant viewshed. Visual 
simulations were prepared to depict in detail 
the impacts of each viewshed. Therefore, the 
impact of each alternative was evaluated 
based upon its individual visual 
characteristics. 
 
220-31  With the exception of Alternative 
E-3, which requires the most earthwork, 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 the 
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. 

220-28 

220-29 

220-30 

220-31 

220-32 

220-33 

 
220-32  The Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) shown as Table 5-22 is from Table 1 found in the United States Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 772 (23 CFR 772) “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
Construction Noise”  This criteria is used for both urban and rural areas in all 50 of the United States. 
 
220-33  Based on CEQA guidelines and Caltrans noise analysis guidelines, Table 5-31 correctly shows the impacts 
for both long term residential and school noise impacts.  To be considered a potentially significant impact under 
CEQA, the noise levels must increase 12 dBA above the existing noise levels.  If this occurs, then the “context and 
intensity” of the impact must be analyzed to determine significance. 
 



221 Jenny Watts 
 
221-1  The decision to study a four-
lane bypass is not based on opinion or 
bias.  See General Response 1.10, 
which discusses a two-lane bypass 
and why it does not meet the purpose 
and need for the project.  This 
discussion expands on the same 
explanation that was provided in the 
DEIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2).  Once the 
reasonable range of alternatives were 
established and received concurrence 
from the NEPA/404 resource 
agencies, detailed studies of these 
alternatives were prepared.  The 
DEIS/EIR is a document of 
disclosure that summarizes the results 
of the environmental studies that 
were conducted independently by 
professionals in their respective 
fields.   
 
221-2  By moving the intersection of 
S.R. 20 and U.S. 101 to the west of 
Willits, Alternative E3 would provide 
an increase in community cohesion in 
the City, because this alternative 
would remove all through traffic from 
the Willits community.  With the 
valley alternatives, community 
cohesion along Main Street north of 
S.R. 20 would likely increase with a 
decrease in congestion on this stretch 
of Main Street.  But because through 
traffic would continue to utilize S.R. 20 along the “Miracle Mile,” traffic volumes would continue to separate the 
eastern and western sides of the community south of the S.R. 20/Main Street intersection. 

221-1 

221-2 

221-3 

 
221-3  The comment is noted that “Sanhedrin Circle” is the correct spelling.  Alternative J1T would require the 
relocation of the three businesses in the Sanhedrin Circle business park; however, it would not be possible to 
relocate the business park “intact.”  The existing business park was developed with Community Development Block 
Grant funds; the lengthy and expensive process of establishing another business park would have to be reinitiated.  
Removal of the business park would disrupt the City’s long-term plans for economic development.  The preferred 
alternative (Modified Alternative J1T) is a revision of Alternative J1T to avoid the business park.   
 



221-4 

221-5 

221-6 

221-7 

221-8 

221-9 

221-10 

221-11 

221-4  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. 
 
Caltrans staff prepared an Economic 
Impact Report for the proposed 
project, including a model of 
projected economic growth after 
construction of a bypass.  The model 
utilized projected traffic changes 
resulting from the proposed project, 
combined with the effects of 
construction expenditures and efforts 
by the City of Willits to revitalize 
downtown businesses.  The model 
produced “normalized” results.  In 
other words, rather than producing a 
dollar amount that would equate to 
the economic cost or benefit to the 
community, the model produced a 
measure of the level of growth that 
could be expected under each 
alternative compared to the No Build 
Alternative.  
 
The Willits economy is expected to grow, whether or not the proposed project is constructed, with growth estimated 
at 72 percent over the next 20 years.  Alternative E3 is expected to be the least beneficial to the Willits economy, 
since it would remove S.R. 20 from the City.  Twenty years after construction of Alternative E3, the local economy 
would be expected to grow by 81 percent.  Alternatives C1T, J1T, and LT are expected to result in growth on the 
order of 116 percent twenty years after construction (a net improvement on the order of 45 percent over the No 
Build Alternative).  
 
221-5  See responses to Comments 34-60 and 34-63 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning) regarding feasibility of 
mitigation measure FRM-3. 
 
221-6  The DEIS/EIR (pages 5-119 and 5-129) discusses the visual quality with and without the Haehl Creek 
interchange.  Mitigation measures VIS-1 through VIS-10 include the planting of indigenous oak woodland species 
to blend with the existing hillside landscapes.  No change to the DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
221-7  The impact of Alternative J1T to the ball fields would be reduced with mitigation measures VIS-1 through 
VIS-10.  The preferred alternative (Modified Alternative J1T) has shifted Alternative J1T to the east further from the 
ball fields behind an existing visual buffer of tall, dense riparian vegetation. 
 
221-8  This impact will be the highest to the Quail Meadows RV Park.  These views for residents there, however, 
will be buffered by the existing trees and orchards, and therefore, will not result in a significant impact. 
 



221-9  Viewshed “G” is within some of the flatter areas of the project.  The views in this viewshed will be buffered 
by the existing tree-lined streets and ranches and, therefore, would not result in a significant impact. 
 
221-10  For the valley alternatives, the freeway will cross over East Hill Road.  The structures (one in each 
direction) are called the East Hill Road Undercrossing, where the local road crosses under the freeway.  There is no 
access from East Hill Road to the freeway at this undercrossing.  The costs (2002) for the structures are estimated at 
approximately $1.4 million for Alternative C1T, $1.8 million for J1T, and $1.6 million for LT and Modified 
Alternative J1T.  These costs were included in the cost estimates for the project in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
221-11  Design has reviewed the profiles and finds that in the area from just north of East Hill Road to just south of 
the Floodway Viaduct (north of Center Valley Road), the profile for Modified Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative) would be about 2 m (7 ft) above the surrounding area.  The other valley alternatives had similar heights.  
Alternative C1T would be approximately 2 m (7 ft) high, and Alternatives J1T and LT would be about 2 m to 3 m 
high from East Hill Road to Center Valley Road. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



221-12  See response to Comments 34-
78 (Willits Citizens for Good Planning).  
No change to the DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
221-13  See response to Comment 144-
1 (Jason Minton).  See also General 
Response 1.14 regarding project 
mitigation.     
 
The final determination of the 
feasibility of mitigation measures is 
made by the lead agency when it 
prepares the “findings of fact” for each 
environmental impact and mitigation 
measure identified in the DEIS/EIR.  
The public review period for the 
DEIS/EIR, which included draft 
mitigation measures, ended in August 
2002.  The findings of fact will be 
available to the public. 
 
221-14  The Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative because it would result in 
the least overall environmental harm 
compared to the other build alternatives.  
This alternative minimizes impacts to 
the oak riparian forest referred to in the 
comment.  See response to Comment 
27-3 (California Native Plant Society). 
 
221-15  See response to Comment 27-6 
(California Native Plant Society). 
 
221-16  A mitigation and monitoring 
plan for Modified Alternative J1T is 
being developed with input from 
resource agencies.  Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) includes a conceptual mitigation plan.  While a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan could not be 
developed prior to identification of a Preferred Alternative, technical studies, professional judgment, and 
coordination with resource agencies guided the impact conclusions summarized in the DEIS/EIR.  No change to the 
DEIS/EIR is required.  See also response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch).  The goal of the Clean 
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) process is to arrive at an alternative that will result in the least overall environmental 
harm.  Through this process, the Modified Alternative J1T was developed and identified as the Preferred Alternative 
because it minimizes impacts to wetlands while avoiding community and other resources (General Response 1.3).  
During final design, Caltrans may identify other ways to reduce environmental impacts of this alternative.   

221-12 

221-13 

221-14 

221-15 

221-16 

221-17 

221-18 

 
221-17  The Noise Abatement Criteria used for the Willits area is correctly shown as activity category “B” which 
included the following: Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sport areas, parks, residences, motels, 
hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospitals. 
 
221-18  According to the Willits Bypass DEIS/EIR (Section 2.2.4), the truck traffic ranges from 5% to 10%.  This 
percentage range varies, depending on the area of town that is observed.  According to the DEIS/EIR, trucks made 
up 5% of the traffic north of S.R. 20 and 10% of the truck traffic south of S.R. 20. 



221-19  Open-graded asphalt, except on 
bridges and the viaduct, is a design feature 
on all of the build alternatives considered 
for the Willits bypass project.  See also 
response to Comment 221-1 above and 
73-5 (Mary Delaney). 

221-19

221-20

221-21

221-22

221-23

221-24

221-25

 
221-20  See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
221-21  Alternative LT, not C1T, would 
result in the removal of the oak riparian 
corridor referred to in the comment.  To 
reduce impacts where Alternative LT 
would cross the woodland, Caltrans 
working with resource agencies proposed 
a viaduct on Alternative LT at that 
location, which would reduce impacts to 
the woodland and also would maintain 
wildlife passage.  However, the preferred 
alternative (Modified Alternative J1T) 
avoids the referenced oak riparian 
woodland.  See Chapter 2 (FEIS/EIR) for 
a description of Modified Alternative J1T 
and Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) for 
mitigation measures. See General 
Response 1.10, which explains why a 
two-lane bypass is not proposed for 
construction because it does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project. 
 
221-22  See response to Comment 27-6 
(California Native Plant Society). 
 
221-23  The comment does not provide substantiating information.  See response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino 
Forest Watch). 
 
221-24  See response to Comment 9-73 (City of Willits). 
 
221-25  See response to Comment 221-13. 



221-26  Regarding adequacy of the 
impact analyses in the DEIS/EIR, 
see response to Comment 30-1 
(Mendocino Forest Watch).  See 
also responses to Comments 221-2 
through 221-24.  Also, the reader is 
referred to Chapters 5 and 6 
(DEIS/EIR) where the individual 
and cumulative impacts of each 
resource are discussed.  

221-26

221-27

221-28

221-29

 
221-27  See General Response 1.10 
for more discussion on a two-lane 
alternative and why it does not 
meet the purpose and need for the 
project.  A two-lane alternative 
would not reduce impacts by 50 
percent, given design requirements 
including shoulders, side slopes, 
and drainage facilities.  No change 
to the DEIS/EIR is required. 
 
221-28  See General Response 1.9 
for a discussion of why an S.R. 20 
interchange is not being considered 
for the valley alternatives.   
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township 
second access road. 
 
221-29  See response to Comment 
300-3 (David Hatton) and General 
Response 1.13 for a discussion of 
median width. 
 



221-30  See response to Comment 
73-1.  

221-30

 
 
  



222 John Weber 
 
222-1  See General Response 
1.10 regarding two-lane 
alternative and General Response 
1.11 regarding impact 
conclusions.  The Modified 
Alternative J1T would not result 
in a substantial noise increase.  
See the noise analysis for 
Modified Alternative J1T in 
Section 3.11 (FEIS/EIR). 
 
222-2  See response to Comment 
30-3 (Mendocino Forest Watch). 
 
222-3  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 Township second 
access road.   
 
Although all of the proposed 
build alternatives include a 
connection with S.R. 20, the 
comment refers to an extension 
of S.R. 20 from the current in-
town intersection to a center 
valley interchange.  See General 
Response 1.9 regarding center valley interchange.   

222-1

222-2

222-3

222-4

222-5

222-6

222-7

 
222-4  Caltrans will evaluate all reasonable means of reducing costs while still meeting project purpose and need 
during the final design process.  See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) regarding project cost and funding. 
 
222-5  Alternative LT does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for its overall environmental harm, 
including impacts to the riparian oak woodland referred to in the comment, and therefore, is not being considered for 
construction.  The preferred alternative (Modified J1T) will avoid the riparian oak woodlands located along the 
Alternative LT alignment.   
 
While the diverse marsh habitat at the north end of the project is the only one of its type in the immediate project 
area, it is not a unique habitat type.  See Appendix L FEIS/EIR for additional discussion on Masrh impacts 
associated with Modified Alternative J1T.   
 
222-6  Employment losses may result temporarily because of the decrease in traffic. However, the Economic Impact 
Report prepared for this project anticipates that the long-term impact on the economy and employment will be 
beneficial, as a result of a more attractive downtown area and a substantial decrease in through traffic.  For instance, 
the City of Cloverdale, bypassed in the 1990s, has seen growth in its retail sector since the late 1990s. After bypass 



construction, the number of retail stores declined from a high in 1993 of 81 to a low in 1996 of 65. In 2001, there 
were 83 retail stores in Cloverdale. The City of Willits has more than twice as many retail stores as Cloverdale and 
twice the volume of Cloverdale’s taxable transactions. While Willits may experience some downturn in economic 
activity, it is likely to recover more quickly than Cloverdale, because Willits’ economy is larger and more versatile 
than Cloverdale’s. 
 
222-7  See response to Comment 73-5 (Mary Delaney).  
 
 
223 This number intentionally left blank 
 
 
224  Carolyn J. Whitcomb 

224-1 

224-2 

224-3 

 
224-1  See General Response 1.10 
for discussion of a two lane bypass 
and why it does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project. 
 
224-2  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 also 
response to Comment 73-5 (Mary 
Delaney).  The estimated project 
costs presented in the DEIS/EIR 
include cost of mitigation (biology, 
visual, hazardous waste 
remediation, etc.).  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated project 
costs. 
 
See response to Comment 34-11 
(Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning) for a comparison of 
traffic conditions between a two-
lane and a four-lane facility and a 
discussion of a divided two-lane 
highway with a concrete median 
barrier.   
 
See Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) 
regarding project costs and 
funding.   
 
224-3  Because this comment does not pertain to the Willits Bypass project, no response is necessary. 



225 Donald Willis 
 
225-1  Alternative LT would impact 10 
acres of oak woodland within the 
Coleman Ranch.  Alternative LT does 
not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria and therefore, is not 
being considered for construction.  
Modified Alternative J1T, which has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative minimizes impacts to the 
oak riparian woodland referred to in 
the comment and eliminates fill on the 
Coleman Ranch.  The Modified 
Alternative J1T places the roadway on 
the floodway viaduct across the 
Coleman Ranch.  See General 
Response 1.3.  Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would not reduce 
the footprint substantially because of 
necessary design components such as 
shoulders, side slopes, and drainage 
facilities.  See General Response 1.10 
for a discussion of why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the purpose 
and need for the project and therefore 
was not considered in the DEIS/EIR.   
 
See responses to Comments 34-60 and 
34-63 (Willits Citizens for Good 
Planning) regarding feasibility of 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
to agricultural land.   
 
225-2  None of the proposed bypass 
alternatives would prohibit a second 
access route to the Brooktrails community.  See General Response 1.6.   

225-1

225-2

225-3

 
Regarding growth in Brooktrails, the proposed project would make Brooktrails a more attractive location for 
workers in this area. Based on the Brooktrails Specific Plan, growth to limits specified in the Plan is not expected to 
have a significant impact on service provision in this community. Also see response to Comment 73-3 (Mary 
Delaney).  
 
225-3  See General Response 1.12 regarding growth at interchanges.



225-4  The preferred alternative (Modified 
J1T) placed Alternative J1T further to the 
east behind a visual buffer of dense tall 
riparian vegetation, in order to minimize 
impacts to the resources referred to in the 
comment.  As noted in the Visual Impact 
Assessment report, the bypass provides an 
opportunity to develop a multi modal 
transportation plaza, with pedestrians, 
drivers, bicyclists and train riders.  The 
proximity of the highway to this location 
may be a convenience to the tourists as 
well as the locals.  The plaza may be 
designed as a focal point, cultural center, 
and a place to rest with attractive 
landscapes.  Regarding DEIS/EIR impact 
analyses, see response to Comment 30-1 
(Mendocino Forest Watch). 
 
225-5  See General Response 1.10 which 
discusses why a two-lane alternative does 
not meet the purpose and need for the 
project and therefore was not considered 
in the DEIS/EIR.  Modified Alternative 
J1T (identified as the Preferred 
Alternative) has the least impact to 
wetlands while also avoiding community 
resources.  It also minimizes impacts to the oak riparian woodland referred to in the comment.  Keep in mind that 
the bypass is proposed to meet a need that was identified on U.S. 101 within the project limits (Chapter 2, 
DEIS/EIR); local traffic does not interfere with interregional traffic on U.S. 101 just north of the project area as it 
does on U.S. 101/Main Street.   

225-4

225-5

 
 



226 Howard Wilson 

226-1 

 
226-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative L/C (“ELSIE”) 
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).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
227 Joanne Wimberly 

227-1 

227-2

 
227-1  Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, including 
at the Sherwood Road/Main Street 
intersection and on the Miracle Mile 
south of the S.R. 20/Main Street 
intersection.  See response to Comment 
139-7 (Karina McAbee).  Section 3.6.1 
(DEIS/EIR) discusses the TSM 
alternative, a non-freeway alternative 
paralleling U.S. 101/Main Street 
through Willits that was studied due to 
public interest.  Due primarily to high 
cost and severe environmental impacts 
and because the alternative did not meet 
the purpose and need of the project, 
Alternative TSM was dropped from 
consideration.    
 
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.   
 
227-2  See response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch).   
 



228  Jeanne Wolfe 
 
The following individuals submitted 
copies of the same form letter: 
 

Barden, Fred 
Belt, Robert 
Belt, Virginia 
Belt, Bonita and Steven Drake 
Borras, Tania 
Braden, Fred 
Cunningham, Alice and Jack 
Fenton, Patricia, Jack and Willy 
Roddick, Gertel 
Wolfe, Jeanne 
Yee, Brenda 
 

228-1  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).   
 
The Quail Meadows Interchange, which 
is north of the Sherwood Road/Main 
Street intersection (see Environmental 
Atlas, Map 6), would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails Township 
second access road.  General Response 
1.6.   
 
Any of the bypass alternatives will 
reduce traffic in Willits, including at the Sherwood Road/Main Street intersection.  See General Response 1.8.   

228-1 

228-2 

 
228-2  See General Response 1.4 regarding a Willits Creek restoration. 
 
 



229 Charles and Darlene 
Woodbury 
 
229-1  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 1.4 
regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
The Quail Meadows Interchange, 
which is north of the Sherwood Road/Main Street intersection (see Environmental Atlas, Map 6), would 
accommodate a connection to a Brooktrails Township second access road.  See General Response 1.6.   

229-1 

 
 

230-1 

230-2 

230 Glenn and Roberta Yokum 
 
230-1  Modified Alternative J1T has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative.  It will 
terminate north of Sherwood Road at Quail 
Meadows.  See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails Township second access 
road.  The valley alternatives originally ended 
north of Reynolds Highway (Alternatives C1, 
J1, and L), but these alternatives were 
shortened to meet budget constraints; 
Alternatives C1T, J1T, and LT would 
terminate at Quail Meadows Interchange.  
There was no practical way to truncate 
Alternative E3, so the termination of that 
alternative remained north of Reynolds 
Highway. 
 
230-2  Comment noted.  Caltrans’ traffic 
studies substantiate the need for a bypass of 
Willits.  Please see Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for 
estimated project construction schedule. 
 



231 Marvin and Diana 
Zielinski 

231-1 

 
231-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits, including 
at the Sherwood 
Road/Main Street 
intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8.   
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails 
Township second access 
road.   
 
 
 



232 Paul Zimmerman 

232-1 

232-2 

232-3 

 
232-1  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).   
 
The Quail Meadows 
Interchange, which is north of 
the Sherwood Road/Main 
Street intersection (see 
Environmental Atlas, Map 6), 
would accommodate a 
connection to a Brooktrails 
Township second access road.  
General Response 1.6.   
 
232-2  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic 
in Willits, including at the 
Sherwood Road/Main Street 
intersection.  See General 
Response 1.8.   
 
232-3  See General Response 
1.4 regarding Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
 
 



233 Melinda Zubak 
 
The following individuals 
submitted the same or 
similar form letter. 
 
Bell, Sulin 
Berrett, Roger 
Boland, Theresa 
Bui, Viet 
Colleton, Douglas 
Coltrane, Mia 
Coltrane-Briscoe, 
Serena 
Copperfield, Kevin 
Copperfield, Spencer 
Copperfield, Wendy 
Costa, Larry 
Costa, Peggy 
Crawley, Matt 
Darlington, David 
De La Cruz, Tatiana 
Delaney, Mary 
DeSmidt, Gabe 
Elliott, Amy and Neil 
Falkenberg, Shelley 
Gibson, Lauren 
Girdanskas, Tom 
Gnatowski, Tad 
Gotsch, Greg 
Green, Jonas 
Grossman, Ellen 
Hendrickson, Eliz 
Hernandez, Roselio 
Holden, Karen 
Horrocks, Nancy 
Johnson, Cailean 
Keyes, Judy 
Kuhnert, Renate 
Lacelle, Marie 
Lightrain, Michael 
Linney, Warren and 
Joan 

Maglinte, Ann 
Marill, Jim 
Mason, Ryan 
Misseldine, Mary 
Mondo, Melissa 
Moore, Pat 
Nelson, Andrew 
Norris, Maria 
Open Circle, 
Employees (7) 
Ostrander, Verne 

Palmer, Sarah 
Pennington, Ryan 
Peterson, Robert 
Phillips, John 
Rhode, Matthew 
Richmond, Margo 
Robinson, David 
Saijo, Rane 
Sanborn, Patricia 
Schuyler, Susan 
Schwartz, Dawnna 

Sison, Anita 

 

233-1

233-2

233-3
233-4

233-5

Slocum, Ree 
Stark, Matthew 
Stephens, Jan 
Verwey, Sullivan 
Winkler, Scott 
Zellachild, Mary 
Zubak, Melinda

 
233-1  See response to Comment 30-1 (Mendocino Forest Watch). 
 
233-2  A two-lane bypass will not be considered because it does not meet the purpose and need for the project.  This 
was discussed in the DEIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2) and an expanded discussion is included in General Response 1.10. 
 
233-3  Any of the proposed build alternatives would accommodate a Brooktrails Township second access road 
(General Response 1.6). 
 
233-4  See General Response 1.12 regarding “growth at interchanges.” 
 
233-5  See responses to Comments 233-1 through 233-4. 



234-1 

234-2 

234 No name provided 
 
 
234-1  Modified Alternative J1T, the 
Preferred Alternative, stays closer to the 
developed areas of Willits than the other 
proposed build alternatives.  See response to 
Comment 227-1 (Jeanne Wimberly) which 
discusses the TSM Alternative, which would 
have paralleled Main Street, in Willits, and 
reasons it was eliminated from 
consideration. 
 
234-2  A two-lane bypass will not be 
considered because it does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project.  This was 
discussed in the DEIS/EIR (Section 3.6.2) 
and an expanded discussion is included in 
General Response 1.10.   
 
Any of the bypass alternatives will reduce 
traffic in Willits.  See also response to 
Comment 227-1 (Jeanne Wimberly) 
regarding City of Willits’ proposed solutions 
to local traffic congestion. 
 
Alleviating local traffic congestion is a 
benefit, but not the goal, of the bypass 
project whose purpose is to reduce 
congestion, increase safety, and achieve a 
level of service of at least “C” for 
interregional traffic on U.S. 101. 
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