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235-1 

235-2 

235-3

235 Lorri Barker 
 
235-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Least 
Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA)/Preferred Alternative 
(see FEIS/EIR, Chapter 2).  
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.   

 
235-2  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. 

 
235-3  Comment noted.  Noise 
abatement is not being considered 
for Modified Alternative J1T (the 
Preferred Alternative). See Section 
3.11 (FEIS/EIR) for the results of 
the Noise study for Modified 
Alternative J1T. 

 
 
 



236-1 

236-2 

236-3 

236 Bill Barksdale 
 

236-1  Plantings of trees and 
shrubs will be provided for the 
project at interchanges and 
other locations, which require a 
visual screen.  See Section 5.10 
(DEIS/EIR) and Section 3.10 
and Appendix A (FEIS/EIR) 
for further information on 
visual treatments proposed for 
each alternative. 
 
236-2  Comment noted. 
 
236-3  All alternatives 
considered for the project are 
four-lane routes, because a 
two-lane alternative does not 
meet the purpose and need of 
the project (General Response 
1.10).  Any of the valley 
alternatives will accommodate 
a connection to a Brooktrails 
second access road (General 
Response 1.6). 
 

 



237 Don Bear 

237-1 

237-2 

 
237-1  None of the proposed 
bypass alternatives would 
prohibit a second access route to 
the Brooktrails community.  See 
General Response 1.6.   
 
Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits. 
 
237-2  See response to Comment 
227-1 (Jeanne Wimberly). 
 
 
 



238 Sulin Bell 
 
238-1  All alternatives 
considered for the project 
are four-lane routes, because 
a two-lane alternative does 
not meet the purpose and 
need of the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
Any of the valley 
alternatives will 
accommodate a connection 
to a Brooktrails second 
access road.  See General 
Response 1.6. 
 
See General Response 1.12 
regarding “growth at 
interchanges.” 
 
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. 

238-1 

 
 



239 Charley Betsehoot 

239-1

 
239-1  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
project construction 
schedule.  See also response 
to Comment 211-1 (Gordon 
Wagenet). 
 
 



240 Betty Bird 

240-1 

 
240-1  Where it is not on a 
structure, the freeway will be 
fenced, in part to prevent 
pedestrians (in this case, 
children) from getting near 
traffic.  The crossings of roads 
will be by grade separations 
(undercrossings).  The current 
traffic on Bray Road probably 
poses a much greater threat to 
student safety than Alternative 
LT, the freeway alternative 
that comes closest to the 
Seventh Day Adventist School.  
The other alternatives would 
be further from the school, 
decreasing the potential for 
safety problems.  See Section 
3.11 (FEIS/EIR) for a 
summary of the project noise 
impact analysis. 
 
 



241 Charles Bird, Jr. 
 
241-1  Construction will be 
governed by a contract which 
includes the Caltrans Standard 
Specifications.  Among these is a 
provision requiring the contractor 
to provide for public safety as well 
as follow all state and federal laws 
and county and municipal 
ordinances (Caltrans Standard 
Specifications Section 7-1.01).  In 
addition, another Standard 
Specification requires the 
Contractor to comply with local 
sound ordinances (Caltrans 
Standard Specification 7-1.01.I).  
See also response to Comment 240-
1 (Betty Bird). 
 
241-2  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.   

241-1 

241-2 

 
 
 



242 Kenneth and Christine Brown 

242-1 

 
242-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative LT does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria because it would 
not result in the least overall 
environmental harm among the build 
alternatives (General Response 1.3).   
 
See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the 
scope of this project.   
 
 
 
 
 



243 Pam Brown 

243-1 

243-2 

243-3 

 
243-1  All alternatives considered 
for the project are four-lane routes, 
because a two-lane alternative 
does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
Previously rejected Alternatives F, 
N, and O all involved using the 
railroad alignment (Section 3.6, 
DEIS/EIR).  Caltrans investigated 
these alternatives earlier in the 
project development process, and 
with concurrence from the Project 
Development Team, eliminated 
these alternatives from further 
consideration. 
 
243-2  The public circulation 
period for the DEIS/EIR was 
extended from August 10 to 
August 26, 2002 because the 
original 60-day circulation period 
was not formally published in the 
Federal Register until June 26.   
 
243-3  See responses to Comments 
243-1 and 243-2. 
 



244 Dan and Jeanne 
Chesser 

244-1 

244-2 

 
244-1  Please see Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
project construction 
schedule.  Reducing the 
four-lane bypass to two 
lanes would not reduce 
construction time by half.   
 
244-2  See response to 
Comment 244-1.   
 



245 Kevin Copperfield 
 
245-1  All alternatives 
considered for the project 
are four-lane routes, 
because a two-lane 
alternative does not meet 
the purpose and need of 
the project (General 
Response 1.10). 
 
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 and 
Appendix G FEIS/EIR).   
 
245-2  Any of the 
alternatives considered in 
the DEIS/EIR will 
accommodate a 
connection for a 
Brooktrails second access road.  See General Response 1.6.   

245-1 

245-2 

245-3 

245-4 

 
245-3  See Figure 5 in General Response 1.10 for a graphic depiction of Level of Service (LOS) traffic conditions 
on a four lane facility. Level of service is calculated for the Design Hour, which is equivalent to peak hour of traffic 
on the facility. The peak hour is when traffic volumes on average are highest during a one-hour period of the day.  A 
weekday (Mon.-Fri.) peak hour is used for design purposes because it captures normal commute traffic.  Weekend 
peak hour volumes can be higher than weekday peak hour volumes due to seasonal variations in traffic flows.   
Level of Service, which is a qualitative method for describing traffic conditions, is discussed in Chapter 2 
(DEIS/EIR).  Level of Service E is defined as “unstable traffic flow with rapidly fluctuating speeds and flow rates; 
Short headways, low maneuverability, and low driver comfort; Considerable delay”.  See also, General Response 
1.10 regarding why a two-lane bypass does not meet the project purpose and need.   
 
245-4  The comment may be referring to Rhode Island 78, a two-lane state highway in Rhode Island known as the 
Westerly Bypass.  See response to Comment 245-1.   
 



246 Wendy Copperfield 

246-1 

246-2 

246-3 

246-4 

 
246-1  All build alternatives considered 
for the project are four-lane routes, 
because a two-lane alternative does not 
meet the purpose and need of the 
project, which is to improve safety, 
reduce congestion, and achieve a level 
of service of at least “C” for 
interregional traffic on U.S. 101 in the 
project area (General Response 1.10). 
 
246-2  See response to Comment 120-1 
(Bernard Kamoroff). 
 
246-3  Regarding adequacy of the 
impact analyses in the DEIS/EIR, see 
General Response 1.11.   
 
246-4  See response to Comment 243-1 
(Pam Brown).  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails second access 
road.  See also response to Comment 
234-1 (no name provided). 
 
 
 
 
 



247 Kevin Erich 

247-1 

247-2 

 
247-1  Combining the south 
segment of Alternative C1T and the 
north segment of Alternative LT 
would impact about 83.2 acres of 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 
(Table 5-18, DEIS/EIR).  Because 
another alternative exists (Modified 
Alternative J1T) that impacts fewer 
acres of waters of the U.S. while 
avoiding or minimizing other 
environmental impacts, an 
Alternative C/L does not qualify as 
a LEDPA.   
 
247-2  The intersection of Walker 
Road and existing Route 101 is 
beyond the scope of this project.  
Caltrans has installed a detector 
warning sign to notify southbound 
traffic of congestion.  
 



248 Sharla Erich 

248-1 

248-2 

 
248-1  See response to Comment 
247-2 (Kevin Erich). 
 
248-2  A C/L alignment would 
impact 8 residential properties 
(Table 5-2, DEIS/EIR) and 4 
businesses (Table H-5-4, 
Appendix H, DEIS/EIR); while 
these impacts are low, they are 
not the least residential/business 
impacts of the build alternatives.  
See also response to Comment 
247-1 (Kevin Erich).   
 
 



249 Brian Ferri-Taylor 

249-2 

249-1 

249-3 

249-4 

 
249-1  Caltrans will not consider 
signalized at-grade crossings for local 
roads for two reasons.  First, freeways 
offer uninterrupted flow (there are no 
stops required), thus improving 
operation over the interrupted flow of 
signalized highways.  Stopping for 
signals contributes to delay.  Thus the 
purpose and need of reducing delays 
would be compromised.  See also 
responses to Comments 81-2 (Steve 
and Lana Eberhard). 
 
Regarding noise and visual impacts, 
see responses to Comments 236-1 
(Bill Barksdale) and 273-1 (Steve and 
Sharon Short). 
 
249-2  Trees and shrubs offer a 
psychological benefit to noise 
impacts, but it offers very little 
acoustically.  For a vegetative strip to 
have a noticeable effect on noise 
levels it must be dense and wide.  A 
stand of trees with a height that 
extends at least 5 m (16 ft) above the 
line of sight between source and 
receiver, must be at least 30 m (100 
ft) wide and dense enough to 
completely obstruct a visual path to 
the source to attenuate traffic noise by 
5 dBA. See also response to 
Comment 236-1 (Bill Barksdale). 
 
249-3  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. 
 
249-4  General Response 1.3 explains 
the reasons Alternative E3 does not 
meet Clean Water Act criteria, and 
therefore, will not be considered for 
construction.   
 



250 John and Charline Ford 
 
250-1  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 overall 
environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to 
waters of the U.S. and potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).  Because 
these impacts occur primarily at 
the northern segment of 
Alternative C1T, the hybrid 
Alternatives L/C and J/C also 
would not meet Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria for overall environmental 
harm.  Additionally, the southern 
segment of Alternative LT would 
result in impacts to a large oak 
riparian woodland and habitat 
fragmentation.  The southern 
segment of Alternative J1T would 
result in impacts to the 
park/recreation complex along Commercial Street. 

250-1 



251 Paul Futscher 

251-1 

251-2 

 
251-1  Justification for the 
project is based on the 
purpose and need statement 
established for the project 
(see Chapter 2, DEIS/EIR).  
The purpose and need is 
derived from detailed traffic 
analyses.  A comprehensive 
list of studies conducted for 
the project can be found in 
Appendix M (FEIS/EIR).  
See Section 1.9 (DEIS/EIR) 
for a list of locations where 
all technical studies have 
been made available for 
review and examination.   
 
251-2  All alternatives 
considered for the project 
are four-lane routes, because 
a two-lane alternative does 
not meet the purpose and 
need of the project (see 
General Response 1.10).  
 
 



252 Janice Gendreau 

252-1 

252-2 

252-3 

 
252-1  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).   
 
Any of the bypass alternatives 
will reduce traffic in Willits, 
including at the high school.  See 
General Response 1.8. 
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road.   
 
252-2  Noise abatement is not 
being considered for Modified 
Alternative J1T (see Section 
3.11, FEIS/EIR). 
 
252-3  See General Response 1.4 
regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
 
 



253 Rick Hawley 
 
253-1  The earthwork for 
Alternative E3 is estimated 
at 9.1 million cubic meters, 
or about 11.9 million cubic 
yards.  The largest volume 
of earthwork estimated for 
the valley alternatives is 
approximately 2.6 million 
cubic meters, or about 3.4 
million cubic yards.  The 
unit costs for the earthwork 
for E3 were, indeed, 
estimated to be considerably 
lower than for the valley 
alternatives because the 
material for the valley 
alternatives needs to be 
hauled a longer distance.  
Earthwork (including 
excavation, embankment, 
borrow, haul, replacement of 
unsuitable materials, and 
excavation stabilization) for 
Alternative E3 is estimated 
to cost about $20 million 
(2002) more than for 
Alternative LT, which has 
the highest earthwork cost of 
the valley alternatives.  
Other roadway construction 
costs, such as clearing, 
erosion control, drainage, 
and structural section, are higher for Alternative E3 than for the valley alternatives, in part because of Alternative 
E3’s greater length. 

253-1 

253-2 

 
More significant cost differences occur with right of way and structures.  Alternative E3 has a higher right of way 
cost by $10 million (2002) than Alternative J1T or Modified Alternative J1T.  And by far, the most significant cost 
difference is the cost of structures.  Structures for Alternative E3 alone are estimated at $142 million (2002), greater 
than the full 2002 `1estimate for either Alternative C1T or LT. 
 
The reader will note that Modified Alternative J1T has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Alternative E3 
does not meet Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for its overall environmental harm (Section 2.1, 
FEIS/EIR).  Additionally, the highly erosive, unstable soils on Alternative E3 would require ongoing maintenance.   
 
253-2  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).   
 
 
 
 
 
 



254 Erik and Brady Heiken  
 
254-1  Caltrans standard practice is that 
once the preferred alternative is identified, 
Caltrans will prepare final detailed design 
maps.  At that time, Caltrans Right of 
Way staff will be able to determine 
impacts to the property.  Appendix J, 
Relocation Assistance Advisory Service, 
explains the benefits, such as relocation 
payments and moving costs that will be 
provided by Caltrans for comparable 
replacement dwellings in the event a 
household must be relocated.  If a 
household does not require relocation, 
Caltrans will coordinate with the property 
owner in determining the impacts at the 
property owner’s fenceline.  Now that a 
preferred alternative has been identified 
(Modified Alternative J1T), final detailed 
design drawings will be prepared and impacts to affected properties will be determined.  

254-1 



255 Tom Herman 
 
255-1  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).  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative (Chapter 
2, FEIS/EIR). 
 
255-2  See General Response 
1.4 regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
255-3  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
second access road.   
 
255-4  See response to 
Comment 255-1. 
 
255-5  Any of the bypass 
alternatives considered in the 
DEIS/EIR, by removing traffic 
from local streets, will improve 
traffic flow through town.  
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.   

255-1 

255-2 

255-3 

255-4 

255-5 

255-6 

 
255-6  It is estimated that only about 50 percent (88 vehicles) of the 195 vehicles exiting southbound from U.S. 101 
to N. Main Street will be headed to S.R. 20 westbound in the Year 2028 peak hour.  A similar number of vehicles 
will travel northbound from S.R. 20 on N. Main to northbound U.S. 101.  The City of Willits may choose to restrict 
trucks on N. Main Street between S.R. 20 and the Quail Meadows interchange. 
 
 



256 Victor Hernandez 

256-1 

 
256-1  Comment noted.  Chapter 
2 (DEIS/EIR) includes a detailed 
discussion of the purpose and 
need for the project. 
 
 



257 Richard Hincker 
 
257-1  A two-lane bypass will 
not be considered because it 
does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
257-2  Caltrans and FHWA 
analyzed the feasibility and 
practicability of other 
transportation modes to reduce 
traffic volumes on U.S. 101 in 
the project area.  The studies 
concluded that local and 
regional rail are less feasible 
for the Willits/Ukiah area than 
increased bus transit, and 
interregional passenger rail 
ridership would not effect a 
significant change on Willits 
area highway traffic volumes.  
Further, the Mendocino 
County RTP recognizes that 
the rural and sparsely 
populated nature of Mendocino 
County is most conducive to 
personal car use as a 
transportation mode.  
Consequently, the county’s 
RTP focuses on improvements to streets, roads, and highways (See Section 3.6.3, DEIS/EIR). 

257-1 

257-2 

 



258 Ananda Johnson 

258-1 

258-2 

258-3 

 
258-1  See General Response 
1.11 regarding adequacy of 
impact analyses.   
 
258-2  Caltrans/FHWA are 
confident in the adequacy of 
the DEIS/EIR as a document 
of disclosure and for providing 
the necessary information to 
make a decision on the project.  
Also, see response to 
Comment 144-23 (Jason 
Minton).   
 
The “findings of fact” is a 
CEQA document that is 
prepared after certification of 
the EIR and that supports the 
lead agency’s decision on the 
project.  In other words, if the 
lead agency finds a mitigation 
measure or alternative to be 
infeasible, the agency must 
explain the reasons for that 
finding, based on substantial 
evidence.   
 
258-3  Comment noted. 
 



259 Rosina Kroner 

259-1 

 
259-1  Comment noted.  
Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) 
shows the estimated 
schedule for construction of 
the project.   
 



260 Renate Kuhnert 

260-1 

260-2 

 
260-1  The Modified 
Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the 
LEDPA alternative 
because it would 
result in the least 
overall environmental 
harm of all the build 
alternatives 
considered in the 
DEIS/EIR.  The 
Modified Alternative 
J1T minimizes 
impacts to the oak 
riparian woodlands 
referred to in the 
comment.  A two-lane 
bypass will not be 
considered because it 
does not meet the 
purpose and need for 
the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
260-2  Early in the development of alternatives, couplets were suggested, studied, and rejected (Section 3.6 and 
Table 3-5, DEIS/EIR, discuss alternatives considered and eliminated; note particularly Alternatives P and R).  See 
also response to Comment 222-6 (John Weber).   
 
 
 



261 Howard Letovsky 

261-1 

 
261-1  See response to Comment 
243-1 (Pam Brown).   
 
 
 



262 Monty Levenson 

262-1 

 
262-1  The no-build alternative 
does not meet the purpose and 
need for the project.  Section 
3.4.5 (DEIS/EIR) describes 
existing and future conditions 
that would continue if the no-
build alternative were chosen.  
Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.   
 
 



263 Barbara Lincoln 

263-1

263-2

 
263-1  Caltrans has provided 
maps of Modified Alternative 
J1T (the Preferred Alternative) to 
affected landowners and others 
upon request.  A map of 
Modified Alternative J1T is 
posted on the Willits Bypass 
website 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1/d1p
rojects/willits/index.htmT) and 
also is on display at Willits City 
Hall. 
 
263-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative (Chapter 2, 
FEIS/EIR).  Alternative LT does 
not meet Clean Water Act 
criteria and, therefore, will no 
longer be considered for 
construction (General Response 
1.3).  Response to comment 130-
3 (Monty Levenson) discusses 
noise propagation over distances. 
 

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


264 Jerry Lindecef 

264-1 

264-2 

 
264-1  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails 
second access road.    
 
General Response 1.3 explains 
the reasons Alternative E3 
does not meet Clean Water Act 
criteria, and therefore, will not 
be considered for construction.   
 
264-2  Comment noted.  See 
also response to Comment 
262-1 (Monty Levenson).  
Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) 
discusses estimated 
construction schedule for the 
proposed bypass. 
 
 
 
 



265 Ron Lippert 
 
265-1  A two-lane bypass 
will not be considered 
because it does not meet 
the purpose and need for 
the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
265-2  See General 
Response 1.11 regarding 
adequacy of impact 
analyses. 
 
265-3  Caltrans uses the 
open house format 
because it allows 
members of the public the 
opportunity to talk one-
on-one and at length with 
Caltrans staff about the 
project.   
 
265-4  A number of 
individuals involved in 
the Willits bypass project 
are permanent residents in 
the county, for example, 
members of the PDT or 
other groups who have 
been closely involved in 
the project include the 
City of Willits, 
Brooktrails Township 
CSD, Mendocino County 
Department of 
Transportation, 
Mendocino County 
Planning Commission, and others.  

265-1 
265-2 
265-3 

265-4 

265-5 

265-6 

265-7 

 
265-5  Response to Comment 222-6 (John Weber) discusses the Cloverdale bypass.   
 
265-6  These comments do not require a response. 
 
265-7  See response to Comment 257-2 (Richard Hincker) regarding alternative transportation modes. 
 
 
 



266 Rita Mallon 

266-1 

 
266-1  A two-lane bypass 
will not be considered 
because it does not meet 
the purpose and need for 
the project (General 
Response 1.10).   
 
Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would 
not reduce construction 
work or time substantially 
because of necessary 
design components such 
as shoulders, side slopes, 
and drainage facilities.    
 
 
 



267 Boyd Mathias 

267-1 

 
267-1  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 overall 
environmental harm, 
including significant 
adverse impacts to 
wetlands and its 
potentially significant 
adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish 
species (General 
Response 1.3).   
 
Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) discusses the estimated schedule for constructing the proposed bypass. 
 
 



268 Ginger Pohlson 

268-1 

 
268-1  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).   
 



269 Lauren Raine 

269-1 
269-2 
269-3 

 
269-1 and 269-2  
Modified Alternative 
J1T has been identified 
as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This 
alternative meets Clean 
Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its 
least overall 
environmental harm, 
including its 
minimization of impacts 
to wetlands and other 
waters of the U.S.  A 
summary of the noise 
analysis is included in 
Section 5.11 
(DEIS/EIR) and for 
Modified Alternative 
J1T in Section 3.11 
(FEIS/EIR). 
 
269-3  See response to Comment 266-1 (Rita Mallon). 
 
 
 



270 Carol Rosenberg 

270-1 

 
270-1  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.   
 



271 Lynda Schmidbauer 

271-1 

271-2 
271-3 

271-4 

271-5 

271-6 

 
271-1  See response to 
Comment 48-1 (Andrea 
Beene). 
 
271-2  Comment noted.  See 
Section 3.11 (FEIS/EIR) 
regarding the results of the 
Noise study for Modified 
Alternative J1T. 
 
271-3  Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) lists measures that 
will be implemented to avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate 
potential impacts to sensitive 
biological resources, including 
wildlife. See also Section 3.7 
(FEIS/EIR). 
 
271-4  For the valley 
alternatives, Caltrans modified 
the Haehl Creek Interchange 
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.  Access to 
the westerly portion of the 
Schmidbauer Ranch will 
remain as exists, from the 
small lane north of the Haehl 
Creek overhead.  Caltrans 
Right of Way and Design will 
work with landowners to 
provide access where access 
needs to be altered. 
 
271-5  All of the proposed build alternatives will reduce traffic congestion in Willits.  West-bound through traffic 
would continue to utilize S.R. 20 along the “Miracle Mile.”  Brooktrails traffic bound for Ukiah could avoid going 
through Willits by accessing the bypass at the Quail Meadows Interchange.  See General Response 1.9 regarding a 
center valley interchange. 
 
271-6  See response to Comment 48-1 (Andrea Beene). 
 
 
 
 
 
 



272 Judy Shelly 
 
272-1  The Modified 
Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative 
because it would result 
in lower overall impacts 
than the other build 
alternatives.  See section 
3.11 of the FEIS/EIR 
for discussion on noise 
impacts.  Further 
measures will be taken 
to minimize impacts to 
wetlands, during final 
design. Bicyclists will 
not be precluded from 
using the new facility.  
Section 3.6 Alternatives 
Considered but 
Eliminated from Further 
Study (DEIS/EIR) and Chapter 10 Comments and Coordination discuss the public involvement opportunities that 
have been available during project development. 

272-1 

 
 



273 Steve and Sharon Short 

273-1 

 
273-1  See response to Comment 254-1 
(Erik and Brady Heiken).  Once final 
design drawings are prepared, Caltrans 
Right of Way will meet with affected 
landowners.  
 
Trees and shrubs offer a psychological 
benefit to noise impacts  but it offers 
very little acoustically.  For a vegetative 
strip to have a noticeable effect on noise 
levels, it must be dense and wide.  A 
stand of trees with a height that extends 
at least 5 m (16 ft) above the line of 
sight between source and receiver must 
be at least 30 m (100 ft) wide and dense 
enough to completely obstruct a visual 
path to the source to attenuate traffic 
noise by 5 dBA. 
 
 



274 Omaya Sisemore 

274-1 

 
274-1  Comment noted.  
Caltrans and FHWA appreciate 
the input we have received 
from members of the public at 
the open house events and 
through comment letters.  See 
Section 3.3.8 (FEIS/EIR) 
regarding Business impacts. 
 
 



275 Sheryl Smith 
 
275-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives under 
consideration will remove 
traffic, including 
interregional truck traffic, 
from local streets.  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.   
 
A two-lane bypass, 
however, will not be 
considered because it does 
not meet the purpose and 
need for the project 
(General Response 1.10).  
Reducing the four-lane 
bypass to two lanes would 
not reduce the footprint by 
half because of necessary design components such as shoulders, side slopes, and drainage facilities.  Appendix A 
(FEIS/EIR) proposes mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts of the proposed bypass. 

275-1 

 



276 Bill and Lynda 
Southwick 

276-1 

 
276-1  Noise abatement 
was considered in areas 
where traffic noise 
impacts were predicted.  
Noise abatement was 
considered in areas where 
it is feasible and 
reasonable. Soundwall #1 
did not meet the 
preliminary 
reasonableness criteria as 
outlined in the Caltrans 
Noise Protocol 
(DEIS/EIR: Table 5-24, 
page 5-143 and Table M-
2, page M-9, Appendix 
M).  See response to 
Comment 9-73 (City of 
Willits). 
 



277 Ken Trageser 

277-1

277-2 

 
277-1  Traffic studies that were performed 
for the bypass included all traffic on U.S. 
101, including Brooktrails traffic.  Any of 
the bypass alternatives under 
consideration will remove traffic from 
local streets, reducing congestion, 
including at the Main Street/Sherwood 
Road intersection.  See General Response 
1.8. 
 
277-2  A two-lane bypass will not be 
considered because it does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project (General 
Response 1.10).  The purpose and need 
for constructing a bypass of Willits are 
explained in detail in Chapter 2 
(DEIS/EIR). 
 
 
 
 



278 April Tweddell 

278-1 

278-2 

 
278-1  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 overall 
environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to 
waters of the U.S. and 
potentially significant adverse 
impacts to federally listed fish 
species (General Response 
1.3).   
 
278-2  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
project construction schedule. 
 
 
 



279 John Wagenet 
 
279-1  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic in 
Willits.  See General Response 
1.6 regarding Brooktrails second 
access road and General 
Responses 1.7 and 1.8 regarding 
traffic and safety concerns 
related to Quail Meadows 
Interchange. 
 
279-2  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. 
 
279-3  Visual and noise impacts 
and measures to reduce impacts 
are addressed in Sections 3.10 
and 3.11, respectively, as well as 
in Appendix A of the FEIS/EIR.  
See also General Responses 1.13 
regarding median width and 
responses to Comments 3-5 (U.S. 
EPA), and 211-1 (Gordon 
Wagenet), and 300-3 (David Hatton). 

279-1

279-2

279-3

 
 
 
 



280 Joanne Wimberly 

280-2 

280-1 

280-3 

 
280-1  See response to 
Comment 35-2 (Willits 
Environmental Center). 
 
280-2  Caltrans’ traffic 
studies substantiate the need 
for a four-lane bypass of 
Willits.  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 1.9 regarding 
center valley interchange. 
 
280-3  See response to 
Comment 120-1 (Bernard 
Kamoroff) regarding the 
extensive public 
involvement in the 
development of the bypass 
project.  See also response to 
Comment 179-1 (Donna 
Schindel).



 
 
 



281-1 

282-1 

283-1 

281 Rasnia Kroner 
 
281-1  Modified Alternative J1T has 
been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative J1T does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its overall 
environmental harm, primarily to 
community resources including the 
business park and the park/museum 
complex.  Modified Alternative J1T 
avoids impacts to these community 
resources (General Response 1.3).   
 
282 Claire Robertson 
 
282-1  When final detailed design 
drawings are completed for Modified 
Alternative J1T (the Preferred 
Alternative), the exact right of way 
limits will be determined.  With this 
information, Caltrans Right of Way 
staff will have a better understanding 
of the impacts to the property.  Right 
of Way staff will coordinate with the 
property owner to determine the 
impacts to the property.   
 
283 Marilynn Boosinger 
 
283-1  Caltrans’ traffic studies 
substantiate the need for a four-lane 
bypass of Willits.  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 1.11 regarding 
adequacy of impact analyses.   
 
 
   



283-2  Visual and noise impacts 
and measures to reduce impacts are 
addressed in Sections 3.10 and 
3.11, respectively, as well as in 
Appendix A, of the FEIS/EIR. 

283-2 

283-3 

 
283-3  Caltrans’ traffic studies 
substantiate the need for a four-lane 
bypass of Willits.  A two-lane 
bypass will not be considered 
because it does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project 
(General Response 1.10).   
 
 
 



 
284 John Arlich 
 

283-3 
cont. 

284-1 

285-1 

284-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
Alternatives C1T and L/C do not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for their overall 
environmental harm, including 
significant adverse impacts to 
wetlands and potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species 
(General Response 1.3).   
 
See General Response 1.6 
regarding Brooktrails second 
access road.   
 
285 Carol Rosenberg 
 
285-1  See General Responses 
1.7 and 1.8 regarding Sherwood 
Road/Main Street intersection.   
 



285-2 

285-3 

285-4 

286-1 

286-2 

285-2  Any of the bypass 
alternatives will reduce traffic in 
Willits, including at the high 
school and at the Sherwood 
Road/Main Street intersection.  
See response to Comment 10-3 
(City of Willits Police 
Department) and General 
Responses 1.7 and 1.8. 
 
285-3  See response to Comment 
284-1 (John Arlich).  Alternative 
E3 was considered in the 
DEIS/EIR and evaluated in the 
NEPA/404 Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix H, DEIS/EIR).  
General Response 1.3 explains 
the reasons Alternative E3 does 
not meet Clean Water Act 
criteria, and therefore, will not be 
considered for construction.  See 
General Response 1.6 regarding 
Brooktrails Township second 
access. 
 
285-4  See responses to 
Comments 206-5 (Robert 
Turner) and 211-2 (Gordon 
Wagenet).  Caltrans and FHWA 
coordinated the open house with 
the release of the DEIS/EIR for 
this project, to provide the public 
with an opportunity to learn more 
about the project and information 
provided in the environmental 
document, and to provide 
comments on the alternatives 
considered in the DEIS/EIR.  See 
Section 1.2 (FEIS/EIR) for 
estimated project schedule. 
 
286 Bill Barker 
 
286-1  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).   
 
286-2  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.     
 
See General Response 1.6 regarding Brooktrails second access road.     
 



 

286-3 

286-4 

286-5 

286-3  The comment is correct.  
The right turn into Brooktrails 
will not change with construction 
of the bypass.   
 
286-4  The project will reduce 
congestion on local streets 
because northbound and 
southbound freeway traffic will 
use U.S. 101 instead of Main 
Street.  Westbound traffic will 
exit at Haehl Creek Interchange 
onto S.R. 20.  See response to 
Comment 139-7 (Karen 
McAbee). 
 
286-5  A traffic signal at Holly 
Street has been installed. 
 
 
 
 



287-1 

287-2 

 
287 Delman Ford 
 
287-1  Most southbound 
Brooktrails traffic will probably 
avoid driving through Willits by 
accessing Quail Meadows 
Interchange.  General Response 1.3 
explains the reasons Alternative E3 
does not meet Clean Water Act 
criteria, and therefore, will not be 
considered for construction.   
 
287-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternatives C1T, LT, 
and L/C do not meet Clean Water 
Act Section 404(b)(1) criteria for 
their overall environmental harm, 
including significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands, potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species, and 
impact to riparian oak woodland 
(General Response 1.3).  See also 
response to Comment 282-1 (Claire 
Robertson).  The 20 acres referred 
to in the comment appear from the 
description to be outside the study 
limits, therefore, that area would 
not be included on Atlas Map 13 
(DEIS/EIR Volume 2). 
 
 
 
 
 



 
288 Tony Ortiz 

287-2 
cont. 

288-1 

 
288-1  Caltrans appreciates 
feedback on the results of our 
public outreach so we can duplicate 
and improve our efforts where 
needed.  
 



288-2  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternatives C1T and 
LT do not meet Clean Water Act 
Section 404(b)(1) criteria for their 
overall environmental harm, 
including significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands, potentially 
significant adverse impacts to 
federally listed fish species, 
impacts to a riparian oak woodland, 
and habitat fragmentation (General 
Response 1.3).  See response to 
Comment 203-5 (Sylvia Tucker). 

288-2 

 



288-3  Comment noted. 
288-2 
cont. 

288-3 

288-4 

289-1

 
288-4  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. 
 
289 Michael Finegold 
 
289-1  Alternative E3 does not 
meet Clean Water Act criteria 
because of its overall 
environmental harm, and 
therefore, will not be 
considered for construction 
(General Response 1.3).  
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.   
 
 



289-2  The California 
Transportation Commission 
(CTC) is responsible for the 
programming and allocating of 
funds for the construction of 
highway, passenger rail and 
transit improvements throughout 
California, and in conjunction 
with the local regional 
transportation authority, MCOG,  
will determine funding to be 
allocated to the Willits Bypass 
Project.  Federal approval of the 
project lies with FHWA, which 
approves the FEIS and publishes 
a Notice Of Availability (NOA) 
in the Federal Register.  
Following a minimum 30-day 
period, FHWA will approve the 
project by issuing a Record of 
Decision under NEPA. 
 
290 Ananda Johnson 
 
290-1  For a description of the 
public involvement opportunities 
and alternatives review process 
that have occurred over the past 
several years, please see 
DEIS/EIR, Section 3.6 
(Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Study) 
and Chapter 10 (Comments and 
Coordination).  See General 
Response 1.11 regarding 
adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR. 
 
290-2  The DEIS/EIR contains 
sufficient information for decision makers to approve or disapprove the project.  Caltrans and FHWA are confident 
in the adequacy of the Draft and FEIS/EIR.  Caltrans has provided reasonable opportunities for public involvement 
during the planning and development of the project (see Chapter 10 DEIS/EIR).  Also, see response to Comment 
290-1. 

289-2 

290-2 

290-1 



 

291-1 

291-2 

291-3 

291 Bill Bruneau 
 
291-1  The comment is not clear 
which alternative is the “truck 
bypass.”  If the comment is referring 
to Alternative TSM, which was 
eliminated from consideration, see 
Section 3.6.1 (DEIS/EIR), which 
provides a detailed explanation. 
 
291-2  Four build alternatives were 
considered in the DEIS/EIR, plus 
combinations of the alternatives 
using the nodal approach (Section 
1.5, DEIS/EIR).  Alternative E3, the 
westerly alternative, and Alternatives 
C1T, J1T, and LT, which are all 
located to the east.  The DEIS/EIR 
did not propose a preferred 
alternative; however, the Section 
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
(Appendix H, DEIS/EIR) concluded 
that Alternatives J1T and LT had the 
least overall environmental harm 
pursuant to Clean Water Act criteria.  
See General Response 1.3 regarding 
development of the Modified 
Alternative J1T, the identified 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
291-3  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).   



291-4  See General Response 
1.11. 

291-4 

292-1 

292-2 

293-1 

 
292 Howard Letovsky 
 
292-1  See response to 
Comment 243-1 (Pam Brown).   
 
292-2  Comment noted. 
 
293 John Almida 
 
293-1  See General Response 
1.9 for a discussion of a center 
valley interchange, which is 
beyond the scope of this project. 
 
Response by emergency 
vehicles to incidents on the 
bypass will not be hindered by 
traffic congestion on the bypass.  
Two lanes on the bypass in each 
direction provide ample 
opportunity for vehicles to pull 
over in response to emergency 
traffic.  The design speed of the 
facility provides adequate 
opportunity for acceptable 
emergency response times.  
Congestion on old U.S. 101 
through downtown would 
continue to hinder emergency 
vehicles and response time 
without a bypass.  The bypass 
provides an alternative route, 
which will improve response 
time during peak hour 
congestion. 
 



   

293-1 
cont. 



293-2  The bypass with an 
interchange at each end of the 
project will provide Willits 
residents an additional means to 
access their community that they 
do not have now.  

293-1 
cont. 

293-2 



293-3 

294-1 

295-1 

295-2 

293-3  General Response 1.10 
discusses why a two-lane 
alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need for the project 
(including to improve safety) and 
therefore, was not included for 
consideration in the DEIS/EIR. 
 
294 Robert Hamel 
 
294-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Alternative E3 does 
not meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its overall 
environmental harm (General 
Response 1.3).  Additionally, the 
highly erosive, unstable soils on 
Alternative E3 would require 
ongoing maintenance.   
 
295 Doug Sawyers 
 
295-1  See response to Comment 
294-1 (Robert Hamel). 
 
295-2  See General Response 1.9 
for a discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond the 
scope of this project.  See also 
response to Comment 139-7 
(Karina McAbee). 
 



296 Laura Stebbins 
 
296-1  The construction contractor is 
required to conduct their operations 
in such a manner as to cause as little 
inconvenience as possible to adjacent 
property owners.  This inconvenience 
requirement must be balanced with 
safety requirements for backing 
equipment and lighting work areas 
for night work.  Generally, once 
excavation (borrow) is begun, the 
resulting terrain change decreases 
light and noise for neighbors. 
 
297 Gregg Stebbins 
 
297-1  Caltrans will determine pre-
construction well and spring 
production and utilize this 
information to help determine 
impacts of construction. 
 
298 Harry Peters 
 
298-1  See response to Comment 
293-1 (John Almida). 
 
299 Karina McAbee 
 
299-1  Significant unavoidable 
impacts associated with various 
alternatives are identified in Section 
6.4 (DEIS/EIR).  The Modified 
Alternative J1T would have no 
significant unavoidable impacts, as 
all impacts would be mitigated to a 
less than significant level (Section 1.8 
FEIS/EIR).  See General Response 1.11.   

296-1 

297-1 

298-1 

299-1 

 
The remaining statements by Karina McAbee from the transcript of public comments duplicate Comment Letter 139 
(Karen McAbee), where responses can be found.   
 



299-1 cont. 

 
 
 



 
300 David Hatton 
 
300-1  Modified Alternative J1T 
has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative (Chapter 2, FEIS/EIR).  
Alternative L/C does not meet 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) 
criteria for its overall 
environmental harm and, therefore, 
will not be considered for 
construction.  Alternative L/C 
would result in the greatest direct 
impact to jurisdictional wetlands 
and other waters of the U.S., and 
the extensive creek realignment 
required for this alternative could 
result in adverse impacts to critical 
and essential habitat of three 
federally listed fish species.  See 
General Response 1.3. 
 
See General Response 1.4 
regarding a Willits Creek 
restoration. 
 
A two-lane bypass will not be 
considered because it does not meet 
the purpose and need for the project 
(General Response 1.10).   
 
300-2  Alternative LT does not 
meet Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) criteria for its overall 
environmental harm and, therefore, 
will not be considered for 
construction (General Response 
1.3). 
 
300-3  While the right of way for 
the valley alternatives is typically on the order of 100 yards wide, the actual footprint is more likely to be about 60 to 
70 yards wide.  The extra width will accommodate drainage facilities and provide biofiltration for water pollution 
control.  The estimate also includes four lanes, inside and outside shoulders, merge and exit lanes, and 45-foot 
median (except where the freeway is on viaduct, which will be two separate northbound and southbound structures).  
Section 3.3 (DEIS/EIR) provides the typical dimensions of the bypass.  During final design, these dimensions may 
vary.  See also General Response 1.13 on median width. 

300-1 

300-2 

300-3 

300-4 

 
300-4  Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) discusses in detail the existing traffic conditions on U.S. 101/Main Street that 
substantiate the need for a four-lane bypass.  
 



300-5  Comment noted 
 
300-6  See response to Comment 300-1.  
See response to Comment 12-6 
(Brooktrails Township Community 
Services District) regarding borrow 
material. 
 
300-7  The comment points out that if 
Alternative C1T, J1T, or LT were 
constructed, traffic on S.R. 20 would 
continue to pass through Willits, reducing 
the impact of the Bypass on businesses 
that cater to through traffic. 
 
The City of Cloverdale, bypassed in the 
1990s, saw growth in its retail sector in 
the late 1990s. In the 1990s, 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 
taxable transactions, it is likely to recover 
more quickly than Cloverdale, because 
Willits’ economy is larger and more 
versatile than Cloverdale’s.  
 
301 Anthony F. Lopes, Jr. 
 
301-1  Construction of any of the bypass 
alternatives will remove interregional 
traffic (including truck traffic) and some 
local traffic from local streets thereby 
reducing congestion referred to in the comment. 

300-5 

300-6 

300-7 

301-1 

 



302 Linda Breckenridge 

302-1 

303-1 

 
302-1  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 also 
response to Comment 300-4 
(David Hatton). 
 
303 John Almida 
 
303-1  Any of the proposed 
bypass alternatives will reduce 
congestion at the high school.  
See General Response 1.9 for a 
discussion of a center valley 
interchange, which is beyond 
the scope of this project. 
 
 
 
 



304 Walt Niesen 

304-1

304-2

304-3

 
304-1  Assessors Parcel Number 
(APN) 108-040-02 on the west 
side of the tracks would be 
impacted by the Quail Meadows 
Interchange (Alternatives J1T, 
Modified J1T, and LT).  APN 
108-040-03 on the east side of 
the tracks would be impacted by 
the Trucks Scales Interchange 
(Alternative C1T).  Since public 
circulation of the DEIS/EIR, the 
City of Willits has purchased 
Assessors Parcel No. 108-040-03 
to use as mitigation for impacts 
resulting from proposed 
expansion of the City’s 
wastewater treatment plant.  Any 
relocation or property acquisition 
will be performed pursuant to the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition 
Policy Act of 1970. 
 
304-2  See General Response 1.4 
and response to Comment 212-10 
(Hal Wagenet) regarding a 
Willits Creek restoration.  The 
DEIS/EIR discusses the 
occurrence of a significant 
population of Baker’s 
meadowfoam on the north 
segment of Alternative C1T, 
which includes the populations 
on the property referred to in the 
comment. 
 
304-3  See response to Comment 
304-1. 
 



305 Edna Heiderbrish 

305-1

 
305-1  Caltrans appreciates 
that supporters of a Willits 
bypass are anxious to have 
construction expedited.  Once 
the environmental document 
is adopted, permits are 
acquired, and the right of 
way process is completed, the 
project will be advertised and 
awarded to a construction 
contractor.  See Section 1.2 
(FEIS/EIR) for estimated 
construction schedule.  See 
also response to Comment 
211-2 (Gordon Wagenet). 
 
Chapter 2 (DEIS/EIR) 
discusses in detail the 
existing traffic conditions on 
U.S. 101/Main Street that 
substantiates the need for a 
four-lane bypass.  
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