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Subject: Item F3a Appeal No. A-1-FTB-99-6 (Caltrans, Fort Bragg) 
Item F4a Application No. 1-98-100 (Caltrans, Fort Bragg) 

Items F3a and F4a are two separate agenda items related to the same project, the proposal 
ofCaltrans District 3 to replace the Highway One Noyo River Bridge in Fort Bragg. 

Item F3a is an appeal of the decision ofthe City of Fort Bragg to grant a permit with 
conditions for the portion of the project within the City's coastal development permit 
jurisdiction. Item F4a concerns the application made directly to the Commission for the 
portion of the project within the Commission's retained coastal development permit 
jurisdiction. 

For ease of reference, and to enable us to save paper by combini~g all report exhibits into 
one common set that only needs to be reproduced once, we have attached to this memo 
all the materials related to the project. In order, these materials include: 

1. Staff Report f<?r Item F3a Appeal No. A-1-FTB-99-6 (Caltrans, Fort 
Bragg) 

2. Staff Report for Item F4a Application No. 1-98-100 (Caltrans, Fort Bragg) 
3. Exhibits 

For further information, contact Jack Liebster at the North Coast District Office (415) 
904-5260. Correspondence should be sent to the District Office at the above address . 
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STAFF REPORT: APPEAL 

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Fort Bragg 

DECISION: Approval with Conditions 

APPEAL NO.: A-1-FfB-99-06 

APPLICANTS: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 

PROJECT LOCATION: Highway One Noyo River Bridge within the City of Fort 
Bragg, Mendocino County 

GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: As approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the project would 
replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot-wide Noyo River 
Bridge with an 86.6-ft.-wide, 875-ft.-long, concrete box 
girder bridge. The proposed bridge would accommodate 
four 11.8-ft.lanes and a 10+ ft. median, with 8-ft outside 
shoulders and 5.5-ft sidewalks placed on both sides. The 
majority of the project, including approximately 700 ft. of 
the central part of the structure, is within the Commission's 
permanent jurisdiction. The portion of the project subject 
to this appeal includes bridge approaches, bridge abutments 
on the bluffs, approximately 175 feet of bridge span, and 
portions of the construction staging area . 
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APPELLANTS: California Coastal Commissioner Rusty Areias 
California Coastal Commissioner Mike Reilly 
Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort 
Bragg 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. City of Fort Bragg CDP24-98 Preparation and Certification of Record of Proceedings 
(received 2/22/99 from City of Fort Bragg); 

2. City of Fort Bragg Local Coastal Program; 
3. Notice of Final Action on Coastal Development Permit CDP20-98; 
4. Noyo River Bridge Replacement (Negative Declaration, Initial Study/Environmental 

Assessment (November 1998); 
S. Noyo River Bridge Replacement (Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (August 

1998); 
6. Programmatic Section 4(f) Analysis for the Noyo River bridge Replacement Project 

on State Route I; 
7. Report- Alternate Access Feasibility Traffic Analysis for the City of Fort Bragg; 

! • 

• 

8. Historic Property Survey Report- Negative Findings; • 
9. Vehicle Crash Tests of the Aesthetic See-Through Concrete Bridge Rail with 

Sidewalk, Type 80SW; 
10. Project Scope Summary Report Structural Rehabilitation (Functional PSR); 
11. Highway Design Manual- Chapter 100 Basic Design Policies 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

1. SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been :filed, and that the Commission hold 
a de novo hearing, because the appellants have raised a substantial issue with the local 
government's action and its consistency with the certified LCP. 

The majority of the project, including approximately 700ft. of the central part of the 
structure, is within the Commission's permanent jurisdiction. The portion of the project 
subject to this appeal includes bridge approaches, bridge abutments on the bluffs, 
approximately 175 feet of bridge span, and portions of the construction staging area. 

• 
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The appellants each contend that the project is not consistent with the City's LCP, and 
have three main areas of concern, (1) visual resources and special communities, (2) 
alteration of landforms and erosion, and (3) public works capacity. In addition, the Sierra 
Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg contend the project approval 
does not conform with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 
15082, and also raise concerns about the public participation process. 

Commission staff thus believes the project, as approved by the City, raises a substantial 
issue with regard to conformance with the visual resources and special communities, 
alteration of landforms and erosion, and public works policies of the City's LCP. 
However, staff believes that the appellants Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and 
Friends of Fort Bragg contentions regarding compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and the adequacy of the public participation process are 
invalid grounds for appeal as they do not allege that the approval is inconsistent with the 
certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Substantial Issue is found on Page 6. 

2. SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION DE NOVO: APPROVAL 
WITH CONDITONS 

The staff recommends that the Commission approve with conditions the coastal 
development permit for the proposed project on the basis that, as conditioned by the 
Commission, the project is consistent with the City's certified LCP and with the public 
access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

To address the impairment of views from the bridge, from surrounding public vantage 
points and the greater shading of recreational areas resulting from the design of the bridge 
and its railing, staff recommends that the Commission attach Special Condition No. 6. 
This condition would require Cal trans to either acquire and develop a bluff top parcel on 
the south side ofNoyo Bay for use as a public viewing area, or deposit an amount of 
money equivalent to what would be necessary to provide the public viewing area in an 
account for use in developing this or another public viewing area. To prevent water 
quality impacts from erosion and sedimentation or storm water runoff, staff recommends 
that the Commission attach special conditions requiring the submittal for review and 
approval of the Executive Director of erosion control and water pollution contol plans. 

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Approval with Conditions is found on 
Page 20 . 
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STAFF NOTES: 

1. Appeal Process. 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for 
limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal 
development permits (Coastal Act Section 30603.) 

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal development 
permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of 
developments, including developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, 
such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or 
within three hundred feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top 
of the seaward face of a coastal bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area. 

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not 
designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments 
which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether 
approved or denied by the city or City. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an 

• 

" 

• 

allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified • 
local coastal program or the public access and public recreation policies set forth in the 
Coastal Act. 

The subject development is appealable to the Commission because the proposed 
development is located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, is 
also within 300 feet of the mean high tide line and the top of the seaward face of a coastal 
bluff. 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the 
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to fmd that no 
substantial issue is raised. Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the 
Commission would continue with a full public hearing on the merits of the project, which 
may occur at a subsequent meeting. If the Commission were to conduct a de novo 
hearing on the appeal, because the proposed development is between the first road and 
the sea, the applicable test for the Commission to consider would be whether the 
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and with the 
public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

• 
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The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue 
question are the applicants, persons who made their views known before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other 
persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in writing. 

2. Filing of Appeal. 

The appellants filed an appeal to the Commission in a timely manner on February 5 and 
February 8, 1999, within ten working days of the City's issuance of the Notice of Final 
Action, which was received in the Commission's offices on January 28, 1998. 

3. Related Agenda Item. 

The subject project is intersected by the boundaries between the permit jurisdiction of the 
Commission and the City of Fort Bragg. The portion of the project subject to this appeal 
includes bridge approaches, bridge abutments on the bluffs, the opposite ends of the 
bridge span totaling approximately 17 5 feet, and portions of the construction staging area. 
upslope areas of the proposed redivision which are in the City's coastal development 
permit jurisdiction. However, at the March 12, 1999 meeting, the Commission will also 
conduct a hearing on related Coastal Development Permit Application No. 1-98-100 . 
That application seeks Coastal Commission authorization for the portions of the proposed 
project that are within the Commission's retained jurisdiction. The areas of the subject 
property that are located within the Coastal Commission's retained jurisdiction include 
submerged areas, tidelands, or areas subject to the public trust (Exhibit No. 4). 

4. Emphasis Added 

In various locations in the staff report, bold type indicates emphasis added to quoted 
text. 

PART ONE- SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed below, the staff 
recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to 
the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The proper motion is: 
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MOTION: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-FTB-99-06 raises 
NO substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program 
with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 
30603 of the Coastal Act. 

Staff recommends a NO vote. To pass the motion, a majority vote of Commissioners 
present is required. Approval of the motion means that the City permit is final. 

II. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS. 

The Commission received from California Coastal Commissioner Rusty Areias, 
California Coastal Commissioner Mike Reilly, and the Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake 

• 

• 

Group and Friends of Fort Bragg ("the appellants") appeals of the City of Fort Bragg,s • 
decision to approve the project. The City of Fort Bragg approved a coastal development 
permit to replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot wide Noyo River Bridge with a 86.6 ft.-
wide, 875-ft.-long, concrete box girder bridge. The proposed bridge would accommodate 
four 1 1.8-ft.lanes and a 10+ ft. median, with 8-ft outside shoulders and 5.5 ft sidewalks 
placed on both sides. The appellants' contentions involve inconsistency with the City's 
LCP policies regarding visual resources and special communities, alteration of landforms 
and erosion, and public works capacity. In addition, the Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake 
Group and Friends of Fort Bragg contend the project approval does not conform with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15082, and also raise 
concerns about the public participation process. The appellants' contentions are 
summarized below, and the full text of the contentions are included as Exhibit No. 33 and 
34. 

1. Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

Appellants Areias and Reilly contend the project as approved by the City of Fort Bragg 
"would be a massive construction, nearly three times the width of the existing Noyo 
Harbor Bridge and more representative of a congested, heavily urbanized central-city 
area than the eclectic, unpretentious small-scale charm of Noyo Harbor. Noyo Harbor is 
enjoying a growing attraction as a visitor-serving destination. It would be very visible 
from the restaurants and other viewing spots in the harbor, as well as views from the 
recreational areas along and at the mouth of the Noyo River where it meets the sea. The • 
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thick horizontal beams and wide vertical supports of the so-called "see-through" concrete 
barrier also could diminish the views to and along the coast afforded by the current 
bridge (one of the few places in the City where the ocean is visible from Highway 1 ). 
For these reasons the appellants contend that the project as approved requires careful 
review for its potential impacts and inconsistencies with LUP Policy XIV -1, Scenic 
Corridor Combining Zone Section 18.58.05 (C) and Zoning Code Section 18.61.028." 

The Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg also cite Section 
18.61.028, and contend "we have a great concern about the massive design of the 
proposed bridge which is above and beyond that needed for vehicle, safety, and 
pedestrian use. We have a very great concern about the shear ugliness of the bridge and 
the impact of this monstrosity on this small rural community. Details that were 
overlooked by Caltrans throughout the process (because it never did conduct a real 
hearing on the project) such as lighting on the bridge, real wheelchair accessibility, and 
other design options were added at the last minute at the City Council hearing. The 
public then never did have an opportunity to address the new lighting as revealed for the 
first time in graphic form at the City Council hearing. The lighting is too much and must 
be reviewed for its danger and blinding impact on boats entering and leaving the harbor 
at night and vehicles coming from a dark unlit rural Highway 1 into massively lit area 
with no time for the eyes to adjust." 

2. Alteration of Landforms and Erosion: 

Each of the appellants cite the LCP's chapter XIV to contend that the LCP identifies the 
bluffs at the Noyo River area "as areas of special aesthetic importance" requiring "special 
review procedures ... for bluff and riparian vegetation and minimizing the modification 
of natural land forms ... to preserve the aesthetic values in that area." The appellants 
contend the modifications to the Noyo River bluffs that would occur through widening 
the Noyo Bridge as approved by the City of Fort Bragg raise a conflict with these 
provisions of the LCP. 

3. Public Works Capacity 

Appellants Areias and Reilly contend "the project as approved will significantly increase 
highway capacity by doubling the number of lanes on Highway 1 in this area. Widening 
the bridge is directly related to planned road capacity expansions south ofNoyo River, 
although these projects were piecemealed, and not treated as a single development. 
Regarding road capacity in this area, the LCP calls for 'a detailed highway improvement 
study for this area,' and states that 'to implement the specific design proposals produced 
in that study, development in the area should be called upon to pay a portion of the 
circulation system improvements needed.' The fact that no such arrangement for shared 
funding of the costly highway capacity improvements by potential developers has been 
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approved raises a potential conflict with the LCP. Further, cost-sharing as required by 
these provisions of the LCP might improve the financial feasibility of alternatives more 
consistent with LCP policies, and should be considered before the project is finally 
approved." 

4. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ A)/Public Participation 

The Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg contend the project 
approval does not conform with Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15082, and cite various 
alleged inadequacies concerning CEQ A-related and other aspects of the public 
participation process. These include the contentions that "[w]hile Caltrans did publish 
notices of its two public meetings in the Fort Bragg Advocate News, it never included 
pictures of the proposed bridge in the local newspaper for the public to see. At its CEQA 
scoping session (which Caltrans calls a public hearing) all of 4 or 5 people showed up. 
The notice was buried in such bureaucratic language that I doubt that anyone other than 
the most sophisticated in governmental procedure could even interpret what the notice 
meant ... Since so much of the proposed bridge was changed and added to at the last 
minute in terms of impacts (lighting for example) ... we believe that another period of 
review will do no harm, but will allow many mistakes to be worked out beforehand." 

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION. 

The City of Fort Bragg filed the Caltrans application for the Noyo River Bridge project as 
CDP 24-98 on November 16, 1998. The Fort Bragg Planning Commission held a public 
hearing on December 30, 1998, and denied the CDP on a 4-1 vote, fmding, in part that: 

The project is not in conformity [with the LCP]. Specifically, the aesthetic 
considerations related to the design of the bridge do not conform to the . 
provisions ... which require that development ... shall be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding area, shall be sited and designed to protect views to 
and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, and, wherever feasible, restore 
and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas ... 

Approval will permit a use which will not be compatible with other uses in the 
area ... the design of the project as proposed, is out of scale, too massive and not 
in character with the surrounding coastal community ... 

It does not protect views from the blufft at the mouth of the Noyo ... and does not 
give adequate consideration to the bluffs on Noyo Point ... 

The haste in developing the design and construction schedule ... has left 
insufficient time for adequate consideration of the long term aesthetic impacts of 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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the project on the very scenic setting at the mouth of the Noyo and ... to and from 
the harbor community, the surrounding bluffi, the ocean, and from the bridge 
itself. ... 

Caltrans appealed the denial to the City Council. The City Council, in a special meeting 
on January 26, 1999, held a public hearing and approved the project with conditions on a 
4-0 vote. The City Council's approval (see Notice of Final Action, Exhibit No. 32) 
included the following findings: 

2. The project development is in conformity with the certified Land Use Plan 
of the City of Fort Bragg's Local Coastal Plan. The project, with its 
improvements, will improve the level of service for traffic circulation which is 
consistent with the City's Local Coastal Plan. Such consideration is addressed in 
Sections Ill andXV.D.2. of the Land Use Plan ofthe Local Coastal Plan. 

5. Approval will permit a use which will be compatible with other uses in the 
area, and which will not be detrimental to other uses, rights or properties in the 
area. The use is existing and will continue in the same manner although 
expanded in physical size. Improvements are necessary for both the existing and 
future bridge safety, bridge maintenance and traffic circulation within the City 
limits providing access and service to uses on both sides of the river in keeping 
with pending roadway improvements as well as along the Highway 1 corridor 
along this section of the coast. 

7. The proposed development is in conformity with the public access and 
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act. The project 
will enhance general traffic flow and public access through the Highway 1 
corridor in the Fort Bragg areas in support of access to various features along 
this part of the coast. The project provides and supports public access under the 
structure itself by preserving access along the north side of the Noyo River and to 
the beach and related parking area. 

9. ... Cal trans has incorporated design enhancements to make the bridge 
more visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Thes 
include: 

• decorative pedestrian lighting on the bridge, 
• an improved bridge rail with see-through windows, 
• all the parts of the bridge are well integrated into the design, producing 

an aesthetically pleasing design, 
• the angled face of columns will reflect difforent shades, enhancing a 

slender impression 
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• the use of shadows running parallel with the girder, plus the use of flared 
soffits complements the impression of thinness, 

• the parabolic haunches (connection of superstructure to piers) were 
enlarged which further increases structure depth at the piers to produce a 
pleasing arched affect, 

• it will also tie directly to the approved road widening projects on both 
sides of the bridge. " 

10. Be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas. A more slender structure than the existing bridge, views toward 
the ocean from the harbor area will be improved and views from the bluff at the 
north of the Noyo River and Noyo Point will not be degraded Improved 
availability of access to pedestrians, bicyclists and the handicapped will enhance 
opportunities to enjoy the views of the river, bluffi, and oceans. 

11. Wherever feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas. The slender design of the bridge improves views toward the ocean or 
harbor and does not visually degrade the visual quality of the area. 

The City Council attached two special conditions to the coastal permit: 

1. All Mitigation Measures in the Negative Declaration shall be conditions of 
this Coastal Development Permit. 

2. Cal trans will sign an agreement that in the future the bridge will not be 
widened to 6 travel lanes nor will other widening be initiated in the City unless 
approved by the fort Bragg City Council seated at that time. 

The Notice of Final Action was sent to the Commission, and received January 28, 1999. 
Appeals of the local action were filed on February 5 and 8, 1999, and the Commission 
requested a copy of the local record from the City. The record was received by the 
Commission February 22, 1999. 

C. PROJECT SETTING, DESCRIPTION, AND IDSTORY. 

1. Project and Site Description. 

As approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the project would replace the existing two-lane, 
36-foot wide Noyo River Bridge with a 86.6 ft. wide, 875 ft.-long, concrete box girder 
bridge. The proposed bridge would accommodate four 11.8 ft. lanes and a 1 0+ ft. 
median, with 8ft outside shoulders and 5.5 ft sidewalks placed on both sides. The 
majority of the project, including approximately 700 ft. of the central part of the 

• 
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structure, is within the Commission's permanent jurisdiction. The portion of the project 
subject to this appeal includes bridge approaches, bridge abutments on the bluffs, 
approximately 175 feet of bridge span, and portions of the construction staging area. The 
project in its entirety is described in the staff report for Commission CDP Application 
No. 1-98-100. 

The existing Noyo River Bridge was built in 1948 and provides the main access to Fort 
Bragg from the south. In this area, the coastal zone boundary is located along the easterly 
side of the Highway 1 right-of-way. (Exhibit 2). The bridge crosses the Noyo River 
between the 11O-ft-high bluffs above the Noyo Harbor entrance. 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to replace the existing 
steel bridge with a concrete bridge to provide an earthquake and corrosion resistant 
structure. Caltrans states the existing bridge is vulnerable to collapse during large 
seismic events, and that the threat of liquefaction potential of the underlying soils adds to 
the risk of collapse. It states the existing bridge has extensive corrosion which limits its 
expected remain life to 20 years if it were left in place. 

Exhibit 7 shows renderings of the existing and proposed bridges . 

The supports for the existing bridge rest within the Commission's permanent jurisdiction 
in the tidal zone of the river. That portion of the proposed bridge, and the temporary 
trestles and falsework associated with its construction are not part of this appeal. 

Within the appeal area, the southern slope of the Noyo River bluffs traversed by the 
bridge is vegetated with Bishop pine, planted Monterey pine, tan bark oak, Sitka willow 
(Salix sitchensis), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), western sword fern and various 
herbaceous and berry species. The northern slope is vegetated with non-native species, 
including black acacia, french broom, scotch broom, pampas grass, and eucalyptus trees .. 

With the exception of temporary construction easements and the area around the Pier 2 
footing, the project area is within Caltrans' right of way. The Fort Bragg LCP (Exhibit 
12) zones the area on both sides of the northern bridge abutment as Highway Visitor 
Commercial. The Harbor Lite Lodge and a gasoline station are located in this area at 
northeast end of the bridge. A third hotel (North Cliff Motel) has recently been 
completed at the northwest end of the bridge. One comer of North Cliff Motel appears to 
be less than 3ft. from the state right of way. There is a Porno rancheria approximately 
500 ft. west of the north abutment of the bridge. 

Ocean Front Park lies along the north bank of the river west of the bridge. The lands 
further west on either side of the mouth of the Noyo Harbor are zoned PD-CZ. The Noyo 

• Harbor District incorporates most of the river shoreline east of the bridge. The south 
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bank bluff face and the strip of riverfront extending under the south part of the bridge and 
along the river to the east is zoned Open Space. Two mobile home parks to the south of 
the bridge are located in close proximity to Route 1 and to the bridge. There is one 
restaurant, The Cliff House Restaurant, located at the southwest end of the bridge and 
within 2 ft. of the right of way line. The entrance to the restaurant faces the highway. A 
small cafe faces the highway at the southeast end of the bridge. 

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS. 

Section 30603(b)(l) of the Coastal Act states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this 
division. 

1. Appellants' Contentions That Raise a Substantial Issue. 

The contentions raised in the appeal regarding conformance of the project as approved 
with LCP policies concerning visual resources and special communities, alteration of 
landforms and erosion, and public works present potentially valid grounds for appeal in 
that they allege the project's inconsistency with policies of the certified LCP. The 
Commission finds that a substantial issue is raised with regard to these policies. 

Public Resources Code section 3062S(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal 
unless it determines: 

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal 
program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an 
appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603. 

The term substantial issue is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing 
regulations. The Commission's regulations simply indicate that the Commission will 
hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question." (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, section 1311S(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has 
been guided by the following factors: 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's 
decision that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the 
certified LCP and with the public access policies of the Coastal 
Act; 

• 

• 

• 
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2. -The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by 
the local government; 

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for 
future interpretation of its LCP; and 

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or 
statewide significance. 

Even where the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may 
obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition 
for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5. 

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its 
discretion and determines that the development as approved by the City presents a 
substantial issue with regard to the appellants' contentions regarding visual resources and 
special communities, alteration of landforms and erosion, and public works, due to 
the extent and scope of the development as approved by the local government and the 
significance of the coastal resources affected by that decision. The extent and scope of 
the approved bridge development is major not only because of its massive scale and 
significant effect on the character of the area, but also because the bridge will be a 
landmark physical feature of this part of the coast for decades to come. The bridge 
would impact the visual resources ofNoyo Harbor, which is significant and growing in 
importance as a visitor-serving coastal destination. The bluff landforms to be displaced 
to accommodate the widened bridge also are significant coastal resources affected by the 
decision to approve this development. 

The approved bridge design raises not only local issues, but issues of regional and 
statewide significance. Highway I is specifically identified in the LCP and Coastal Act 
as especially important to the character of the coast. The law recognizes that driving 
Highway 1 is a distinct and special coastal experience. The LCP and Act do not require 
that the Highway be maintained as a two lane road in the urban area of Fort Bragg, but 
neither can the character of this segment of the Highway be divorced from the overall 
experience of California's signature coastal road. Each section of the road is integral to 
the regional and statewide fabric that makes driving Highway a recreation and visitor 
attraction in and of itself. Proposing to change the character of the road in one area has 
regional and statewide significance that raises a substantial issue . 
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Finally, the Commission in any event must act on a CDP for the portion of the project 
within its permanent jurisdiction. The portions of the bridge subject to appeal are integral 
to, and essentially inseparable from, the portions subject to the Commission's permanent 
jurisdiction. Finding substantial issue on the appeal will allow the Commission to unite 
the two parts of the project into a coordinated, consistent coastal review process. 

a. Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

The appellants contentions are set out in detail in section II.A. above (Findings and 
Declarations, Appellants' Contentions) and are incorporated here by reference. 

In summary, the appellants contend that the project as approved is out of scale, too 
massive and not in character with the surrounding coastal community, including the 
Noyo River/ Harbor area which is important and growing as a visitor-serving destination. 
The project would be very visible from the restaurants and other viewing spots in the 
harbor, as well from recreational areas, and does not protect views to and from the bluffs, 
the very scenic setting at the mouth of the of the Noyo, the harbor community, the ocean, 
and from the bridge itself. 

• 

The Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg also contend that new • 
lighting elements are too intense and may pose danger of a "blinding impact on boats 
entering and leaving the harbor at night and vehicles coming from a dark unlit rural 
Highway 1 into massively lit area with no time for the eyes to adjust." 

LCP Policies. 

The Fort Bragg LCP addresses visual resource and community character issues in part by 
recapitulating Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act in LUP Chapter XIV: Coastal 
Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

LUP Policy XIV-1 states the "General Policy on Visual Resources": 

New development within the City's coastal zone shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean, be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. 

In introducing this policy, the LUP cites Coastal Act Policies 30106,30251, and 30253, 
and goes on to state: "along Highway 1 the City's Scenic Corridor Design Review system 
should be used to implement this Coastal Act Policy ," thereby incorporating these 
Coastal Act policies as certified LCP policies. • 



• 

• 

• 
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The text of LUP Chapter XIV, section E specifically cites the aesthetic importance of 
the area affected by the proposed project: 

There are several areas of special aesthetic importance within the annexed 
areas; ... (2) the bluffs on Noyo Point; (3) the bluffs on Todd Point ... 

LUP Policy XIV -3 states : 

The views from the bluffs at the mouth of the Noyo River shall be protected 

The Fort Bragg LCP zoning map applies the Scenic Corridor combining zone to the area 
around the Noyo River Bridge (Exhibit 12). 

As incorporated into the LCP, the Scenic Corridor Combining Zone, Section 18.58.050 
(C) sets standards for the design and appearance of new development: 

1. The structure shall be so designed that it in general contributes to the character 
and image of the city as a place of beauty, spaciousness and balance . 

2. The exterior design and appearance of the structure is not of a quality or scale so 
as to cause the nature of the neighborhood to materially depreciate in appearance 
and value. 

3. The structure is in harmony with proposed adjacent development in the area and 
the Scenic Corridor Zone and in conformity with the general plan of the city. 

Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (Coastal visual resources and special communities) 
specifically identifies the project vicinity as a scenic area: 

A. The following shall be considered Coastal scenic corridors: 

1. Along the west side of Highway One. 

2. Along the bluff of the Noyo River including any area within viewing 
distance from the bluff, ••• 

B. Permitted development within the Coastal scenic corridor, where otherwise 
consistent with the Coastal Land Use Plan, shall, as determined by the 
approving authority: 

1. Minimize the alteration of natural landforms . 
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Discussion. 

2. Be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. 

3. Be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas. 

4. Wherever feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. 

As previously discussed, the City found the project consistent with the visual resource 
and community character provisions of the LCP. However, as approved, the 
development will have visual impacts that raise a substantial issue of conformance to 
LCP policies. 

The new bridge approved would indisputably introduce a significantly enlarged, heavily 
urban structure into the views from the visitor destination and recreational areas of the 

• 

Noyo River area. It would be highly visible from visitor destinations such as the hotels, • 
restaurants and other viewing spots in the harbor, as well from recreational areas, and 
would affect views to and from the bluffs, the very scenic setting at the mouth of the 
Noyo, and the ocean. The project as approved is nearly two and a half times as wide as 
the existing bridge, and substantially more massive; its imposing presence raises an issue 
of conformance with Zoning Code Section 18.61.028, which requires that development 
be visually compatible with the surrounding area. 

The approved project would also remove the existing bridge, which itself currently helps 
define the character of the area. The existing bridge is featured in postcards, visitor 
promotion materials, brochures, advertisements and web-sites for many of the area's 
hotels, motels and restaurants (including the City's own home page) as a unique symbol 
of character and image of the City. Removing such a symbol, and replacing it with a 
structure whose contribution to the "beauty, spaciousness and balance" of the city has 
been called into question, raises a substantial issue of conformance with LCP Section 
18.58.05 (C). This section requires that structures be designed to "contribute to the 
character and image of the City as a place of beauty, spaciousness and balance" 

Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 specifically identifies the Noyo bluff area and the area 
west of Highway One as coastal scenic corridors. Under this definition, the area west of 
the highway around the mouth of the Noyo River and Noyo Bay are coastal scenic 
corridors. In addition, the Noyo Harbor/Noyo River area east of the Highway is also a 
coastal scenic corridor because it is "within viewing distance from the bluff [of the 

• 



• 

• 

• 

APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 
Page 17 

Noyo].'' The approved project would reduce views to an along the ocean and the Noyo 
Harbor/ No yo River "coastal scenic area" that are currently available from the existing 
bridge, and from within the Noyo Harbor/ Noyo River area itself. 

The project as approved would reduce motorists' views currently available from the 
bridge in two ways. First, the proposed design of the bridge railing barrier would block a 
portion of the view now provided by the present barrier, as illustrated in ExhibitS. 
Second, the increased width of the proposed new shoulders and sidewalk (a total of 13.5 
ft., as compared to the existing 4+ feet) would place vehicle occupants further from the 
edge of the bridge, creating additional view blockage. Travelers would see more 
roadway and railing, and less of the ocean, and the river and harbor scenic areas. 

The increased size of the bridge as approved would also block more of the view than the 
current bridge from various locations within the Noyo Harbor/ Noyo River area to the 
ocean, the Noyo bluff, and to other locations within the "coastal scenic area." For these 
reasons, project raises a substantial issue of conformance with Section 18.61.028 which 
requires that development within the "coastal scenic corridor" be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. 

Additionally, LUP Policy XIV-3 states that "the views from the bluffs at the mouth ... 
the Noyo River shall be protected." As discussed above, the project will reduce these 
views, in a manner that raises a substantial issue of conformance with LUP Policy XIV -3. 

Thus, the Commission finds that the project as approved by the City raises a substantial 
issue with respect to conformance of the approved project with the LCP policies 
regarding visual resources and special communities. 

2. Alteration of Landforms and Erosion 

The appellants contend that the significant alteration of landform to accommodate the 
widening of the bridge as approved raises a substantial issue. LCP Zoning Code Section 
18.61.028 (B)(l) requires that permitted development "minimize the alteration of 
natural landforms." The approved bridge would alter the natural landform of the scenic 
Noyo River bluffs by displacing approximately 1.1 acres ofblufftop at its southern 
abutment and approximately 2.2 acres at its northern end, raising a substantial issue of 
conformance with LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(l) that requires such 
alteration be minimized. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project as approved by the City raises a 
substantial issue with respect to conformance of the approved project with the LCP 
Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(1) . 
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3. Public Works 

The appellants contend that the LCP requires arrangements for shared funding of the 
highway capacity improvements on the bridge and in the area to the south by potential 
larger-scale development, and that no such program has been included in the approved 
project as required by LUP Policy X:V-14. 

LCP policies 

Fort Bragg LUP Policy X:V-14 states: 

• 

Policy XV-14: Any proposed new development between the Noyo River and Hare 
Creek and any proposed development on the two parcels located along Highway 
20 which would increase trajjic by more than one percent above existing levels, 
shall not be constructed until at least one of the following occurs: (1) The design 
of specific, long-term circulation improvements for the area have been developed 
and approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the County of Mendocino (to the extent 
that the improvements are outside the City Limits), and Caltrans; (2) a specifiC 
proposal for shared funding of the improvements has been approved by the 
governmental agencies and developer(s) involved; or (3) the developer has • 
committed to pay for his appropriate pro rata share of the improvement costs. 
(emphasis added) 

LUP section XV.D.2 further states: 

... the following long-term capacity improvements should receive increasing 
attention as time goes on. Since they aU concern improvements to be made 
outside of the scope of this plan, they are not included here as Coastal Plan 
recommendations, but are only an advisory listing of capacity improvements that 
appear feasible, would provide capacity beyond that needed in the near term 
future, and should be examined in future planning programs ... 

5. (If ever) widening of the Highway 1 crossings of the Noyo River and Hare 
Creek. 

The feasibility and wisdom of those improvements, including their land use and 
environmental impacts, should be evaluated in a circulation study focusing on 
regional thoroughfare improvements ... (emphasis added) 

• 
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Discussion 

LUP Policy XV-14 and LUP section XV.D.2 together provide for the expansion of 
Highway 1 capacity south of the bridge only after a "detailed highway improvement 
study" that includes "a specific proposal for shared funding of the improvements" by 
both "governmental agencies and developers." 

The project as approved contains no such proposal for shared funding, and thus raises a 
substantial issue of the conformance with LUP Policy XV-14. Moreover, such a shared 
funding arrangement could have provided additional funds to enable the project to better 
conform to the policies of the LCP. 

Thus, the Commission finds that the project as approved by the City raises a substantial 
issue with respect to conformance of the approved project with the LCP policies 
regarding visual and scenic resources. 

6. ApPellants' Contentions That Are Not Valid Grounds for Appeal 

The Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg contend the project 
approval does not conform with Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15082, and cite various 
alleged inadequacies concerning CEQA-related and other aspects of the public 
participation process. 

These contentions are not valid grounds for an appeal under Coastal Act section 30603 as 
they do not allege that the approval is inconsistent with the certified LCP or Chapter 3 
access policies. A challenge based on grounds unrelated to the certified LCP or Chapter 
3 access policies is outside the scope of the Commission's appellate review. 

Conclusion. 

The Commission finds that, as discussed above, the appeal raises a substantial issue with 
respect to conformance of the approved project with the visual and scenic resource 
policies of the LCP . 
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PART TWO- DE NOVO ACTION ON APPEAL 

Notes 

l. Procedure. 

If the Commission finds that a locally approved coastal development permit raises a 
Substantial Issue with respect to the policies of the certified LCP, the local government's 
approval no longer governs, and the Commission must consider the merits of the project 
with the LCP de novo. The Commission may approve, approve with conditions 
(including conditions different than those imposed by the City), or deny the application. 

2. Incorporation of Substantial Issue Findings. 

The Commission hereby incorporates by reference the Substantial Issue Findings above. 

I. MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION DE NOVO, AND RESOLUTION: 

1. Motion: 

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. A-1-FTB-
99-06 subject to conditions. 

2. Staff Recommendation of Approval: 

Staff recommends a YES vote and adoption of the following resolution and findings. 
The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present 

3. Resolution to Approve Permit: 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for the 
proposed development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned, is in 
conformance with the certified City of Fort Bragg LCP, is located between the sea and 
the nearest public road to the sea and is in conformance with the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

II. Standard Conditions: See attached. 

• 

• 

• 



APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 

• Page21 

• 

• 

III. Special Conditions: 

Note: The following list includes conditions required by Coastal Development Permit No. l-98-
1 00, Coastal Development Permit A-l-FTB-99-06, or both. As they are all requirements 
pertaining to construction of the Noyo River Bridge, for ease of reference all of the conditions are 
listed here. However, only Special Conditions 1-10 are conditions of Coastal Development 
Permit No. 1-98-100, and only Special Conditions 5-11 are conditions of Coastal Development 
Permit No. A-1-FTB-99-06. 

1. State Lands Commission Review. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
submit to the Executive Director a written determination from the State Lands Commission that: 

a. No State lands are involved in the development; or 

b. State lands are involved in the development and all permits required by the State 
Lands Commission have been obtained; or 

c. State lands may be involved in the development, but pending a final determination 
an agreement has been made with the State Lands Commission for the project to proceed without 
prejudice to that determination. 

2. California Dept. of Fish and Game Review. 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director evidence of an approved 1601 streambed alteration agreement for the project 
from the California Department ofFish and Game. 

3. Measures to Minimize Impact on Coho Salmon. 

The applicant shall comply with the "Terms and Conditions" specified in the US Department of 
Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service's Biological Opinion letter of December 22, 1998, 
and attached as Exhibit 15 of the staff report for Permit Application No. 1-98-100, and shall 
Caltrans implement a marine mammal monitoring program as specified in the National Marine 
Fisheries Service's letter of December 2, 1998letter and attached as Exhibit 16 of the staff report 
for Permit Application No. 1-98-100. 

4. Use of Wooden Trestle. 

The temporary trestle system shall be constructed as described in the application and shall be 
completely removed upon project completion. All piles shall be pulled up and completely 
removed without digging them out. 

5. Implementation of CEQA Mitigation Measures . 
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The applicant shall comply with all Mitigation Measures specified in the adopted Mitigated 
Negative Declaration attached as Exhibit 17 of the staff report for Permit Application No. 1-98-
100. 

6. Off-Site Mitigation Program .. 

Within 90 days of Commission approval, the applicant shall indicate by letter to the Executive 
Director a commitment to either (a) acquire and develop as a public viewing area the southern 
headland west of the proposed project (consisting of the Shaw Trust, APN 018-440-10-00 and 
Kime Trust, APNs 018-440-01-00 and 018-440-02-00 properties) or (b) deposit $2 million in an 
interest bearing account designated by the Executive Director for the purpose of providing funds 
for either the acquisition and improvement of the project described in (a) above or 
implementation of another project determined by the Executive Director to be comparable in 
terms of adequately offsetting the impacts of the new bridge on visual resources and public 
recreational opportunities. 

Option (a). 

If the applicant chooses Option (a) to acquire and develop a public scenic viewing area along the 
southern headland west of the bridge, the applicant shall meet the following additional 
requirements: 

(1) Within 18 months following Commission action the applicant shall submit evidence 
in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director that Caltrans has 
purchased sufficient rights over the parcels to develop, operate, and maintain the 
public viewing area improvements outlined below; 

(2) Within 24 months following Commission action the viewing area shall be 
constructed and open to the public, unless that deadline is extended by the Executive 
Director for good cause; 

(3) Prior to filing an application with the appropriate coastal permitting agency for 
construction of the viewing area, the applicant shall submit for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director final construction plans for development of the 
required viewing area improvements. The plans shall include, at a minimum, the 
construction of a paved access driveway connecting the site to Ocean View Drive, 
the construction of a paved parking lot with at least 15 parking spaces oriented 
towards Noyo Bay, fencing or other barriers to keep motorized vehicles from 
accessing other parts of the property besides the parking area and driveway, a trail 
along the entire blufftop of the property, and measures to control soil erosion on the 
site; 

( 4) The applicant may transfer the responsibility for operation and maintenance of the 
viewing area to another public agency or a non-profit group approved by the 
Executive Director. 

• 

• 

• 
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Option (b). 

7. 

If the applicant chooses Option (b) to fund the construction by another entity of a public 
viewing area, the applicant shall submit evidence within 6 months following Commission 
action, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, that a mitigation fee of 
$2 million has been deposited in an interest-bearing account designated by the Executive 
Director. The California Coastal Commission shall be named as trustee of this account. 
All interest earned on the fee will be payable to the account. 

The purpose of the account shall be to create and/or improve the public's ability to view 
the Pacific Ocean from a site in the Fort Bragg or Mendocino County area. The funds 
shall be used solely to acquire and improve land as a public recreational area offering 
views of the Pacific Ocean. The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission shall 
release the funds only upon approval of an appropriate project. The funds shall be 
released as provided for in a memorandum of agreement (MOA) between the 
Commission and a public agency or non-profit entity, setting forth terms and conditions 
to assure that the in-lieu fee will be expended in the manner intended by the Commission. 

The mitigation fee may be refunded to Caltrans in whole or in part if, within 24 months 
of Commission action on this coastal development permit, Caltrans or another entity has 
completed a mitigation project that has been approved by the Executive Director as fully 
meeting this condition. The Executive Director may extend the above deadline for 
obtaining a refund if the permittee has obtained all necessary permits by the deadline for 
construction of the public viewing area project. 

Amendments. 

Any future modification of the bridge, railings, sidewalks, shoulders, traffic lanes or median area 
will require a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

8. Disposal of Construction Debris. 

All construction dredge material and debris shall be removed from the site upon completion of 
the project. Disposal of any of this material in the coastal zone at a location other than in a 
licensed landfill will require a coastal development permit. 

9. Monitoring and Reporting. 

As proposed by the applicant, during and following construction activities, the applicant shall 
field monitor the project for condition compliance for a period of 3 years. Annually after project 
completion, the various impact locations shall be reviewed to assess the success of project 
mitigation measures. Brief summary reports with photographs shall be forwarded to the Coastal 
Commission by May 15th annually in 2000, 2001, and the final report in the year 2002. 

10. Pollution Prevention 



APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 
Page24 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, Caltrans shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, a pollution prevention plan designed to prevent 
polluted runoff or other waste materials from entering the Noyo River. 

11. Erosion control and vegetation 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, Caltrans shall submit, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, an erosion control and revegetation plan for all 
areas disturbed by construction and including the correction of existing erosion problems in the 
Caltrans right of way surrounding the bridge. The revegetation plan shall demonstrate how all 
non-native species will be prevented from establishing in the revegetation area. 
The site shall be monitored for the first five years following planting, and a monitoring report 

shall be submitted by September 1 of each year for the review and approval of the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission. The monitoring report will document the health of the 
planted and existing trees and recommend any needed corrective actions to achieve compliance 
with the requirements of this condition. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

1. Project and Site Description: 

As detailed in the Substantial Issue portion of this report, and hereby incorporated by 
reference, the proposed project would replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot wide Noyo 
River Bridge with a 86.6 ft. wide, 875 ft.-long, concrete box girder bridge. The new 
bridge would accommodate four lanes and a 1 0+ ft. median, with 8 ft outside shoulders 
and 5.5 ft sidewalks placed on both sides. The central part of the project is within the 
Commission's permanent jurisdiction. The portion of the project subject to this appeal 
includes bridge approaches, bridge abutments on the bluffs, the north and south ends of 
the bridge span, and portions of the construction staging area. 

2. Visual Resources and Special Communities 

The Fort Bragg LCP addresses visual resource and community character issues in part by 
recapitulating Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act in LUP Chapter XIV: Coastal 
Visual Resources and Special Communities. 

LUP Policy XIV-1 states the "General Policy on Visual Resources": 

" 

• 

• 

• 
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New development within the City's coastal zone shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean, be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. 

In introducing this policy, the LUP cites Coastal Act Policies 30106, 30251, and 30253, 
and goes on to state: "along Highway 1 the City's Scenic Corridor Design Review system 
should be used to implement this Coastal Act Policy," thereby incorporating these 
Coastal Act policies as certified LCP policies. 

The text of LUP Chapter XIV, section E specifically cites the aesthetic importance of 
the area affected by the proposed project: 

There are several areas of special aesthetic importance within the annexed 
areas; ... (2) the bluffs on Noyo Point; (3) the bluffs on Todd Point ... 

LUP Policy XIV-3 states: 

The views from the blufft at the mouth of the Noyo River shall be protected 

The Fort Bragg LCP zoning map applies the Scenic Corridor combining zone to the area 
around the Noyo River Bridge (Exhibit 12). 

As incorporated into the LCP, the Scenic Corridor Combining Zone, Section 18.58.050 
(C) sets standards for the design and appearance of new development: 

4. The structure shall be so designed that it in general contributes to the 
character and image of the city as a place of beauty, spaciousness and 
balance. 

5. The exterior design and appearance of the structure is not of a quality or 
scale so as to cause the nature of the neighborhood to materially depreciate in 
appearance and value. 

6. The structure is in harmony with proposed adjacent development in the area 
and the Scenic Corridor Zone and in conformity with the general plan of the 
city. 

Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (Coastal visual resources and special communities) 
specifically identifies the project vicinity as a scenic area: 

C. The following shall be considered Coastal scenic corridors: 
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1. Along the west side of Highway One. 

2. Along the bluff of the Noyo River including any area within viewing 
distance from the bluff, ••• 

D. Permitted development within the Coastal scenic co"idor, where otherwise 
consistent with the Coastal Land Use Plan, shall, as determined by the 
approving authority: 

1. Minimize the alteration of natural landforms. 

2. Be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. 

3. Be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas. 

4. Wherever foasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded 
areas. 

Discussion. 

The area framed by the Noyo River bluffs in and around Noyo Harbor, the mouth of the 
river and Noyo Bay is an area of exceptional visual interest and scenic qualities. This 
fact is fully reflected in the Fort Bragg LCP, which designates the area a scenic corridor 
and an area of special aesthetic importance. In both general and very specific language as 
cited above, it calls for the protection of these scenic values and views. 

Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 identifies the area west of Highway One as a coastal 
scenic corridor. The entire area of the Noyo bluffs, the Noyo River and the Noyo Bay 
lying west of the highway are thus designated as "coastal scenic corridors." Additionally, 
the LCP zoning map (Exhibit 12) designates parcels both west and east of the bridge as 
"SC", Scenic Corridor. Finally the text ofLUP Chapter XIV, LUP Policy XIV -3, and 
LCP zoning code section 18.61.028(A)(2) specifically identify the Noyo River bluffs and 
"any area within viewing distance from the bluff," as scenic areas where views must be 
protected. 
The proposed bridge would introduce a significantly enlarged, urban-type structure into 
the views of this scenic corridor area. The proposed bridge would be highly visible from 
visitor destinations such as the hotels, restaurants and other viewing spots in the harbor, 
as well from recreational areas, and would affect views to and from the bluffs, the scenic 
setting at the mouth of the Noyo, and the ocean. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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The proposed development would also remove the existing bridge, which itself currently 
helps define the scenic qualities of the area. The existing bridge is featured in postcards, 
visitor promotion materials, brochures, advertisements and web-sites for many of the 
area's hotels, motels and restaurants as a unique symbol of character and image of the 
City. 

Views from the Bridge: The bridge design as approved would reduce the 
motorists' views from the currently available from the existing bridge in two ways. First, 
the proposed design of the bridge railing barrier would block a portion of the view 
provided by the present barrier, as illustrated in Exhibit 10. As best as can be determined 
from the information provided, the proposed "see-through" railing, faced straight on, 
blocks somewhat more than 60% between the top of the sidewalk and the top of the rail. 
Due to the increased thickness of the concrete barrier elements, a greater proportion of 
the area is blocked when viewed at an angle. The current bridge rail blocks 
approximately 25% of the area between the base and top of the rail, and because it is 
considerably thinner, obscures less area when viewed at an angle. 

Second, the increased width of the proposed new shoulders and sidewalk (a total of 13.5 
ft., as compared to the existing 4+ feet) would place vehicle occupants further from the 
edge of the bridge, creating additional view blockage. Travelers would see more 
roadway and railing, and less of the ocean, river and harbor. 

Caltrans has made a significant effort to accommodate ocean and harbor views in the 
current project. Caltrans had originally proposed a concrete barrier and hand railing 
design that blocked substantially more of the current views (Exhibit 11). In response to 
local concerns over the loss of views that this design would cause, Cal trans sought to fmd 
a more "see-through" railing. Caltrans' policy is that "all bridge railings must be 
crashworthy by testing following AASHTO [American Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials] guidelines" and be accepted by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). Fortuitously, Caltrans found a new design that was already in 
the process of being considered for approval. Caltrans was able to accelerate the process 
and obtained approval of the new design for conditions with limited speeds, such as the 
proposed bridge. Caltrans presented the "see-through" design in their November 1998 
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the Noyo Bridge replacement Project. 

As discussed above, however, this design does not fully protect views as required by the 
LCP policies cited above. Alternative designs that provides for increased visibility 
certainly exist. Many current railings on other roads and bridges provide for more 
visibility than the "see-through" design incorporated in the proposed project (the Golden 
Gate Bridge is but one notable example). However, Caltrans points out that its safety 

• standards have changed, and the "see-through" barrier incorporated in the project is the 
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only one currently approved. Caltrans estimates that the design, crash testing and 
approval process for an improved "see-through" barrier could take from 2 to 4 years. 
Caltrans has taken the position that such a delay is not acceptable (Exhibit 18). 

Certain alternatives could better protect views from the bridge, including the Retrofit 
alternatives discussed in detail in the Alternatives Analysis of the accompanying report 
on Application 1-98-100, and incorporated by reference here. However, Caltrans has 
also taken the position that these alternatives are not acceptable. Thus, no available 
feasible alternative railing design currently exists that meets the necessary safety criteria. 
However, other measures can mitigate the impacts of the proposed project on views from 
the bridge to and along the coast. One such measure would be to provide increased 
opportunities for viewing the coast and ocean at another location to offset the reduction in 
views from the bridge caused by the proposed project. The Commission therefore 
attaches Special Condition No. 6, described in detail below, to provide such 
opportunities. Special Condition No.6 also serves to mitigate other effects of the 
proposed project; these are detailed in each applicable section of this report. As 
conditioned, the Commission finds that the project would protect views to and along the 
ocean consistent with LUP Policy XIV-1 and Zoning Code Section 18.61.028(B)(4). 

• 

The Commission notes that the need for a barrier design that would protect both lives and • 
views is not unique to the Noyo River Bridge. The issue has arisen many times before, 
several times in the scenic Big Sur area alone. Additional bridge reconstruction projects 
will raise the issue again in the future. For example, Caltrans proposes to replace the Ten 
Mile River bridge at the mouth of the highly scenic Ten Mile River estuary 
approximately ten miles north of Fort Bragg sometime in the next two years. Caltrans 
has the capacity, creativity and skill to achieve a breakthough in this area of design if it 
were to commit to the challenge. By doing so, it would perform an outstanding service 
not only to users of the coast, but potentially to the designers of the new Bay Bridge, and 
indeed to travelers in scenic areas everywhere. The Commission urges Caltrans to take 
on this task with the vigor and resourcefulness it has displayed on the present project. 

Views Within the Scenic Corridor: As described above, the certified Fort 
Bragg LCP requires that new development within. the City's coastal zone shall be sited 
and designed to be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

In determining whether the proposed project meets these requirements of the LCP, the 
Commission is faced with both objective facts and subjective judgements. It is a fact that 
the proposed bridge would be two and a half times the width of the existing bridge. It is a 
fact that the bridge would be a dominant part of the view towards the ocean and other 
scenic areas from the restaurants and other viewing spots in the harbor, as well from the 
recreational areas along the Noyo River. • 
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The issue of how the location, size, and architectural design of the proposed bridge would 
affect the character of the area is more a matter of subjective judgement. 

Would the new bridge be, as some have said, 

• "a souless concrete viaduct," 
• "a brutally conventional freeway design," or 
• "more characteristic of a crowded big city than the small-scale magic that brings 

visitors to Noyo Harbor," 

Or would the bridge, as the City Council found in its approval, "incorporate design 
enhancements to make the bridge more visually compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area, [including]: 

• decorative pedestrian lighting on the bridge, 
• an improved bridge rail with see-through windows, 
• all the parts of the bridge are well integrated into the design, producing an 

aesthetically pleasing design, 
• the angled face of columns will reflect different shades, enhancing a slender . . 

1mpress1on 
• the use of shadows running parallel with the girder, plus the use of flared soffits 

complements the impression of thinness, 
• the parabolic haunches (connection of superstructure to piers) were enlarged 

which further increases structure depth at the piers to produce a pleasing arched 
affect, 

• it will also tie directly to the approved road widening projects on both sides of the 
bridge." 

The last point is perhaps the most telling in determining whether the proposed bridge 
would fit in with the surrounding area consistent with the LCP. The character of part of 
that surrounding area has already been committed to change through the coastal planning 
process. Both the certified LCP, and a recent Coastal Development Permit (CDP 20-98) 
approved pursuant to it, have committed this section of Fort Bragg to a more urbanized, 
intensely developed character. While the Coastal Act is the standard of review for the 
part of the project within the Commission's retained jurisdiction, the LCP provides 
guidance in the interpretation of those policies. The LUP states: 

... the legislative mandate that State Highway Route One remain a "scenic two­
lane road" does not apply to Fort Bragg proper, because it is not considered to 
be in a "rural area" covered by the Legislature's mandate . 
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... In order to minimize the impact of urban services on the entire Mendocino 
Coast, they should, in general, be provided in Fort Bragg proper. 

But the LUP goes on to say: 

Beyond the major widening project already proposed by the State Department of 
Transportation/or downtown Fort Bragg, the main focus of capacity 
improvements in Fort Bragg should be to achieve, to the greatest extent possible, 
uniform service levels and capacities throughout the City, rather than looking to 
new additional major capacity improvements. One of the largest bottlenecks in 
the area, and one destined to becoming increasingly important, is the area 
between the Noyo and Hare Creek bridges. Unfortunately, this is also an area 
where jurisdictions meet. It is imperative that the City of Fort Bragg, the County 
of Mendocino, the State Department of Transportation, and possibly the Office of 
Traffic Safoty cooperate on a detailed highway improvement study for this area. 
In order to implement the specific design proposals produced in that study, 
development in the area should be called upon to pay a portion of the 
circulation system improvements needed. 

~ . 

• 

A strict reading of the LUP text would conclude that a "detailed highway improvement • 
study" that "called upon [development] to pay a portion of the circulation system 
improvements needed" should have been completed prior to authorizing the widening of 
Highway 1 between the Noyo River and Hare Creek. As discussed in detail in the Public 
Works section of this report, a comprehensive plan such as that called for in the LCP 
could have analyzed long range alternatives (including different architectural treatments 
for the bridge), and provided a mechanism to fund those alternatives through cost sharing 
by the development that stands to benefit from the expansion in capacity. 

However, such a planning process was not followed. The commitment to widening the 
Highway has nevertheless already been made. 

On October 28, 1998 the City of Fort Bragg City Council approved Permit CDP 20-98, 
the State Route 1 Main Street improvements project. This project will, among other 
improvements, widen Route lfrom the north end of Hare Creek Bridge to Oak Street to 
provide a total of five lanes (four through lanes, and a continuous turn lane or left-tum 
pockets). The project does not include the Noyo Bridge, and will include a lane 
reduction to the existing two-lane Noyo Bridge. 

Widening the Highway will enable intensification and urbanization of the areas north and 
south of the bridge to densities at least at the level anticipated in the land use designations 
and zoning certified in the LCP. Thus the character of the area surrounding the proposed 
project, outside ofthe Noyo Harbor/Noyo River area itself will be one of increased • 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 
Page 31 

urbanization. The Commission fmds the widening and replacement of the bridge is 
compatible with this character. 

The character of the No yo Harbor/Noyo River area is somewhat different. The lower 
Noyo River forms a valley that is to a significant degree physically and visually separated 
from the more urbanizing terrace areas of Fort Bragg described above. This area includes 
the harbor, the shoreline and mouth of the river, Noyo Bay and its opening to the ocean, 
Ocean Front Park, Jetty Beach, and the bluffs that frame the valley, including the blufftop 
area at both ends of the existing bridge. The harbor area itself is a working fishing 
village, with development that includes an variety of architectural styles. The area's open 
spaces, including the river itself and along the bluff faces, are also an important part of its 
character. 

Moreover, the existing bridge itself is an important part ofthe character ofthe area as 
addressed in zoning code section 18.61.028 (B) (2) cited above. The fact that the existing 
bridge is featured in postcards, visitor promotion materials, brochures, advertisements 
and web-sites for many of the area's hotels, motels and restaurants (including the City's 
own home page) is evidence of how much it is a unique symbol of the area's character, 
and how it contributes to what makes the area popular for visitors. Nevertheless, as 
Caltrans indicated in its historical and architectural evaluation of the bridge, it would be a 
highly subjective determination to assert that it is an outstanding example of beauty and 
grace. 

In sum, the character of the area may best be described as "eclectic." In view of this 
variety of styles, the replacement of the existing bridge with the proposed new design 
cannot, from a strictly architectural point of view, be determined to be out of character 
with the surrounding area. The Commission therefore finds that the proposed project is 
consistent with the LCP' s provisions regarding compatibility with the surrounding area. 

Temporary Visual Effects: The project would also have temporary effects on the 
visual character of the area. During construction, the temporary falsework (the high level 
framework and platform constructed to hold forms for the cast-in-place superstructure of 
the new bridge, and to support the new bridge while the concrete dries), the temporary 
trestle (the low level construction platform over part of the river and its banks), 
construction roads and fences, and construction equipment and materials would all 
intrude into the scenic view. However, the temporary nature of this visual impact limits 
its significance. The project is planned for a maximum of two construction seasons, and 
all construction debris would be removed upon project completion. The Commission 
therefore finds that this part of the proposed project is consistent with the certified Fort 
Bragg LCP visual resource provisions . 
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Special Condition No. 6: _Special Condition No. 6 provides a feasible mitigation 
measure to offset several different kinds of the proposed projects' impact to allow the 
project to be found consistent with the Coastal Act. It requires Caltrans to acquire and 
develop a substantial scenic viewing and view protection area within the City of Fort 
Bragg. 

A potential mitigation site (hereafter called the "South Noyo Bluffs site") is comprised of 
Assessor Parcel Nos. (APN) 018-440-10 currently owned by the Shaw Revocable Trust, 
and APNs 018-440-01 and 018-440-02 currently owned by the Kime Trust. The 20 acre 
site is located on the south shore of the Noyo River, and extends on a magnificent sweep 
along the bluffs from the Cliff House Restaurant adjacent to the southeast side of the 
bridge past Noyo Bay and out to the ocean. This bluffiop area currently provides 
significant informal visual access to the ocean. However, since the site is currently in 
ppvate ownership and not specifically developed for viewing use, vehicles driven on and 
across the site are disturbing the soil and vegetation and creating ruts and scars on the 
land. Properly developed however, it could provide visitors unimpeded views to the 
ocean and Noyo River to offset the reduced views from the new bridge. By acquiring the 
property, the scenic qualities that make it such an important part of the view in the Noyo 
River area could be permanently protected to compensate for the new bridge's impacts on 
views. 

The South Noyo Bluffs site is particularly appropriate for mitigating the view impacts of 
the project for several reasons. The site provides views to, along and within the same 
"viewshed" that would be affected by the proposed project impacts. The site would 
provide a viewing point for the motoring public, a group that would be significantly 
affected by the project's impacts on reducing the views now available while driving 
across the existing bridge. By assuring that the site will be kept largely in its present 
scenic condition, a highly visible and significant portion of the viewshed would be 
permanently protected to offset the project's impacts on coastal views. In addition, the 
site is identified as desirable for acquisition in Fort Bragg LUP Policies III- 9 and 111-10, 
as further discussed in the Public Recreation section below. Finally, the site is 
recommended as a desirable mitigation location by Fort Bragg City Council member Dan 
Gjerde, in his letter of Feb. 16, 1999 (Exhibit 30). In that letter Councilman Gjerde 
points out that the 1992 Noyo Harbor District Plan, citing the Mendocino County LCP, 
called for acquiring the site for a pedestrian trail and suitably designed public parking 
area (please see Exhibit 31 ). 

The extensive historic public use of the site does raise the issue of prescriptive rights. 
This issue may well affect any future residential development that might be proposed 
under the site's current Planned Development (PD-CZ) zoning. However, it is possible 
the issue would not preclude such development. Acquiring the site would avoid the 
visual impacts that residential or other PD-CZ development could have, and assure the 
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site's current scenic qualities would be preserved to offset the visual impacts of the 
proposed bridge. 

The best available preliminary estimates for the cost of acquiring and appropriately 
developing this property are approximately $2 million. This estimate takes into account 
the current assessed values of the properties, their history of use, and the probable costs 
of acquiring and preparing the site for public viewing use, based on similar projects in the 
area and elsewhere in the state. 

Special Condition No. 6 is also specifically designed to recognize that these estimates are 
indeed very preliminary, and to provide for a refund of funds not required to complete the 
project. Many factors, such as acquisition and timing considerations, necessary geologic 
setbacks, and other design questions, would affect the cost of completing the project. By 
including provision for refund of funds, the condition essentially sets an upper cap for the 
mitigation cost to Caltrans, and allows for flexibility in determining costs, and keeping 
them to the minimum necessary as the condition is implemented. The condition also 
incorporates flexibility for the ultimate location of the mitigation project. While the 
southern Noyo Bluffs site is preferable for the reasons discussed above, if it should prove 
infeasible to accomplish the mitigation at this site, an alternative that provides 
comparable mitigation could be substituted. The Glass Beach project currently being 
planned by the Mendocino Land Trust and the State Coastal Conservancy is one such 
example. 

As further discussed in the Public Works section of this report, the Commission notes 
that Fort Bragg LUP Policy XV-14 calls for shared funding of highway capacity 
improvements by the involved "governmental agencies and developer(s)" in the area 
south of the bridge. Without the widening of the bridge proposed in the current project, 
highway widening improvements south of the bridge would not effectively increase 
traffic capacity to the proposed levels. The widening of the bridge must thus be 
considered as part of the capacity improvements addressed by LUP Policy XV-14. 
Therefore, the City should consider requiring future larger-scale development in the area 
to share a portion of the bridge project cost, consistent with that policy. The cost of 
mitigation is part of the total project cost. Preparation by the City ofFort Bragg of a 
shared-funding plan as provided for in LUP Policy XV-14 could provide an additional 
source of funds to acquire, develop and ultimately to manage the viewing area required 
by Special Condition No. 6. Should the City and Caltrans agree, the City could even 
provide reimbursement to Caltrans for mitigation or other project costs. 

Finally, Special Condition No.6 also provides Caltrans the alternative of depositing a fee 
of $2 million in-lieu of acting as the implementing agency for the mitigation. The fee 
would be deposited in the standard manner to enable an appropriate agency or 
organization acceptable to the Executive Director of the Commission, such as the City of 
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Fort Bragg, the Mendocino Land Trust or the State Coastal Conservancy to carry out a 
mitigation plan that the Executive Director determines has equivalent value in mitigating 
the adverse environmental effects of the project. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is 
consistent with the visual resources and special communities provisions of the certified 
City of Fort Bragg LCP because the proposed development will be compatible with the 
character of the area and Special Condition No.6 will provide for mitigation to offset the 
proposed project's impact on views. Specifically Special Condition No.6 will (1) 
provide improved viewing opportunities to offset the loss of views from the existing 
bridge to and along the ocean and the scenic Noyo River/Noyo Harbor coastal area; and 
(2) will ensure that the existing scenic qualities of the mitigation site will be fully 
protected to offset the impact of the project itself on views from recreational use areas 
such as Ocean Front Park and visitor destination points such as the restaurants, hotels, 
inns and other visitor-serving accommodations in and around Noyo Harbor. 

3. Alteration of Landforms and Erosion 

Chapter XIV of the certified Fort Bragg LUP states: 

... along the blufft at the Noyo River area ... special review procedures set out in 
this document for bluff and riparian vegetation and minimizing the modification 
of natural/and forms should be sufficient to preserve the aesthetic values in that 
area. 

Policy VI-5/XI-2 specifically addresses the alteration of bluffs as follows: 

The alteration of cliffs, bluff tops, faces or bases, and other natural land fonns shall be minimized 
in the Coastal Zone, and especially in runoff ("RO") special review areas. Such changes may be 
allowed only if mitigation measures sufficient to allow for the interception of any material eroded 
as a result of the proposed development have been provided. 

LUP Policy VI-6 provides: 

Erosion Near the Noyo Bridge. The State Department ofTransportation should 
correct the erosion problem occurring on the bluff along and underneath the 
Noyo Bridge ... 

LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(l) requires that permitted development 
"minimize the alteration of natura/landforms." 

• 

• 

• 



.. 

• 

• 

• 

APPEAL NO.: A·l·FTB·99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 
Page 35 

These provisions require the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
minimizing the modification of natural landforms, and protection water quality in coastal 
areas. The proposed project would affect the Noyo River bluffs' landform by significant 
widening the bridge abutments, and disturbing other parts of the bluffs. Construction 
activities could also cause potential impacts on water quality, including erosion and the 
release or discharge of materials from construction activities above and around the river. 

The potentially affected area of the southern bluff of the Noyo River is vegetated with 
Bishop pine, planted Monterey pine, tan bark oak, Sitka willow (Salix sitchensis), coyote 
brush (Baccharis pilularis), western sword fern and various herbaceous and berry species. 
The northern slope is vegetated with non-native species, including black acacia, french 
broom, scotch broom, pampas grass, and eucalyptus trees. The proposed project would 
potentially disturb approximately 1.1 acres of coastal scrub and 2.2 acres of ruderal, non·. 
native vegetation. Cal trans has also determined that the slopes on both sides of the river 
have lead contamination, and proposes to remove and dispose of contaminated soil 
during construction within the 3.3 acre total area that would potentially be disturbed. 

This landform alteration could have potential effects on erosion, water quality and 
vegetation. LUP Policy VI-5/Xl-2 and LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)( I) 
require such alteration to be minimized and any associated erosion effectively mitigated. 
As discussed in the review of alternatives in the accompanying report on Application 1-
98-100 and incorporated by reference here, there is no feasible alternative that would 
reduce the size of the proposed bridge, and thereby reduce the associated amount of 
landform alteration. 

However the impacts associated with the proposed landform alteration can be mitigated 
consistent with the LCP requirements cited above. Caltrans proposes to implement 
erosion control measures to prevent runoff into the river during construction, to restore 
the temporarily impacted areas at the completion of construction, and to replant the 
affected area with native vegetation. Special Condition No. 11 requires a specific erosion 
control and revegetation plan for all areas disturbed by construction, including the 
correction of existing erosion problems in the Cal trans right of way surrounding the 
bridge. Since the area presently contains some non-native invasive species that could 
provide propagation sources to further expand into areas disturbed by the project, the 
revegetation plan must show how such species will be prevented from establishing in the 
revegetation area. Special Condition No.8 additionally requires the cleanup of the area 
after construction. Special Condition No. 9 requires the monitoring of all permit 
conditions to assure the success of these mitigation measures. 

In addition to the potential water pollution associated with erosion, the project may affect 
water quality in other ways, including the runoff of wash water from the construction 
process into the river. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board is 
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presently considering the Waste Discharge Requirements for the proposed project. The 
preliminary requirements include a provision that "the discharge of any waste to the 
Noyo River and its tributaries is prohibited." Consistent with Section 30231, Special 
Condition No. 10 requires a pollution prevention plan to prevent entry of any waste and 
pollution from entering the Noyo River. 

Caltrans proposes that during and following construction activities, Caltrans 
environmental staff will field monitor this project to assure the success of the mitigation 
measures. for a period of 3 years. Annually after project completion, the various impact 
locations will be reviewed to assess the success of project mitigation measures. The 
revegetation effort will be considered successful if vegetation is being reestablished to the 
previously existing condition at an acceptable rate. Brief summary reports with 
photographs are proposed to be forwarded to the State Coastal Commission by May 15th 
annually in 1998, 1999, and the final report in the year 2000. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project as conditioned is consistent 
with LUP Policy VI-5/XI-2 and LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(1) as the 
quality of coastal waters will be protected, no riparian habitat will be adversely affected 
by the project, and the alteration of landforms will be minimized. 

4. Public Works Capacity 

The text of the LUP Public Works section D.l states in part: 

... the legislative mandate that State Highway Route One remain a "scenic two­
lane road" does not apply to Fort Bragg proper, because it is not considered to 
be in a "rural area" covered by the Legislature's mandate . 

... In order to minimize the impact of urban services on the entire Mendocino 
Coast, they should, in general, be provided in Fort Bragg proper. 

But the LUP goes on to say: 

Beyond the major widening project already proposed by the State Department of 
Transportation for downtown Fort Bragg, the main focus of capacity 
improvements in Fort Bragg should be to achieve, to the greatest extent possible, 
uniform service levels and capacities throughout the City, rather than looking to 
new additional major capacity improvements. One of the largest bottlenecks in 
the area, and one destined to becoming increasingly important, is the area 
between the Noyo and Hare Creek bridges. Unfortunately, this is also an area 
where jurisdictions meet. It is imperative that the City of Fort Bragg, the County 
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of Mendocino, the State Department of Transportation, and possibly the Office of 
Traffic Safety cooperate on a detailed highway improvement study for this area. 
In order to implement the specific design proposals produced in that study, 
development in the area should be called upon to pay a portion of the 
circulation system improvements needed. 

LUP section :XV.D.2 further states: 

... the following long-term capacity improvements should receive increasing 
attention as time goes on. Since they all concern improvements to be made 
outside of the scope of this plan, they are not included here as Coastal Plan 
recommendations, but are only an advisory listing of capacity improvements that 
appear feasible, would provide capacity beyond that needed in the near term 
future, and should be examined in future planning programs ... 

5. (If ever) widening of the Highway 1 crossings of the Noyo River and Hare 
Creek 

The feasibility and wisdom of those improvements, including their land use and 
environmental impacts, should be evaluated in a circulation study focusing on 
regional thoroughfare improvements ... 

Fort Bragg LUP Policy XV-14 states: 

Any proposed new development between the Noyo River and Hare Creek and any 
proposed development on the two parcels located along Highway 20 which would 
increase traffic by more than one percent above existing levels, shall not be 
constructed until at least one of the following occurs: (1) The design of specific, 
long-term circulation improvements for the area have been developed and 
approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the County of Mendocino (to the extent that the 
improvements are outside the City Limits), and Caltrans; (2) a specific proposal 
for shared funding of the improvements has been approved by the governmental 
agencies and developer(s) involved; or (3) the developer has committed to pay for 
his appropriate pro rata share of the improvement costs. 

The primary purpose and need for the project is for public safety, to provide a bridge that 
will be less prone to collapse or damage in a strong earthquake. However, in addition to 
serving this purpose, the proposed project would significantly increase highway capacity 
by doubling the number of lanes on Highway 1 across the bridge. Widening the bridge is 
directly related to already-approved road capacity expansions south ofNoyo River. 
Since the project is in an urban rather than rural area, as the LUP notes, the Coastal Act's 
limitation of Highway 1 to a scenic two-lane road does not apply. However, the above-
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cited sections of the LCP specify policies for how the expansion of Highway 1 capacity 
should occur. 

Caltrans' application states: 

The proposed bridge is consistent with the City of Fort Bragg's General Plan. 
The bridge will accommodate current and planned residential/commercial 
development ... potentially larger commercial developments of possibly higher 
densities are geographically localized and are subject to appropriate CEQA 
review. The bridge replacement's impact on subsequent development, growth and 
density is not considered significant. 

The project is not considered to be growth inducing to the Fort Bragg area. The 
Coastal Element of the Mendocino County General Plan (Sec 4.4) identifies areas 
south of the city limits for potential growth and development as being outside of 
the coastal zone (defined as inland 1.5 miles from Route 1). The Coastal Element 
also lays out the limitations to growth in this area. For growth to take Place: 1) 
zoning designations have to be changed; 2) water and sewer service must be 
provided for each property; and 3) the area must be annexed by Fort Bragg. The 
Coastal Act further limits development by designating State Route 1 as a Scenic 
Highway and limited to two lanes in rural areas. The proposed project to replace 
the Noyo River Bridge with a four-lane structure will improve the existing traffic 
conditions primarily within the City of Fort Bragg. 

The nature of road capacity is that it is increased in increments. Caltrans has determined 
that traffic is already approaching the capacity of the existing two-lane configuration of 
the bridge. Lanes cannot be added in fractional amounts to create a capacity that is 
limited precisely to the amount approved in the LCP. Therefore, even if the increase to 
four lanes may actually provide capacity in excess of that needed to accommodate 
buildout of the area's LCPs, this increase is effectively the smallest design increment 
available. 

The Commission notes, however, that LUP Policy XV-14 says, in effect, that widening 
the Highway south of the bridge, and of the bridge itself, should be done as part of a 
coordinated regional plan that includes cost-sharing by larger-scale developers. This has 
not happened. Rather, since Caltrans would provide the bulk of the funding both for 
widening the Highway south ofNoyo River and for the proposed new four-lane bridge, 
the state, would subsidize potential new larger-scale development in the area, despite the 
provisions Policy XV-14. 

A comprehensive plan such as that called for in the LCP could have analyzed long range 
alternatives and view mitigations (including different architectural treatments for the 
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bridge), and provided a mechanism to fund those alternatives through cost-sharing by 
development that would benefit from the expansion in capacity. Without such a plan, the 
Commission now has limited choices. 

5. Public Access and Recreation. 

Projects located within the coastal development permit jurisdiction of a local government are 
subject to the coastal access policies of both the Coastal Act and the LCP. Coastal Act Sections 
30210, 30211, and 30212 require the provision of maximum public access opportunities, with 
limited exceptions. Section 30210 states that maximum access and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights 
of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. Section 30211 states that 
development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired 
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and 
rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. Section 30212 states that public 
access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in 
new development projects except where it is inconsistent with public safety, military security 
needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, adequate access exists nearby, or 
agriculture would be adversely affected. 

In its application of these policies, the Commission is limited by the need to show that any denial 
of a permit application based on this section, or any decision to grant a permit subject to special 
conditions requiring public access is necessary to avoid or offset a project's adverse impact on 
existing or potential access. 

Ocean Front Park lies under and along the shoreline extending to the northwest of the 
existing Noyo River Bridge (Exhibits 3,5). The park includes a paved road along the 
north side of the harbor that leads to a viewpoint, restroom facility, and a parking lot at 
the sea entrance to Noyo Harbor. Public recreational uses include access to Noyo Jetty 
Beach and viewing the boats coming in and out of the harbor. The rect.:,eational and 
access facilities at Ocean Front Park were developed in part through a grant representing 
a significant public investment by the State Coastal Conservancy. Trails from the bluffs 
down to the parkland area exist on both the north and south side. However, this area 
southwest of the harbor is not considered part of Ocean Front Park. The harbor district 
extends to the area west and east on the north side of the harbor. The harbor district is 
associated with sport and commercial fishing activities. There are also tourist-related 
commercials sites in the district such as retail shops for bait and supplies and restaurants. 

The unimproved trail from the top of the bluff down to the harbor on the north side 
appears to be used as a shortcut for pedestrians wanting to avoid the long circuitous walk 
up North Harbor Drive. There is another trail that leads up to/from the Harbor Lite 
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Lodge. This trail on the north abutment slope from the Harbor Lite Lodge will be 
enclosed and lighted through the work area to protect pedestrians. The trail is developed 
with stairs and pavement in some places. The Harbor Lite Lodge has a permit allowing 
the path to be partially within Caltrans right of way. Depending on the construction 
activity, the trail may need to be temporarily closed at times. 

The project as approved has the potential for both temporary and permanent impacts on 
public access during the proposed construction period. The Programmatic Section 4(f) 
Analysis for the Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project on State Route 1 prepared by 
Caltrans discusses some of these impacts: 

The temporary impacts include: 

Falsework 
The temporary construction falsework on the northside of the proposed bridge 
will impact the park The impacts will be 10 m2 (108ft. 2). 
Public access to the Ocean Front Park will be maintained during construction of 
Pier 3. 

Trestle Work 
The temporary trestles will temporarily impact the existing park The total trestle 
impacts for the proposed project will be 2, 787m2 (30, 000 ft. 2 ). Of this total, only 
400m2 (4,306ft. 2

) oftrestle work will impact Ocean Front Park at Pier 3. 

Excavation for Pier Footings 
There will be temporary excavation impacts to the park for the pier footing for the 
two new columns that will be located within the park Temporary excavation for 
the pier footings will be 700 m2 (7, 535ft. 2). 

Temporary Realignment of North Harbor Drive 
The North Harbor Drive will be temporarily realigned north of Pier 3 during 
construction of the new bridge. The temporary impact will be 545m2 (5,867 ft. 2

). 

Temporary Fencing 
There will be 80 m (262ft) of temporary fencing on each side of the new bridge. 

Permanent Impacts 

New Pier Columns 
The two north pier columns of the proposed bridge will permanently impact the 
existing Ocean Front Park The new pier columns will be placed south of the 
existing Pier 3. The new pier columns will permanently impact 70m2 (753ft. 2) of 

• 

• 

• 
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the existing park Since the footing of the pier columns will be underground, only 
the pier columns would be considered permanent impact. However, the new 
columns are not considered in the total impact to Ocean Front Park because the 
columns are within Cal trans right of way. 

Permanent Realignment of North Harbor Drive 
The existing North Harbor Drive roadway will be permanently realigned between 
the new bridge pier and existing restroom facility to allow for construction of the 
new bridge pier ... There will be 400m2 (4,305 ft. 2) of permanent impact required 
for the additional road However, this impact will be less with the purchase of 
right of way from the Harbor Lite Hotel. The right of way purchase of 105m2 

(1,132.8ft. 2
) will become part of the Ocean Front Park thus offtetting the 400m2 

(4,305ft. 2
) of permanent impact. As a result of the Harbor Lite Hotel right of way 

purchase, the new permanent impact from the realignment of North Harbor Drive 
will be 295m2 (3,175fr). 

In addition, approximately 70 m2 (1 00 ycf) of rock will be added to the existing 
rock slope protection at the south end of the new piers. However, this will not 
have any impact on Ocean Front Park since there are existing rocks at this 
location . 

To mitigate these impacts, the project as approved will include the following "Measures 
to Minimize Harm" specified in the Programmatic Section 4(f) report and Negative 
Declaration: 

1. Temporarily reconfigure the twelve parking spaces to accommodate the 
temporary access to parking during construction of the new bridge; 

2. placing portable restrooms during the temporary closure of the existing 
restrooms 

3. providingflaggers to minimize traffic disruptions during the temporary 
closure of North Harbor Drive; 

4. revegetating the slope north of Pier 3 with natural seed mix for erosion 
control; 

5. replace and upgrade the existing culvert immediately east of the existing 
restrooms to west of the existing restrooms; 

6. restripe and resurface the existing parking lot; 
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7. extend the existing culvert immediately west of the restrooms; 

8. provide Racon Navigation aids for boaters. 

Special Condition No. 5 requires Caltrans to implement these mitigation measures. 
However, in addition to the impacts listed by Caltrans, the proposed project would have 
lasting effects on the recreational use of Ocean Front Park, Jetty Beach, Noyo Harbor 
other portions of the Noyo River shoreline in the vicinity. The proposed bridge's mass 
and bulk would be much larger than the existing bridge, and would create a dominating 
presence impacting the coastal recreational experience afforded by these areas. It would 
also have the physical affect of shading out a larger area than the existing bridge. These 
impacts are especially significant in view of the significant public investment made by 
the State Coastal Conservancy to enhance the recreational values of the area. Special 
Condition No. 6 provides for development of an offsite ocean viewing and public access 
area which, in addition to mitigating visual resource impacts, would also serve to offset 
the impacts of the project on recreation and public access. 

Therefore, the Commission fmds that the project as conditioned is consistent with the 
certified Fort Bragg LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, 

• 

because Special Conditions No. 5 and No. 6 will mitigate all public access and recreation • 
impacts of the project. 

6. Geologic Stability 

Fort Bragg LUP Policy XI-1 requires in applicable part that neither create a geologic 
hazard nor diminish the stability of the area .. 

The project is proposed in part as a seismic retrofit safety project to reduce the risks to 
life and property associated with earthquakes. Given the purpose of the project, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with the certified Fort Bragg 
LCP. 

7. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of Coastal Development Permit applications to be supported by a fmding 
showing the application, as modified by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with 
any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) ofCEQA prohibits a proposed development from being . 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on 
the environment. • 



• 

• 

• 

APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06 
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 
Page43 

As discussed above, the project has been mitigated to avoid significant impacts on the 
anadromous fish and channel bottom habitat. The project, as conditioned, will not have a 
significant adverse effect on the environment, within the meaning of CEQA. 

For purposes of CEQA, the lead agency for the project is the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), District 1. Caltrans has prepared a Negative Declaration for 
the project. 

EXHIBITS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Regional Location 

Vicinity Map 

Project Area 

Boundary Determination: Retained Jurisdiction/ Appeal Area 

Ocean Front Park and Developments in Vicinity 

Project Plan: Trestle Layout 

Renderings of Existing and Proposed Bridge 

Existing Bridge from Ocean Front Park 

Proposed Bridge from Ocean Front Park 

10. Existing and Proposed Railings-Views to Ocean from Bridge 

11. Originally Proposed Bridge Barrier and Railing 

12. Fort Bragg LCP Zoning Map 

13. Highway 1/Main Street Widening Project Map 

14. US Army Corps of Engineers Permit and Special Conditions 

15. NMFS Biological Opinion Terms and Conditions 

16. NMFS Marine Mammal Monitoring 

17. Caltrans Negative Declaration Mitigation Measures 

18. Letter of Cal trans District Director Rick Knapp 

19. Caltrans Noyo Bridge Project Frequently Asked Questions 

20. Proposed Project Stage 1 

21. Proposed Project Construction Stages 
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22. Proposed Project Pilings and Footings 

23. Alternative 1 

24. Alternative 2 Design Variation 

25. Alternative 2 Variation Completed Configuration 

26. Alternative 3 

27. Alternative 6 

28. Excavation and Fill Amounts of Alternatives 

29. Mitigation Site 

30. Letter of Fort Bragg City Councilman Dan Gjerde 

31. Recreation Map, Noyo Harbor Plan 

32. City of Fort Bragg Notice of Final Action 

33. Appeal of Commissioners Areias and Reilly 

34. Appeal of Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group & Friends of Fort Bragg 

35. Correspondence, Public Officials 

36. Correspondence 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Standard Conditions 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the 
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be 
made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special 
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval . 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will 
be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the 
development during construction, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall 
be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to 
bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and 
conditions . 



• 
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STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDAR 

APPLICATION NO.: 1-98-100 

APPLICANT: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3 

PROJECT LOCATION: Highway One Noyo River Bridge near the south end of the City of Fort 
Bragg, Mendocino County . 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Replace the existing two-lanes, 36-foot-wide Highway One Noyo River 
Bridge with a 86.6 ft. wide, 875-ft-long, triple cast-in place (CIP) concrete box girder bridge. The 
proposed bridge will accommodate four 12ft lanes, a 12ft. median, 8ft outside shoulders with 6ft 
sidewalks placed on both sides. Construction of the bridge will require the installation and subsequent 
removal of temporary falsework and trestles involving ( 1) the driving of approximately 224 temporary 
piles displacing approximately 2000 sq. ft. of the river and, (2) constructing an approximately 30,000-
square-foot temporary trestle for construction access. 

LOCAL APPROVALS RECEIVED: 

OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED: 

The Fort Bragg City Council approved the Coastal 
Development Permit for the project (COP 24-98) on January 
26, 1999. 

(1) State Lands Commission Dredging Permit, (2) Department 
ofFish & Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, (3) Noyo 
Harbor Commission, (4) U.S. Coast Guard Permit, (S)North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Waste Discharge 
Requirements, and (6) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Nationwide Permit No. 15. 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The major issues raised by the portion of the project within the Commission's jurisdiction are: (1) visual 
resource and view protectin issues related to views from the proposed new bridge and views of the bridge 
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itself, (2) the encroachment into environmentally sensitive river habitat for the Federally listed threatened 
Coho salmon, as well as the steelhead population to create temporary access facilities for construction 
equipment, and (3} the permanent displacement of approximately 490 sq. ft. of riverbed by the new 
bridge footings. The applicant proposes to minimize damage to river habitat by timing construction 
activities to avoid spawning periods and constructing a temporary trestle to provide equipment access, 
rather than placing earthen fill material in the river channel for this purpose. At the conclusion of 
construction, all temporary structures will be removed and appropriate areas will be revegetated with 
native species. Proposed conditions require compliance with the measures agreed upon between Caltrans 
and other reviewing State and Federal agencies. Staff believes that as conditioned, the proposed project's 
imp~cts on views to and along the ocean and local scenic coastal areas will be offset by the required 
mitigation; environmentally sensitive habitat will be adequately protected, and the project will be 
consistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, staff recommends approval with the proposed conditions. 

STAFF NOTES 

1. Standard of Review. 

The project site is divided by the boundary between the coastal development permit jurisdiction of the 

• .. 

• 

City ofFort Bragg and that of the Coastal Commission, with the majority of the project being within the • 
Coastal Commission's retained permit jurisdiction (Exhibit 4}. Permit Application No. 1-98-100 
addresses the portion ofthe development within the Commission's retained jurisdiction. Therefore, the 
standard of review for the proposed development is Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

2. Related Agenda Item. 

At the March 12, 1999 meeting, the Commission will also consider a related matter, Appeal No. A-1-
FTB-99-06. This item is an appeal of the decision of the City of Fort Bragg to grant a coastal 
development permit with conditions to the applicant for the portion of the project within the City's coastal 
development permit jurisdiction. A separate hearing on the appeal will be held just prior to the 
Commission's consideration of this coastal development permit application. 

L MOTION, STAFF RECOMMENDATION, AND RESOLUTION: 

l. Motion: 

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. 1-98-100, subject to 
conditions. 

• 
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2. Staff Recommendation of Approval: 

Staff recommends a YES vote and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion 
passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of Commissioners present. 

3. Resolution to Approve Permit: 

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the condition below, a permit for the proposed development on 
the grounds that the development, as conditioned, will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 
of the California Coastal Act of 1976, is located between the nearest public road and the sea and is in 
conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and 
will not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

ll. Standard Conditions. See Attached. 

m. Special Conditions. 

Note: The following list includes conditions required by Coastal Development Permit No. 1-98-100, 
Coastal Development Permit A-1-FTB-99-06, or both. As they are all requirements pertaining to 
construction of the Noyo River Bridge, for ease of reference all of the conditions are listed here. 
However, only Special Conditions 1-10 are conditions of Coastal Development Permit No. 1-98-100, and 
only Special Conditions 5-11 are conditions of Coastal Development Permit No. A-1-FTB-99-06. 

1. State Lands Commission Review. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to 
the Executive Director a written determination from the State Lands Commission that: 

a. No State lands are involved in the development; or 

b. State lands are involved in the development and all permits required by the State Lands 
Commission have been obtained; or 

c. State lands may be involved in the development, but pending a final determination an 
agreement has been made with the State Lands Commission for the project to proceed without prejudice 
to that determination . 
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2. California Dept. ofFish and Game Review. 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the applicant shall submit to the 
Executive Director evidence of an approved 1601 streambed alteration agreement for the project from the 
California Department of Fish and Game. 

3. Measures to Minimize Impact on Coho Salmon. 

The applicant shall comply with the "Terms and Conditions" specified in the US Department of 
Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service's Biological Opinion letter of December 22, 1998, and 
attached as Exhibit 15 of the staff report for Permit Application No. 1-98-100, and shall Caltrans 
implement a marine mammal monitoring program as specified in the National Marine Fisheries Service•s 
letter of December 2, 1998 letter and attached as Exhibit 16 of the staff report for Permit Application No. 
1-98-100. 

4. Use ofWooden Trestle. 

The temporary trestle system shall be constructed as described in the application and shall be completely 
removed upon project completion. All piles shall be pulled up and completely removed without digging 
them out. 

5. Implementation ofCEQA Mitigation Measures. 

The applicant shall comply with all Mitigation Measures specified in the adopted Mitigated Negative 
Declaration attached as Exhibit 17 of the staff report for Permit Application No. 1-98-100. 

6. Off-Site Mitigation Program .. 

Within 90 days of Commission approval, the applicant shall indicate by letter to the Executive Director a 
commitment to either (a) acquire and develop as a public viewing area the southern headland west of the 
proposed project (consisting of the Shaw Trust, APN 018-440-10-00 and Kime Trust, APNs 018-440-01-
00 and 018-440-02-00 properties) or (b) deposit $2 million in an interest bearing account designated by 
the Executive Director for the purpose of providing funds for either the acquisition and improvement of 
the project described in (a) above or implementation of another project determined by the Executive 
Director to be comparable in terms of adequately offsetting the impacts of the new bridge on visual 
resources and public recreational opportunities. 

Option (a). 

If the applicant chooses Option (a) to acquire and develop a public scenic viewing area along the southern 
headland west of the bridge, the applicant shall meet the following additional requirements: 

• 

• 

• 
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(1) Within 18 months following Commission action the applicant shall submit evidence in a fonn and 
content acceptable to the Executive Director that Caltrans has purchased sufficient rights over the 
parcels to develop, operate, and maintain the public viewing area improvements outlined below; 

(2) Within 24 months following Commission action the viewing area shall be constructed and open to the 
public, unless that deadline is extended by the Executive Director for good cause; 

(3) Prior to filing an application with the appropriate coastal pennitting agency for construction of the 
viewing area, the applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director final 
construction plans for development of the required viewing area improvements. The plans shall 
include, at a minimum, the construction of a paved access driveway connecting the site to Ocean 
View Drive, the construction of a paved parking lot with at least 15 parking spaces oriented towards 
Noyo Bay, fencing or other barriers to keep motorized vehicles from accessing other parts ofthe 
property besides the parking area and driveway, a trail along the entire blufftop of the property, and 
measures to control soil erosion on the site; 

(4) The applicant may transfer the responsibility for operation and maintenance of the viewing area to 
another public agency or a non-profit group approved by the Executive Director. 

Option (b) . 

If the applicant chooses Option (b) to fund the construction by another entity of a public viewing area, the 
applicant shall submit evidence within 6 months following Commission action, in a fonn and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, that a mitigation fee of$2 million has been deposited in an interest­
bearing account designated by the Executive Director. The California Coastal Commission shall be named 
as trustee of this account. All interest earned on the fee will be payable to the account. 

The purpose of the account shall be to create and/or improve the public's ability to view the 
Pacific Ocean from a site in the Fort Bragg or Mendocino County area. The funds shall be used 
solely to acquire and improve land as a public recreational area offering views of the Pacific 
Ocean. The Executive Director of the Coastal Commission shall release the funds only upon 
approval of an appropriate project. The funds shall be released as provided for in a memorandum 
of agreement (MOA) between the Commission and a public agency or non-profit entity, setting 
forth tenns and conditions to assure that the in-lieu fee will be expended in the manner intended 
by the Commission. 

The mitigation fee may be refunded to Caltrans in whole or in part if, within 24 months of 
Commission action on this coastal development penn it, Caltrans or another entity has completed 
a mitigation project that has been approved by the Executive Director as fully meeting this 
condition. The Executive Director may extend the above deadline for obtaining a refund if the 
permittee has obtained all necessary pennits by the deadline for construction of the public 
viewing area project. 
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7. Amendments. 

Any future modification of the bridge, railings, sidewalks, shoulders, traffic lanes or median area will 
require a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

8. Disposal of Construction Debris. 

All construction dredge material and debris shan be removed from the site upon completion of the 
project. Disposal of any of this material in the coastal zone at a location other than in a licensed landfill 
will require a coastal development permit. 

9. Monitoring and Reporting. 

As proposed by the applicant, during and following construction activities, the applicant shall field 
monitor the project for condition compliance for a period of 3 years. Annually after project completion, 
the various impact locations shall be reviewed to assess the success of project mitigation measures. Brief 
summary reports with photographs shall be forwarded to the Coastal Commission by May 15th annually 
in 2000,2001, and the final report in the year 2002. 

10. Pollution Prevention 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, Caltrans shall submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, a pollution prevention plan designed to prevent polluted runoff or 
other waste materials from entering the Noyo River. 

11. Erosion control and vegetation 

PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, Caltrans shall submit, for the review and 
approval of the Executive Director, an erosion control and revegetation plan for all areas disturbed by 
construction and including the correction of existing erosion problems in the Caltrans right of way 
surrounding the bridge. The revegetation plan shall demonstrate how all non-native species will be 
prevented from establishing in the revegetation area. 
The site shall be monitored for the first five years following planting, and a monitoring report shall be 

submitted by September 1 of each year for the review and approval of the Executive Director of the 
Coastal Commission. The monitoring report will document the health of the planted and existing trees 
and recommend any needed corrective actions to achieve compliance with the requirements of this 
condition. 

IV. Findings and Declarations. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

1i 

• 

• 

• 
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1. Coastal Zone Jurisdiction. 

The portion of the project authorized herein is located within the Coastal Commission's retained 
jurisdictional area at Noyo River (Exhibit 4). Therefore, the permit application is being processed by the 
Commission using the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as the standard of review. Other portions 
of the project are within the coastal development jurisdiction of the City of Fort Bragg, including the 
bridge approaches, bridge abutments on the bluffs, the two ends of the bridge span (generally, the 
portions of the bridge that extend over the bluff faces and bluff tops, totaling approximately 175 feet), 
and portions of the construction staging area 

2. Project and Site Description. 

The development involves replacing the Highway One Noyo River Bridge near the southern end of Fort 
Bragg to meet current seismic safety standards, and widening the bridge to accommodate two additional 
vehicle travel lanes, additional shoulder area and wider pedestrian/bicycle/wheelchair access across the 
bridge. 

The existing Noyo River Bridge was built in 1948 and provides the main access to Fort Bragg from the 
south. (Please see Exhibit 2). The bridge crosses the Noyo River from the tops ofthe 110-ft-high bluffs 
above the Noyo Harbor entrance. State Route 20 from Willits meets State Route 1 about 2,000 ft south of 
the Noyo River Bridge. 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to replace the existing steel bridge with 
a concrete bridge to provide an earthquake and corrosion resistant structure. Caltrans states the existing 
bridge is vulnerable to collapse during large seismic events, and that the threat of liquefaction potential of 
the underlying soils adds to the risk of collapse. It states the existing bridge has extensive corrosion 
which limits its expected remaining life to 20 years if it were left in place. 

The existing bridge was determined ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places as a part of the 
1987 Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory. The bridge was reevaluated in 1996 with the same conclusion. 

As approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the project would replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot-wide 
Noyo River Bridge with a 86-ft-wide, 875-ft.-long, concrete box girder bridge (please see Exhibits 4, 6). 
The total estimated cost of the proposed bridge is $24 million. The first stage of the project would be 
construction of two one-lane bridge pieces on each side of the existing bridge (Exhibit 20). Traffic would 
then use these structures while the existing bridge is dismantled, and a wide concrete box girder structure 
is built between them and connected to the outside pieces (Exhibit 21 ). Temporary construction of 
falsework and trestles would be required in the construction of this new bridge, including driving 
approximately 224 temporary piles displacing approximately 2000 sq. ft. of the river and constructing an 
approximately 30,000-square-foot temporary trestle for construction access, as shown in Exhibit 6. 

Caltrans plans to advertise the project on May 10, 1999, award the contract on July 1, 1999, and begin 
work in the river by August 1, 1999. Completion of construction is planned for October 1, 2000. The 
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proposed bridge would then accommodate four 11.8-ft.-lanes and an approximately 1O-ft-wide median, 
with 8-ft outside shoulders and 5.5-ft sidewalks placed on both sides. Exhibits 7, 8 and 9 show 
renderings of the existing and proposed bridges. 

Caltrans further states that walkways on each side of the existing bridge do not meet Americans with 
Disabilities Act {ADA) accessibility requirements. The disabled community, represented by Fort 
Bragg's Disabled in Action League {DIAL), expressed a need for wheelchair access to the bridge. The 
existing two-lane bridge has narrow, three-foot wide walkways which provide poor traction for some 
users. Its one-foot wide shoulders are not designed for pedestrians or bicycles, although they are used by 
both. The proposed project would increase the walkways to five feet and the shoulders to eight feet in 
width, to make the bridge safer and more accessible to wheelchairs, pedestrians, and bicycles. 

According to Caltrans, the current two-lane design has required the restriction of selected turning 
movements at both ends of the bridge. 

Caltrans has stated it would be unreasonable to replace the existing bridge with a bridge that does not 
match the five lanes on north/south side of the bridge that would be constructed as a result ofCDP 20-98 
which has recently been finally approved. This road widening project extends north of the bridge 
through the central business district, and south of the bridge to Hare Creek, the southern extension of the 

• 

city limits. The replacement of the bridge with a widened structure as approved would provide lane • 
consistency and add highway capacity within the city limits of Fort Bragg. 

The supports for the existing bridge rest within the tidal zone of the river. The river bottom in this 
location is composed of rock cobbles and is vegetated with green and brown algae. The southern slope of 
the Noyo River bluffs traversed by the bridge is vegetated with Bishop pine, planted Monterey pine, tan 
bark oak, Sitka willow {Salix sitchensis), coyote brush {Baccharis pilularis), western sword fern and 
various herbaceous and berry species. The northern slope is vegetated with non-native species, including 
black acacia, french broom, scotch broom, pampas grass, and eucalyptus trees. 

With the exception oftemporary construction easements and the area around the Pier 2 footing, the 
project area is within Caltrans' right of way. The Fort Bragg LCP {Exhibit 12) zones the area on both 
sides of the northern bridge abutment as Highway Visitor Commercial. The Harbor Lite Lodge and a 
gasoline station are located in this area at the northeast end of the bridge. A third hotel (North Cliff 
Motel) has recently been completed at the northwest end of the bridge. One comer ofNorth Cliff Motel 
appears to be less than 3ft. from the state right of way {Exhibit 5). There is a Porno rancheria 
approximately 500 ft. west of the north abutment of the bridge. 

Ocean Front Park lies along the north bank of the river beneath and to the west of the bridge. The lands 
further west on either side of the mouth of the Noyo Harbor are zoned PD-CZ. The Noyo Harbor District 
incorporates most of the river shoreline east of the bridge. The south bank and bluff face strip of 
riverfront extending under the south part of the bridge and along the river to the east is zoned Open 
Space. Two mobile home parks to the south of the bridge are located in close proximity to Route 1 and to 
the bridge. There is one restaurant, The Cliff House Restaurant, located at the southwest end of the • 
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bridge and within 2ft. of the right of way line. The entrance to the restaurant faces the highway. A small 
cafe faces the highway at the southeast end of the bridge. 

3. Visual Resources/Unique Character. 

The project would replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot-wide Noyo River Bridge with a new 86.6-ft­
wide concrete bridge (Exhibit 20). The roadbed of the proposed bridge would be slightly wider than the 
deck of the Golden Gate Bridge. Exhibit 4 shows profiles of the existing and proposed bridges. 

Section 3025 1 of the Coastal Act establishes the standards for protection of the scenic and visual qualities 
of coastal areas: 

Section 30251. 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural/and forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such 
as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

Section 30253 addresses protection of special communities and visitor destination points. 

Section 30253. 

New development shall: ... 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their 
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

In summary, the applicable standards of the Coastal Act require that the proposed bridge: 

(A) be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas; 
(B) be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas; 
(C) protect areas of unique character that are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses 
(D) minimize the alteration of natural land forms, 

The particular configuration and design of the existing bridge, especially the high visibility afforded by 
its current railings, affords generous views for motorists from the bridge itself to and along the ocean and 
the scenic coastal area ofNoyo Harbor and the Noyo River. The bridge is in fact one of the few places in 
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Fort Bragg where the ocean is visible from Highway 1. The bridge is also a highly visible feature of 
coastal views afforded from visitor destination points and recreational areas in and around Noyo River. 
The prominence of the bridge makes the bridge one of the most significant elements defining the 
character of the area. 

(A) Protection of Views To and Along the Coast 

Views from the Bridge. The design of the proposed bridge would reduce the motorists' views from the 
currently available from the existing bridge in two ways. First, the proposed design of the bridge railing 
barrier would block a portion of the view provided by the present barrier, as illustrated in Exhibit 10. As 
best as can be determined from the information provided, the proposed "see-through" railing, faced 
straight on, blocks somewhat more than 60% between the top of the sidewalk and the top of the rail. Due 
to the increased thickness of the concrete barrier elements, a greater proportion of the area is blocked 
when viewed at an angle. The current bridge rail blocks approximately 25% of the area between the base 
and top of the rail, and because it is considerably thinner, obscures less area when viewed at an angle. 

Second, the increased width of the proposed new shoulders and sidewalk (a total of 13.5 ft., as compared 
to the existing 4+ feet) would place vehicle occupants further from the edge of the bridge, creating 
additional view blockage. Travelers would see more roadway and railing, and less of the ocean, river and 
harbor. 
Caltrans has made a significant effort to accommodate ocean and harbor views in the current project. 
Caltrans had originally proposed a concrete barrier and hand railing design that blocked substantially 
more of the current views (Exhibit 11 ). In response to local concerns over the loss of views that this 
design would cause, Caltrans sought to find a more "see~through" railing. Caltrans' policy is that "all 
bridge railings must be crashworthy by testing following AASHTO [American Association of State 
Highway Transportation Officials] guidelines" and be accepted by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA). Fortuitously, Caltrans found a new design that was already in the process ofbeing considered 
for approval. Caltrans was able to accelerate the process and obtained approval of the new design for 
conditions with limited speeds, such as the proposed bridge. Caltrans presented the "see-through" design 
in their November 1998 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment for the Noyo Bridge replacement 
Project. 

As discussed above, however, this design does not fully protect views as required by Section 30251. 
Alternative designs that provides for increased visibility certainly exist. Many current railings on other 
roads and bridges provide for more visibility than the "see-through" design incorporated in the proposed 
project (the Golden Gate Bridge is but one notable example). However, Caltrans points out that its safety 
standards have changed, and the "see-through" barrier incorporated in the project is the only one 
currently approved. Caltrans estimates that the design, crash testing and approval process for an 
improved "see~through" barrier could take from 2 to 4 years. Caltrans has taken the position that such a 
delay is not acceptable. 

Certain alternatives could better protect views from the bridge, including the Retrofit alternatives 
discussed in detail in the Alternatives Analysis of this report. However, Caltrans has also taken the 

• 

• 

• 
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position that these alternatives are not acceptable. Thus, no available feasible alternative railing design 
currently exists that meets the necessary safety criteria. However, other measures can mitigate the 
impacts of the proposed project on views from the bridge to and along the coast. One such measure 
would be to provide increased opportunities for viewing the coast and ocean at another location to offset 
the reduction in views from the bridge caused by the proposed project. The Commission therefore 
attaches Special Condition No. 6, described in detail in Finding 3 (B) below, to provide such 
opportunities. Special Condition No.6 also serves to mitigate other effects of the proposed project; these 
are detailed in each applicable section ofthis report. 

The Commission notes that the need for a barrier design that would protect both lives and views is not 
unique to the Noyo River Bridge. The issue has arisen many times before, several times in the scenic Big 
Sur area alone. Additional bridge reconstruction projects will raise the issue again in the future. For 
example, Caltrans proposes to replace the Ten Mile River bridge at the mouth of the highly scenic Ten 
Mile River estuary approximately ten miles north of Fort Bragg sometime in the next two years. 
Caltrans has the capacity, creativity and skill to achieve a breakthough in this area of design if it were to 
commit to the challenge. By doing so, it would perform an outstanding service not only to users of the 
coast, but potentially to the designers of the new Bay Bridge, and indeed to travelers in scenic areas 
everywhere. The Commission urges Caltrans to take on this task with the vigor and resourcefulness it has 
displayed on the present project. 

• Compatibility with Character of the Area: As noted, Section 30251 of the Coastal Act requires that 
development protect views to the ocean and scenic coastal areas and be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas. Section 30253 requires protection of areas which, because of their unique 
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

• 

While the Coastal Act is the standard of review for the part of the project within the Commission's 
retained jurisdiction, the certified Fort Bragg LCP provides guidance in the interpretation of those 
policies. With regard to visual and community character issues, the Fort Bragg LCP in part recapitulates 
Sections 30251 and 30253 of the Coastal Act. LUP Policy XIV-I states that new development within the 
City's coastal zone shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean, be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, restore and enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas. In introducing this policy, the LUP cites Coastal Act Policies 30106, 
30251, and 30253, and goes on to state: "along Highway 1 the City's Scenic Corridor Design Review 
system should be used to implement this Coastal Act Policy ," thereby incorporating these Coastal Act 
policies as certified LCP policies. The zoning map applies the Scenic Corridor combining zone to the 
area around the Noyo River Bridge (Exhibit 12). 

As incorporated into the LCP, the Scenic Corridor Combining Zone, Section 18.58.05 (C) states that a 
structure shall be so designed that it, in general, contributes to the character and image of the City as a 
place of beauty, spaciousness and balance; that the exterior design and appearance ofthe structure is not 
of a quality or scale so as to cause the nature of the neighborhood to materially depreciate in appearance 
and value; and that the structure is in harmony with proposed adjacent development in the area and the 
Scenic Corridor Zone and in conformity with the LCP . 
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Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (Coastal visual resources and special communities) states that permitted 
development within the coastal scenic corridor shall minimize the alteration of natural landforms, be 
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, be sited and designed to protect views to 
and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, and, wherever feasible, restore and enhance visual quality 
in visually degraded areas. 

Additionally, LUP Policy XIV-3 states that ''the views from the bluffs at the mouth of Pudding Creek and 
the Noyo River shall be protected." 

In determining whether the proposed project meets the requirements of the relevant portions of Coastal 
Act sections 30251 and 30253 and the LCP guidance, the Commission is faced with both objective facts 
and subjective judgements. It is a fact that the proposed bridge would be two and a halftimes the width 
of the existing bridge. It is a fact that the bridge would be a dominant part of the view towards the ocean 
and other scenic areas 
from the restaurants and other viewing spots in the harbor, as well from the recreational areas along the 
NoyoRiver. 

As to how the location, size, and architectural design of the bridge as proposed would affect the character 
of the area, is more a matter of subjective judgement. 

Would the new bridge be, as some have said, 

• "a souless concrete viaduct," 
• "a brutally conventional freeway design," or 
• "more characteristic of a crowded big city than the small-scale magic that brings visitors to Noyo 

Harbor," 

Or would the bridge, as the City Council found in its approval, "incorporate design enhancements to 
make the bridge more visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, [including]: 

• decorative pedestrian lighting on the bridge, 
• an improved bridge rail with see-through windows, 
• all the parts of the bridge are well integrated into the design, producing an aesthetically pleasing 

design, 
• the angled face of columns will reflect different shades, enhancing a slender impression 
• the use of shadows running parallel with the girder, plus the use of flared soffits complements the 

impression of thinness, 
• the parabolic haunches (connection of superstructure to piers) were enlarged which further 

increases structure depth at the piers to produce a pleasing arched affect, 
• it will also tie directly to the approved road widening projects on both sides of the bridge/' 

The last point is perhaps the most telling in determining whether the proposed bridge would fit in with the 
surrounding area consistent with sections 30251 and 30253. The character of part of that surrounding 

• 

• 

• 
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area has already been committed to change through the coastal planning process. Both the certified LCP, 
and a recent Coastal Development Permit (COP 20-98) approved pursuant to it, have committed this 
section of Fort Bragg to a more urbanized, intensely developed character. While the Coastal Act is the 
standard of review for the part of the project within the Commission's retained jurisdiction, the LCP 
provides guidance in the interpretation of those policies. The LUP states: 

... the legislative mandate that State Highway Route One remain a "scenic two-lane road" does 
not apply to Fort Bragg proper, because it is not considered to be in a "rural area" covered by 
the Legislature 's mandate . 

.. . In order to minimize the impact of urban services on the entire Mendocino Coast, they should, 
in general, be provided in Fort Bragg proper. 

But the LUP goes on to say: 

Beyond the major widening project already proposed by the State Department of Transportation 
for downtown Fort Bragg, the main focus of capacity improvements in Fort Bragg should be to 
achieve, to the greatest extent possible, uniform service levels and capacities throughout the City, 
rather than looking to new additional major capacity improvements. One of the largest 
bottlenecks in the area, and one destined to becoming increasingly important, is the area between 
the Noyo and Hare Creek bridges. Unfortunately, this is also an area where jurisdictions meet. 
It is imperative that the City of Fort Bragg, the County of Mendocino, the State Department of 
Transportation, and possibly the Office of Traffic Safety cooperate on a detailed highway 
improvement study for this area. In order to implement the specific design proposals produced 
in that study, development in the area should be called upon to pay a portion of the circulation 
system improvements needed. (emphasis added) 

A strict reading of the LUP text would conclude that a "detailed highway improvement study" that 
"called upon [development] to pay a portion of the circulation system improvements needed'' should have 
been completed prior to authorizing the widening of Highway 1 between the Noyo River and Hare Creek. 
As discussed in detail in the Public Works section of this report, a comprehensive plan such as that called 
for in the LCP could have analyzed long range alternatives (including different architectural treatments 
for the bridge), and provided a mechanism to fund those alternatives through cost sharing by the 
development that stands to benefit from the expansion in capacity. 

However, that did not happen. The commitment to widening the Highway has nevertheless already been 
made. 

On October 28, 1998 the City of Fort Bragg City Council approved Permit COP 20-98, the State Route 1 
Main Street improvements project. This project will, among other improvements, widen Route 1 from the 
north end of Hare Creek Bridge to Oak Street to provide a total of five lanes (four through lanes, and a 
continuous turn lane or left-tum pockets). The project does not include the Noyo Bridge, and will include 
a lane reduction to the existing two-lane Noyo Bridge . 
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Widening the Highway will enable intensification and urbanization of the areas north and south of the 
bridge to densities at least at the level anticipated in the land use designations and zoning certified in the 
LCP. Thus the character of the area surrounding the proposed project, outside of the Noyo Harbor/Noyo 
River area itself will be one of increased urbanization. The Commission finds the widening and 
replacement of the bridge is compatible with this character. 

The character of the Noyo Harbor/Noyo River area is somewhat different. The lower Noyo River forms 
a valley that is to a significant degree physically and visually separated from the more urbanizing terrace 
areas of Fort Bragg described above. This area includes the harbor, the shoreline and mouth of the river, 
Noyo Bay and its opening to the ocean, Ocean Front Park, Jetty Beach, and the bluffs that frame the 
valley, including the blufftop area at both ends of the existing bridge. The harbor area itself is a working 
fishing village, with development that includes an variety of architectural styles. The area's open spaces, 
including the river itself and along the bluff faces, are also an important part of its character. 

Moreover, the existing bridge itself is one of the "unique characteristics" of the area as addressed in 
Section 30253. The fact that it is featured in postcards, visitor promotion materials, brochures, 
advertisements and web-sites for many of the area's hotels, motels and restaurants (including the City's 
own home page) is evidence of how much it is a unique symbol of the area's character, and how it 

.. 

• 

contributes to what makes the area popular for visitors. Nevertheless, as Caltrans indicated in its • 
historical and architectural evaluation of the bridge, it would be a highly subjective determination to 
assert that it is an outstanding example of beauty and grace. 

In sum, the character of the area may best be described as "eclectic." In view of this variety of styles, the 
replacement of the existing bridge with the proposed new design cannot, from a strictly architectural 
point of view, be determined to be out of character with the surrounding area. The Commission therefore 
finds that the proposed project is consistent with Section 30251 's provisions regarding compatibility with 
the surrounding area. 

Temporary Visual Effects: The project would also have temporary effects on the visual character of the 
area. During construction, the temporary falsework (the high level framework and platform constructed to 
hold forms for the cast-in-place superstructure of the new bridge, and to support the new bridge while the 
concrete dries), the temporary trestle (the low level construction platform over part of the river and its 
banks), construction roads and fences, and construction equipment and materials would all intrude into 
the scenic view. However, the temporary nature of this impact limits its significance. The project is 
planned for a maximum of two construction seasons, and all construction debris would be removed upon 
project completion. The Commission therefore finds that this part of the proposed project is consistent 
with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

(B) Special Condition No. 6 

• 
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Special Condition No.6 provides a feasible mitigation measure to offset several different kinds of the 
proposed projects' impact to allow the project to be found consistent with the Coastal Act. It requires 
Caltrans to acquire and develop a substantial scenic viewing area within the City of Fort Bragg. 

A potential mitigation site (hereafter called the "South Noyo Bluffs site") is comprised of Assessor Parcel 
Nos. (APN) 018-440-10 currently owned by the Shaw Revocable Trust, and APNs 018-440-01 and 018-
440-02 currently owned by the Kime Trust. The 20 acre site is located on the south shore of the Noyo 
River, and extends on a magnificent sweep along the bluffs from the Cliff House Restaurant adjacent to 
the southeast side of the bridge past Noyo Bay and out to the ocean. This bluffiop area currently provides 
significant informal visual access to the ocean. However, since the site is currently in private ownership 
and not specifically developed for viewing use, vehicles driven on and across the site are disturbing the 
soil and vegetation and creating ruts and scars on the land. Properly developed however, it could provide 
visitors unimpeded views to the ocean and Noyo River to offset the reduced views from the new bridge. 
By acquiring the property, the scenic qualities that make it such an important part of the view in the Noyo 
River area could be permanently protected to compensate for the new bridge's impacts on views. 

The South Noyo Bluffs site is particularly appropriate for mitigating the view impacts of the project for 
several reasons. The site provides views to, along and within the same "viewshed" that would be affected 
by the proposed project impacts. The site would provide a viewing point for the motoring public, a group 
that would be significantly affected by the project's impacts on reducing the views now available while 
driving across the existing bridge. By assuring that the site will be kept largely in its present scenic 
condition, a highly visible and significant portion of the viewshed would be permanently protected to 
offset the project's impacts on coastal views. In addition, the site is identified as desirable for acquisition 
in Fort Bragg LUP Policies III- 9 and III-10, as further discussed in the Public Recreation section below. 
Finally, the site is recommended as a desirable mitigation location by Fort Bragg City Council member 
Dan Gjerde, in his letter of Feb. 16, 1999 (Exhibit 30). In that letter Councilman Gjerde points out that 
the 1992 Noyo Harbor District Plan, citing the Mendocino County LCP, called for acquiring the site for a 
pedestrian trail and suitably designed public parking area (please see Exhibit 31 ). 

The extensive historic public use of the site does raise the issue of prescriptive rights. This issue may 
well affect any future residential development that might be proposed under the site's current Planned 
Development (PD-CZ) zoning. However, it is possible the issue would not preclude such development. 
Acquiring the site would avoid the visual impacts that residential or other PD-CZ development could 
have, and assure the site's current scenic qualities would be preserved to offset the visual impacts ofthe 
proposed bridge. 

The best available preliminary estimates for the cost of acquiring and appropriately developing this 
property are approximately $2 million. This estimate takes into account the current assessed values of the 
properties, their history of use, and the probable costs of acquiring and preparing the site for public 
viewing use, based on similar projects in the area and elsewhere in the state. 

Special Condition No. 6 is also specifically designed to recognize that these estimates are indeed very 
preliminary, and to provide for a refund of funds not required to complete the project. Many factors, 
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such as acquisition and timing considerations, necessary geologic setbacks, and other design questions, 
would affect the cost of completing the project. By including provision for refund of funds, the condition 
essentially sets an upper cap for the mitigation cost to Caltrans, and allows for flexibility in determining 
costs, and keeping them to the minimum necessary as the condition is implemented. The condition also 
incorporates flexibility for the ultimate location of the mitigation project. While the southern Noyo Bluffs 
site is preferable for the reasons discussed above, if it should prove infeasible to accomplish the 
mitigation at this site, an alternative that provides comparable mitigation could be substituted. The Glass 
Beach project currently being planned by the Mendocino Land Trust and the State Coastal Conservancy 
is one such example. 

As further discussed in the Public Works section of this report, the Commission notes that Fort Bragg 
LUP Policy XV -14 calls for shared funding of highway capacity improvements by the involved 
"governmental agencies and developer(s)" in the area south of the bridge. Without the widening of the 
bridge proposed in the current project, highway widening improvements south of the bridge would not 
effectively increase traffic capacity to the proposed levels. The widening of the bridge must thus be 
considered as part ofthe capacity improvements addressed by LUP Policy XV-14. Therefore, the City 
should consider requiring future larger-scale development in the area to share a portion of the bridge 
project cost, consistent with that policy. The cost of mitigation is part of the total project cost. 
Preparation by the City of Fort Bragg of a shared-funding plan as provided for in LUP Policy XV -14 
could provide an additional source of funds to acquire, develop and ultimately to manage the viewing 
area required by Special Condition No. 6. Should the City and Caltrans agree, the City could even 
provide reimbursement to Caltrans for mitigation or other project costs. 

Finally, Special Condition No.6 also provides Caltrans the alternative of depositing a fee of$2 million 
in-lieu of acting as the implementing agency for the mitigation. The fee would be deposited in the 
standard manner to enable an appropriate agency or organization acceptable to the Executive Director of 
the Commission, such as the City of Fort Bragg, the Mendocino Land Trust or the State Coastal 
Conservancy to carry out a mitigation plan that the Executive Director determines has equivalent value in 
mitigating the adverse environmental effects of the project. 

(C) Conclusion 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act because Special Condition No.6 will provide for mitigation to offset the 
proposed project's impact on views. Specifically Special Condition No.6 will (1) provide improved 
viewing opportunities to offset the loss of views from the existing bridge to and along the ocean and the 
scenic Noyo River/Noyo Harbor coastal area; and (2) will ensure that the existing scenic qualities of the 
mitigation site will be fully protected to offset the impact of the project itself on views from recreational 
use areas such as Ocean Front Park and visitor destination points such as the restaurants, hotels, inns and 
other visitor-serving accommodations in and around Noyo Harbor. 

(D) Minimize the alteration of natural land forms 

., 
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Within the Commission's retained jurisdiction, the proposed project would temporarily alter the river 
bottom as the new bridge pilings, footings and support columns are installed, and the temporary 
construction pilings are installed and later removed. However, upon completion of the project, the river 
bottom would remain in its same configuration and elevation. The extensive footing system put in place 
below the grade of the river bottom would be completely buried and not visible above the river bottom 
surface. Therefore, the proposed support and footing work would not permanently alter landforms. 

Within the Commission's appeal jurisdiction, the proposed bridge would displace approximately 1.1 
acres ofblufftop at its southern abutment and approximately 2.2 acres at its northern end. These 
alterations of natural landform are directly correlated to the width and size ofthe bridge, and do not 
extend to adjoining areas. Therefore, as conditioned, the project is designed to minimize landform 
alteration in a manner consistent with the Section 30251. 

2. Fill in Coastal Waters and Wetlands. 

The Coastal Act defines fill as including "earth or any other substance or material ... placed in a 
submerged area." Exhibit 28 summarizes the dredging (excavation) and fill associated with various 
project alternatives, including the "proposed project." The project would require excavation of 5,400 
cubic yards of material from a 4,800-square-foot section of the river bottom for the placement of the 
pilings and footings for the bridge's southern support columns (called Pier 2 ins Caltrans' plans). 
However, these footings and piles would be situated below the current bottom of the riverbed, (Exhibit 
22) and it is expected that they would become buried by river cobbles, so that only the two columns of 
Pier 2 would emerge from the bottom of the river, covering an estimated 490 sq. ft. of riverbed. The 
northern bridge support (Pier 3) would be constructed on an upland area along the riverbank in Ocean 
Front Park, but would require the placement of approximately 600 square feet of rock revetment in tidal 
areas on top of existing revetment to protect the north pier from river scour. An additional amount of 
temporary fill would cover a 3,000-square-foot area of the river bottom to drive temporary support piles 
for the construction trestle and falsework. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act provides as follows, in applicable part: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be 
permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the 
following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including commercial 
fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing navigational channels, 
turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps . 
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(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; and in a 
degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Section 304ll,for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boatingfacilities, a substantial 
portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. 
The size of the wetland area used for boatingfaci/ities, including berthing space, turning basins, 
necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 
percent of the degraded wetland 

( 4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or 
expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers 
that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or 
inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant 
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for 
beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or 
into suitable long shore current systems. 

The above-referenced policies of the Coastal Act set forth a three part test for all projects involving the 
filling of coastal waters and wetlands. A proposed fill project must satisfy all three tests to be consistent 
with Section 30233. The three tests are: 

1. that the project has no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative; 

2. That the project is for one of the eight stated uses permissible under Section 30233; and 

3. that adequate mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 

A. Alternative Analysis 

The first test of Section 30233(a) is whether there are feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives 
to the proposed project. A number of possible alternatives, certain of which might potentially result in 
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less environmental damage, were identified by Caltrans in the Initial Study/Environmental 
Assessment/Negative Declaration on the project. Alternative 2 is the project proposed by Caltrans as 
approved by the City Council in its CDP 24-98. All of the other alternatives, and design variations of 
them, were rejected by Caltrans as too costly, involving too much delay, or otherwise unacceptable. A 
January 13, 1998letter from Caltrans District Director Rick Knapp to Fort Bragg Mayor Michelle White 
sets out in overview why Caltrans takes the position that approving the project as proposed is the only 
alternative acceptable (Exhibit 18). Additional details supporting the proposed project design, including 
why the bridge cannot be replaced with a narrower structure, why it includes 8-ft shoulders and a median, 
why Caltrans does not consider it out of scale or too massive, and why neither a two-lane bridge nor an 
arch structure could be built are included in a Caltrans information document attached as Exhibit 19. The 
rejected alternatives to the proposed project include: 

( 1) Alternative 1: Replacement with a new two-lane bridge on either side of the existing No yo 
River bridge, which would be closed and removed following construction. 

(2) Alternative 2 Design Variation: A design variation involving the staged construction of a 
two lane bridge. 

(3) Alternative 3: Constructing a one Jane bridge on each side of the existing bridge with the 
provision for future connection of these bridges . 

( 4) No Build Alternative 

(5) Build a Steel Bridge 

(6) Retrofit Existing Bridge 

In addition, two other alternatives were considered in the process of preparing this staff recommendation: 

(7) Arched Bridge/No Fill Alternative: Constructing an arched bridge or other different kind 
of bridge in a manner that does not require placing bridge supports within the river. 

(8) Narrowed Design Variation of the Proposed project: Constructing a narrower bridge, 
with reduced widths for the median and/or shoulders. 

These Alternatives/Design Variations were considered by Caltrans but rejected for the following reasons: 

(1) Alternative 1 

This alternative (shown in Exhibit 23) consists of replacement with a new two-lane bridge on either side 
of the existing Noyo River bridge, which would be closed and removed following construction. Caltrans 
rejected this alternative because: 
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• It would require acquisition of an additional21.9 ft. minimum of right of way, including the 
modification or purchase of the CliffHouse restaurant, a newly constructed hotel, or the Harbor Lite 
Lodge, and a small business. The purchase of properties would cause an unnecessary impact on the 
community. There would be a magnitude of socioeconomic impacts associated with this alternative. 

• It would create an undesirable roadway alignment and transition from four to two lanes then back to 
four lanes. The combination of an offset horizontal roadway alignment and traffic merging from four 
to two lanes may also raise traffic operational concerns. This design may necessitate permanent 
restriction on vehicle tum movements in the vicinity of the bridge. 

• The time needed to acquire right of way for this alternative would delay completion of the proposed 
new bridge to at least the end of the year 2001. This one year delay increases the risk of the present 
bridge still being in service during an earthquake. The loss of this vital structure would prove 
devastating to the Fort Bragg community. 

This alternative would involve somewhat less fill as the proposed alternative, and would be slightly 
narrower. However, in enacting Senate Bill 80S into law, the state legislature declared that the seismic 
retrofitting of substandard bridges is necessary for the immediate preservation of public safety. As it is 
now a matter of State law to enhance the seismic safety of bridges such as the Noyo River Bridge, the 
Commission finds that Alternative 1 is not feasible as it would not achieve the project objectives to 
complete seismic upgrades as rapidly as possible. 

(2) Alternative 2: Design variation-Twin Cast-in-Place Segmental Box Girder Bridge 

This design (shown in Exhibits 24 and 25) would result in the same cross-sectional configuration of the 
proposed project design, but would be built in different stages. In the first stage, half of the full new 
bridge (accommodating the final configuration of two full lanes, shoulders and sidewalks) would be built 
next to the existing bridge. When ready, traffic would be diverted to that half, the existing bridge would 
be dismantled, and the second half of the bridge would be built in its place. To accommodate the full 
planned width, however, the bridge alignment would need to shift 21.9 ft. to the east. 

Caltrans rejected this design for the following reasons: 

• Proposed bridge pier footings of the new bridge would interfere with existing footings. 

• Shifting the bridge alignment 21.9 ft.eastwardly would have the same right-of-way and delay 
problems described for Alternative 1. 

This alternative would not reduce the amount of fill, the size of the bridge, nor degree of visual impact 
compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the Commission finds that this alternative is not a less 
environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed project. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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(3) Alternative 3 

This alternative (Exhibit 26) consists of constructing a standard width one lane bridge on each side of the 
existing bridge with the provision for future connection of these bridges. Each new bridge would have a 
5 ft. inside shoulder, a 12ft. lane, a 8ft. outside shoulder, and aS ft. sidewalk with a 1 ft. rail. However, 
this alternative was rejected for the following reasons: 

• This alternative would require a minimum of 3.3 ft of additional right of way at the approaches on 
each side the highway to make room for the new bridges. At the piers, an additional I 0.5 ft. of right 
ofway would be required. This alternative would require the modification or purchase of at least one 
established business (Cliff House Restaurant) in the southwest quadrant. In addition, right of way 
would be required for falsework construction at the bridge abutments in the other quadrants, which 
would impact the Harbor Lite Lodge and the recently established hotel. 

• This alternative would have the same roadway alignment and transition problems as Alternative 1 and 
in addition, would create a traffic weave movement to the outside separated structures. 

• It would involve similar delay, at least the end of the year 2001, with the added risk of exposure to 
earthquake . 

This alternative would not reduce the amount of fill, the size of the bridge nor degree of visual impact 
when compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the Commission finds that this alternative is not a less 
environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed project. 

(4) No Build Alternative 

Caltrans rejected this alternative as not meeting the purpose and need for the proposed project, stating the 
existing bridge may eventually fail due to seismic activity and weathering. This alternative would do 
nothing to enhance the seismic safety of the bridge. In enacting Senate Bill 805 into law, the state 
legislature declared that the seismic retrofitting of substandard bridges is necessary for the immediate 
preservation of public safety. As it is now a matter of State law to enhance the seismic safety of bridges 
such as the Noyo River Bridge, the Commission finds that the no project alternative is unacceptable. 

(5) Build a Steel Bridge 

Caltrans considered and rejected this alternative because both the initial cost of a steel structure and the 
long term maintenance cost of a steel bridge is much higher than a concrete structure. Assuming the 
same size of bridge, this alternative would not reduce the amount of fill, the size ofthe bridge nor degree 
of visual impact when compared to the proposed project. Therefore, the Commission finds that this 
alternative is not a less environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed project 
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(6) Retrofit the Existing Bridge 

The existing steel bridge is 34 ft. wide and 894 ft. long, with a 26 ft. wide roadway, 3 ft. sidewalks, and a 
1 ft. railing on each side of the bridge. 

This alternative consists of painting, widening, and seismic retrofitting the existing street bridge (Exhibit 
27). The seismic retrofitting of the bridge includes installing base isolation bearing pads, replacing the 
rocker bearings, constructing a concrete collar at the top the piers and adding eight 36 inch piles to each 
footing. 

This alternative was rejected by Caltrans for the following reasons: 

• The existing Noyo River Bridge is functionally obsolete and deterioration has resulted in an estimated 
10 percent section loss in some of the main structural steel members. Caltrans estimates that these 
two factors reduce the remaining useful life ofthe existing steel bridge to 20 years (assuming the 
bridge would be well-maintained during that time), which Caltrans maintains makes the seismic 
retrofitting, painting, and widening an unreasonable use of funds. 

• Widening the bridge's walkways to 5.5 ft. would satisfy Fort Bragg's Disabled In Action League 

I 

• 

(DIAL) concerns. However, Caltrans has documented that the existing bridge cannot be widened • 
without reducing its current permit rating. This would be unacceptable to both Caltrans and the 
community of Fort Bragg since this is the only available crossing ofNoyo River on State Route 1 for 
overweight equipment that cannot be transported any other way. 

• This alternative would not satisfy the Caltrans Route Concept Report for Highway 1 in this area and 
would be contrary to the local city and county governments endorsement of the preferred bridge 
design. 

However, Caltrans has subsequently stated that this alternative is feasible (please see Exhibit 19, item 
11), and that, if the proposed project were not approved, that Caltrans would proceed with a strictly 
retrofit project (letter of District Director Knapp, Exhibit 18, page 4). This alternative would not result in 
any more structural fill in the river above the river bottom than the proposed project. In addition, as 
discussed in the Visual Resources section, this alternative would have less impact. However, in recent 
discussions Caltrans and City representatives have asserted that this alternative would require longer 
periods of one lane traffic across the bridge which would create unacceptable traffic delays. Given that 
Highway One is the lifeline for Fort Bragg, and there is no other way to cross the river for many miles 
inland, the impact becomes severe. In addition to these delays, and the increased difficulty that 
emergency vehicles would have responding to emergency calls across the bridge, such delays would also 
it adversely affect public access to the coast. Therefore, the Commission finds that this alternative is not a 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to the project as approved. 

(7) Arched Bridge/No Fill Alternative: 

• 
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This option involves constructing an arched bridge or other different kind of bridge in a manner that does 
not require placing bridge supports within the river. Many existing bridges span a distance greater than 
the width ofNoyo River without requiring supports placed mid-span. For example an arched bridge, 
suspension bridge or cable-stayed design could span the Noyo without requiring fill in the river. The 
existing bridge could be replaced with an entirely new bridge of such a design. However, Caltrans 
estimates the cost of an arched bridge, for example, could amount to $40 million, nearly double that of 
the proposed alternative. Other designs would likely be equally or more costly. In view of this great 
cost differential and the tremendous number of bridges statewide that are in need of retrofitting to 
enhance seismic safety, the Commission finds that this alternative is infeasible. Furthermore, any new 
bridge would result in similar view impairment impacts as the bridge design proposed by Caltrans as a 
new bridge would require a similar railing design as that proposed and would be constructed in a manner 
that would separate motorists from the edge of the bridge to a similar degree, thereby reducing the angle 
of view to the motorists by a similar amount. Therefore, this alternative would not be less 
environmentally damaging. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative to 
the proposed fill project. 

B. Permissible Use for Fill 

The second test for a proposed fill project is whether the fill is for one of the eight allowable uses under 
Section 30233(a). The only category of use listed under Section 30233(a) that relates to the proposed 
bridge replacement project is subcategory (5), stated as follows: 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or 
inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

To determine if the proposed fill is an incidental public service, the Commission must first determine that 
the proposed fill is for a public service purpose. Since this project would be constructed by a public 
agency to improve public safety, the Commission finds the project expressly serves a public service 
purpose under Section 30233(a)(5). 

The Commission must next determine if the fill is "incidental." The Commission has in the past 
determined that certain bridge seismic retrofit projects constitute "incidental" public service purposes 
under Section 30233(a)(5). For example, in Application 1-96-71 (Caltrans' seismic retrofit of the 
Pudding Creek Bridge in Fort Bragg), the Commission found that "for a public service to be incidental, 
it must not be the primary part of the project or the impacts must have a temporary duration." In the 
present case, the Commission finds the public safety purpose of the proposed bridge replacement 
project is incidental to "something else as primary," that is, the transportation service provided by the 
existing bridge . 
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The primary purpose and need for the project is for public safety, to provide a bridge that will be less 
prone to collapse or damage in a strong earthquake. The Commission notes that in addition to this 
purpose, the proposed project will also serve to increase the capacity of the bridge by adding two 
additional lanes oftraffic. 

The Commission notes that the Statewide Interpretive Guidelines on Wetlands adopted by the 
Commission February 4, 1981 (Wetlands and Other Wet Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas,. 
Section IV(A)(S)) discussed "incidental" as follows: 

Incidental public services purposes which temporarily impact the resources of the area, which 
include, but are not limited to, burying cables and pipes, inspection of piles, and maintenance of 
existing intake and outfall lines (roads do not qualify).3 

Footnote 3, elaborating on the limited situations where the Commission would consider a road or bridge 
as an exception to this policy, states: 

When no other alternatives exist, and when consistent with the other provisions of this section, 
limited expansion of roadbeds and bridges necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity may be 
permitted 

• 

• 

The Interpretive Guidelines are advisory to the Commission, and where the Commission has • 
subsequently certified a Local Coastal Plan, as in this case, weight also must be given to the provisions of 
that LCP. As discussed in the Public Works Capacity section, the Fort Bragg LCP, under certain 
conditions, anticipates the widening of the bridge, and thus the fill necessary to support that widening. 

Moreover, the determination of existing traffic capacity must take into account the expansion of the 
highway traffic capacity to the north and south of the bridge already approved pursuant to the Coastal 
Act, as discussed in detail in the Visual Resources section. The project would not expand the vehicular 
capacity of the bridge beyond the capacity the widened connecting highway segments will have when 
their construction is complete. The project can therefore be considered as consistent with capacity that 
will exist at that time. 

Retrofitting the existing bridge is a feasible alternative that would not increase traffic capacity. However, 
the net fill associated with the proposed project can be considered equivalent to that necessary for the 
retrofit alternative. The proposed new footings and pilings would be much larger than the footings and 
pilings of the existing bridge. However, all of the footings and pilings would be installed either in upland 
areas or below the bottom surface of the river. Those installed within the river will be buried beneath 
new cobble washed down the river. Thus, the footings and pilings of the proposed bridge supports do not 
contribute to an increase in the net amount of fill in the river itself, the submerged or tidal areas above the 
current bottom of the river. 

As noted previously, the north pier of the proposed new bridge will be constructed in upland areas along 
the north bank of the river. A small amount of rock revetment fill would be placed in a tidal area around • 
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the north pier. However, the area where the rock would be placed is already covered with rock revetment 
and there would be no further encroachment into the river. 

The southern pier of the existing bridge has a cross-sectional area of approximately 500 sq. ft. where it 
meets the riverbed. The two columns of the new pier would have a total cross-section of approximately 
490 sq. ft. (personal communication, G. Setberg, Caltrans, 2/17/99). Since the existing piers would be 
removed as part of the project, there would be a net decrease in the amount of the riverbed surface taken 
up for bridge supports as a result of the proposed project. Thus, whether or not there were an increase of 
capacity associated with the project, the amount of net fill in the river would be the same. There is no 
extra amount of net fill attributable to the capacity expansion to be provided by the new bridge. 
Therefore, the fill can be attributed to seismic needs rather than traffic capacity, and thereby qualifies as 
an incidental public service purpose. 

This is not the case for the footings and pilings required for the proposed project. The existing bridge 
footings and pilings would not be removed as part of the proposed project. However past actions of the 
Commission as reflected in the cited Interpretive Guidelines have considered burying cables, pipes and 
similar structures as temporary impacts. In this case, the new bridge's footings and pilings would be 
constructed below the level of the current river bottom, and would subsequently be buried by the river's 
action. They can be considered a temporary impact similar to buried cables and pipes, and therefore 
consistent with Section 30233(a)(5) . 

Therefore, the Commission finds that for all the reasons discussed above, the proposed filling and 
dredging (excavation) for the proposed project constitutes an incidental public service, and thus is an 
allowable use pursuant to Section 30233(a)(5) of the Coastal Act. 

C. Feasible Mitigation Measures. 

The third test set forth under Section 30233 is whether feasible mitigation measures can be employed to 
minimize the proposed fill project's adverse environmental effects. The proposed fill work has 
potentially significant, adverse environmental effects on the estuarine environment, including: (1) 
disturbance of migratory fish, and (2) loss of river bottom wetland habitat. Feasible mitigation measures 
can be employed to minimize these potential adverse environmental effects below a level of significance. 

1. Migratory Fish 

Coho Salmon and northern California steelhead trout occur within the project area. The coho salmon is 
listed as a federally threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The northern California 
steelhead trout was recently a federal candidate species, but was not listed under the ESA. These species 
are present in late fall when the fish use the estuary and await the first fall rains before migrating 
upstream to spawn. The species is also present in the late spring during migration. Juveniles may rear in 
the estuary in the summer months before migrating to the ocean . 
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Construction in the river channel during the period when anadromous fish are migrating up or down the 
river could adversely affect fisheries, including the threatened Coho salmon. Special Condition No. 4 
provides feasible measures to minimize disturbance of the migratory fish by providing for a temporary 
trestle system to keep construction activities out of the stream channel while allowing for unrestricted 
upstream and downstream movement of fish. Special Condition No. 3 incorporates terms and conditions 
as specified by the National Marine Fisheries Service and included in Exhibit 15. These conditions 
provide feasible measures to minimize disturbance of the migratory fish by, among other actions, 
prohibiting in-channel work during the migration for Coho salmon. These measures would also help 
protect steelhead populations. In addition, Special Condition No. 2 requires the applicant to submit to the 
Executive Director evidence of an approved streambed alteration agreement from the California 
Department ofFish and Game prior to construction of the project. 

2. Wetlands and River Bottom Habitat 

A total area of at least 8300 sq. ft. of riverbed would be disturbed by excavation and driving piles. After 
project completion, the new bridge's support columns would take up an estimated 490 sq. ft. of riverbed, 
and displace a volume of the river's water column that would vary with the tides and river flow. The net 
fill above the bed of the river resulting from the project would be equivalent to the amount of structural 
fill that currently exists with the old bridge which would be removed as part of the project. 

The river bottom habitat in this area consists of a depth of rocky cobble. According to Caltrans' 
biological evaluation, the area below the river bottom that would be displaced by the buried footings and 
pilings has low levels of biological productivity, especially compared to river bottoms comprised of mud 
or sand. The primary biological value of the riverbed is as a hard surface to which aquatic vegetation 
including green and brown algae attach. The installation of the new columns would create a replacement 
hard surface that will readily be recolonized by these algae. The temporary trestles would not have any 
long term adverse impacts on the habitat of the river bottom as they are proposed to be pulled up and 
removed in their entirety. Thus, there will be no permanent loss of the current river bottom habitat. 
Special Condition No. 4 requires the applicant to remove the trestle piles in their entirely without digging 
them out to minimize the temporary impact. 

The California seal lion and the harbor. seal are also know to occur in the Noyo Harbor area. These 
species may potentially enter the construction area. Pursuant to the Marine Mammal Protection Act (50 
CFR 216.22) "a State or local government official or employee may take a marine mammal in the normal 
course of his duties as an official or employee, and no permit shall be required, if such taking follows 
several guidelines outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations." Based on this section, Caltrans has the 
ability to remove marine mammals that may enter the construction area, as long as the removal is 
coordinated with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and complies with methods proposed in 
50 CFR Part 216 Deterrence Regulations and Guidelines. In a December 2, 1998 letter (Exhibit 16) 
NMFS "concluded that the likelihood that marine mammals will be incidentally taken (including 
harassed) ... is small," and that an incidental harassment authorization (IHA) was not needed as long as 
Caltrans implemented a specified marine mammal monitoring program. Special Condition No. 3 
incorporates the terms ofthis program as a condition of project approval. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

1-98-100 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 1 
Page 27 

D. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed fill project, as conditioned, is consistent with 
Section 30233 ofthe Coastal Act in that: (1) the proposed fill is for "an incidental public service 
purpose," a permissible use for fill under subsection (5) of Section 30233(a); (2) no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternatives have been identified; and (3) the project as conditioned will 
employ feasible mitigation measures to minimize adverse environmental effects. 

5. Habitat and Water Quality Protection 

The Coastal Act addresses additional aspects of the protection of riparian habitat and water quality in the 
following policies: 

Section 30231: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and 
lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of 
human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, 
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water 
flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30240: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of 
habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade 
those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

Section 30251: 

... Permitted development shall be sited and designed ... to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms ... 

These provisions require the protection of water quality in coastal areas, including environmentally 
sensitive habitat values that could be disrupted by polluted runoff. Construction activities in and over the 
river could cause potential impacts on water quality, such as the runoff of wash water from the 
construction process into the river. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board is presently 



1-98-100 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 1 
Page 28 

considering the Waste Discharge Requirements for the proposed project. The preliminary requirements 
include a provision that "the discharge of any waste to the Noyo River and its tributaries is prohibited." 
Consistent with Section 30231, Special Condition No. 10 requires a pollution prevention plan to prevent 
entry of any waste and pollution from entering the Noyo River. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project as conditioned is consistent with Section 
30231,30240 and 30251 ofthe Coastal Act as the quality of coastal waters will be protected, no 
environmentally sensitive habitat within the Commission's jurisdiction will be adversely affected by the 
project, and the alteration of landforms will be minimized. 

3. Public Works Capacity 

Section 30254 of the Coastal Act states: 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs 
generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division; 
provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway Route I in rural areas 
of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or 

• 

expanded except where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new • 
development inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities can 
accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land use, 
essential public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or 
nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be 
precluded by other development. 

LUP Policy XV -14 states: 

Any proposed new development between the Noyo River and Hare Creek and any proposed 
development on the two parcels located along Highway 20 which would increase traffic by more 
than one percent above existing levels, shall not be constructed until at least one of the following 
occurs: (1) The design of specific, long-term circulation improvements for the area have been 
developed and approved by the City of Fort Bragg, the County of Mendocino (to the extent that the 
improvements are outside the City Limits), and Caltrans; (2) a specific proposal for shared 
funding of the improvements has been approved by the governmental agencies and developer(s) 
involved; or (3) the developer has committed to pay for his appropriate pro rata share of the 
improvement costs. (emphasis added) 

The primary purpose and need for the project is for public safety, to provide a bridge that will be less 
prone to collapse or damage in a strong earthquake. However, in addition to serving this purpose, the 
proposed project would significantly increase highway capacity by doubling the number of lanes on 
Highway 1 across the bridge. Widening the bridge is directly related to already-approved road capacity 
expansions south ofNoyo River. Since the project is in an urban rather than rural area, Section 30254's • 
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limitation of Highway 1 to a scenic two-lane road does not apply. However, Section 30254 also requires 
that "expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs generated by 
development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division." 

The application does not specifically show how the expanded capacity of the bridge is "limited to 
accommodate needs generated by development." Caltrans does, however, state: 

The proposed bridge is consistent with the City of Fort Bragg's General Plan. The bridge will 
accommodate current and planned residential/commercial development ... potentially larger 
commercial developments of possibly higher densities are geographically localized and are 
subject to appropriate CEQA review. The bridge replacement's impact on subsequent 
development, growth and density is not considered significant. 
The project is not considered to be growth inducing to the Fort Bragg area. The Coastal Element 
of the Mendocino County General Plan (Sec 4.4) identifies areas south of the city limits for 
potential growth and development as being outside of the coastal zone (defined as inland 1.5 
miles from Route 1). The Coastal Element also lays out the limitations to growth in this area. 
For growth to take Place: 1) zoning designations have to be changed; 2) water and sewer 
service must be provided for each property,· and 3) the area must be annexed by Fort Bragg. The 
Coastal Act further limits development by designating State Route 1 as a Scenic Highway and 
limited to two lanes in rural areas. The proposed project to replace the Noyo River Bridge with a 
jour-lane structure will improve the existing traffic conditions primarily within the City of Fort 
Bragg. 

The nature of road capacity is that it is increased in increments. Caltrans has determined that traffic is 
already approaching the capacity ofthe existing two-lane configuration of the bridge. Lanes cannot be 
added in fractional amounts to create a capacity that is limited precisely to the amount approved in the 
LCP. Therefore, even if the increase to four lanes may actually provide capacity in excess of that needed 
to accommodate buildout of the area's LCPs, this increase is effectively the smallest design increment 
available. Therefore the Commission finds that the project as conditioned is consistent with Section 
30254 in that, to the degree possible, it is designed to be limited to the needs generated by development 
approved under the applicable certified LCPs. 

The Commission notes that LUP Policy XV -14 says, in effect, that widening the Highway south of the 
bridge, and of the bridge itself, should be done as part of a coordinated regional plan that includes cost­
sharing by larger-scale developers. This has not happened. Rather, since Caltrans would provide the 
bulk of the funding both for widening the Highway south ofNoyo River and for the proposed new four­
lane bridge, the state, would subsidize potential new larger-scale development in the area, despite the 
provisions Policy XV-14. 

A comprehensive plan such as that called for in the LCP could have analyzed long range alternatives and 
view mitigations (including different architectural treatments for the bridge), and provided a mechanism 
to fund those alternatives through cost-sharing by development that would benefit from the expansion in 
capacity. Without such a plan, the Commission now has limited choices . 
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7. Public Access and Recreation. 

The public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act provide, in part, as follows: 

Section 3 0211 : 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired through 
use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal 
beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212(a): 

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be 
provided in new development projects ... 

Section 30221: 

• 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protectedfor recreational use and • 
development unless present and foreseeable future demandfor public or commercial recreational 
activities that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the 
area. 

In applying the above public access policies of the Coastal Act, the Commission is limited by the need to show that 
any denial of a permit application based on this section, or any decision to grant a permit subject to special 
conditions requiring public access is necessary to avoid or offset a project's adverse impact on existing or potential 
access. 

Ocean Front Park lies under and along the shoreline extending to the northwest of the existing Noyo 
River Bridge (Exhibits 3,5). The park includes a paved road along the north side of the harbor that leads 
to a viewpoint, restroom facility, and a parking lot at the sea entrance to Noyo Harbor. Public recreational 
uses include access to Noyo Jetty Beach and viewing the boats coming in and out of the harbor. The 
recreational and access facilities at Ocean Front Park were developed in part through a grant representing 
a significant public investment by the State Coastal Conservancy. Trails from the bluffs down to the 
parkland area exist on both the north and south side. However, this area southwest of the harbor is not 
considered part of Ocean Front Park. The harbor district extends to the area west and east on the north 
side of the harbor. The harbor district is associated with sport and commercial fishing activities. There 
are also tourist-related commercials sites in the district such as retail shops for bait and supplies and 
restaurants. 

The unimproved trail from the top of the bluff down to the harbor on the north side appears to be used as 
a shortcut for pedestrians wanting to avoid the long circuitous walk up North Harbor Drive. There is • 
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another trail that leads up to/from the Harbor Lite Lodge. This trail on the north abutment slope from the 
Harbor Lite Lodge will be enclosed and lighted through the work area to protect pedestrians. The trail is 
developed with stairs and pavement in some places. The Harbor Lite Lodge has a permit allowing the 
path to be partially within Caltrans right of way. Depending on the construction activity, the trail may 
need to be temporarily closed at times. 

The project as approved has the potential for both temporary and permanent impacts on public access 
during the proposed construction period. The Programmatic Section 4(f) Analysis for the Noyo River 
Bridge Replacement Project on State Route 1 prepared by Caltrans discusses some of these impacts: 

The temporary impacts include: 

Falsework 
The temporary construction falsework on the northside of the proposed bridge will impact the 
park. The impacts will be 10 m2 (1 08 jt.2). 
Public access to the Ocean Front Park will be maintained during construction of Pier 3. 

Trestle Work 
The temporary trestles will temporarily impact the existing park The total trestle impacts for the 
proposed project will be 2, 787m2 (30,000jt.2 ). Of this total, only 400m2 (4,306jt.2) of trestle 
work will impact Ocean Front Park at Pier 3. 

Excavation for Pier Footings 
There will be temporary excavation impacts to the park for the pier footingfor the two new 
columns that will be located within the park. Temporary excavation for the pier footings will be 
700m2 (7,535 jt.2). 

Temporary Realignment of North Harbor Drive 
The North Harbor Drive will be temporarily realigned north of Pier 3 during construction of the 
new bridge. The temporary impact will be 545m2 (5,867 jt.2). 

Temporary Fencing 
There will be 80 m (262ft) of temporary fencing on each side of the new bridge. 

Permanent Impacts 

New Pier Columns 
The two north pier columns of the proposed bridge will permanently impact the existing Ocean 
Front Park. The new pier columns will be placed south of the existing Pier 3. The new pier 
columns will permanently impact 70m2 (753ft)) of the existing park Since the footing of the 
pier columns will be underground, only the pier columns would be considered permanent impact. 
However, the new columns are not considered in the total impact to Ocean Front Park because 
the columns are within Cal trans right of way . 
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Permanent Realignment of North Harbor Drive 
The existing North Harbor Drive roadway will be permanently realigned between the new bridge 
pier and existing restroom facility to allow for construction of the new bridge pier... There will 
be 400m2 (4,305jt.2) of permanent impact required for the additional road However, this 
impact will be less with the purchase of right of way from the Harbor Lite Hotel. The right of 
way purchase of 105m2 (1,132.8jt.2) will become part of the Ocean Front Park thus offsetting 
the 400m2 (4,305 jt.2) of permanent impact. As a result of the Harbor Lite Hotel right ofway 
purchase, the new permanent impact from the realignment of North Harbor Drive will be 295m2 
(3,175 jt2J. 

In addition, approximately 70m2 (I 00 yd3) of rock will be added to the existing rock slope 
protection at the south end of the new piers. However, this will not have any impact on Ocean 
Front Park since there are existing rocks at this location. 

To mitigate these impacts, the project as approved will include the following "Measures to Minimize 
Harm" specified in the Programmatic Section 4(f) report: 

1. Temporarily reconfigure the twelve parking spaces to accommodate the temporary access to 
parking during construction of the new bridge; 

2. placing portable restrooms during the temporary closure of the existing restrooms 

3. providingflaggers to minimize traffic disruptions during the temporary closure of North 
Harbor Drive; 

4. revegetating the slope north of Pier 3 with natural seed mix for erosion control; 

5. replace and upgrade the existing culvert immediately east of the existing restrooms to west of 
the existing restrooms; 

6. res tripe and resurface the existing parking lot,· 

7. extend the existing culvert immediately west of the restrooms; 

8. provide Racon Navigation aids for boaters. 

However, in addition to the impacts listed by Caltrans, the proposed project would have lasting effects on 
the recreational use of Ocean Front Park, Jetty Beach, Noyo Harbor other portions of the Noyo River 
shoreline in the vicinity. The proposed bridge's mass and bulk would be much larger than the existing 
bridge, and would create a dominating presence impacting the coastal recreational experience afforded by 
these areas. It would also have the physical affect of shading out a larger area than the existing bridge. 
These impacts are especially significant in view of the significant public investment made by the State 
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Coastal Conservancy to enhance the recreational values of the area. Special Condition No. 6 provides for 
development of an offsite ocean viewing and public access area which, in addition to mitigating visual 
resource impacts, would also serve to offset the impacts of the project on recreation and public access. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project as conditioned is consistent with the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

8. Geologic Stability 

The Coastal Act contains policies to assure that new development does not create erosion, and to 
minimize risks to life and property. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in applicable part: 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural/and forms along 
bluffs and cliffs . 

The project is proposed in part as a seismic retrofit safety project to reduce the risks to life and property 
associated with earthquakes. Given the purpose of the project, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project is consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. 

9. State Waters. 

Portions of the project site are in areas that are State-owned waters or were otherwise subject to the public 
trust. 

Therefore, to ensure that the applicant has the necessary to undertake all aspects of the project on these 
public lands, the Commission attaches Special Condition No. 5, which requires that the project be 
reviewed by the State Lands Commission prior to the issuance of a permit. 

10. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by 
any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) ofCEQA prohibits a proposed 
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on 
the environment. 
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As discussed above, the project has been mitigated to avoid significant impacts on the anadromous fish 
and channel bottom habitat. The project, as conditioned, will not have a significant adverse effect on the 
environment, within the meaning of CEQA. 

For purposes of CEQA, the lead agency for the project is the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), District 1. Caltrans has prepared a Negative Declaration for the project. 
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EXHIBITS 

1. Regional Location 

2. Vicinity Map 

3. Project Area 

4. Boundary Determination: Retained Jurisdiction! Appeal Area 

5. Ocean Front Park and Developments in Vicinity 

6. Project Plan: Trestle Layout 

7. Renderings of Existing and Proposed Bridge 

8. Existing Bridge from Ocean Front Park 

9. Proposed Bridge from Ocean Front Park 

10. Existing and Proposed Railings-Views to Ocean from Bridge 

II. Originally Proposed Bridge Barrier and Railing 

12. Fort Bragg LCP Zoning Map 

13. Highway I /Main Street Widening Project Map 

14. US Army Corps of Engineers Permit and Special Conditions 

15. NMFS Biological Opinion Terms and Conditions 

16. NMFS Marine Mammal Monitoring 

17. Caltrans Negative Declaration Mitigation Measures 

18. Letter of Caltrans District Director Rick Knapp 

19. Caltrans Noyo Bridge Project Frequently Asked Questions 

20. Proposed Project Stage 1 

21. Proposed Project Construction Stages 

22. Proposed Project Pilings and Footings 

23. Alternative 1 

24. Alternative 2 Design Variation 

25. Alternative 2 Variation Completed Configuration 

26. Alternative 3 

27 . Alternative 6 
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28. Excavation and Fill Amounts of Alternatives 

29. Mitigation Site 

30. Letter of Fort Bragg City Councilman Dan Gjerde 

31. Recreation Map, Noyo Harbor Plan 

32. City of Fort Bragg Notice of Final Action 

33. Appeal of Commissioners Areias and Reilly 

34. Appeal of Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group & Friends of Fort Bragg 

35. Correspondence, Public Officials 

36. Correspondence 
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ATIACHMENT A 

Standard Conditions 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned 
to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the 
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a 
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of 
the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as set forth 
in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below. Any deviation 
from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require 
Commission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be resolved by 
the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the development 
during construction, subject to 24-~our advance notice. 

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, 
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and 
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions . 
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2. The proposed concrete design looking northwest. 
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EXHIBIT NO. i4 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
333 MARKET STREET 

APPLICATION NO. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA 94105-2197 

REPLY TO 
ATIENTION OF 

Regulatory Branch 

SUBJECT: File Number 23244N 

Mr. John Webb 

DEco i 1998 

California Department of Transportation 
District 3, Sacramento Area Office MS 41 
P.O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, California 94274-000 l 

Dear Mr. Webb: 

US ARMY CORPS 
Sf'.ECIAL l JNU I H JNS 

00 ~~L _j 
DE.li _ ... • •. ;:t8 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMiv\ISSION 

This is in reference to your submittal of November 5, 1998, concerning Department of 
the Army authorization to replace the Noyo River Bridge on State Route 1 near the Fort 
Bragg in Mendocino County, California (Attachment 1). The project involves the replacement 
of the existing bridge structure (Attachment 2) with an 86.6-foot wide, 877-foot long triple 
cast-in-place concrete box girder bridge (Attachment 3). Temporary falsework and trestles 
will be erected to facilitate the new bridge construction and existing bridge demolition 
(Attachment 4). The project would resul~ in both permanent and temporary impacts to Corps 
jurisdiction. Permanent impacts include placement of approximately 5,400 cubic yards (CY) 
of concrete to construct new bridge footings and 20 CY of rock slope protection (RSP) to 
armor the footing at Pier 3 (Attachment 5 and 6). These activities would affect 0.12 acre 
within Corps jurisdiction. Construction of temporary access trestles and bridge falsework 
would temporarily affect 0.07 acre within Corps jurisdiction. 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), through the U.S. Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), entered into formal consultation with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS), pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as 
amended. with the regarding potential project impacts to coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). 
Caltrans, through the FHW A, also conferenced on proposed critical habitat for the coho 
salmon. The NMFS provided the Corps with a copy of the draft terms and conditions of the 
Biological Opinion (BO) by facsimile on December 3, 1998 (attached). A copy of the final 
BO will be provided to the Corps by NMFS upon completion. 

This Corps permit does not authorize you to take an endangered species, in particular 
coho salmon. In order to legally take a listed species, you must have separate authorization 
under the ESA from the NMFS. The NMFS BO contains mandatory terms and conditions to 
implement the reasonable and prudent measures. Your authorization under this Corps permit 
is conditional upon your compliance with the mandatory terms and conditions of the 80, 
which terms and conditions are incorporated by reference in this permit. Failure to comply 
with the terms and conditions of the BO would constitute an unauthorized take. and would 
cause you to be in non-compliance with your Corps permit. The NMFS is the authority on 
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compliance with the terms and conditions in the BO. For further clarification on this point, 
you should contact the NMFS. 

Based on a review of the information you submitted, our March 12, 1998, inspection 
of the project site, and upon our receipt of the BO from NMFS, your project qualifies for 
authorization under Department of the Army Nationwide Permit 15 for U.S. Coast Guard 
Approved Bridges, (61 FR 65874, Dec. 13, 1996), pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). Pursuant to the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-
670), (49 CFR 1.4(a)(3)) and the Truman-Hobbs Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 497; 33 U.S.C. 511 et 
seq) (as amended), the U.S. Coast Guard will assume jurisdiction pursuant to Section 9 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. 

The project must be in compliance with the General Conditions cited in Enclosure 1 
and all Special Conditions specified in this letter for the nationwide permit authorization to 
remain valid. Upon completion of the project and all associated mitigation requirements, 
you shall sign and return the enclosed Certification of Compliance, Enclosure 2, verifying 
that you have complied with the terms and conditions of the permit. Non-compliance with 
any condition could result in the revocation, suspension or modification of the authorization 
for your project, thereby requiring you to obtain an individual permit from the Corps. This 
nationwide permit authorization does not obviate the need to obtain other State or local 
approvals required by law. 

This authorization will remain valid for a period of two (2) years from the date of 
this letter, unless the nationwide permit is modified, suspended or revoked. If you have 
commenced work or are under contract to commence work prior to the suspension, or 
revocation of the nationwide permit and the project would not comply with the resulting 
nationwide permit authorization, you have twelve ( 12) months from that date to complete the 
project under the present terms and conditions of the nationwide permit. 

This authorization will not be effective until you have obtained Section 401 water 
quality certification or a waiver of certification from the North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). If the RWQCB fails to act on a valid request for certification 
within two (2) months after receipt, the Corps will presume a waiver of water quality 
certification has been obtained. You shall submit a copy of the certification or waiver to the 
Corps prior to the commencement of work. 

To ensure compliance with the nationwide permit, the following special conditions 
shall be implemented: 

1. Prior to the onset of construction activities, temporary erosion control measures 
(i.e., silt fencing and/or hay bales) shall be placed downslope of areas where 
disturbance of native soil is anticipated. The erosion control measures shall be 

• 

• 

maintained in a functional condition until soil disturbance activities are completed and • 
permanent erosion control measures are in place. 
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2. Immediately prior to the onset of winter storms (October 15) and at project 
completion, all exposed areas shall be seeded with California native plant seed mix and 
mulched to help minimize soil erosion and sedimentation. 

3. All material and debris generated as a result of project construction shall be 
disposed off-site in an approved location located outside Corps jurisdiction. All 
sedimentation basins shall be located in an upland location outside Corps jurisdiction. 
Holding vessels and equipment used to transport sediment-laden water shall be isolated 
from the river channel to ensure sediments are not discharged into waters of the United 
States. 

4. Sediment in sediment basins shall be removed prior to or at project completion. 
Sediments shall be disposed of in an approved off-site location located outside Corps 
jurisdiction. 

5. Temporary trestles, falsework and sheetpile coffer dams will be placed and 
maintained in such a manner so as to minimize impact on river and tidal flows. 

6. Construction of the coffer dam for the new Pier 2 shall be performed under the 
direct supervision of an individual approved by NMFS to ensure that no coho salmon 
or other fish are trapped in the coffer dam . 

7. Nesting holes for pigeon guillemots on the existing bridge will be blocked prior to 
the onset of project construction with a suitable material (e.g., fiberglass wool) to 
prevent nesting during new bridge construction and dismantling of the existing bridge. 

8. Accumulated floating debris shall be removed during high flow periods as 
necessary to maintain flow through the project area and prevent backwater effects 
upstream. 

9. No debris, oil, petroleum products or other organic material resulting from 
construction activities shall be allowed to enter into or be placed where it may be 
washed by rainfall or runoff into waters of the United States. 

l 0. Any temporary structures used to dewater work areas shall consist of driven sheet 
piles or other similar material. Dewatering shall not consist of fill materials comprised 
of soil. gravel or other erodible material unless a Nationwide Permit 33 for Temporary 
Construction, Access and Dewatering is obtained from the Corps. 

11. All project staging and equipment storage areas shall be located outside Corps 
jurisdiction . 

12. Where possible, all access to the work site shall be accomplished using existing 
access roads. 
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13. Temporary fills and stockpiles shall be completely removed from the project area • 
at project completion. 

14. In an effort to minimize potential impacts to coho salmon the following measures 
shall be implemented as part of the terms and conditions of the NMFS BO: 

a) All necessary pile-driving and pile removal and coffer dam installation and 
removal shall be conducted between June 1 and October 15. 

b) Pile driving and pile removal within completed (dry) coffer dams may be 
conducted throughout the year. 

c) Pumps used to dewater the area inside cofferdams and other areas shall be 
equipped with screen which meets the criteria stated in the NMFS Biological 
Opinion (BO). 

d) When the coffer dam at Pier 2 is in place, and the work area has been 
isolated to prevent immigration and emigration of fish, a NMFS approved 
biologist shall rescue fish from inside the coffer dam using methods described 
in the BO. 

e) Construction activities shall not block the flow of water in the river 

f) A report, including aU fish relocation activities, species, age classes, fish 
mortality and other pertinent information shall be compiled and submitted to 
NMFS Attention: Thomas Daugherty, 777 Sonoma Ave,. Santa Rosa, California 
95404, on or before January 1, 2000. 

You may refer all questions to Victoria Alvarez of our Regulatory Branch at 415-977-
8472. All correspondence should reference the file number 23244N. 

Sincerely, 
. ·4"\l.. ..liGNED 

By 
···;in C .. Fang 

Calvin C. Fong 
Chief, Regulatory Branch 

Enclosures 

• 

• 
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Jeffery A. Lindely 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
California Division 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, California 95814-2724 

Dear Mr. Lindely: 

UNITEC STATES CEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NA T!ONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southwest Region 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 
Long Beach, California 90802-4213 

F/SWR:TKD 

EXHIBIT NO. 15' 
APPLICATION NO. 

PER!\fiT 1-98-100 
APPEAL A-1-FJ:B.-99-{)) 

JIM'S BIOJ..CQICAL OPlNION 
TERP6 AND ,JNI. iif<f 

Enclosed is the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) biological opinion on the effects of 
the California Department of Transportation's proposal to replace the State Route 1 bridge over 
the Noyo River on threatened central Califomia coast coho salmon and proposed coho salmon 
critical habitat. 

The biological opinion concludes that the replacement of the Noyo River Bridge in Mendodno 
County is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the threatened central California 
coast coho salmon or adversely affect proposed coho salmon critical habitat. However, 
because NMFS thinks there could be some incidental take of federally listed coho salmon, an 
Incidental Take Statement is also attached. The Incidental Take Statement includes 
reasonable and prudent measures that NMFS believes are necessary and appropriate to 
reduce, minimize, and monitor project impacts. 

If you have any questions concerning the Biological Opinion or Incidental Take Statement. 
please contact Mr. Thomas Daugherty at (707) 575-6069. 

cc: J. Lecky, NMFS • F/SW03 
J. Webb. Caltrans 

Sincerely, 

.,.. .... . 
~ ....... ~, .. ,' ....... ',; .... )-.. 

!) Printed on Reeyc:led Paper 



INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT 

Take is defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, 
kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any 
such conduct. Harm is further defined to include significant 
habitat modification or degradation that results in death or 
injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 
Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not 
the purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. 
Under the terms of section 7(b) (4) and 7(o) (2), taking that is 
incidental to and not intended as part of the proposed action is 
not considered to be prohibited taking under the Act provided 
that such taking is in compliance with this Incidental Take 
Statement. 

The measures described below are nondiscretionary, and must be 
undertaken by FHWA so that they become binding conditions of any 
grant or permit issued to Caltrans, as appropriate, for the 
exemption in section 7(o) (2) to apply. The FHWA has a continuing 
duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take 

• 

statement. If the FHWA (1) fails to assume and implement the • 
terms and conditions or (2) fails to require Caltrans to adhere 
to the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement 
through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant 
document, the protective coverage of section 7(o) (2) may lapse. 
In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, Caltrans must 
report the progress of the action and its impact on the species 
to NMFS as specified in the incidental take statement. (SO CFR 
§402 .14 (I} (3)} 

AMOUNT OR EXTENT OF TAltB 

NMFS anticipates incidental take of central California coast coho 
salmon will be difficult to detect for the following reasons: 
Incidental take of actual species numbers may be difficult to 
detect when the species is wide-ranging; has small body size; 
finding a dead or impaired specimen is unlikely; losses may be 
masked by seasonal fluctuations in numbers or other causes; or 
the species occurs in habitat that makes detection difficult. In 
such situations the amount of incidental take is determined to be 
"unquantifiable". • 



• 

• 

• 

• 

EFFECT OF THE TAKE 

In the accompanying biological and conference opinion, NMFS 
determined that this level of anticipated take is not likely to 
result in jeopardy or adverse modification to the species or 
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. 

REASONABLE AND PRUDENT MEASURES 

NMFS believes the following reasonable and prudent measures are 
necessary and appropriate to minimize take of central California 
coast coho salmon: 

1. Measures shall be taken to reduce the impacts to coho 
salmon from the project activities. 

2. Measures shall be taken to rescue coho salmon that 
become trapped in project cofferdam. 

3. Measures shall be taken to reduce the impact of sediment 
generated from bridge construction activities . 

TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

The permittee must comply with the following terms and 
conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent measures 
described above and outline required reporting/monitoring 
requirements. These terms and conditions are non-discretionary. 

1. Caltrans shall conduct all necessary pile-driving and pile 
removal, and cofferdam installation and removal between the 
period of June l and October 15. 

a. Pile diving and pile removal within the completed {dry) 
cofferdam at Pier 2 can be conducted throughout the 
year. 

2. Pumps used to dewater the cofferdam at Pier 2 or other areas 
of the Noyo River shall be equipped with screens which meet the 
following NMFS fish screening criteria: 



a. Perforated plate: screen openings shall not exceed 3/32 
inches (2.38mm), measured in diameter. 

b. Woven Wire: screen openings shall not exceed 3/32 
inches (2.38 mm measured diagonally). 

c. Screen material shall provide a minimum of 27% open 
area. 

d. Approach velocity shall not exceed 0.33 feet per 
second. 

3. As soon as the cofferdam at Pier 2 is in place, and the work 
area has been isolated to prevent immigration and emigration of 
fish, a NMFS approved biologist will rescue fish from the 
cofferdam utilizing one of the following methods (or an alternate 
method approved by NMFS Santa Rosa Office) : 

Seining: 

• Seining must be conducted by biologists with seining 
experience. After seining, individuals should monitor the 
cofferdam for fish that were not captured during seining 
efforts, and repeat if necessary. 

• Captured fish will be released to the Noyo River as soon as 
possible. 

Electrofishing: 

• Electrofishing efforts should start with voltage, pulse 
width, and pulse rate set at minimums values needed to 
capture fish. Settings should gradually be increased only 
to immobilized fish for capture. 

• Individuals that are netting immobilized fish should remove 
fish immediately from the water and not allow the fish to 
remain. in the electrical field for an extended period of 
time. 

• Captured fish should be released to the Noyo River as soon 
as possible. 

4. Water from the cofferdam at Pier 2 shall be pumped into a 

• 

• 

• 
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sediment basin. The existing sediment basin to the north or an 
alternate location may be used within the project area. The 
alternate sediment basin will be constructed with sandbags and 
plastic (or other suitable material) and shall be located above 
the High Tide Line and above areas subject to wave action. 

s. Any water pumped from the cofferdam at Pier 3 shall be 
pumped into a sediment basin. The existing sediment basin to the 
north or an alternate location may be used within the proj·ect 
area. The alternate sediment basin will be constructed with 
sandbags and plastic (or other suitable material) and shall be 
located above the High Tide Line and above areas subject to wave 
action. 

6. Sediment within the sediment basins shall be removed prior 
to completing the project. All sediment that is removed from 
sediment basins shall be disposed of at an upland site. 

7. The 12 inch slurry line that is used to transport sediment 
or other slurry materials shall be in good working condition 
during use and shall be checked for defects or poor condition 
before and after use. 

8. Construction activities shall not block the flow of water in 
the Noyo River. 

9. A State 401 water quality certification/waiver shall be 
obtained prior to conducting any in-channel activities. 

10. All slopes that are disturbed will be revegetated with 
native vegetation following construction. During construction, 
erosion control measures shall be implemented to stabilize 
disturbed areas and prevent sediment delivery to the Noyo River. 
Erosion control measures shall include silt fences, hay bales, 
hydro seeding and straw mulch that follow Caltrans Standard 
Specifications .. 

11. A report, including all Caltrans fish relocation activities, 
sampling methods, species and species age classes captured and 
relocated, and fish species mortalities shall be prepared and 
submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service, Attention: 
Dick Butler, 777 Sonoma Ave., Santa Rosa, California 95404, by 
January 1, 2000. 



REINITIATION NOTICE 

As provided in SO CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal 
consultation is required if: (l) the amount or extent of 
incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects 
of the action that may affect listed species or critical habitat 
in a manner or to an extent not previously considered in this 
opinion; (3) the action is subsequently modified in a manner that 
causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not 
considered in this opinion; or {4) a new species is listed or 
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. 
In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is 
exceeded, any operations causing such take must cease pending 
reinitiation. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr. John D. Webb 
Chief, Office of Environmental Management 
Department of Transportation 
District 3, Sacramento Area Office - MS 41 
P .0. Box 942874 
Sacramento, California 94274-0001 

DearMr. Webb: . 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF COMMERCE 
National Ocaanic and Atmospheric Admlniatl"'ltian 
NATIONAL MAF11NE FISHERIES SEF1VICE 
Southwest Region 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 
Long Beach, California 90802-4213 

DEC 2 i998 F /SW031 :CCF 

This letter responds to your August 20, 1998, request for an incidental harassment authorization 
(iliA) for the Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project in Fort Bragg, California. 

After reviewing·the Environmental Assessment and the Natural Environment Study for the Noyo 
River Bridge Replacement, I have concluded that the likelihood that marine mammals will be 
incidentally taken (including harassed) by the bridge replacement project is small. For these 
reasons, I do not recormnend that you obtain an rnA from the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) under the Marine Marmnal Protection Act~ as long as you you implement the suggested 
actions specified below. 

NMFS supports the development and implementation of a marine mammal monitoring program 
to study pinnipeds on nearby haulout areas during the bridge replacement project. Data should 
be collected 2-3 times per week for approximately one tidal cycle each day at the haulout areas. 
The following data should be recorded: (1) identification of marine mammal species; (2) the 
number of pinnipeds on site; and (3) details of any observed disturbances resulting from the 
project. Data shouid be reported weekly to NMFS, Southwest Region, and should be collected 
by a biologist trained in marine mammal observations. Based on the results of the monitoring 
studies, NMFS may recommend that you apply for an rnA in the future. 

Thank you for coordinating with our office. If you have any questions regarding these 
comments, please contact Ms. Christina Fahy at (562) 980-4023. 

Sincerely, 

-f ns/~,__ 
EXHIBIT NO. 16 William T. Hog~ Ph.D. 

Regional Administrator 1~1?tJA?~ 
cc: FIPR- K. Hollingshead HS: Mn-ine Mmm1 

M::nitor.ing 
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VIII. Mitigation Measures and Permits Required 

The following measures have been developed to minimize the envirorunental 
impacts of the project: 

Air/Noise 

Air pollutants during construction is regulated in accordance with Section 7-1.01 F 
(Air Pollution Control) and Section 10.1 (Dust Control) of the current Caltrans' Standard 
Specifications. 

Construction noise from the contractor's equipment is unavoidable. However, this 
is a temporary noise source regulated by Caltrans' Standard Specifications, Section 7-
1.0 l.I, which is included as part of the contract. The contractor is required to comply with 
all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations, and ordinances. 

Biolo~cal Resources 

Mitigation for the coho salmon and other flsh species occurring in the project area 
will include avoidance and minimization measures that will reduce impacts to the species. 
Mitigation includes restricting work within the river channel to the work window of .IJm.t 
1 to October 1 s. in order to avoid the critical spawning and outmigration movements of 
the species. This mitigation measure has been discussed with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service and the California Department of FlSh and Game. 

Construction of the cofferdam for the new Pier 2 will require measures that will 
minimize impacts to the coho salmon. An individual, approved by the National Marine 
Fisheries Service, will be required to ensure that as the cofferdam is assembled no coho 
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salmon or other fish are trapped in the cofferdam. Methods used to remove the fish from 
the cofferdam will be approved by the National Marine FlSheries Service. 

Additionally, all slopes that are disturbed below the bridge will be revegetated with 
native vegetation following construction. During construction, erosion control measures 
will be implemented to prevent runoff into the river. Erosion control measures may include 
silt fences and hay bales. If the slopes are exposed over the winter, hydroseeding or straw 
mulch will be applied to stabilize the slope surfaces and prevent runoff. A mitigation 
monitoring plan will be has been developed to restore and monitor the impacted areas. 

Approximately 0.45 ha (L 1 acres) of coastal scrub and approximately 0.89 ha (2.2 
acres) of ruderal, non-native vegetation would potentially be disturbed by the construction 
of the Noyo River Bridge. The California Department of Transportation has determined 
that the slopes on the north and south side of N oyo River have lead contamination and the 
extent of the lead within the soil is being determined. During construction, the 
contaminated soil removed from the site would be appropriately disposed of. The actual 
amount of area disturbed by the construction of the bridge would depend on the method of 
construction selected by the contractor, which would not exceed the approximate amount of 
disturbance to coastal scrub and ruderal, non-native vegetation. Once the area of 
disturbance can be measured following construction activities, the actual area of 
revegetation would be determined and implemented. A plant list with appropriate native 
species and proposed densities of each species has been developed. The plantings would 
be monitored for survival and qualitatively ranked on health and vigor. The California 
Department of Transportation will coordinare with the California Department of Fish and 
Game on the fmal mitigation and monitoring plan. 

The existing Noyo Bridge columns support nesting Pigeon Guillemots in the 
earthquake restrainer cable anchors on the columns. These earthquake restrainer cables 
were installed within the last decade, so the nesting areas are recently developed. 
Construction activities may disturb nesting birds. therefore, the nesting holes will be 
blocked with suitable material (e.g., fibergbss wool) to prevent nesting during construction 
of the new bridge and dismantling of the existing bridge. 

There is the potential that the California sea lions may enter the construction area 
and pose a risk to the construction operations for the bridge. These species are protected 
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Pursuant to the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
(50 CFR 216.22} "a State or local government official or employee may take a marine 
mammal in the normal course of his duties as an official or employee, and no permit shall 
be required. if such taking follows several guidelines outlined in the Code of Federal 
Regulations". Per the provisions of this sedion, Caltrans bas the ability to remove marine 
mammals that may enter the construction area. This removal would need to be coordinated 
with the National Marine FlSheries Service and comply with methods proposed in 50 CFR 
Part 216, Deterrence Regulations and Guidelines. Removal of the marine mammals would 
consist of moving the animals out of the work area and preventing them from entering an 
area where construction activity was ongoing. This type of impact is considered an 
"intentional take" by the National Marine FISheries Service. 

Additionally_, known haul-out areas for California sea lions up river from the project 
area present the potential for incidental harassment. Disturbance from the proposed 
construction may cause the California sea lions to leave the haul-out areas and, thus, be 
considered "harassment" of these marine mammals. 1be National Marine Fisheries Service 
issues an Incidental Harassment Authorizatim for this type of impact. A desefip&oa of lhe I 
proposes eonstmolioa vli:ll be e¥elaa.tetl ~ t:Be Natieaal MfHiRe Fisllefies 8erviee to 
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Eietef'ftline ihe f:ype of astfiofiiSMioa feEJHHeel, if aay. The National Marine Fisheries Service I 
has detennined that an Incidental Harassment Authorization will not be required. The level 
of harassment that may occm during construction is not expected to be greater than CWTeDt 
disturbance to the California sea lions from the normal activities of the harbor. The impact 
to marine mammals will be less than significant. 

Ca:llfa:Rs sees BOt eMpeet a sigaifieaat ael•;ePSe impaet te the Calilemie sea lieas 
llltii.i!ing ~leye RiWF, ae..vever, ift the eewse of pFejeet EiesigB, the Natiefla:l :MariRe 
Fisaefies 8erv4ee may aeteffllioe that an IBeiaeatal HarassiBeRt AHtherizatieR weals 9e 
Fequifeel at whiea time ~ will iRi&ate the IReiEieflta:l H8:f8:SSBleRt Aat&efiatiOR 
tJreeess. 

The operation of the bridge, following construction, would not affect the marine 
mammals utilizing the harbor area. 

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of Section 9 of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), the Federal Highway Way Administration (FHW A) is responsible for Caltrans' 
compliance with the following terms and conditions that implement the reasonable and 
prudent measmes: 

Terms and Conditions 

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the ESA, FHW A is 
responsible for Caltrans' compliance with the following terms and conditions that 
implement the reasonable and prudent measures: 

1. Caltrans will conduct all necessary pile-driving and pile removal between the period 
of June I and October 15. 

2. Pumps used to dewater the cofferdam or other areas of the Noyo River shall be 
equipped with screens which meet the following National Marine FISheries Service 
(NMFS) fiSh screening criteria: 

a. Perforated plate: screen openings shall not exceed 3/32 inches (2.38 mm). 
measmed in diameter. 

b. Woven Wire: screen opening shall not exceed 3132 inches (2.38 mm mea.smed 
diagonally). 

c. Screen material shall provide a minimum of 27% open area. 

d. Approach velocity shall not exceed 0.33 feet per second. 

3. As soon as the cofferdam at Pier 2 is in place, and the work area has been isolated to 
prevent immigration and emigration of fiSh, a NMFS approved biologist will rescue 
fish from the coffer dam utilizing one of the following methods (or an alternate method 
approved by the NMFS). 
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Seining: 

• Seining must be conducted by experienced individuals. Mter seining, 
individuals should monitor the cofferdam for fish that were not captured during 
seining efforts, and repeat if necessary. 

• Captured fish will be released to the Noyo River as soon as possible. 

Electro fishing: 

• Electrofishing efforts should start with voltage, pulse width, and pulse rate set 
at minimums values needed to capture fish. Settings should gradually be 
increased only to where the fish are immobilized for capture. 

• Individuals that are netting immobilized fish should remove fiSh immediately 
from the water, and not allow the fiSh to remain in the electrical field for an 
extended period of time. 

• Water temperature in containers holding captured fish should be kept within a 
healthy range for sahnonids. 

• Captured fish should be released to the Noyo River as soon as possible. 

4. Water from the cofferdam at Pier 2 shall be pumped into a sediment basin. The 
existing sediment basin to the north may be used or an alternate location within the 
project area. The alternate sediment basin will be constructed with sandbags and 
plastic (or other suitable material) and shall be located above the High Tide Line 

. (HTI...) and above areas subject to wave action. 

5. Any water pumped from the cofferdam at Pier 3 shall be pumped into a sediment 
basin. The existing sediment basin to the north may be used or an alternate 
location, within the project area. The alternate sediment basin will be constructed 
with sandbags and plastic (or other suitable material) and shall be located above the 
High Tide Line (HTL) and above areas subject to wave action. 

6. Sediment within the sediment basins shall be removed prior to completing the 
project. All sediment that is removed from sediment basins shall be disposed of at 
an appropriate upland site. 

7. Construction activities shall not block the flow of water in the river. 

8. A state 401 water quality certification/waiver shall be obtained prior to conducting 
any in-channel activities. 

9. All slopes that are disturbed will be revegetated with native vegetation following 
construction. During construction, erosion control measures shall be implemented 
to stabilize disturbed areas and prevent sediment delivety to the Noyo River. 

10. A report, including all of Caltrans fiSh relocation activities, including species and 
species age classes. fish species mortalities, methods, and other pertinent 
information shall be prepared and submitted to the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Attention: Thomas Daugherty, 777 Sonoma Ave., Santa Rosa, California 
95404, by January 1, 2000. 
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Cultural Resources 

If buried cultural remains are encountered during construction, Caltrans Cultural 
Resources Policy requires that work in the area be terminated until a qualified archaeologist 
can determine the significance of the fmd . 

An archaeological monitor will be required during construction excavation in the 
portion north of the Noyo River, especially near existing Pier 3 and the proposed northern 
bridge abutment . 

Eoodplain 

Measures to minimize floodplain impacts are related to the presence of the 
temporary trestles and falsework, which may remain in place for two winter seasons. The 
contractor will be required to design and maintain the temporary trestles and falsework to 
maintain the maximum practicable channel flow area to minimize the impact on the river and 
tidal flows and their influence on upstream resources. The contractor will be required to 
remove accumulated floating debris during periods of high flow, if necessary to maintain 
the channel flow area, to prevent backwater effects upstream . 

Hazardous Waste 

If the Contractor encounters hazardous waste, contractor will be required to take 
appropriate actions such as: 

• loading contaminated soil directly into trucks and hauling to an appropriate 
offsite facility for testing and proper disposal; 

• containerizing and testing all groundwater generated from Pier 3 dewatering 
activities prior to proper disposal; 

• all hazardous waste leaving the site will be manifested to insure legal disposal 
and cradle to grave accountability; 

• the Contractor will prepare a Health and Safety Plan signed by a Certified 
Industrial Hygienist and a Registered Engineer to ensure construction workers 
and the public are protected; 

• air monitoring will be conducted by the contractor to ensure construction 
workers and the public are not exposed to health threatening concentrations of 
vapors, metals, total dust, and I 

• excavated materials will be covered to minimize the release of odors and I 
airborne dust during transportation offsite for disposal. 

V'isual/Landscape '" 

The visual impacts will be lessened by incorporating the following mitigation 
measures: 
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• Screen the Cliff House Restaurant entrance from the new bridge, by providing a 
permanent architectural screening, which will reduce visual impacts of the 
encroaching bridge. Incorporate plant screening between the bridge overhang 
and the restaurant walkway. 

• Screen the north Cliff Motel from viewing the abutment The impact of the 
abutment can be alleviated by tall screen plantings. 

• There are currently erosion problems along the north slope under the proposed 
bridge. Mter construction, there should be erosion control measures applied to 
the slope such as stabilizing and revegetation. 

• The south slope under the bridge should be revegetated with native plants. 

Water Quality 

The project will be in compliance with all applicable water quality standards. The 
following measures will be implemented: 

• Prior to excavation activities at Abutments 1 and 4, temporary erosion control 
fencing will be placed downslope of areas where disturbance of native soil is 
anticipated This temporary fence will be maintained in a functional condition 
until soil disturbance activities are completed, and pennanent erosion control 
measures are in place. Permanent erosion control measures will consist of 
seeding and mulching of all disturbed soil areas that will not be covered by 
paving. 

• Excavated soil from both abutments will be hauled away from the job site, and 
disposed of at an appropriate permitted disposal facility. 

• All excavation at Pier 2 will be within the bed of the Noyo River. This will 
require the construction of a cofferdam around the footing excavation area. 
Sannated material excavated from within the cofferdam will be either placed in 
an adjacent temporary sediment basin, pumped into a material barge for offsite 
disposal, or transported under the river via a submerged slurry line to a 
temporary sediment basin/disposal site. 

• Access to Pier 2 will be by construction of a temporary trestle. The temporary 
trestle will require the placement of temporary support piles. The contractor 
will be required to comply with water pollution protection provisions of Section 
7-l.OlG of the Caltrans Standard Specifications, as well as all conditions 
contained in the Department of Flsh and Game Section 1601 Agreement. 

• The footing excavation for Pier 3 will also be contained within a cofferdam, 
since the bottom of the footing will be 2.1 m (7 ft) below the high tide level. 
Soil excavated from within the cofferdam is expected to be contaminated with 
lead and petroleum hydrocarbon wastes. Consequently, it will have to be 
loaded directly into trucks and hauled to an appropriate offsite facility for testing 
and proper disposal. Water pumped from within the cofferdam is also expected 
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• providing flaggers to minimize traffic disruption during the temporary closure • 
of North Harbor Drive; 

• revegetating the slope north of pier 3 with natural seed mix for erosion control; 

• replace and upgrade the existing culvert located east of the existing restrooms to 
immecliately west of the existing restrooms; 

• restripe and resurface the parking lot; 

• extend the existing culvert immediately west of the restrooms; 

• provide Racon Navigation aids for boaters. and 

• Calrrans will restore the Oc::ean Front Park as close to original condition as 
possible. 

• 

• 



• 

• 

The Honorable Michele White 
M.ayo.r of Fort Bn.aag 
416 North FnmJrljn Street 
Fort Bragg, CA 9S437 

Dear Mayor White: 

COPYTO &a 
COUNCIL BOXE'JiiZ' 

Jannuy 13. 1999 EXHIBIT NO. 18 

APPLIC~TI~~ 1-'}3-100 A-
letter of Calt:rnns 
District Director 
Rick Knapp 

Aa we d:iscusaed. today, 1 am w:ritiug to provide additional information em the 
proposed Noyo River Br.i.dge Replacement Project, which may be helpful to you and your 
City CounciL At the upmrn;ng J'anuazy 26, 1999 Council meeting. you will be 
conducting a public hearia,g on the; Caltran.s appeal of Coastal Development Pcnnit COP 
24-98 and Negative Dedaration Findings, which were denied at the Dccc::m.ber 30, 1998 
Fort Bragg p]ann;,q: Commission mec:tiDg. My staff prepared and submitted an appeal 
to the City Clerk Oil Janwuy 8, 1999. 

First, I must cmphasiu that we have a Ugislative mandate to ~c::ally retrofit 
t:'fi'CrY brldp tbat is vuloc:rable to major damace or collapae in the event or the maximum 
credible e:arthqua.ke (i.e., the one tbat would generate the ma:a:imum expected ground . 
acceleration at that particular Jocation). Of the 1,155 State highway bridps in the State 
requiring retrofit UDder our Phase II Seismic Progx-am, there an: only 27 remaining that 
have not been completed or under con:struc:tion. It is critical that t:h1'! rem.a:ining 
structures be completed as soon as humanly possible to protect the safety of the 
traveling public. 

Some have suggested that Caltnms was rushing this design through, not 
coJlSidering the Deeds of the comm'U.D.it;y. While we have done everything We could to 
expedite the project_ \Ve have DOt done SO to the detriment of the design or the 
communit;y. We put extra resources em this project to accelerate its developme:a.t 
because we consicle:red it a high priority. 'lbia project has been developed. .in close 
coordi:nation with tbe ~- Fort Bragr(s own 1997 Alte.mate Access Feasibzlit;y Traffic 
Analysis, which generated stroDg support at a March 1997 community workshop 
atte.rided by over 60 people, recommended replaciug the Noyo River Bridge with a new 
four lane bridge. 

Between August 1997 and the present. Caltrans has held two public meetings .. 
public agency meet:mgs, made presc:o.tatiODS to service clubs, participated in 
radio/TV /newspaper :interviews, solicited comm'Wliiy comments. and has responded 
specifically to eve:ry comment rccciYed. We even created a web site to solicit and 
respond to comm.ents. We also coordinated closely, with the Noyo Harbor Commissiou 
and reflected its conccma in our de.sigll. We developed a thorough enviroD.m.ental 



docnmc:nt for this prajcct. We held. a weD-advcrtiaed., well-attz:nded public meetiDg in 
Fort Brag 011 Septc:mbc:r 16. 1998. We accepted rmnmcat:t at that meet:i:ag on the 
p.rapoiiCd design IIDilcav:iaomnataJ clocumaa.t, ~well aa ~e:nts f~ the 
mMfing The vast majari't;:r of mmmea.t:a we received related to the ~ee.d for a •see ... 
tb:roup- raDirc-. At. that meetin& CaltraDS committed to iD.cludc a see--through railiDg 
desip if we could cet aa apprwecl, safe1;y-tated desip before consr:ruc:t.lon or the 
project. Sub11e4Ua&t to t:bc meetiag, a daip. wu aafety-tested az:ut approved by 
Caltra:Ds aDd. the Federal HishW=lY Admir:dstnrtion which baa a •see--tbroqgb.• 
campoa.mt. Wllile some are ut .happy with tbe proposed rai1in& I must empbasiu= 
that we do not bave the 1u:l:w.y tD provide l"Biiiap that do a.ot meet State and Federal 
safev staDc:larda. To c1o so would be to accept avoidable tort Uabili~ for the State of 
Califomia. It ia DD aimple matter to ccm.atruct a railiug that you can see through and 
that will still prevent an errant vehicle from piDg tbrouch it. However, we are 
continui:Dg to ma.ke ustb.etic treatmmts to the railiJl& tD m.ake it more appealins- We 
will show you a:D. updated ~~~tiara rcD4c::ring at the January 26th meet:b::sg. 

We have made many revisions to the brid&e to respond to com,munit;y eoncems, 
including ad.diag pc:dcatzjaD Ji&bting, the aee-tbrouah rail, a subtle arched trcatmCDt to 
the boz airder. the use or aD&lca GD. the fac.e of c:alumDs, flared so1fits and shadows to 
cnbaacc the alcndc:r appearance azul improve the overall aesthetics of the structW"c:, 
and eve.ra a RaJccm ~ detice to help safely pide your fisbina .neet into port. 
Based upon the Jadt of sipificmt adverse effects of the project and the mitigation 
measures includcd, Ca1tnms appraved a Neeative Decla:ration imd the Fcde.ral High:way 
Ad.miDistration has appnwed the FiDdmc of No Significant Impact {FONSI) for the 
project. · 

I must emphasia that my Project Manager, ICarm Tatman, has done c:verytbiDc 
humanly possible to &ct the best possible project far the City of Fott B:rag. Sb.e would . 
be embamassed to have me brae about the job me has dGile, but I assure you she did a 
trem.CDdous job on the CitY's 'bchallto get this project. We could have developed a pure 
retrotit prqjcct of the bridp. which would have cost approx:imately $2.8 miDion. Kare.a. 
noted. that the brid&c was loiac to have to be painted soon at a cost of about $3.5 
miJHaa She found tbat the steel.ia the present bridge bad decayed, and 'WiiLS going to 
require considerable repair work prio.r to paiu,tinc~ We were committed to try to widen 
to provide aidcwalk:a OIL both sides to accommodate the disabled to respond to concems 
e.zprused by the Disabled I'D Action League (DIAL), and concems expressed by the 
Mayor of Fort Brag by Jetter dated December 18, 1991. That would cost about $1.6 
mjlliOJ1. Karen foUDd tbat widt:Ding 1D provide aidewal.b would add additional load to 
the eziatin£ bridge, reducinc the abUit;y of the bridge to cany "permit loads• (overwe.i&:bt 
vehiclca). OveraD,. we would be 8pCilC:IiDg $8 miJlicm. OD. the c.xiat:iDs brief.$• and would. 
yield a bridp that waa mom fwld:iGD&Qy obaalctc than it was bclcrre the retrofit. 
AdditiouaUy. she was concemed that the existiDg bridge would not meet 

1
tbe needs or 

the ·comm.UDi~ in that the opaa.ticmal project to be constzueted tbrough Fort Bragg 1bis 

• 

• 

yeu: (also closely c:oordiDatcd with the com:munit;y aD4 the Ci1;y Council} would reau1t in • 
a fow Jane road:vrllJ' with .conti.Duoua left tu.m Jane on cac:h side of the bridge that would 
t:nu::aai1ion to ~ two hme bridge. Given an of tbeae concc:ms, she conceived a bridge 
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rcplacem.eat project tbat would CDDCotm to tbe hi&h~ at either c:nd and could be 
c:nnst:ruc:tcd without affec::tinc traflic aDd that c.ould be constructed entirely within the 
Caltrans r.igbt otway. (Yost aJ.t.cmati.vcs t:D this proposal would impact adja.ccnt 
businesses.} 

Once ICare:n developed this cxm.cept and received. 103 support to pursue it; she 
worked til'cl~ intcmally to abt:aia aJl the :aecessary approvals. &S itia D.Ot normal for 
a seismic retmlit/ n;pllu:cmc::nt project to ;,ield a bridge that would result in additional 
Jauec. In :;eekina canCI'ptual approval, abe made the point that the bricJ&e steel baa 
detcricmUccl. that we llcecl to periodieally paint the br.i.d&e at a vr:ry hidl cost. tbat we 
need to provide for the diablcd without djmjnisbing the strength of the bridge tD can:y 
permit loads, and tbat the proposed briclp would meet the needs of the disabled, 
pede:striana, bic:,ydiats, di•blc:d. vehicles, anc:t woul4 conform to the roadway at ather: 
end. Against all odds_ Ka:n:D waa able 1D secure con.ceptual approval or this prqject. 
whieb will C!OSt $24 mjDjon in lieu of llilll expenditure or $8 million which would have 
met our structural needs amd the nc:c:c:b ot the disabled. 

Once we had a:mccptual approval iDtc:rnally, Ka.ren approached the Fort Bra.gg 
Cit;y Council with the idea. secu.riDg unanimous support for the project on August 25, 
1997, .i:nduding a Reaoluticm. of Support. No. 2233-97. This resolution e.xprcssed 
rma:aimous support for the proposed pzaject and l.lJ'Eed Caltran.s to proceed with the 
project at tbc gdiest possible date. Jt 1Wther resolved support for the 4-lanc bridge. 
empb:asizing the importance of meeting the acism.ic safecyo needs of the community, the 
joba the project would briDg to the area. and the fact that it could be co.D.Stnleted within 
c:x:isting State zisht of way.. We have )JI'QCieeded with this project based. upon the 
unwavering support of the Ci9' Council, endeavoring tb make the project the best one 
possible for the Ci~. Kan:D worked with all the functional areas Within Caltrans to 
a3S'Lin: this pmject was ci'va top priority by all staff involved. 

ID spite ot this commitment, we l:ww; heard criticism that we are providing a. 
•cookie cutter" or ~icaliiJUghway ow:n::ro~ dcai&:;n. and that the location deserves a 
•sjgnat:ure 'bridge. • While, there are DlOle exotic designs available, we believe we have 
provided a vay attractivr: and suitable design for this bridge and its settmg. And, we 
arc already spcndiDg three timca what is n:quin:d to meet ow- struc:t:ural needs. It is 
u:areasooable to CGDcludc that we should commit anotlu::r $15-20 million that it would 
cost to develop a •sigaature bric:lge. • sudl as a concrete arch. Such a bridge, with its 
construction complexities, would n:quire moving the existing bridge duri.ng construction, 
il we arc to stay witbiD existing right of way, thereby closing Route 1 to tramc for sc:vc:ral. 
days. at a minimum. We do not believe the public would be supportive of a project that 
would result in such an a.ctiGJl if thCR is an altemative that would not. Also of major 
cancem. is sc.od;ng us hack to the drawiac board, causing delay to a pl'Ojcct: of para .. 
motiut salef¥ import::~Dce. Both, the ezrvironmental document &lld the design would 
have to be redone, potcDtiaDy cloJa:yiD.s the project for two years, and costing another 
$4 million m project development costs. 

The PJannjng Commission in its fiDcUngs concluded that the project is •out oi 
scale, too masaive and not in cha.ractc:r with the cmroundiug coastal comm.unit;y.• It is 
difficult to imagine how a bridge that will conform exactly to the roadway on each side 
would be considered •out of sc:ale. • To build one that was not the same width could 

:) 
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more easiJ;y be considered ou.t of scale. Ita far the ch.uacter- of the Sl.1l1'rJUD.d.i 
commUDiw, Caltnma baa mad.e cw:ry dfart to mCOJPCIIIW.e tbe previously natal dcsip. 
mb•m:enumts to CDSUI'C tbat tbe D.eW bridp wiJ! 1it Dice1y :ia.to ~ Noyo Bq .N!tf:in&. 

-
Another metter tbat aeeds to be addraacd il the iDle or fu.Dding assu:rau.ce. 

Some have apeoaJated tbat tbo City eitber DMda tD accept tllia project, or thc·Aaadinc 
trill be lost. Otbela have apccnlatcd that the flmdq will he then reprdless of how 
loDz it takes tD I'C'al:b mmm11Dl9' CDDSft'IU8 OD. the p:rqjcct. What I can bell you is tbat 
we are O'lJDmitted to reapDDdiQC tD the eeiiiiDic aafcty iaues 'With tbe ezisti:ac bddp. If 
we cazmot p:t the neces11117 pamits to build this project. we will have tD J'OCOia'llidcr 
retrofit oftbe ai8tiDc b .... Su.eb. a project could be completed. nlatively quick\Y ill 
that it ha.s bCCil thann.1lb\J st:u.died. aD4 woul4 have mjnimal a:wima.mc:ntal impacta. If 
we cxpead $8 mm;cm em the aiMing brid£e, you camot a:pect the bridp to be replaced 
« improved. m the nf:lt 20 Je8l& I! it is ever n:pJaca4 iD. the fUture, it ia c:cmceivablc 
that only a two-lane bridp wouJ4 be provided 1mlcs• the WCDClocino Cou:a.cil of 
Govcmmmts (MCOG) c:hD:Ie tD procnua State hi&hway lunda tbat are allocated to it to 
allow the ad.cliticmal f»ncting in es:cess or a simple rcpla.cemcnt project. ~gioual 
age:oae.s sueh aa MCOG .are DOW iD ecmtnl ot 751J'o o!f•1a.dine that is available far 
•capaci~ projects 011 StaD: hicbwa,.. The other 25% ia coa.'t:roued by the 
State. IUld is W,pically directect oa. priDdpal arterial roues. meh as Route 101. 

• 

In condusion, I hope the Fort Brag Cir;y Council Will apia. demonstrate ita • 
support by fiDdiac iD .,.. or our appeal. 1D d.aiDg so. you will be pe:rmittiDg Caltraas -
to complete tbis pmject, which is w:ry importa:D.t tD the saf'ct;y of the tnm::Jinc public, 
and which l believe ia stroD&lY supportal by the 'V'8St majorif¥ or your com.mlmit.J. If 
BD'3 of you have a:ay qnead::icms about this project, please feel free to caD me. 1 would be 
happy to clarify a.a.y poi:Ata m this leUa'. AD4, J will be iD. attmdauce far the appeala 
heariDg. I have provided copies of this lettcZ" to other public ol&e:ials tbat have beeD. ill 
coatact with membcra of your Coua.c:il an this subject.. I apologize for the length of this 
Jetter. but it seems neceasaty iD. ordet' that we share a common ua.derst:an~ of tbe 
facts. 

cc: James Murphey, Cit;y Manager 

RICKICNAPP 
District Director 

Co1b:en Hc:ncleraon, Aaembpoman VugiDia Strom-Martin's Office 
Jesmifer Pu.aer, SenatGr Wea Chesbro's Office 
Patti Campbell, Diatlict 4 SUpervisor 
Phil Dow. MCOG CausultaD.t 
Fort Brag Advocate: 
Disabled. ]D. Adicm. Leaaue • 
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Noyo River Bridge RcpJacement Project Frcquesrt.ty Asked Questions 

Men-1-PM 59.8/60.3, EA 01-378001 

L Why is the Illidge beln1 replaced? 
• It is vulnerable to major seismic damage in its existing condition. 

• It needs to be sandblasted and painted. 

• It needS to be strocturally repaired. 

• It needs to be widened ro allow access for disabled individuals. 

• Maintenance costs on this SO-year old bridge continue to rise. 

• If the e~stiDg bridge were to be widened, it would need to be structurally improved. 
.increasing the bridge weight and reducing irs ability to carry "permit" loads such as 
large trucks and equipment. 

• The remaining service life Is estim.aled at 20 years maximum. 

• An analysis oftbe costs to seismically retrofir. paint, widen. and maintain the existing 
bridge shows that constnJction of a new bridge is more cost effective. 

2.. Bow will the 11ew bridge be ecmstructed? 
Tbe first stage of construction would build the outer sections of tbc new bridge to 
accomntodate one Jano of traffic in each direction. lbl& is occessary so that existing 
traffic isn•t delayed by ooe way traffic control or stopped aJtogether . 

Following completion of tbe first stage. tca.ffic would be moved off of tbe existing bridge 
and onto me new partially completed bridge sttuctures. 

The second stage of construction would remove the existing bridge and connect the two 
outer bridp sc:ctlons to create tbc final configuration. 

1be existing structure cannot be "moved or eveo partially ICmoved to create more space. 
There are no detout8 available and the existing bridge cannot be partially dismantled to 
reduce the existing widtb or create more room. 

3. Can It IJe replaced with a narrower structure? 
No. Not without accepting major impacts to motorized and/or non-motorized traffic 
during construction. 

The existing bridge is 34 • wide and carries 2lanes of traffic.. The edges of the existing 
deckareeacb 17' from the roadway centerline. Caltrans owo.s 100' ofriJhtofway or 30• 
west and east of centerline. 

Space is needed between the edge of the existing structure and tho edge of the new bridge 
sections in Stage 1. We would .normally allow up to S' of &pt~Ce betweeD bridge decb 
due to safety, construction. and seismic needs. Oo this project, we are allowing 1' of 
space between the edge of tbe exisaing bridge and any new constnlction. This leaves 32• 
of space available on each side of the existing bridge for construction of the new bridge 
sections. 

1 
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Noyo River BridJe R.eplacemeat Project Frequently Asked QuestioDs 

The easterly bridge section needs to carry oaa laae of traffic ancl accommodate non­
motorized b'affic. It also need& bridge rail and sidewalk to the outside plus a tcmponuy 
rail oo. the inside. and some additional width inSide for constJUCtiOD workers to stand on 
during the next const.rUction stage. The easterly bridge section will be 25.3' wide; 1.6' 
rail, s• sidewalk, 4. shoulder, 12' lane. 2' temporuy k-rail. md 0.7' bridge ovcrbaog. 
This width is necessary for constnJction safety of traffic, non-lllOtori.zed traffic, and 
construction worken. 

Tbe wesr.erJy bridge secliou will match lhe easterly bridge sc:ctioo awl carry one lane of 
traffie also, but wjth one exception. It will not have a sidewalk built initially. Tbe 
additional width will be used to accommodate two lanes of traffic during a limited period 
of time when a large piece of equipment will need to sit on tbc easterly brid.p section to 
begin dismantling the exi.sting bridge. During tbis time, the easterly bridge will not be 
available to traffic durioc the day. The wescerly bridge section will be 25.3' wide; 1.6' 
rail • .5' outside shoulder, t2•Jane. 4' inside shoulder, 2' temporary k·rail, and 0.7'bridge 
overhans. 

To provide less than these temporary construction widtbs would mean that eilber some or 
all of the pedestrian, disabled, bicycle. and motorized tra:ff"~e would be subject to major 
delays or would be unable to get across the bridge altogether during CODStruction. 

Other construCtion staging scenarios thai allow DJIJ'OWel structures impact the adjacent 
businesses by going outside of existing state right of way. These arc discussed in. tbe 
final environmental document 

4. Why is eben a mediaD? 
After striping the bridge for 8' shoulders, and four 12' !aDos. then: ia enough room in the 
centu to eteatc a mediaD. On this bri.c:lgc, a median will; · 
• Provide space bctwc:co. opposinalancs of traffic tbal: hetps reduce the potential for 

bead on accidents. 
• Matcb up with the median on either side of tbc bridge that provides either left turn 

channelization at i.D.terscctiona or a two way Jcft wm lane between interSeCtions. 

s. Wily a• sboulden! 
In general, shoulders are pJaccd to accommodate stopped vebicles and for cmergcDCY usc. 
Eight-foot shoulders are standard for both two lane and four lBDC new structmeS. At tbis 
location. withiD a city ud on the P~Qfic Coast Bib Route, the need to accommodate 
bicycle traffu: is further justification for adhering to tbese swxtards. Exceptions to 
standard 8' shoulders may be made in instaDces wbcre tbey caaoot reasonably be 
coasuucted or the eost is exorbitant. 

6. Is die proposed brldp oat ol scale or too 'llllllllte? 
The propoaed new bridge will match the roadway cross section ar each end upon 
completion of the Route 1 Main Sa=t operational improvemeDIS project scheduled co 
start in the summer of 1999. To provide anything leas would. be out of scale. The Main 
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Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions 

Streer project, approved by the City of :Fort Bragg, will wideu. tepave aDd re-stripe the 
roadway from the Route 20/1 intersection to Oat Streerto iodude four 12' traffie lanes, a 
12' median, two 8' shoulders with sidewalks in me downtown. 1be four traftic lanes, 
median. shoulders, and sidewalks on the proposed replacement Noyo River Bridge are all 
important elements in providing a safe design wbich will serve vehicles (botb trucks and 
autos), bicycles, pedestrians, and tbe disabled and provide emergency at=SS in times of 
need. The new bridge :replacement project will meet the seismic safety needs of' the 
traveling public and solve many of the long·term. maintenance problems that now plague 
the dereriorating existing steel st:rucrure. · 

7. Does a four·lane brid&e meet the community's existiag ad foture ueecls? 
A new bridge provides an opportunity to meet community needs. The bridge as desianed 
meets existing and futu.te needs of motorized and non-motorized traffic. 

In response to local concerns regarding congestion across Noyo River Bridge. Mendocino 
Council of Governments (MCOG) had hired Wuans. a transportation consultant, to study 
the cost and feasibmry of possible connections between Route 20 and FOrt Bragg witb a 
rcconmu:ndation to be presented to the Fort Bragg City Council. Local citizens 
expressed concern about the impacts to rcs.idcntial areas of tbe proposed aJtemative 
routes. The final report, dated July 25, 1997 recommended replacement of the Noyo 
River Bridge with a four Jane structUre. If the existing bridge were to be retrofitted or 
replaced with a two-Jane bridge, local concerns regarding congestion across the existing 
bridge would remain unaddressed. 

Dl.A.L, Disabled In Action League, has eltprcsscd a need for wheelchair access to the 
bridge. The existing bridge has narrow walkways not designed for pedestrians or 
bicycles, although it is used by both. As far bat:k as December 1991. tbc mayor of Fon 
Brag bad requested that Caluw provide improved facilities for non-motorized traffic 
on tbc br:idJe. 1be proposed stNcr:urc: would provide 8 foot shoulders for bicycles and 
S . .S foor sidewalks for wbeeJcbain and pedeslliaos, thus improvina safety and access for 
non-motorized traffic across the bridge. The sidewalk width was inciQSe from 5' to S.S' 
in late January 1999 to assure rbal two wheelchairs can pass eachotbeir on the 900' long 
bridge. 

The structure as proposed will match the roadway CI'O!S section on either end of lhe 
bridge and therefor provides continuity to the highway. 

I. CaD JOII build art arch structure? 
A concrete arch proposal was briefly studied, but wat eliminated due to bigh cost ($40-45 
million compared to S24 million for the proposed project). At this time it is !lOt known 
for sure if an arch bridge is feasible at this location. Further foundation borings would be 
required to determine if dJe bedrock can carry the thru..q exerted upcm it by the arch 
footings. The seismic design of an arch would provide a unique challenge and an 
extensive design study would be required to determine if a concrete arc:::b would be an 
appropriate structwe for a high seismic zone. 

3 
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' .. Noyo Rive: Bridge Replacement Project Frequeady Asked Questioos 

To desiga a concrete arch bridge would n:quite us to start our process over, with another 
$4 million in desip and e.n'Vironrnental study costs and a two year acbeduJe dcJay as wen 
as a major eonstructi011 cost increase. The illCIUS'ed cosrs a.ad tbe iDcreased risk to me 
traveling public wbilc we pafonn foundaticm studies, n:dcaign the bridge. and redo our 
enviromDeoraJ document cannot bo justified since aesdlctics are the only poteotiaJ 
beuefit. In addition, amonr those who believe a JllO.t'e aesrhdic bridge design is 
warranted. there is no consensus that an arcb bridge would be best. 

9. Why un't you buDd a twHIDe bridge? 
A two-lane bridge caDDOt be construcrcd within existing state right of way without major 
impacts to lraf6c. 

In order to stay within the existing right of way, the exisdn& bridge would need to be 
removed or reJocarcd and a new bridge constnJcred in the same location. The aew two­
lane structure would be a mio.imum of .53' wide, iocludlng two 12' traffic laDes. two 8' 
shoulders, rwo S' sidewalks. aDd bridge rail. It would need to be wider at tile ends to 
match the four-lane roadway cross section on either side and to accommodate future left 
t:u.rn ebannelization at No.n:b Harbor Drive. This would provide aa inconsistent 
appearance. 

A two~ lane bridge can be constructed alonasidc the existi.ag bridge if tbc stale acquires aD 

additional 22' of new right of way and accepts impacts to tbo existing pier footings. New 
right of way would mean pet1118JleDt impacts not only to the businesses adjaceot to tbe 
bridge, but also a distance north and SO\Jth u tbe roadway centerliDc is shifted 44'. 

A two-lane bridge built in 2 stages still n:quires uew right of way. Because a two lane 
bridge would be supported by single coluams due to economics and because dlo loading 
needs to be symmetric or very close. almost all of tbe bridge width would have to be 
construc:u:d in the first stage. It is possible to add up to a 6-foot wide oveJbans in stage 2, 
leaving a lllinitnum of 47• widcb to be constmctcd in tbe fi.rst stage. 1bis would ~i.M a 
m.iDimwn 16' of additioaal right of way and a centerline shift of 38•. 

10. Wllat is the current coastruction sebedlale? 
Ready to List Sll/99 
{no standard 6 week listiDg period) 
Advcrtisc S/11199 
(six week advertisement period, i.n.sfead of standard 8 week ad~semcnt period) 
Open Bids 6f1.2l99 
Awud ~9 
Start Work 711/99 
Begin river work. 811/99 

With tbc coatractor working seven days per week, it is possible that all of the water work 
(trllStle consuuction. falsewo.rt piles driven in the river, and cofferdams placed) could be 
completed by October lS, 1999 within tbe n=quit:ements of conSII'UCtion pcrm.ils. This 
wouid allow tbc contractor to WOit all winter consaucd.ng the new footinp aDd the new 
abutments. 
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Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Prequcmly Asked QuestioDS 

11. Could Caltt11115 decide to retrofit the bridge instead of replace it? 
Yes. This project's mam purpose and need is to provide a structure that is resistant to 
eanhquake loads and will not collapse during the maximum credible cartbquake. If tbe 
issues surrounding replacement of the bridge cannot be .resolved, Caltrans must make a 
decision to retrofit the existing bridge or close it in response to the risks to the traveling 
public. As the dcpanmcnt responsible for the integrity of the State Highway System. we 
have a duly to respond to the overall needs of the comutunity and the traveling public. 
Tbe Governor and Legislature of California mandated that aJJ structures on the State 
Highway System would be seismically safe by December 31, 1997. UDder the existing 
schedule, a:hi.s mandate will be met by June 1, 2000. This bridge is one of 28 remaining 
bridges statewide not yet retrofitted. 

Karen Talman 2/99 
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TYPICAL PIER 

ALTERNATIVE 2: FOUR LANE TRIPLE 
CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 

Stage One: Build new bridge pieces on both sides of existing bridge 

EXHIBIT NO. a> 
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Completion of 
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PURPOSE• TO REDUCE SAFETY HAZARD 
CAUSED BY PROBABLE SEISMIC 
ACTIVITY BY REPLACING 
NOYO RIVER BRIDGE 

DATUM1 1929 USCS&GS lUSLJ 
tM..LW•O NGYD) 

ADJACENT PROPERTY O!N[RSI 
I. CITY OF FORT BRAGG 
2. NOYO HARBOR DISTRICT 
3. DOMINIC AFFINITO 

\ 

PROFILE GRADE 

"'-LW '<Tl 
El•o.o•,£1•7.21 
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~' 'i 
PLAN 

\ 

NO SCALE 

Appllcotlon By Calt~an• Dlst~lct 3 
Box 942874 Mall Station •41 
Sacramento. CA. 94274·0001 

ome/tsbez/pro;ects/dist-01/ea_37 Oct. 09, 1998 08:08:48 
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TYPICAL PIER 

ALTERNATIVE lb: TWO LANE 
CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 

Build two lane bridge to th~ west side of existing structure 

Alternative lb rejected because it: 

1. Requires the acquisition of 6. 7 m (21.9') or R/W on the west side of 
the bridge; 

2. Conflicts with the proposed State Route 1 (Main Street) 
improvement project. and; 

3. Would result in an unacceptable delay in the completion of the Noyo 
River Bridge replacement. 

EXHIBIT NO. 23 

APPLICATION NO. r 

• 
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NO SCN..E. 

TYPICAL PIER 

DESIGN VARIATION: TWIN LANE 
CAST-IN-PlACE SEGMENTAL BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 

Stage One: Build a two lane bridge east of the existing structure 

Design Variation rejected because it(s): 

I. Pier footings interfere with the existing footings. 
2. Requires the bridge alignment to shift 6.7 m (21.9') to the east. r 

APPLICATION NO. 

EXHIBIT NO. 24 



CL Rt. I fEXI$1/nt}J 
CL Rf. I rProposedJ 
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LEGE NO 
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Rt. Route 

TYPICAL PIER 

lied Medlon 
SW Sldt!IWGik 
Slid SlrJulder 
S/8 Soutftx:tund 
N/8 NortftxJund NO SCALE 

DESIGN VARIATION: TWIN LANE 
CAST-IN-PLACE SEGMENTAL BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 

Stage Two: Reroute traffic onto east bridge segment, 
dismantle existing bridge, and build western gridge segment 

Design Variation rejected because it(s): 

1. Pier footings interfere with the existing footings. 
2. Requires the bridge alignment to shift 6.7 m (21.9') to the east. 
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TYPICAL PIER 

ALTERNATIVE 3: TWIN SINGLE lANE 
CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE BOX GIRDER BRIDGE 

Build two single lane bridges on both sides of the existing structure 

Alternative 3 rejected because it: 

1. Requires the acquisition of 1.0 m (3.3') or R!W on each side of the 
bridge, except no RIW is required at the southwest abutment; 

EXHIBIT NO. ~ 

2. Conflicts with the proposed State Route 1 (Main Street) 
improvement project. and; 

APPLIC~J10~ 
1~100 A-1 

3. Would result in an unacceptable delay in the completion of the Noyo 
River Bridge replacement. 

AI.lEmATlVE 3 
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TYPICAL PIER 

LEGEND 
CL Cenllfllne 
R/W Rlgtt tf Woy 
Rt. Route 
SW Sldtwalt 
O.G. OrlglntJI Ground 
SIB ScuiNJcund 
NIB NortNJcund 

ALTERNATIVE: SEISMIC RETROFIT OF EXISTING BRIDGE 

Widen, paint, and perfonn seismic retrofit of existing bridge 

Alternative rejected because it: 

1. Would result in escalating maintenance costs. EXHIBIT NO. Z1 
2. Is functionally obsolete. 
3. Would need replacement in 20 years. APPLICATION NO. 

AI.:D!RNATlVE 6 
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Summary ol fills tor CCC Date: 2-17-99 ~ 

Footing Excavation Pile Excavation/Fill Fooling Concrete Construdlon Trestle Falsework Piles Concrete Removal 
-~ 

(exd. piles) (piles only) 
Altemaliw Area Volume Area Volume Area Volume Area 

SF CY SF CY SF CY SF 
2-ln Br either side 3200 2200 500 ·1500 3100 1500 750 
Proposed Project 4600 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 1000 
1-ln Breach side 4800 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 1000 

Design Variation (CIP Segmentaij 4800 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 800 
Retrofit EKistin_g_Brldge 3300 1250 60 250 2650 aoo· 600 
Design Variation (steel) No impacts analyzed. Rejected due to cost and maintenance problems. 

Arch Stru~ure li_o Impacts analyzed. ReJected due to~~~:----~-- -~-----· 

Rip Rap - 50 cubic yards. 600 square leet-would apply to first four alternatives abOYe 
*Includes pile quantities 

Volume Area Volume 
CY SF CY 

1100 1300 2000 
1500 2000 3000 
1500 1600 2400 
1200 200 300 
1000 0 0 

Area Volume 
SF CY 
5()0 210 
500 210 
500 210 
500 210 

0 0 
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Jack. 

Per your request attached is the corrected mble showing the fill impacts. Please 
disregard item number 3 of the letter that was previously sentlo your office on February 
4, 1999. The calculations erroneously included pier 3 (land pier) in lhc calculations. The 
corrected table is attached. 

Per your other concern regarding the process of approving a rail design, it usually 
take about 2 years for approving a bridge rail de..~ign. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 324-5829. 
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California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont. Suite 2000 
San Frandsco, CA 94105·2219 

Dear Commissioners: 

Dan Gjerde 
158 N. Sanderson Way 
Fort Br.lg. CA 95437 
FAX: (707) 964-4312 

February 16, 1999 EXHIBIT NO. :r> 
APPLICATION NO. 

PERMIT 1-98-1 
APPEAL A-1-

As one of the four Fort Brass eity council members who voted for Caltrans' Noyo Bridge CDP 
24-98, I would like to share with you my personal thoughts regarding Commission Appeal No. 
A·l-FTB-99--006 and its sister hearins for CDP 1-9&.100: 

l) Please retaia the city's CODditioa number two, which Caltraas Regional Director Rick 
KD.app testified he supported. This condition requires Caltnns to sign an agreement with the 
city which would only aDow add.itioaal vehlcular traffic Jmes on the bridge or on Main Street 
(Hwy. One)- either through re-stripins or construction - if additional lanes arc supported by the 
city council Director Knapp testified he always seeks local support for sudl changes auyway, but 
this agreemeat will give local residents at least some level of assurance that they will have the 
ability to control traffic and growth :in the .future. 

Z) If Caltrans' daim. that it is under a tight deadline is true, then I would prefer an off-site 
mitigation over s:igaifiuat alterations to the bridge. 

I read with interest local news reports that Coastal Comrnis.1i.on staffbas concems similar to those 
expressed by several, though certaialy not all, Fort Bragg Planning Commission and City Council 
Members: Among other things, that the new bridge would oblitentc our most treasured coastal 
views (practically the ODiy coastal views, fi:om a publicly-owned site) within Fort Brag. 

For the record, I did not propose conditions to alter the bridge because the city was repeatedly 
told such changes would cause Ca.b:rans. to retrofit the existing bridge. Unfortunately~ I could not 
obtain any information to either support or contradict Cahrans' implied threat. This ambiguity 
revolving around Ca1trans' deadljnes Jed me to vote for the permit. 

The ambiguity around Caltrans' deadliae also leads me to propose this altemative to changing the 
bridge- specifically, to require an oft:.site, oft:.sett:iag D:Jitisation. If the Coastal Commission can 
l.ep)ly require Ca1traD.s to provide for off..si&e mitigations, my recommendation is that the 
Commis.goa require Caltrana to appropriate $2 million for either the Mendocino Land Trust or 
the City ofFort Bragg to acquire and manage a coastal property for use as a viewing area to 
offset the visual impacts. of the proposed brid.ge. In my mind, two coastal properties located 
within city limits stand out whidl would accomplish this goal 

One is an IS acre parcel located on the south shore ofNoyo River. This blufF-top parceL number 
018-440-10, is :included ia the Noyo Harbor District's Plan as a site for a pedestrian tran and for 



IC:...., •- -----

a public parkins lot. The property is curreDtly und.evelop~ but people nonetheless drive their 
vehicles onto its dirt ~'roads" to view harbor activities. 

The other location is a 37 acre parcel caDed Glass Beach, whicll is located across the Pudding 
Creek Txcstlc from MacKenicher State Park. Just six blocks ftom Fort Bragg's Central Businesa 
District, G1au Beach is coastutly cajoyed by pedestrians. The Mendocino Land Trust, with 
support from the City ofF on Brags. is actively fimdraisiJls to purchase this land.· 

By way of comparison, Direetor Knapp, in his January 13 letter to Mayor Michele White, 
estimated the paper work alone Jbr a major redesign of the bridse could cost Caltrans $4 ~ 
two time& the amount I am sugestias for an off-site miriptiou Kaapp csti.mate&l building a uue 
signature bridge could increase CODSttW::tion costs by some $15 1DJ11ion to $20 million. Taking this 
into account, $2 milliOA for a oft=.site mitigation would only cost Cakrans approximately 
one-tenth of what it might need to spead for a signature bridge. 

11 should also be noted that coattiDoaring an oft:.site mitigation would m no way delay the 
construction schedule for the bridge. 

And finally, if it would be Jesd in tlUs case to require an oft:.site mitigation, I think you should 
consider this: Adoption of this condition would demonstrate the state govemmem is not 
exempting its own ageacies from the st.lll.dard.s wh.ich we rishtfidly hoJd up for similar, 
privately-owned developments. Private sector development should be in harmony with our coast; 
therefore, public sector devdopmeat should be in harmony with our coast. 

I think you should ask your stafF what they thiDk. Does your staff' believe this project could be 
subject to oft:. site mitigations? What does General Counsel Ralph Faust or Deputy Attomey 
General Joe RuseoDi think? 

Ag~ these are my personal observations. Thank you for your time, and good luck on your 
deliberations. 

a~ 
Dan Gjerde 
Fott Bragg City Council Member 

attachments: Information fiom the Noyo Harbor Plan 

cc: 

IDfi:mDation fiom the Feb. 1,. 1999 Administrative Draft 
of Fort Brag's new General Plan 

Infomaatioa about Glus Beach, a Fort Bragg coastal property 
R.ick Knapp's Jan. 13J.euerto Mayor Michele \Yhik; 

Jack Liebster, Coastal Prosram ~ 
Michele While, Mayor ofFort Brass 
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CITYOFFORTBRAGG ~ ~ ~ ~ J wE [Q). 
[flt(J1'jHmlflti AllfJISI S. r819 n 

416 N. Franklin"'· 2 8 199n 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 JAN ;.; 

FAX707-961·2802 .. 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACnON 
ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

CDP24-98 

·cALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 

The following project is located within the Coastal Zone of the City of Fort Bragg. On January 26, 
1 999, final action was taken by the aty on the following appliCation: 

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER: Noyo River Bridge, City of Fort Bragg 

APPLICANT: Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

MAILING ADDRESS: John Webb (California Department of Transportation) 
P 0 Box 942874, MS41 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION: The project proposes to replace the State Route 1 Noyo 
River Bridge With a 26.4 m (16..6 ft) wtde, 266.7 m (875ft) long, Triple Cut-in.Piaee (CIP) Concrete 
Box Girder bridga. Temporary construction of falaework and trestles will be required in the con· • 
struction of thla new bridge. The pmposed bridge will accommodate four 3.6 m (12 ft) lanes, a 3..6 . . 
m {12 ft) median, 2A m (8ft) oui:Bide Moulders with 1.8 m (8ft) sidewalks piBGed on both aides; 
Noyo River Bridge; City of Fort Bragg 

Application File Number(s): COP 24-98, filed November 16, 1998 

Action was taken by the Fort Bragg City Council 

ACTION: _Approved Denied XX Approved with conditions 

See notification attached, and hereby made a part of this notice for the full findings and decision. 

This project is: Not appealable to the Olastal Commission. 

XX Appealable to Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 30603. An aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the 
Coastal Commlaslon within ten working dap of Commission receipt of 
this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriata Coastal Com-
mission District office. 

cc: Pennit file 
Applicant 
Coastal Commission 

FINANCEJWATSR WORKS 
(107) 961·2825 

ECON< 
(1 of 3) 
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CITY OF FORT BRAGG 
I1W11J~Drillttf Augusts. rB89 

416 N. Franklin St. 
Fort Braa. CA 95487 

FAX 707-B61-2802 

PERMIT STATUS NOnFICATION 

This document constitutes notification of the decision as indicated below. If you have any questions, please 
contact Scott Cochran, Planning Director, or Betty Partridge. Administrative Assistant at City Hall. 

SUBJECT 
CDP 24-98i Department of T,.nsportation (Caltt11118); Noyo River Bridge; City of Fort Bragg; The project proposes. 
to replact the State Route 1 Noyo River Bridge with a 26.4 m (86.6 ft) wide, 266.7 m (875ft) tong, Triple Cast-in· 
Place (CF) Concrete Box Girder bridge. Temporary construction of falsework and trestles will be required in the 
construction of this new bridgl. The proposed bridge wiiJ accommodate four 3.6 m (12ft) Janes. a 3.6 m (12ft) 
median. 2.4 m (8 ft) outside shoulders with 1.8 m (6ft) sidewalks placed on both sides. 

DECISION 
"Mowd by Malo. seconded by ~ io reYII'H the Planning Commlscton decision of December 30, 1998, and approve 
COP u.aa and .topt lhe Negative Dectnlion, based on the cumnt Caltrans design, with tt1e following find!ngs and 
conditions: 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 
1. Project Is not located within 8ft envt1"011111e1'1bdly senllti'VI b1bitat area. The Htgttive Declaration, with its Mltlgdon 

Measures. Wl11 not haVe • 11gnlllcant impact on an envinJRmentalty sensitiw habitat 
2. The project development lain confOrmity wllh the r;erUfitd Land Use Plan of the City of Fort Bragg's. Local Co..WI Pt.n • 

The project, With lbs irnprOvements, will improve the level of service for trafllc circulation which Is consistent with the 
City'• Local Coaltlll Plan. Such conslderdon • addressed in Sections ll.land XV.D.2. of the Land U• Plan of the Local 
Coastal Pl~~n. 

3. The propostd use Is c;onlistant wtth the mt.nt and purpcM~e of the zoning district In which the property is locat9d. The 
pro~ is not In a spaelfic zoning district and Is not subject to the zoning ordinance: than:fore this finding Ia not perti­
nent 

4. Approval i8 necessary to protect a sublmmtial property right of the applicllftl. Not applicable. 
5. Approval will permit a u•• which will bll compatible with other usea in thtl atea, and which wiU not be defrirMntal to other 

UMI, rights or properties Itt the ....a. The use Is existing and will continue In the same manner although expanded in 
ptlyslcal slz&. Jmprovementa are nC~CHNry for both the aistJna and future bridge safety, bridge malnanance and traffic; 
circulation within the City limits providing aceMs •nd service to uses on boll tides of the rtver in keeping with pending 
roadway Improvements as Will • along th• Highway 1 corridor along th~ •ction of the eo.t. 

6. The ptOpOHd UP Is one of the specifically enumerated uses allowed in the zoning dlstriet apecHied. The •• is not In a 
spacifted zoning diatrfct per ... It Is the right of way of State Route 1 and a bridge h• bun and will continue to be 
required for the croning of Noyo River. 

7. Tile propoMd dlv•lopmant Is in conformity With lha public aecas and public .. creation policies of Chaptw 3 of the Clli .. 
fomla CodtaJ Ad. The project will enhance g4tnera1 traflie flow and public access through the Highway 1 corridor in the 
Fort Bragg area in support of accan to various features along this pall of tfte coett The proiact provides 1111d •IIPPOI'ts 
pubDc acc:eas under the structu~a ilseH by pruarving access along the north side of Ul• Noyo Rfwr ll1'ld to the beach 
and related parting am. 

And as per FBMC Section 18.&1.028. 
8. llinlmaa altentioP af natural landforms. As 8tated in the IIIWironmental evaluation, the proposed project wm not 

dnlrOy, cover. ot modify •Y unique geologic or physical feeturat. 
9. Be visually compMible wllh the characar of the surrou&HIIng ..... C81trans baa incol')301'ated design enh:lncements to 

rna• tne bridge more viSU811y compdble With the character of the sUJTOUnding area. These include: 
• decorative pedMtrian 118fdlng on the bridge 
• an imptaved bridge ran with see-through WindoWs 
• an the parts of the brldgt _..Mil integrated into Che design, producing an •sthetically pleasing design 
• tba angled face of columns wltl reflect cltrvrant lhaciH, anhanctng • elender imp .... slon 

ADMIMSTAATION1ENGtEAJNG FINANCEJWATER WORKS .E(X)tDUC/COf.UJNfTY DEVS.OPMENT 
(707) 861·2823 (707) 981-21125 (707) 961-a28 
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1 the use of shadows running parallel wllh the girder, plus the UH of ftantd aofftts, complements the impr ... aion of 
thinness 

1 the parabolic haunches (connection of superstructure to piers) were enlarged, which further incna"s structure 
depth at the piers to produce a ptealing a~t.d eff8ct 

• It Will also tie diradly In to the approved road widening projects on both sides of the bridge 
10. Be sited and designed to prol8ct views to 11\d along the ocean and scenic coastal a .. u. A more alender structure than 

the existing bridge, viewe toward the ocean from the harbor anta will be improved and viaws from lh• bluff .t the north of 
the Noyo River •nd Nayo Paint will not be degraded. Improved av.ilability of access to pedestrians, bicyclists and the 
handicapped WUI enhance opportunitils to enjoy the views of the river, bluffs, and oceans. · 

11. Wharn~~r fusible, restore and enhance "Vittal quality in visually degraded areas. The slender design af the bridge 
imptOYBS views toward ttw ocean or harbor and does not visually degnMte the visual quality of lhe a~a. 

NEGATIVE DECLARA110N FINDINGS 
Based on the content of the Initial Study/Environmental AuHament as p.-pared by the State of C.lifon\ia Department of 
Transportation and the Federll Highway Adm"'i&tratlon and dated November 1998, including the Negative Declaration 
(CEQA) dlted November 24. 1898, It II found that, with the mitigation measures as prescribed, the proposed project will not 
hive a significant adwrs• dad on the environment and that the follOWing findinge are true: 
A. The prOject Will not bava1hl potential tD degrade the quality of the environment 
B. The project will not achieva lhcHt-term, to the dludvantage of thelong-tenn, environmental goals. 
C. It will hllve no Impacts which ate lnclvldudy limlllltd, but cumulatively considerable. 
D. It wlll not c:euse substantialadvtrte eflects an hurun biiRQs, either dlntctly or indirectly. (Section 15082. CEQA. Gulde­

liMI). 

CONDmONS 
1. All Mitigation Me11Uresln the Neptiva Declaration shall bt conditions of this Coaatel Dttvelopment Permit 
2. Calt111,.. will sign 1n agraement that in the future the bridge will not be widened to 6 tnlv.llanes nor will other widening 

be Initiated In the City unless _,proved bylhe fort Bragg City Council u.ted at that time. 

VOTE: Ayes: Councllmemben U.lo, Gjerde, Peterl, •nd Mayor Whitt. 
Ab8lnt: Councllmembet lenecletll. u 

• 

Local appeal process and fee schedule: The pmjed is under the appeal authortty-of the • 
California Coastal Commission. An appeal to the Commission may be filed after the exhaustion of the 
local appeal process and within 10 days of Coastal Commission receipt of the Notice of Final City 
Action (FBMC 18.61.064 & 065). 

DECISION BY: 
Fort Bragg City Council 

NOTIFICATION MAILED TO: 
John D. Webb, Department of Transportation, P. 0. Box 942874 MS-41, Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 
DATE OF DECISION: 
January 26, 1999 

DATE OF MAILING: 
January 28, 1999 

COPIES OF NOTIFICATION MAILED TO: 
cc: County BuUding Inspector (2) 

Permit File 
Deputy City Adminislrator/City Clerk 
City Administrator 
Coastal Commission 
Fort Bragg Are Department 

TOTI=L P.a3 
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2. Application of California Department Of Transportation to replace the State 
Route 1 Noyo River Bridge with a 86.6 ft. wide, 875 ft.-long, triple cast-in place (CIP) 
concrete box girder bridge. Temporary construction offalsework and trestles will be 
required in the construction of this new bridge. The proposed bridge will accommodate 
four 12ft lanes, a 12ft. median, 8ft outside shoulders with 6ft sidewalks placed on both 
sides. The total estimated cost of the proposed project design, Triple Cast-in-Place 
Concrete Box Girder Bridge is $24 million. The flrst stage of the project will be 
construction of two one-lane bridge pieces on each side of the existing bridge. Traffic 
will then use these structures while the existing bridge is dismantled, and wide concrete 
box girder structure is built between them and connected to the outside pieces (2) 
installing approximately 224 temporary piles taking up approximately 2000 sq. ft. of the 
Noyo River waterway during construction, (3) constructing an approximately 30,000-
square-foot temporary trestle for construction access, (4) removing temporary 
construction access improvements, (5) mitigating for the pennanent loss of channel 
bottom by excavating approximately 100 square feet of creek bank to expand the channel. 

3. Highway One Noyo River Bridge within the City of Fort Bragg, Mendocino County. 

Section IV 

l. Visual Resources 

The Fort Bragg LUP Policy XIV-1 states that new development within the City's coastal 
zone shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean, be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. In introducing this policy, the LUP 
cites Coastal Act Policies 30106, 30251, and 30253 (Exhibit 1 ), and states: "along 
·Highway 1 the City's Scenic Corridor Design Review system should be used to 
implement this Coastal Act Policy ," thereby incorporating these Coastal Act policies as 
certified LCP policies. 

LUP Policy XIV-3 states that" the views from the bluffs at the mouth of Pudding Creek 
and the Noyo River shall be protected." 

As incorporated into the LCP, the Scenic Corridor Combining Zone, Section 18.58.05 (C) 
states that a structure shall be so designed that it, in general, contributes to the character 
and image of the City as a place of beauty, spaciousness and balance; that the exterior 
design and appearance of the structure is not of a quality or scale so as to cause the nature 
of the neighborhood to materially depreciate in appearance and value; and that the 
structure is in harmony with proposed adjacent development in the area and the Scenic 
Corridor Zone and in confonnity with the LCP. 

EXHIBIT NO. 33 
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Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (Coastal visual resources and special communities) states 
that permitted development within the coastal scenic corridor shall minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, be visually compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area, be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, and, wherever feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. 

The project as approved by the City of Fort Bragg would be a massive construction, 
nearly three times the width of the existing Noyo Harbor Bridge and more representative 
of a congested, heavily urbanized central-city area than the eclectic, unpretentious sinall­
scale charm of Noyo Harbor. Noyo Harbor is enjoying a growing attraction as a visitor­
serving destination. It would be very visible from the restaurants and other viewing 
spots in the harbor, as well as views from the recreational areas along and at the mouth of 
the Noyo River where it meets the sea. The thick horizontal beams and wide vertical 
supports of the so-called "see-through" concrete barrier also could diminish the views to 
and along the coast afforded by the current bridge (one of the few places in the City 
where the ocean is visible from Highway 1 ). For these reasons the appellants contend 
that the project as approved requires careful review for its potential impacts and 
inconsistencies with L UP Policy XIV -1, Scenic Corridor Combining Zone Section 
18.58.05 (C) and Zoning Code Section 18.61.028. 

2. Alteration of Landforms and Erosion: 

Policy VI-5/XI-2 addresses the alteration of bluffs as follows: 

The alteration of cliffs, bluff tops, faces or bases, and other natural land forms 
shall be minimized in the Coastal Zone, and especially in nmoff ("RO") special 
review areas. Such changes may be allowed only if mitigation measures 
sufficient to allow for the interception of any material eroded as a result of the 
proposed development have been provided. 

Policy VI-6 provides: 

Erosion Near the Noyo Bridge. The State Department of Transportation should 
correct the erosion problem occurring on the bluff along and underneath the Noyo 
Bridge ... 

As discussed above, the LCP's chapter XIV incorporates Coastal Act Policies 30106, 
30251, and 30253, and states: ''the other major area where such policies are important is 
along the bluffs at the No yo River area .... special review procedures set out in this 
document for bluff and riparian vegetation and minimizing the modification of natural 
land forms should be sufficient to preserve the aesthetic values in that area." 

Taken together, these provisions of the LCP require minimizing the modification of 

" 
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natural land forms, especially in the Noyo River area. The massive modifications to the • 
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Noyo River bluffs that would occur by tripling the width of the Noyo Bridge as approved 
by the City of Fort Bragg raise a potential conflict with these policies . 

3. Public Works Capacity 

The project as approved will significantly increase highway capacity by doubling the 
number of lanes on Highway 1 in this area. Widening the bridge is directly related to 
planned road capacity expansions south ofNoyo River, although these projects were 
piecemealed, and not treated as a single development. Regarding road capacity in this 
area, the LCP calls for "a detailed highway improvement study for this area," and states 
that "to implement the specific design proposals produced in that study, development in 
the area should be called upon to pay a portion of the circulation system improvements 
needed." 

The fact hat no such arrangement for shared funding of the costly highway capacity 
improvements by potential developers has been approved raises a potential conflict with 
the LCP. Further, cost-sharing as required by these provisions of the LCP might improve 
the financial feasibility of alternatives more consistent with LCP policies, and should be 
considered before the project is finally approved. 

4. Significance of the Development 

In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided in part by the extent 
and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; the 
significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; and whether the appeal 
raises issues of regional and statewide significance. Each of these criteria warrant a 
determination of substantial issue in this case. The extent and scope of the proposed 
bridge development is major not only because of its massive scale and significant affect 
on the character of the area, but also because it will be a landmark physical feature of 
this part of the coast for decades to come. It would impact the significant coastal visual 
resources ofNoyo Harbor, which is growing in importance as a visitor-serving coastal 
destination. The riparian habitat and riverbed to be displaced to accommodate the 
widened bridge also are significant coastal resources affected by the decision to approve 
this development. Finally, the approved bridge design raises not only local issues, but 
issues of regional and statewide significance. Highway 1 is specifically identified in the 
LCP and Coastal Act as especially important to the character of the coast. The law 
recognizes what all coastal visitors know: that driving Highway 1 is a distinct and special 
coastal experience. The LCP and Act do not require that the Highway be maintained as a 
two lane road in the urban area of Fort Bragg, but neither can the character of this 
segment of the Highway be divorced from the overall experience of California's 
signature coastal road. Each section of the road is integral to the regional and statewide 
fabric that makes driving Highway a recreation and visitor attraction in and of itself. 
Proposing to change the character of the road in one area has regional and statewide 
significance that raises a substantial issue . 

G-/N:../.1/t ID10 ~v~ ~cJ 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CPaqe Jl 

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

Til~ P/rtUJt!16iO Htz!O«e tS 1/br tH twrf?httlY writ tHE 

pg()b/-'11)61.5 If THE E(2@T BKf/66 Httyi. /!IJOE, (AIJIJpreo 1/.S PA/lT(JF ±he;. o;,cy 
5ECTiot../~ I f.LAJIJ:Jt, B-21 a_,.t{J A.~fJ Pf?i44'/XLV-31 XJv,./21) aod. 

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 

• 

.sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may • 
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts 
my/our knowledge. 

Signature of Appe11ant(s) or 
Authorized Agent 

oate ;jajqq 
NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) 

must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as myfour 
representative and to bind mefus in all matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of A 

Date ---------------
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Attachment 
Section IV. Reasons Supporting Appeal 
Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group 
Friends of Fort Bragg 

Members of the Coastal Commission, 

( 

Since the Cal trans Noyo River Bridge replacement was introduced to the small coastal community of 
Fort Bragg ( 6,000 pop.) in the latter part of 1997 there has been little communication by Cal trans as to 
the size, scope and design of its Noyo Bridge replacement project. Heretofore, the community has 
consistently been told by Caltrans that the Noyo Bridge would never be replaced in most of our lifetimes. 
A Cal trans evaluation conducted a few years before stated the bridge was safe. 

Fort Bragg is primarily a low-income working class community (40% of its population has an income 
below federal poverty level according to the 1990 census) that cannot take time from work to participate 
in many of its local government meetings. At the time, ( 1997) the KDAC radio station which produced a 
daily community call-in talk show and the Fort Bragg Advocate News were the two primary sources of 
infonnation for this community. (As of 1998 K.DAC is no longer a daily community talk radio station.) 

In the later part of 1997, the Noyo Bridge Project Manager, Karen Tatman, was interviewed on K.DAC 
about the bridge replacement project. She discussed the bridge replacement as if it were a "done deal". 
While we do not necessarily expect Caltrans to educate the public on its rights under a particpatory 
democracy (though we think it should), we do expect Caltrans to tell the public what type ofpennits it 
needed to receive, and environmental review that needed to occur, before it could honestly tell the public 
the project really was a "done deal". This would at least infonn some that indeed, democracy was alive 
and the community had some say in its future. 

I (Roanne Withers), as one of a handful in this community who understand state law on such projects, 
was so appalled at the deliberate misleading and chilling of the public's participation by Tatman during 
this show that I called the radio station (during the show) and asked her if CEQA review had been 
completed. She responded that the project wouldn't need CEQA review. I then called the Caltrans 
number for information in Sacramento listed on its Web site and complained about her intentional 
misleading of the public on this matter. Within five minutes of hanging up. I received a call from 
Caltrans North District Office assuring me that all environmental review would be done and permits 
would be obtained. I knew this. However, the listening public was left with impression that, in fact, the 
proposed bridge was a done deal and it had no voice in the matter. 

While Cal trans did publish notices of its two public meetings in the Fort Bragg Advocate News, it never 
included pictures of the proposed bridge in the local newspaper for the public to see. At its CEQA 
scoping session (which Caltrans calls a public hearing) all of 4 or 5 people showed up. The notice was 
buried in such bureaucratic language that I doubt that anyone other than the most sophisticated in 
governmental procedure could even interpret what the notice meant. Caltrans interprets this as "the 
community liked the bridge" . 

- 1 • 



c: 
In a late summer/early fall of 1998 presentation to the then Fort Bragg City Council, Caltrans never .: 
displayed pictures before this City Council (that the public could see} when it informed the City of its • 
financial obligation for water and sewer infrastructure when the bridge was replaced. While Friends of 
Fort Bragg and Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group were sent copies of the draft EIR, we (and no other 
member of the public that we know of) were never sent a copy of the Visual Assessment Study. 

Finally, due to a handful of people who took the time to raise a concern about the size and design of the 
bridge in "Letters to the Editor" in the Fort Bragg Advocate News, 60 to 100 people did attend the 
Caltrans presentation in September 1998 from 3 to 8 pm (or so). There l discover one copy of the 
Caltrans Visual Assessment Study lying on the floor near some boxes. This was the first time I was 
aware of a visual comparison study of what would not be visible with the new bridge . I was astounded. 
No one else at this "hearing, was given this information in the misleading visual diagrams displayed by 
Caltrans on the wall. 

Caltrans orchestrated this ''hearing" by having a dozen or more of its staff stationed in various places in 
the room with some rather technical displays that gave almost no perspective of the bridge as compared 
to its surroundings. The public could walk around and discuss its concerns with individual staff members. 
each of which gave varying responses depending on their area of expertise. This effectively isolated the 
public concerns from each other and disappeared them into a void, except for a handful who began to 
write community forum articles for the paper trying to provide the size and design information in terms 
that the public could understand. I know for a fact that the majority of public comment (Caltrans had 
comment sheets available which were put into a box) was that of outrage. I stood at the comment table 
for several hours and talked with folks writing their concerns. Caltrans never mentions the negative • 
feedback they received, stating only "the public participated". 

In November of 1998, a new majority of "reform" Fort Bragg City Council members were elected. Each 
had expressed to us their concerns about the bridge design before the election. In December, their newly 
appointed City of Fort Bragg Planning Commission heard testimony regarding the bridge. Ms. Tatman 
had family obligations and could not attend. The Caltrans representative in attendance could not answer 
the Planning Commissioners' many questions about design features and options, including a wider 
sidewalk for wheelchair access. Given no choice and lacking any information from Caltrans other than 
"this is it", the Planning Commissioners denied ( 4-0) the Coastal Development Permit for the bridge 
based on its size and design as "out of character with its setting". The Commissioners were supportive of 
the four lanes for traffic. No objection to the four lanes was raised by the public. As I listened to the 
Planning Commissioners they were excited about the opportunity to work with Caltrans on the bridge at 
the beginning of the hearing. By the end of the hearing they dismayed and vistoly upset that their 
questions and very important concerns could not even be minimally addressed by Caltrans. 

Somehow it became the notion in town that Caltrans was not going to replace the bridge at all and 
intended to simply retrofit the existing 2 lane bridge if, on Caltrans' appeal, the City Council delayed its 
approval on design considerations. Developers, who stand to gain from decreased traffic mitigation costs 
for their proposed developments based on the expansion of the bridge to four lanes, became concerned 
that the bridge would indeed remain two lanes if the Council had design concerns. They added the 
frightening specter of an earthquake destroying the existing bridge leaving the town stranded, and began • 
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to circulate petitions for people to sign "supporting the bridge". There was an outcry from the public who 
thought that a new bridge would be lost altogether and the current bridge was dangerous to cross . 
Petitions were gathered with nearly 1000 signature based on this incorrect information and turned in at 
the City Council hearing. 

We were able to ascertain that the bridge funding would not disappear and encomaged City Council 
members to confirm this with Karen Tatman before the hearing. Mayor Michele White then explained at 
the City Council hearing that the appropriation was not at risk. However, Rick Knapp, District Director 
from Cal trans stated at the hearing that he personally would lobby in Sacramento for denial of the 
appropriation for a four lane bridge and request only an appropriation for a retrofit of the existing two 
lane bridge if the Council delayed based on design considerations. 

Under this outrageous threat combined with Caltrans' deliberate orchestration of dysfunctional public 
"hearings" and its disinformation campaign the City Council members had no choice but to approve the 
bridge as designed. (We will forward a copy of the video tape of this meeting if you or your staff 
desires.) This small community of 3,000 voters carries little weight in the machinations of state 
government. Our Planning Commissioners and City Council members are, in essence, lay person 
volunteers and not well versed in the ways of the enonnous and well financed state bureaucracy like 
Caltrans. Cal trans engaged in brute bureaucratic tyranny of this little town at every opportunity. 

Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends ofFort Bragg do not oppose a four lane bridge. 
However, we have a great concern about the massive design of the proposed bridge which is above and 
beyond that needed for vehicle, safety, and pedestrian use. We have a very great concern about the shear 
ugliness of the bridge and the impact of this monstrosity on this small rural community. Details that were 
overlooked by Caltrans throughout the process (because it never did conduct a real hearing on the 
project) such as lighting on the bridge, real wheelchair accessability, and other design options were 
added at the last minute at the City Council hearing. The public then never did have an opportunity to 
address the new lighting as revealed for the first time in graphic form at the City Council hearing. The 
lighting is too much and must be reviewed for its danger and blinding impact on boats entering and 
leaving the harbor at night and vehicles coming from a dark unlit rural Highway 1 into a massively lit 
area with no time for the eyes to adjust. 

-Allow us to say just a word for the extraordinary night sky and stars which will disappear along with 
day time views of the ocean and harbor, all of which have historically connected the locals and visitors 
alike to the natural surroundings of this small community. The freeway overpass stye ofbridge will sever 
this connection forever. Losing this last vestige of view within the town's limits will condemn the once 
unique Fort Bragg to become an urban "anywhere". What a tragedy in the making.-

Since so much of the proposed bridge was changed and added to at the last minute in terms of impacts 
(lighting for example), and the City's Planning Commission did not have an opportunity to work with 
Caltrans on its design concerns based on the absence of Project Coordinator Karen Tatman at its hearing, 
we believe that another period of review will do no harm, but will allow many mistakes to be worked out 
beforehand. Mistakes corrected before they happen will assist in protecting the interest of taxpayers as 
well. 

-3. 
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Our request is that the if the Commission thinks that it cannot outright deny this travesty called a bridge 
then at the very least, the Coastal Commission can send the project back to the City of Fort Bragg for 
further design review by its Planning Commission for a limited period of time. A one year delay in a 
project which promises unspeakable impacts on this community, impacts that have not been considered 
but could easily be rectified if given a chance for real review, is not too much to ask. 

Sincerely, • 

~to~ 
Roanne Withers for Friends of Fort Bragg 

12-~ 
Ron Gu. Chair 
Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group 

-4-
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September 29, 1997 

Mr. Chuck Damm, South Coast District Director 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
200 Oceangate, 1 Olll Floor 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

RE: Bolsa Chica Fence Permit -
October 71n Agenda - Item 15A 

Dear Mr. Damm: 

~ 

Koll 
Real Estate 
Group 

~fF'~~.,r- ·-
l.!::.l..;;:.;~u w ,__ 

OCT 6 1997 l0 

The purpose of this letter is to request a continuance of the Bolsa Chica Fence Permit 
item to the Commission's November 1997 meeting. It appears more appropriate to 
consider this permit in view of the Commission's action on the Bolsa Chica LCP on 
October 9'n. 

I appreciate your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Vice President 

EM:jm 

EXHIBIT No. 12 
Application Number: 

A-5-BLC-97 -188 

e California Coastal 

4400 MacArthur Boule\-ard 
Suite300 
Newport Beach. C'A 92660 
(i14) ; :7 ·0873 

Commission 



• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Fort Bragg Police Department 
250 Cypress Street Bus: (707) 961-2800 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437-5437 Fax: (707) 961-2806 

February 19, 1999 

Steve Scholl - Northern California District 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

Dear Sir: 

FEB 2 3 1999 

Richard E. Wiseman 
Chief of Police 

I am writing this letter regarding the Coastal Commissions hearing on the Noyo 
River Bridge Project. Based upon the present bridges configuration of two traffic 
lanes I have many Public Safety concerns. I have attached a copy of a letter 
written to the Fort Bragg City Council which addresses some of those concerns . 
In addition, I have concerns about the present bridges structural safety over the 
next many years as well as the funding for our bridge project at the State, Federal 
and Local governmental levels. The new Noyo River Bridge is badly needed by 
the community as this is our primary route into the City of Fort Bragg. If the bridge 
was to collapse or otherwise be designated as unsafe, we would suffer a huge 
economic loss. This loss coupled with our present economically depressed 
condition would devastate the City of Fort Bragg's economy both commercially as 
well as tourist based. 

Currently we have public safety concerns over Emergency Vehicle access and 
other dangerous bridge situations. The Fort Bragg Fire Department, the Police 
Department, the Sheriff's Office, the California Highway Patrol and the 
Ambulance Services are also greatly affected by the current Bridge configuration. 
Having one lane in each direction on a main Highway route is unsafe and 
inefficient for public safety concerns. I have continually worried about highway 
access during any emergency situation and the current Noyo River Bridge has 
been a topic of several Tabletop Emergency exercises for many years. The 
exercise usually starts off with, "There has been a major earthquake and the 
Noyo River Bridge has collapsed" or "A Tsunami has just taken out the Noyo 
River Bridge" etc, etc ... This is primarily because the bridge is such a significant 
main artery for the City of Fort Bragg. 

35 
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We in the City of Fort Bragg do not need a Signature Bridge or a Bridge that 
people can look through while driving across it. This within itself creates the 
possibility of more injury accidents due to people not attending to their driving. 
We need a bridge that addresses all our Public Safety issues. We should be 
building this Bridge to address these long needed public safety concerns and not 
to satisfy those who want a Signature Bridge or may believe the bridge is too 
large for the City of Fort Bragg. Currently there is no safe bicycle access over 
the bridge or Wheelchair accessible walkways. This remains a liability for the 
State of California as well as the City of Fort Bragg. 

As stated in other letters, I as the Chief of Police feel it is my obligation to 
address the Public Safety view and it is my hope that you will consider this when 
voting on this issue. Public Safety responses for all agencies becomes a valid 
concern with th present bridge. Please help us by voting for this new bridge 
proposal s t we ove forward with this much needed project. 

1chard E. Wiseman 
Chief of Police 

; 
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T BRAGG FIRE PROTECTION AUTHORITY 

Fort Bragg, California 95437 
nrm961-2831 \VJLL PHE)';JX 

Fire Chief Fax (7()7) 961-2821 
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MEMO 

To: Steve Scholl, Director, 
Northern California District 
California Coastal Commission 

From: Fire Chief, Will Phenix 

Date: 2/19/99 

Subject: Noyo Bridge Replacement 

This issue has caused a lot of controversy for the past several months. The question is, do we want 
a bridge now or years from now? I believe Caltrans, who proposed the bridge at its present state, has 
done a very good job. I believe that safety concerns must be the number one priority on this bridge 
project getting people across the bridge and allowing traffic to continue across the bridge without 
any bottlenecks. 

A lot of work has been done in the design of the bridge. The City of Fort Bragg has a minimal 
amount of money to help out with this project. I think this is the time to go ahead with it as it is and 
accept that we're no longer going to be able to see the ocean from the bridge. People who want to 
see the ocean or Noyo Harbor can get out of their vehicles and walk on the bridge to take their 
pictures, etc. I state again that safety has to be the number one priority. We don't know how long 
the old bridge is going to last. It is rusting badly. If the "big" earthquake comes, we are going to 
be isolated here for quite a long time. 

To get back to the safety issue, having four lanes and an emergency meridian for safety and 
emergency apparatus is a vast improvement over what we have now, where if you have a head-on 
collision it could take up both lanes. We have had calls where we've had to stop traffic for up to an 
hour to clear an accident on the bridge. Speaking for the Fire Department, we are the ones who do 
the emergency responses and must deal with extricating people from cars and putting out vehicle 
fires which result from collisions. Additionally, having eight foot shoulders on both sides will give 
cars a place to pull over for emergencies such as flat tires. 



Safety Concems-Noyo Bridge Replacement Project 
Will Phenix 
Page2 

At the present time, as the fire department approaches the bridge heading south to any emergency, 
all personnel are advised to turn off their sirens because some people will stop right on the bridge 
which creates a hazard for everyone traveling on the bridge at the time. Siren/ red light use is 
resumed when the emergency vehicle is off the bridge. 

Continuing with the safety aspects, a driver should be paying attention to the road, and. not the 
scenery, as he passes over the bridge. There have been lots of rear-end accidents on the bridge 
where someone is looking at the view and the person behind that vehicle is not paying attention and 
crashes into the back of the first vehicle. 

Another aspect is that if people want to see from the bridge, they will be able to walk more safely 
on the new bridge. It will also allow handicapped people to cross the bridge and enjoy the views; 
something that isn't possible now. The bridge is not intended to be a "scenic vista point." If people 
want to enjoy the beauty they can go down to the jetty or out to Todd's Point to see the bay and the 
ocean from there. 

I also want to mention the delays and major inconvenience of trying to cross the present bridge over 
the 4th of July weekend, with the barbeque and the fire works going on. Traffic is slowed to a virtual 

• 

standstill for hours. On weekends during the summer, traffic can back up over the bridge. And this • 
is just "regular" traffic. 

Speaking as the chief of the fire department, I hope that you will understand the safety aspects for 
us today and for our future. The replacement will last for many years to come and will get us across 
the river in a safe fashion, as it is intended to do. I personally find the design in very good taste. 

In closing, I hope you will consider the safety aspects, and not the view, in making your decision. 
Please consider the future of Fort Bragg as far as earthquakes etc., are concerned. 

• 



• 
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CITY OF FORT BRAGG 

Steve Scholl 

Incorporated August 5· 1889 
416 N. Franklin St. 

Fort Bragg, CA 95437 
FAX 707-961-2802 

Director of Northern California District 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. 
San Francisco CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

February 18, 1999 

As Director of Public Works, I deal with a wide range of projects and concerns city 
wide, and one of the main issues is circulation and traffic safety. The Police Chief, 
City Engineer and myself continuously review traffic and pedestrian circulation and 
make recommendations and changes that we feel increase the safety of the 
community. The Noyo Bridge Replacement, is just such a project that can alleviate 
some of the access and safety concerns within the City of Fort Bragg. Some of the 
items I see as high priority and could be resolved with the installation of a new bridge 
are, emergency access, increased traffic circulation, pedestrian access and 
handicap access on both sides of the bridge. I understand that aesthetics is also a 

· part of this project, but I don't feel it should carry as much weight as these other 
issues, or be used as a reason to eliminate the replacement project. 

City personnel are constantly training for emergency preparedness in the event of 
some natural disaster. and one of the main topics that always comes up is, will the 
bridge be there in the event of a major earthquake? This bridge is vital to the 
community and to replace it with a seismically sound new bridge will eliminate many 
of the concerns expressed by emergency staff and citizens of the area. Due to the 
concern for the integrity of the bridge, the City of Fort Bragg acquired funding 
through MCOG to conduct an alternate access study. This study was to review 
potential routes east of Fort Bragg for feasibility of access and how they may reduce 
the traffic load on the Noyo Bridge. As you know, the result of that study 
recommends replacement of the Noyo Bridge with a wider and seismically designed 
structure. The City Council directed me, as the MCOG TAC representative, to 
pursue getting a bridge replacement project included in the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) for future consideration and funding. As this process 
was being undertaken, CaiTrans came to the City with the idea of repladng the 
bridge rather than retrofitting. This was exactly what the Council had wanted, and 
was exactly what the East Fort Bragg Alternate Access Study recommended . 

ADMINISTRATION/ENGINEERING 
(707) 961·2823 

FINANCE/WATER WORKS 
(707) 961·2825 

ECONOMIC/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
(707) 961-2828 



February 18, 1999 

I have been involved in the design and review process with Ca/Trans from the 
beginning of the project, along with representatives from all utilities and numerous 
State agencies. All input has been compiled and used to design the most efficient 
and economical bridge that would best serve the community. Design of a structure 
like the Noyo Bridge requires the expertise of many design professionals, and no 
aspect is taken lightly. One of the driving factors for any design, whether it is a 
~rlflg~ or a street, is to provide the best possible design, giving the longest life 
expectancy, in the most economically way possible for the tax payers. I feel this is 
exactly what has been done during the design of the new proposed No yo Bridge. 

My biggest concern at this point is with the funding and how any delay or denial of 
the current project may cause a shift or loss of funds that would eliminate the new 
bridge project. I will admit that I don't understand all the State funding process, but 
the design and administrative people that I deal with on a regular basis are 
concerned about the funding, and have expressed their concern to me as to how 
any denial of this project would effect the funding. City Staff has developed a vety 
good working relationship with Ca/Trans personnel and have completed joint 
projects together, such as Chestnut Street Intersection and Cypress Street 
Intersection Projects. We work closely on all aspects of many projects, and I believe 
they have put together a vel}' good and sound design for the Noyo Bridge 
Replacement. 

If the new bridge is not built and the City of Fort Bragg decides at a later date to seek 
funding for a bridge replacement, it would have to go through the same process as 
the Willits or Hopland Bypass projects and be approved by MCOG for funding. This 
will be a vel}' lengthy and competitive process, and the odds of acquiring funds for a 
new bridge in the near future is unlikely. The current proposal from Ca/Trans is the 
best possible solution for bridge replacement and resolution to numerous safety 
concerns, and I urge the Coast Commission to approve the permits to allow this 
project to move forward. 

DavidW. Gob 
Director of Public Works 

• 

• 

• 
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Fort Bragg, California 

February 12, 1999 

Steve Scholl 
Director No. Calif. District 
45 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, Ca., 941 05 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

It is cru tial to the future of 
this area that the new Fort Bragg 
bridge be built. Cal Trans has 
submitted a beautiful and functional 
design. The new bridge is needed to 
ensure continued commerce, tourism, 
and the general well-being of all 
residents of Fort Bragg. 

If the old bridge is retro­
fitted, and goes to load limits, 
Fort Bragg residents will suffer. 

The new bridge design compliments 
the view while ensuring safety. For 
a closer view, one may always drive 
down to the harbor. Please give Cal 
Trans the needed permit(s) to build 
the new four lane bridge. 

James & Lillian Mole 
980 Stewart Street 
Fort Bragg, ca., ~5437 
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A-brldg~·kn•~ 
EDITOR - For heavens sake, 

let's stop acting like children about 
the Noyo bridgei·A bridge; is a 

. bridge, is a pndge. ·It is meant to get 
peopl~: and cars, from one point to 
another., Sure it's.great to have;a 

· vie)V, rm .all.for it, but that;is not, 
the reason for. a bridge. You cannot 
have e.verything, and everyone. can· 

·not be-pleased. You want more 
tourists, .you need to wid~~:n;tbe 
bridged:)on't, keep fussingr arpund 
about·a,~iew so.Iong that we lose .. ~ 
the Caltrans money. allotted for, this. 
proj~t1;f)r.untU, even· worse,. we·. 
have an . earthquake· that will dis·'· ' 
able,or destroy the ~t.bJi~Jet..~ ... 
;I>On~fbi"foolish~'let's'.get on"'' with .. 

i 'itJ ·~.r,·1r 
~ 1\ LWy'Bo!J.~l~t .. , .•. , 
I ;.-~. Fort Brag:~·; n 
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~ts f- ~ "f ~ ~'..it, ~:f 
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FEB 1 6 1999 

Lily M Bobbitt 

301 Cypress St Apt 107 

Fort Brag& CA 95437 
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Ed McKinley 
Permit and Construction Consulting 

237 Morrow Street, Fort Bragg, CA 95437 
Telephone/FaxNoice Mail: 707 964 2537 

e-mail: edmc@mcn.org 

California Coastal Commission 
Rusty Areias, Chairperson 
45 Fremont Suite 2000 

February 12, 1999 

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: Noyo River Bridge Replacement 
City of Fort Bragg COP 24-98 
Appeal to California Coastal Commission 

FEB 16 1999 

I am in support of the Department of Transportation's proposal to replace the 
current Noyo River Bridge. 

I am a supporter of the Coastal Act and the Local Coastal Programs of both the 
City of Fort Bragg and Mendocino County. I formerly served as chairperson on 
the Fort Bragg Main Street Program, Community Design Committee and Board 
of Directors. I formerly served on the city's Scenic Corridor Design Review 
Committee. I made a presentation of revised Scenic Corridor ordinances and 
guidelines to the City Council in the late 80's trying to install mandatory guide 
lines for the historic downtown. 

I and my wife, Suzanne, served on the Community Design Element CAC for the 
upcoming General Plan update. This committee recommended strong 
ordinances and revised guidelines for the Main Street Corridor through the entire 
city. My wife, Suzanne, is currently serving on a committee to finalize the 
General Plan update. We believe in the Local Coastal program and strong 
design, landscaping and sign ordinances. 

The proposed bridge design, in my opinion, will not be out of character with our 
Scenic Corridor goals and policies. The bridge will conform to the width of Main 
street and, in fact, it should not be any less wide. We should not make the 
same mistakes made with the Golden Gate Bridge; it was built too narrow and a 
rapid transit deck was deleted. Serious issues of safety and traffic congestion 
associated with the current bridge will be resolved by this replacement. 

The proposed plan, as presented to the City Council on January 261
h, includes 

design features such as vertical balustrade, shadow line details in the concrete 



work and subtle arching of the box beams which address design concerns as 
much as is financially feasible. 

Some say that CaiTrans is shoving this design down our throats. Actually the 
opposite is true. Against all odds CaiTrans came up with the funding for a 
replacement bridge at a time vvhen infrastructure money is tight. It VJOuld be 
fiscally irresponsible to retrofit the existing bridge and have it be somevvhat less 
functional than at present. Current traffic studies show this bridge to be a Level 
Of Service F. Why should any money be spent on a bridge that will be 
subjected to substantial increased traffic over the next 40 years? 

It may also be irresponsible to ask for any additional money for expensive 
design features for this bridge when there are thousands of other bridges 
needing replacement. My observations of federal and state funding processes 
tells me CaiTrans is not likely and possibly legally unable to make costly 
additions to this bridge design. 

I am seriously VJOrried that denial of COP 24-98 and the Negative Declaration 
may cause the Department of Transportation to cancel or delay the new bridge 
construction. It \Wuld be a real tragedy and a traffic nightmare if the existing 
bridge vvere to be retorfitted. Please deny the appeal to COP 24-98. Thank 
you. 

CC: Steven Scholl 
Director, Northern California District 

Jack Liebster 
Coastal Planner 
Northern California District 

Enclosure: Fort Bragg Advocate News 
. "Community Forum" 1-14-99 

• 

• 

• 
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'So what are we going to do with this $25 million gift?' 1, .... 

Submitted by money is available. MCOO member Phil 
ED McKINLEY Dow confumed this at !he Planning Com-

Out of the blue !he Mendocino Coast has mission hearing. 
been given a gift; a new bridge. It is a mira- Now we have a one-time oppor!Uility to 
cle. or at least a very exceptional set of cir- get !he job done and people are unhappy. 
cumstances, that makes available $25 Issues that have been raised include 
million to replace the Noyo Bridge. I am width, design and existing buildings close 
ccncemed that we may be placing this gift the roadway. 
in jeopardy. The proposed design is a clever resolu-

Three months before the announcement lion to the original error of placing the 
was made by Caltrans 1 was discussing traf- bridge b; the center of the right-of~ way. The 
fie improvement options with a member of width is a result of this solutiOn. 
LAFCO because !he cast Fort Bragg by- Some arc concerned we wm have a · 
pass traffic studies resulted in a recommen- . bridge wider than the Golden Gate. Two 
dation that replacing the Noyo Bridge was mistakes were made with !he Golden Gate. 
the only opdon to relieve highway conges- Estimates of future population increases 
lion. Most traffic is nonblsouth. Our bridge were faulty· resulting in a roadway too nar­
is vrry low on the Mendocino County prior- row and !hey deleted !he light mil deck. 
ity list for standard highway project t\md- The Bay Area demands, and will get, a 
ing. It could be 20 years, or more, before bridge with style for their replacement of 

· ....... .... 

Community 
Forum 

the Bay Bridge. Why don't we do the 
same? The Bay Area· must have a popula­
tion of nearly 3,000,000. That is a voting 
block with clout. They also do something 
down there that we don't. They pay for 
their bridge every day at the toU booth. 

. I understand the concerns of !he four 
businesses with buildings that will be close 
to !he bridge. however, the property owners 
chose to build next to !he right-of-way and 
the greater need of r,he community should 
have priority. 

'Ibis bridge must be economical in design 
because highway infra.structtue in this state 

is in bad shape and !he money has to be 
spread around. I have driven over 100,000 
miles in rural areas of nine of the geological 
provinces of this state. There are hundreds 
if not thousands of narrow, dilapidated 
bridges needing replacement. Spending 
excess money on this bridge means others 
won't get their fair share. 

I hope most people are in agreement that 
we need a four-lane bridge with adequate 
room for pedestrians and bicycles. I am 
concerned that some think limiting the 
highway and bridge width will restrict 
development. At !he Uving Communities 
workshop held in November 1997 as part of 
!he county general plan rewrite process, we 
were told !he population of the central val­
ley will triple by. 2040. In the same tim!t 
period !he 101 corridor. population· will dou­
ble including Mendocino County. We can't 

keep people and development out simply by 
choking them off at the highways. They 
will come whether we build it or not ,. ~· 

It would be very nice indeed if we could 
have an architectural masterpiece and no:!n~ 
can discount the importance of this bridp-10 
tourism and our city's self image. Howe.,.,r. 
my fear is that if we lose this funding ~lit 
because of a dispure over design issues, ~e 
will be stuck with the dangerous condi~ 
we now have until the bridge is finally cgn­
demned. Or worse yet, we may mak"<: h 
financially attractive for Caltrans to retfufit 
the existing bridge. Then we will haiC:f 
problem for !he next 40 years. ..:• 

So what are we going to do with this~~ 
million gift? Do we know if .we are putting 
!his project at risk of cancellation? Ho,w 
long will the otfer stand? lt seems to ~)lt 
is a dangerous game we are playing. :::t 

-:!.:" 
1.~l'l!o 
- ....... --------.,- ~ 



81/16/1999 15:12 787-937-2631 

Fax: {415) 904-5Lt00 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Jo Ginsberg 

AE: CALTRANS Noyo Bridge plans 

ZO FAX SERVICE PAGE 81/81 

February 16, 1999 

The CalTrans Noyo Bridge proposal is out of scale for the site and for the 

area. Fort Bragg does not need a bridge wider than the Golden Gate but 

without any or the attraction of that bridge as an entrance to San Francisco. 
The Caltrans design is excessive. unnecessary and totally inappropriate as 

an entrance to this small nath coast town. Caltrans seems ta forget that 

both ends of Fort Bragg connect to a dedicated 2 lane scenis highway which 

will not be.enlarged to suit their whims. 

The current bridge can easily be retrofit and bike and walkways added by 

cantilevering out from the current bridge. Thus an appropriate and attractive 
entrance to Fort Bragg could be preserved. Does Fort Bragg deserve less than 

Oakland? 

::;~ 
PO Bo)( 457 

Mendocino, CA 95460 

(707} 937-1649 

i 
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Diana Stuart 
Chair, Fort Bragg Planning Commission 

PO Box 769 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

(707)964-Q016 
1/13/99 

Karen Tatman, Project Manager 
Cal Trans 
PO BOX 911 
Marysville, CA 95901 

Rei CDP 24-98/SCR 13-98 
Noyo River Bridge Replacement 

Dear Ms. Tatman, 

At our December 30, 1998 Fort Bragg Planning Commission meeting on 
the Noyo River Bridqe and also in your proposed Negative 
Declaration, I do not believe Cal~rans adequately addressed the 
issue of the existing bridge's eligibility for both the National 
Register of Historic Places and/or the California Historic 
Resources Register • 

CalTrans representatives adequately addressed the issue of 
eligibility rrom a technical stanapoint. However the historic 
resources evaluation report does not address tha contextual 
aspects of the bridge. I believe it is eligible because of its 
cultural aspects. It is part of the fabric of the community and if 
it is going to be torn down, needs to be replaced by a bridge that 
will fulfill the same role. 

The bridge was depicted in the centennial posters of both the City 
of Fort Bragg and the Fort Bragg volunteer Fire Department. It is 
also depicted in a multitude of postcards and brochures about Port 
Bragg, Noyo Barbor, the Mendocino Coast illld the California coast. 
As such, the existing bridge is part of the historical and 
cultural fabric of Fort Bragg and visually represents the area to 
many people throuqhout the state, as well as to the residents of 
the area. 

It is the primary spot in Fort Bragg to view the ocean and the 
harbor and it establishes the town's relationship with the ocean 
and. the harbor. 

since it was evaluated in 1996, two significant events have taken 
placet l)the bridqe became 50 years old and 2) Governor Wilson 
signed ~•g~alation creating the Cal~~ornia Register ot B1storical 
Resources, for which the existing bridge should be eligible • 



• 

PAGE. 82 
83/14/1995 11:05 

CalTrans did not produce the Historic Resources Evaluation Report • 
until the end of our planning commission meetinq, so the planning 
commissioners did not have the opportunity to adequately review 
it. 

If the existing bridge must be replaced, the mitigation for 
tearing down a bridge of this importance is to design a new bridge 
that will have similar qualities of character and representation. 

I believe that the proposed bridge should be redesigned and look 
forward to your cooperation in this process. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
)),.~ 31~ 
Diana Stuart 
Chair, Fort Bragg Planning Commission 

ccz state Historic Preservation Officer 
Fort Bragg City council 
Fort Bragg Planning Commission 
Senator wesley Cheaboro 
Assemblywoman Virginia Strom-Martin • 

• 
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Miko RQJIIy 
California Coastal Commission 

FAX: (415) 904-5400 

Dear Mr. Reilly, 

Stan Miklose 
Down Home Foods 

115 S. Fran~lln St. 
Fort eragg, CA 95437 

797 964 2687 P.91 

Fe: b. 16. 1999 

1 am writing about Commission Appeal No. A~1-FT6-99-006, and I am hoping the Commlssloo will 
do something to make the new bridge more palatable. 

The current design Is just a gussled up freew21y overpass. The bridge has few. if any. 

distinguishing characteristics. 
It al&o eliminates virtually all view we now have of the harbor and ocean. When you look at the 

dlmE::nEalons of Caftrans' proposed railing. you Will notice it will provide loss than 011e-fourth the view 
we now have from tho bridge. The view Will be even less than these numbers sugge!jt, however, 
because the bridge wfll be so wide that, even it were to have the current bridge's railing. the view 

would be diminished. 
Any way you look at lt. this bridge does not conform to tho goals of the California Coastal Act. 

In no way does It protect or enhance the public's. coastal resources. 
This is tho opll')lon of most people I have spoken to, but Caltrans has silenced many of these 

voice& with their skillful manipulation of the local media. After the Fort Stagg Planning Commrsslon 
.enled the bridge pormlt. Caltran& enlisted city and county transportation con&I.Jitants to mislead 

the public. (I'm enclosing newspaper article&. which show how this was done.) These local"oxpcrts• 

repeatedly called the local newspaper and gave Caltrana• apln on the planl'lll'lg commisslon•s vote. 

Funding for the new bridge: was In jeopardy, these experts told the newspaper, and If the city 

council upheld the plal'lnlng commission's vote, Caltrao& would retrofit the existing bridge. rather 
than alter the design of the new bridge. In the end, the $24 mlllfon Caltrans would spend on the 

new bridgo wa& jur.t too great a financial gift for this community to put at risk. 

• 

However, I believe Calt..rans would rather spend millions more Improving the new bridge than to 

retrofit the exl&ting bridge. for two reason&. First of all. Caltrans Is In the midst of spending several 

million dollarrr widening Highway One on either side of tile Noyo Bridge. so the existing two-lane 
bridge will soon be ob&olete. Secondly, tho state bare& all the financial burden of retrofitting 
bridges. Tho retrofit of the oxf&tlng brldgo would COQt botween $6 million and $14 rtlillion of state 
tax dollars. Ill contrast. of the $24 rtliflion price tag for thl& now bridge, loss than $4 million comes 
from state tax dollars. (Tho rest Is fodoral funds.) 

ThllD means that. consorvatlvoly, you can force Caltrana to spend an additional $3 million to $9 
rtlillion, and the retrofft option would s.tlll appear unattractive to Caltrans. 

Suroly something can be dono to Improve this project with $3 to $9 million. 
Sincerely, 

,/ 
··-1 

"'/ ,.,,,. ? • ..., 

Stan Mlklo5o CALIFORNIA 
COASTAk GQMMI~SION 



FEB-15-99 03:30 PM BECKMAHS S&S PRIHTIHG 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Premont Street. Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94lOS • 2219 

Dear Commissioners: 

17079646352 

159 Jewett Street 
Fort Bragg, CA 954)? 
Pebruary 15, 1999 

Be: A-l-FTB-99-006 

I am writing to ezpress my concern about the loss or ocean and 
harbor views from the proposed Noyo Bridge. and to ask you to 
do whatever you can to improve the proJect 1n th1s regard. 

'l'he •see-through• railing proposec! by CalTrans will in tact : 
provide very little v1ew1ng space for the motoring public. 
Perhaps it cannot be made better. It this s~ould be the case. 
t~en snould not t~e public be compensated for the loas of this 
•million dollar• view? 

It may be impossible to put a dollar value on suoh a loss, but 
a sizeable contribution toward the purchase ot •a1ass Beach•, 
on the northern boundary of Fort !ragg, would be mitigating. 

Glass Beac~ 1s a )?-acre beach-front property kept as open space 
tor over 100 years by the local mill • It is now owned by an 
individual and is for sale. It is heavily used by Port Bragg 
res1dents, like myself. tor walking. beach-combing, t1sh1ng, 
w1ldl1fe observation. ete. Several species of rare plants grow 
on the bluffs, wh1oh also provide nesting and foragin~ habitats 
tor several state-11ste4 bird spee1es, and whtoh include an 
extensive wetlands. Community support tor the acquisition or 
t~is land 1s very strong. The Port Brass City Council has 
recently voted un~n1mously 1n support or tts purchase, but funds 
are laok1ns. I believe 1t is reasonable to consider Caltrans 
as a source for some of the needed money, as mitigation tor 
the loss ot views at the Noyo Bridge site. 

Thank you for considering my ideas. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
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Feb. 16, 1999 • Dear Steve Scholl, 

I'm very concerned about the Noyo Bridge. We really 

need this bridge and the New Disign that Caltrans has 

was perfect. The Bridge should be wider for safty reasons. 

I can't believe a handful of people (Friends of Fort 

Bragg) can change the City Council okey on the permit. 

I hope you will listen to all of the people of 

Fort Bragg and not just a few. 

We really need this New Bridge and I hope you won't scrap 

the NEW PLANS. The Bridge we have is very dangerous so I hope 

you will consider the safty of the NEW BRIDGE when you 

make your discussion. 

Thank you from a very concerned citizen of Ft. Bragg. • I'm also the 1st. Ass. Chief and the safty of this NEW 

BRIDGE would be a 

• 
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t GooD CoNNECTION~ .. 
• 

Mark Sa.fron 
60 N. Harold St. Fort Bragg CA 95437 
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i D Please call to confinn receipt 

• 

D Please respond by return fax 

Date: 211511999 

! 
! 
t 

I rlcall only if tr~nsmission is incomplete 

To: Coastal Commissioners 

RE: Noyo Bridge 

Fax number: (416) 904-5400 •. 
From: M. Safran 

Our phone: (707) 984-2988 

A ... l I ••• ·......:· 

·"·" 

. . ..... 

,,. .'lo Our fax: Same -·.. . ...... 

1 of pages including cover page: 1 , .. 

. . •"' .. · .. 
Coastal Commissioners: .-... · · .· ' <·' · · '· . · · '· · 

Please n•·my oppOsition to the current-caltrans Noyo Bridge as proposed.· 
Although lsupp0rt the·· concept Of· a new '4lane·bridge, 'I feel that what has been 
designed for the Noyo Riwr is; iJ:t plain terms,· too wide and too mundane. It iS wider-' . 
tban the Gol4m Gate lrid&e and has all the style of a freeway overpass;.·· The · ·. · 
majority of the public wants a rie~_V strUcture but, do we need the· one'tluit Caltrans is 
trying shove down our throats? According to that dept. it's a take it or leave it 
situation. They claim-there's no more moneyto_redesign the-bridge. Smely'if 4lanes. 
with walkways instead o'f-Slaries with' two 8 fL shoulders were built there· would be 
plenty of money left over for either a redesign by staff or for conducting a 
competition. · · · · . . . 

As you know, thiS area of the coast has a ·dwindling supply of timber and fish 
and is trying to encourage tdurism whiCh is a relatively non-polluting induStry. 
Therefore let lis make sure that we get a: bridge that will be attractive. 

· ··I ·appreciate your consideration in this matter. 
Respedfully, 

MarkSafron 
Fort Bragg CA 

·~ . , ........ . 



• 

• 

• 


