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To: Commissioners and Interested Persons
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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
of Caltrans District 3 to replace the Highway One Noyo River Bridge in Fort Bragg.

Item F3a is an appeal of the decision of the 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 combining 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 for 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

City of Fort Bragg
Approval with Conditions
A-1-FTB-99-06

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3

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

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);

City of Fort Bragg Local Coastal Program;

Notice of Final Action on Coastal Development Permit CDP20-98;

Noyo River Bridge Replacement (Negative Declaration, Initial Study/Environmental

Assessment (November 1998);

5. 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 1;

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

Pl N

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 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.




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

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 Caltrans to either acquire and develop a bluff top parcel on
the south side of Noyo 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 stormwater 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 find 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 S 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 175 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

L. 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.

1. 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 11.8-f. lanes and a 10+ f. 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 of Noyo 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
approv

4, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/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 CEQA-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. Atits 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 , finding, 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 bluffs 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




APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3
Page 9

the project on the very scenic setting at the mouth of the Noyo and ...to and from
the harbor community, the surrounding bluffs, 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 11.1 and XV.D.2. of the Land Use Plan of the 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. ...Caltrans 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,

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

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

o 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, bluffs, 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:

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

2. Caltrans 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 HISTORY.

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 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
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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 110-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 northemn 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 corner of North Cliff Motel appears to
be less than 3 ft. from the state right of way. There is a Pomo 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 café faces the highway at the southeast end of the bridge.

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS.

Section 30603(b)(1) 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 30625(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 13115(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 of Noyo 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 1 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.



APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3
Page 14

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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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.

Discussion.

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
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Noyo].” The approved project would reduce views to an along the ocean and the Noyo
Harbor/ Noyo 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 Exhibit 5.
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 Harbotr/ 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)(1) 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 of blufftop 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)(1) 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 XV-14.

LCP policies
Fort Bragg LUP Policy XV-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 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)

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
Sfuture, 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
1. 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.

L 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.

I Standard Conditions: See attached.
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III. 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.

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 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 of Wooden Trestle.

The temporary trestle system shall be constructed as described in the application and shall be
completely removed upon project completion, All plles 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).

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.

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 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.

0. 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
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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 10+ 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 bluffs at the mouth of the Noyo River shall be protected.

. The Fort Bragg L.CP 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:



APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3
Page 26

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 corridor, 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 feasible, 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 of LUP 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, 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 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. Itisa
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.

L)
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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
impression

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

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

e 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 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 Mendocirno, 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.

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 1from 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-turn
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 of the Noyo Harbor/Noyo River area itself will be one of increased
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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 an important part of the character of the 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 L.CP 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 blufftop 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

L
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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 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
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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 bluffs at the Noyo 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.

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 forms 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 aliow 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 of Transportation should

correct the erosion problem occurring on the bluff along and underneath the
Noyo Bridge...

LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(1) requires that permitted development
“minimize the alteration of natural landforms.”
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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. Caltrans 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/XI-2 and LCP Zoning Code Section 18.61.028 (B)(1)
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 Caltrans 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.1 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




APPEAL NO.: A-1-FTB-99-06
APPLICANT: CAL. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3
Page 37

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
Sfuture, 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
Jor 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 of Noyo 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 praject 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 of Noyo 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 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 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 norths:de of the proposed bridge
will impact the park. The impacts will be 10 m? (108 ft.%).

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
zmpacts for the proposed project will be 2,787 m’ (30,000 f1.2). Of this total, only
400 m’ (4,306 ft.? ) 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 footing for the
two new columns that will be located wzthm the park. Temporary excavation for
the pier footings will be 700 m’ (7,535 ft.%).

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 545 m* (5,867 ft. %,

Temporary Fencing
There will be 80 m (262 fi) 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 70 m’ (753 S 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 Caltrans 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 faczlzty to allow for construction of the
new bridge pier... There will be 400 m” m’ (4,305 f1.°) 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 105m’
(1,132.8 ﬁ %) will become part of the Ocean Front Park thus offsetting the 400 m’
(4,305 ft.%) 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 295 m? (3,175 fi°).

In addition, approximately 70 m* (100 y&) 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;

b

placing portable restrooms during the temporary closure of the existing
restrooms

3. providing flaggers 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;

3. 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 finds 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 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) of CEQA 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.

EXHIBITS

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

¥ ® NN khwD -

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 Caltrans 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.

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.

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.

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

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

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.

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 12 ft lanes, a 12 ft. median, 8 ft outside shoulders with 6 ft
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: The Fort Bragg City Council approved the Coastal
Development Permit for the project (CDP 24-98) on January
26, 1999.

OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED: (1) State Lands Commission Dredging Permit, (2) Department
of Fish & Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, (3) Noyo
Harbor Commission, (4) U.S. Coast Guard Permit, (5)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
impacts 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 of Fort 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 of the 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:

1. 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.

II. Standard Conditions. See Attached.

L 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

¢.  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. 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 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 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.

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 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.

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 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.
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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 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

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:




1-98-100
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 1
Page 7

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 of the 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 10-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 of CDP 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 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 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 of North Cliff Motel
appears to be less than 3 ft. from the state right of way (Exhibit 5). There is a Pomo 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 2 ft. of the right of way line. The entrance to the restaurant faces the highway. A small
café 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-fi-
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 30251 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 land 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 of Noyo 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 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 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 of this 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-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, 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 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 conformity with the LCP.



1-98-100
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 1
Page 12

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 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.

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,”

s “abrutally 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]:

e 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,

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

o 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 (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.

... 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
Jfor 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 CDP 20-98, the State Route 1
Main Street improvements project. This project will, among other improvements, widen Route 1from 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-turn 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 blufftop 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 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,
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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 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 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 of bluffiop 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 of the 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
Seasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the
Jollowing:

(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) Inwetland 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 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial
portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland.
The size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, 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.

(3) 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, 1998 letter 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 Noyo
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 lane 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 2 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 additional 21.9 ft. minimum of right of way, including the
modification or purchase of the Cliff House 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.

s 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 turn 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 805 into law, the state legislature declared that the seismic
retrofitting of substandard bridges is necessary for the immediate preservation of public safety. Asitis
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 12 ft. lane, a 8 ft. outside shoulder, and a 5 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 10.5 ft. of right
of way 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.

e 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 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.
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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 streel 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:

o 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 of the 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.

e Widening the bridge’s walkways to 5.5 ft. would satisfy Fort Bragg’s Disabled In Action League
(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 of Noyo 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 isnot 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 of Noyo 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 of traffic.

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)(5)) 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 of Fish 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)
NMES “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 of this program as a condition of project approval.
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D. Conclusion

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed fill project, as conditioned, is consistent with
Section 30233 of the 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
Now, 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
Jorms...

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 of the 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 l 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
Sunding 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 of Noyo 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 I as a Scenic Highway and
limited to two lanes in rural areas. The proposed project to replace the Noyo River Bridge with a
Sour-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. 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 of Noyo 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 30211:

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:

development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational
activities that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the
area.

Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and .

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 (108 f.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 2,787 m2 (30,000 ft.2 ). Of this total, only 400 m2 (4,306 f.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 footing for the two new
columns that will be located within the park. Temporary excavation for the pier footings will be
700 m? (7,535 ft.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 545 m2 (5,867 fi.2).

Temporary Fencing
There will be 80 m (262 ft) 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 70 m2 (753 ft.2) 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 Caltrans 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 400 m2 (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 (1,132.8 f1.2) will become part of the Ocean Front Park thus offsetting
the 400 m2 (4,305 f.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 295 m?
(3,175 f2).

In addition, approximately 70 m2 (100 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. providing flaggers 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;
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 land 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) of CEQA 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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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 ina
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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1. The existing steel bridge looking northwest.
2. The proposed concrete design looking northwest.
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EXHIBIT NO. (4

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY APPLICATION NO.

SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

333 MARKET STREET M %‘:ﬁ@%

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94105-2197

/ S ARV QORPS
§”  repLv o BEC / 158 | OPECTAL CONDTTIONS
; ATTENTION OF E E o
Regulatory Branch = J
SUBJECT: File Number 23244N DEL - . .48
CALFORNIA
M. John Webb COASTAL COMISSION

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

Sacramento, California 94274-0001

Dear Mr. Webb:

This is in reference to your submittal of November 5, 1998, concemning 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 result 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 FHWA, 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 BO,
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.

10. 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 all 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.

Enclosures

Sincerely,
By
~~in C. Fong

Calvin C. Fong
Chief, Regulatory Branch
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Division Administrator S A
U.S. Department of Transportation NS BIOLOGICAL OPINION
Federal Highway Administration TERMS AND CONDITTONS

California Division
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, California 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindely:

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 Mendocino
County is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the threatened central Califomnia
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 saimon, 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 conceming the Biological Opinion or Incidental Take Statement,
please contact Mr. Thomas Daugherty at (707) 575-6069.

Sincerely,

/ Ty .

. - . Y : ;e
P i T L T

. Wiliam T. Hogarth, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator E\\U E @
cc: J. Lecky, NMFS - F/SWO3 R cga 0 8 1988

. J. Webb, Caltrans

9 Printed on Recycled 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 oxr
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. (50 CFR
§402.14 (1) (3))

AMOUNT OR EXTENT OF TAKE

NMFS anticipates incidental take of central California coast ccho
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 impadt 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 1 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:
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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.

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 f£ish 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:

L 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




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.

5. Any water pumped from the cofferdam at Pier 3 shall be
pumped intoc a 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.

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 gquality 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.
Exrosion 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 clasgses 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 50 CFR §402.16, reinitiation of formal
consultation is required if: (1) 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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DEC 2 9e8 F/SWO031:CCF

Mr. John D. Webb

Chief, Office of Environmental Management
Department of Transportation

District 3, Sacramento Area Office - MS 41
P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento, California 94274-0001

Dear Mr. Webb:

This letter responds to your August 20, 1998, request for an incidental harassment authorization
(IHA) 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 recommend that you obtain an JHA from the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, as long as you you implement the suggested
actions specified below.

NMFS supports the development and implementation of 2 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 weekiy to NMFS, Southwest Region, and should be collected
by a biologist trained in marine mammal observations. Based on the resuits of the monitoring
studies, NMFS may recommend that you apply for an [HA 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,
o 55 Howrsen
. William T. Hogarth, PhD. | EXHIBITNO. 16
Regional Administrator qg%._llc(:ﬁ}‘fp qg
cc: F/PR - K. Hollingshead NMFS: Marine Mamml
Monitoring




VIII. Mitigation Measures and Permits Required

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

\i/Noi

Air pollutants during construction is regulated in accordance with Section 7-1.01F
(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-
1.01.1, which 1s included as part of the contract. The contractor is required to comply with
all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations, and ordinances.

Biological R

Mitigation for the coho salmon and other fish 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 June
1 to October 15 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 Fish 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 Fisheries 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 (1.1 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 Noyo 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 coordinate with the California Department of Fish and
Game on the final mitigation and monitoring plan.

The existing Noyo Bridge columss 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., fiberglass wool) to prevent nesting during construction
of the new bridge and dismantling of the existing bridge.

There is the potential that the Califomnia 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 section, Caltrans has the ability to remove marine
mammals that may enter the construction area. This removal would need to be coordinated
with the National Marine Fisheries 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. The National Marine Fisheries Service
1ssues an Inmdcntal Harassment Amhonzanen for thxs type of i mpact. Mese&p&ea—ef—&&
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determine-the-tvpe-of-authorization-reg -321 i#-any- The National Marine Fisheries Service
has determined that an Incidental Harassment Authorization will not be required. The level i
of harassment that may occur during construction is not expected to be greater than current
disturbance to the California sea lions from the normal activities of the harbor. The impact
to marine mammals wili be less than significant.

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 (FHWA) is responsible for Caltrans’
compliance with the following terms and conditions that implement the reasonable and

prudent measures:
Terms and Conditions

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the ESA, FHWA 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 1 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

(NMES) fish screening criteria:

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

b. Woven Wire: screen opening 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 coffer dam utilizing one of the following methods (or an altemate method
approved by the NMFS).
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10.

Seining:
» Seining must be conducted by experienced individuals. 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 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 salmonids.

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

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

~(HTL) and above areas subject to wave action.

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 altemnate
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.

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.

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

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

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.

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 find.

_ 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 northem
bridge abutment.

Eloodplain

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:

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

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

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

o 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;

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

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

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 CLff 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. After 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.

i

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 permanent 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.
Saturated 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
7-1.01G of the Caltrans Standard Specifications, as well as all conditions
contained in the Department of Fish 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
immediately 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

Caltrans will restore the Ocean Front Park as close to original condition as
possible.
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letter of Caltmns
The Honorable Michele White g;(mct Director
Mayor of Fort Bragg
416 North Franklin Street

Fort Bragg, CA 95437
Dear Mayor White:

As we discussed today, 1 am writing to provide additional information on the
proposed Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project, which may be helpful to you and your
City Coundil. At the upcoming January 26, 1999 Council meeting, you will be
conducting a public hearing on the Caltrans appeal of Coastal Development Permit CDP
24-98 and Negative Declaration Findings, which were denied at the December 30, 1998
Fort Bragg Planning Commission meeting. My staff prepared and subzmttcd an appeal
to the City Clerk on January 8, 1999.

First, I must cxphasize that we have a Legislative mandate to scismically retrofit
. every bridge that is vulnerable to major damage or collapse in the event of the maximum
credible earthquake (ie., the one that would generate the maximum expectzd ground .
acceleration at that particular location). Of the 1,155 State highway bridges in the State
requiring retrofit under our Phase I Seismic Program, there are only 27 remaining that
have not been completed or under construction. Itis critical that the remaining
structures be completed as soon as humanly possible to protect the safety of the

traveling public.

Some have sugpested that Caltrans was rushing this design through, not
considering the needs of the community. While we have done everything we could to
expedite the project, we have not done so to the detritnent of the design or the
community. We put extra resources on this project to accelerate its development
because we considered it a high priority. This project has been developed in close
coordination with the City. Fort Bragg's own 1997 Alternate Access Feasibility Traflic
Analysis, which generated strang support at a March 1997 community workshop
attended by over 60 people, recommended replacing the Noyo River Bridge with a new
four lane bridge.

Between August 1997 and the present, Caltrans has held two public meetings,
public agency meetings, made presentations to service clubs, participated in
radio/TV/newspaper interviews, solicited community comments, and has responded
specifically to every comment received. We even created a web site to solicit and
respond to comments. We also coordinated closely with the Noyo Harbor Commissian

. and reflected its concems in our design. We developed a thorough environmental
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document for this project. We held a well-advertised, well-attended public meeting in .
Fort Bragg on September 16, 1998. We accepted comments at that meeting on the
proposed design and caviranmental document, as well as comments following the
meeting. The vast majority of comments we received related to the need for a “see-
through” railing. At that meeting, Caltrans committed to include a see-through railing
design if we could get an approved, safety-tested design before construction of the
project. Subsequent to the mecting, a design was safety-tested and approved by
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration which bas a *see-through”
camponent. While some are not happy with the proposed railing, I must emphasize
that we do not have the luxury to provide railings that do not meet State and Federal
safety standards. To do $o would be to accept avaidable tort liability for the State of
California. It is no simple matter to construct a railing that you can see through and
that will still prevent an errant vehicle from going through it However, we are
continuing to make aesthetic treatments to the railing to make it more appealing. We
will show you an updated artist’s rendering at the January 26* mecting.

We have made many revisions to the bridge to respond to community concerns,
including adding pedestrian Lighting, the see-through mail, a subtle arched treatment to
the box girder, the use of angies on the face of columns, flared soffits and shadows to
cnhance the slender appearance and improve the overall aesthetics of the structure,
and even a Raycon navigation device to help safely guide your fishing fleet into port.
Based upon the lack of significant adverse effects of the project and the mitigation .
measures included, Caltrans approved a Negative Declaration and the Federal Highway
Administration has approved the Finding of No Significant Impact {FONSI) for the

project.

I must emphasize that my Project Manager, Karen Tatman, has done everything
humanly possible to get the best possible project for the City of Fort Bragg. She would -
be embarrassed to have me brag about the job she has dane, but I assure you she did a
tremendous job on the City’s behalf to get this project. We could have developed a pure
retrofit project of the bridge, which would have cost approximately $2.8 million. Karen
notzd that the bridge was going to have to be painted soon at a cost of about $3.5
million. She found that the steel in the present bridge had decayed, and was going to
require considerable repair work prior to painting. We were committed to try to widen
to provide sidewalks on both sides to accarnmodate the disabled to respond to concerns
expressed by the Disabled In Action League (DIAL), and concerns expressed by the
Mayor of Fort Bragg by letter dated December 18, 1991. That would cost about $1.6
million. Karen found that widening to provide sidewalks would add additional load to
the existing bridge, reducing the ability of the bridge to carry “permit loads” (overweight
vehicles). Overall, we would be spending $8 million on the existing bridge and would
yield a bridge that was more functionally obsalete than it was before the retrofit.
Additionally, she was concerned that the existing bridge would not meet the needs of
the commumity in that the operational project to be constructed through 'Fort Bragg this

year (also closely coordinated with the community and the City Council) would result in
a four lane roadway with continnous left turn lane on each side of the bridge that would
txnnsiﬁontogtwolanebﬁdge. Given all of these concerns, she conceived a bridge
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replacement project that would conform to the highway at either end and could be
constructed without affecting traffic and that could be constructed entirely within the
Caltrans right of way. (Most alternatives to this proposal would mmpact adjacent

businesses.)

Once Karen developed this concept and reéceived my support to pursue it, she
warked tirelessly internally to obtain all the necessary approvals, as itis not normal for
a seismic retrofit/ replacement project to yield a bridge that would resuilt in additonal
lanes. In seeking canceptual approval, she made the point that the bridge steel has
detcriorated, that we need to periodically paint the bridge at a very high cost, that we
need to provide for the disabled without diminishing the strength of the bridge to carry
permit loads, and that the proposed bridge would meet the needs of the disabled,
pedestrians, bicyclists, disabled vehicles, and would conform to the roadway at cither
end. Against all odds, Karen was able to secure conceptual approval of this prgject,
which will eost $24 million in lieu of an expenditure of $8 million which would have
met our structural necds and the needs of the disabled.

Once we had conceptual appmval internally, Karen approached the Fort Bragg
City Council with the idea, securing unanimous suppaort for the project on August 25,
1997, including a Resolution of Support, No. 2233-97. This resolution expressed
unanimous support for the proposed project and urged Caltrans to proceed with the
project at the earliest possible date. 1t further resolved support for the 4-lane bridge,
emphasizing the importance of meeting the seismic safety needs of the community, the
jobs the project would bring to the area, and the fact that it could be constructed within
cxisting State right of way. We bave proceeded with this project based upon the '
unwavering suppart of the City Council, endeavaring to make the project the best one
possible for the City. Karen worked with all the functional areas within Caltrans to

assure this project was given top priority by all staff involved.

In spite of this commitment, we have heard criticism that we are providing a
"cockic cutter” or typical “highway overcrossing” design, and that the location deserves a
“signature bridge.” While, there are more exotic designs available, we believe we have
provided a very atiractive and suitable design for this bridge and its setting. And, we
are already spending three times what is required to meet our structural needs. Itis
unreasonable to canclude that we should commit another $15-20 million that it would
cost to develop a “signature bridge,” such as a concrete arch. Such a bridge, with its
construction compilexities, would require moving the existing bridge during construction,
if we are to stay within existing right of way, thereby closing Route 1 to traffic for several
days, at a minimum. We do not believe the public would be supportive of a project that
would result in such an action if there is an alternative that would not. Also of major
cancern is sending us back to the drawing board, causing delay to a project of para-
mount safety importance. Both, the environmental document and the design would
have to be redone, potentially delaying the project for two years, and costing another
$4 million in project development costs.

The Planning Commission in its findings concluded that the project is “out of
scale, too massive and not in character with the surrounding coastal community.” Itis
difficult to imagine how a bridge that will conform exactly to the roadway on each side
would be considered “out of scale.” To build one that was not the same width could
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more easily be considered out of scale. As for the character of the surrounding
community, Caltrans hes made every eflort to incorporate the previously noted design
enhancements to ensure that the new bridge will fit niocely into the Noyo Bay setting.

Another matter that needs to be addressed is the issue of funding assurance.
Some have speculated that the City either needs to accept this project, or the funding
will be lost. Others have gpeculated that the funding will be there regardless of how
long it takes to reach community consensus on the project What I can tell you is that
we are committed to responding to the seismic safety issues with the existing bridge. If
we cannot get the necessary penmits to build this project, we will have to reconsider
retrofit of the exiasting bridge. Such a project could be completed relatively quickly in
that it has been thoroughly studied and would have minimal environmental impacts. If
we expend $8 million on the existing bridge, you cannot expect the bridge to be replaced
or improved in the next 20 yeara. If it is ever replaced in the future, it is conceivable
that only a two-lane bridge would be provided unless the Mendocino Council of
Governments (MCOG) chose to program State highway funds that are allocated to it to
allow the additional funding in excess of a simple replacement project. Regional
agencies such as MCOG are now in contral of 75% of funding that is available for
“capacity-increasing” projects on State highways. The otber 25% is controlled by the
State, and is typically directed on principal arterial routes, such as Route 101. ]

In conclusion, I hope the Fort Bragg City Council will again demonstrate its
support by finding in faver of our appeal. In daing so, you will be permitting Caltrans -
to complete this project, which is very important to the safety of the traveling public,
and which I believe is strongly supported by the vast majority of your community. If
any of you have any questions about this project, please feel free to call me. 1 would be
happy to clarify any points in this letter, And, I will be in attendance for the appeals
hearing. Ihave provided copies of this letter to other public officials that have been in
contact with members of your Council on this subject. I apologize for the length of this
letter, but it scems necessary in order that we share a common understanding of the

RICK KNAPP
District Direct

cc: James Murphey, City Manager
Calleen Henderson, Assemblywoman Virginia Strom-Martin’s Office

Jennifer Puser, Senator Wes Chesbro’s Office
Patti Campbell, District 4 Supervisor

Phil Dow, MCOG Consultant

Fort Bragg Advocate

Disabled In Action League




Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions
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EXHIBIT NO. 19

1. Why is the bridge being repbced" Applﬁﬁg%
1-98-

It is vulnerable to major seismic damage in its existing condition. Noro Biridge Project

e It necds to be sandblasted and painted. Frequently Asked
Questions

» It needs to be structurally repaired.

¢ [Itneeds to be widened to allow access for disabled individuals,
¢ Maintenance costs on this 50-year old bridge continue to rise.

s If the existing bridge were to be widened, it would need to be structurally improved,
increasing the bridge weight and reducing its ability to carry “permit” loads such as
large trucks and equipment.

¢ The remaining service life Is estimated at 20 years maximum.

¢ An analysis of the costs to seismically retrofit, paint, widen, and maintain the existing
bridge shows that construction of a new bridge is more cost effective.

2. How will the new bridge be constructed?

The first stage of construction would build the outer sections of the new bridge to
accommodate onc lane of traffic in cach direction. This is necessary so that existing
traffic isn't delayed by one way traffic control or stopped altogether.

Following completion of the first stage, traffic would be moved off of the existing bridge
and onto the new partially completed bridge structures.

The second stage of construction would remove the existing bridge and connect the two
outer bridge sections to create the final configuration.

The existing structure cannot be removed or even partially removed to create mare space.
There are no detours available and the existing bridge cannot be partially dismantled to
reduce the existing width or create more room.

3. Can it be replaced with a narrower structure?
Na. Not without accepting major impacts to motorized and/or non-motorized traffic
during construction.

The existing bridge is 34' wide and carries 2 lanes of traffic. The edges of the existing
deck are each 17* from the roadway centerline. Caltrans owns 100’ of right of way or 50’
west and east of centerline.

Space is needed between the edge of the existing structure and the edge of the new bridge
sections in Stage 1. We would normally allow up to 5’ of space between bridge decks
duc to safety, construction, and seismic needs. On this project, we are allowing 1° of
space between the edge of the existing bridge and any new construction. 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 Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions

The easterly bridge section needs to carry one lane of traffic and accommodate non-
motorized traffic. It also needs bridge rail and sidewalk to the outside plus a temporary
rail on the inside and some additiona} width inside for construction workers to stand on
during the next construction stage. The casterly bridge section will be 25.3' wide; 1.6’
rail, 5’ sidewalk, 4’ shoulder, 12’ lane, 2’ temporary k-rail, and 0.7' bridge overhang.
This width is necessary for construction safety of traffic, non-motorized traffic, and
constroction workers,

The westerly bridge section will match the castedy bridge section and carry one lane of
traffic also, but with one oxception. It will not have a sidewalk built initially, The
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 the casterly bridge section to
begin dismantling the existing bridge. During this time, the easterly bridge will not be
available to traffic during the day. The westerly bridge section will be 25.3' wide; 1.6’
rail, 3' outside shoulder, 12’ 1ane, 4' inside shoulder, 2’ temporary k-rail, and 0.7°bridge
overhang,

To provide less than these temporary construction widths would mean that either some or

all of the pedestrian, disabled, bicycle, and motorized traffic would be subject to major
delays or would be unable to get across the bridge altogether during construction.

Other construction staging scenarios that allow narrower structures impact the adjacent
businesses by going outside of existing state right of way. These are discussed in the
final environmental document.

4. Why is there a median?

After striping the bridge for 8' shoulders, and four 12 lanes, there is enough room in the

center to create a median. On this bridge, a median will:

» Provide space between opposing lanes of traffic that helps reduce the potential for
head on accidents.

e Maich vp with the median on either side of the bridge that provides cither left turn
channelization at intersections or a two way left tum lane between intersections.

5. Why 8' shoulders?

In general, shoulders are placed to accommodate stopped vehicles and for emergency use.

Eight-foot shoulders are standard for both two lane and four lane new structures. At this
location, within a city and on the Pacific Coast Bike Route, the need to accommodate
bicycle traffic is further justification for adhering to these standards. Exceptions to
standard 8’ shoulders may be made in instances where they cannot reasonubly be
constructed or the cost is exorbitant.

6. Is the proposed bridge out of scale or too massive?

The proposed new bridge will match the roadway cross section at each end upon
completion of the Route 1 Main Street operatiopal improvements project scheduled to
start in the summer of 1999. To provide anything less would be out of scale. The Main

2

i
|
|
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Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions
Street project, approved by the City of Fort Bragg, will widen, repave and re-stripe the
roadway from the Route 20/1 intersection to Oak Street to include four 12’ traffic lanes, a
12’ median, two 8’ shouldecs with sidewalks in the downtown. The four traffic lanes,
median, shoulders, and sidewalks on the proposed replacement Noyo River Bridge are all
important elements in providing a safe design which will serve vehicles (both trucks and
autos), bicycles, pedestrians, and the disabled and provide emergency access in times of
need. The new bridge replacemient project will meet the seismic safety needs of the
traveling public and solve many of the long-term maintenance problems that now plague
the deteriorating existing steel structure. :

7. Does a four-lane bridge meet the commumity’s existing and foture needs?
A new bridge provides an opportunity to meet community needs. The bridge as designed
meets existing and future needs of motorized and non-motorized traffic.

In respouse to local concems regarding congestion across Noyo River Bridge, Mendocino
Council of Governmeats (MCOG) had hired Wirans, a transportation consnltant, to study
the cost and feusibility of possible connections between Route 20 and Fort Bragg with a
recommendation fo be presented to the Fort Bragg City Council. Local citizens
expressed concern about the impacts to residential areas of the proposed alternative
routes. The final report, dated July 25, 1997 recommended replacement of the Noyo
River Bridge with a four lane structure. If the existing bridge were to be retrofitted or
replaced with a two-lane bridge, local concerns regarding congestion across the existing
bridge would remain unaddressed.

DIAL, Disabled In Action League, has expressed 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 back as December 1991, the mayor of Fort
Bragg had requested that Caltrans provide improved facilities for non-motorized traffic
on the bridge. The proposed structure would provide 8 foot shoulders for bicycles and
5.5 foot sidewalks for wheelchairs and pedestrians, thus improving safety and access for
non-motorized traffic across the bridge. The sidewalk width was increase from 5° to 5.5
in late January 1999 to assure that two wheelchairs can pass eachother on the 900" long

bridge.

The structure as proposed will match the roadway cross section on either end of the
bridge and therefor provides continuity to the highway.

8. Can vou build an arch stracture?

A concrete arch proposal was briefly studied, but was eliminated due to high cost (84045
willion compared to $24 million for the proposed project). At this time it is not known
for sure if an arch bridge is feasible at this location. Further foundation borings would be
required to determine if the bedrock can carry the thrust exerted upon 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 arch would be an
appropriate structure for a high seismic zone.
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Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequeatly Asked Questions
To design a concrete arch bridge would require us to start our process over, with another
$4 million in design and environmental study costs and & two year schedule delay as well
as a major constuction costincrease.  The increased costs and the increased risk to the
traveling public while we perform foundation studies, redesign the bridge, and redo our
environmental document cannot be justified since assthetics are the only potential
benefit. In addition, among those who belicve a more aesthetic bridge design is
warranted, there is no consensus that an arch bridge would be best.

9. Why can’t you build a two-lane bridge?
A two-lane bridge cannot be constructed within existing state right of way without major
impacts to traffic.

In order to stay within the existing right of way, the existing bridge would need 10 be
removed or relocated and a new bridge constructed in the same location. The pew two-
lane strocture would be a minimum of 53° wide, including two 12' traffic lancs, two §’
shoulders, two 5’ sidewalks, and bridge rail. It would need to be wider at the ends to
match the four-lane roadway cross section on either side and to accommodate future left
turn channelization at North Harbor Drive. This would provide an inconsistent

appearance.

A two-lane bridge can be constructed alongside the existing bridge if the state acquires an
additional 22’ of new right of way and accepts impacts to the cxisting pier footings. New
right of way would mean permanent impacts not only to the businesses adjacent to the
bridge, but also a distance north and south as the roadway centerline is shifted 44°.

A two-lane bridge built in 2 stages still requires new right of way. Because a two lane
bridge would be supported by single columns due to economics and because the loading
needs to be syrmetric or very close, almost all of the bridge width would have to be
constructed in the first stage. It is possible to add up to a 6-foot wide overhang in stage 2,
leaving a minimum of 47° width to be constructed in the first stage. This would require a
minimum 16’ of additional right of way and a centerline shift of 38°.

10. What is the current construction schedule?

Ready to List 51199

(no standard 6 weck listing period)

Advertise 5/11/99

(six week advertisement period, instead of standard 8 week advertisement period)
Open Bids 6/22/99

Award 6/30/99

Start Work 1199

Beginriverwork  8/1/99

With the contractor working seven days per week, it is possible that all of the water work
(trestle construction, falsework piles driven in the river, and coiferdams placed) could be
completed by October 15, 1999 within the requirements of construction permits. This
would allow the contractor to wark all winter constructing the new footings and the new
abutments.




Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions

11. Could Caltrans decide to retrofit the bridge instead of replace it?

Yes. This project’s main purpose and need is to provide a structure that is resistant to
earthquake loads and will not collapse during the maximum credible earthquake. If the
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 department responsible for the integrity of the State Highway System, we
have a duty to respond 10 the overall needs of the community and the traveling public.
The Governor and Legislature of Californiz mandated that all structures on the State
Highway System would be seismically safe by December 31, 1997. Under the existing
schedule, this mandate will be met by June 1, 2000. This bridge is one of 28 remaining
bridges statewide not yet retrofitted.

Karen Tatman 2/99
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ALTERNATIVE 1b: TWO LANE
CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE BOX GIRDER BRIDGE

NO SCALE

Build two lane bridge to the west side of existing structure

Alternative 1b rejected because it:

1. Requires the acquisition of 6.7 m (21.9") or R/W on the west side of l__ EXHIBIT NO. 23 | —

the bridge;

2. Conflicts with the proposed State Route 1 (Main Street) A N N,
i t proj d;
improvement project, an , .

3. Would result in an unacceptable delay in the completion of the Noyo
River Bridge replacement.
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DESIGN VARIATION: TWIN LANE
CAST-IN-PLACE SEGMENTAL BOX GIRDER BRIDGE

Design Vanation 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.

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

EXHIBIT NO. 2
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APPLICATION NO.
1-98-100/A-1-FIB-99-06

ALTFRNATIVE 2
DESION VARTATION
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DESIGN VARIATION: TWIN LANE
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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. EXHIBIT NO .
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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 — | EXHIBIT NO. %

. bridge, except no R/W is required at the southwest abutment;
i i i APPLICATION NO.
2. F.‘.onfhcts with thc? proposed State Route 1 (Main Street) 1-98-100/A1
improvement project, and; ,
3. Would result in an unacceptable delay in the completion of the Noyo ALUTFRNATTVE 3

River Bridge replacement. .
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ALTERNATIVE: SEISMIC RETROFI T OF EXISTING BRIDGE

Widen, paint, and perform seismic retrofit of existing bridge

Alternative rejected because it:

1. Would result in escalating maintenance costs. EXHIBITNO. 77
2. Is functionally obsolete. r_ ,
3. Would need replacement in 20 years. %lj&l:l%}'ﬂN NO.

ALTFRNATIVE 6
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Summary of fills fos CCC Date: 2-17-99
Fooling Excavation |Pile Excavation/Fill  ]Fooling Concrele Construction Trestle {Falsework Piles Concrele Removal
{exd. pilss) {piles only)
Allemalive Area Volume Area Volume Area Volume Area Volume Area Volume Area Volume
SF CY SF CY SF cY SF cYy 8F cY SF CY
2-Ln Br either side 3200 2200 500 1500 3100 1500 750 1100 1300 2000 600 210
Proposed Project 4800 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 1000 1500 2000 3000 500 210
1-tLn Br each side 4800 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 1000 1500 1600 2400 500 210
Design Variation (CIP Segmental) 4800 3200 700 2200 4600 2200 800 1200 200 300 500 210
Retroft Exis\ing@'lgge 3300 1250 60 250 2650 800" 600 1000 0 0 0 Q
Design Variation {steel) No impacts analyzed. Rejected due to cost and maintenance problems.
Arch Struciure INo impacis analyzed. Rejscled due to cost.
Rip Rap - §0 cubic yards, 600 square feet - would apply to first four alternalives above
*Inciudes pile quantities
FEB-17-1993 17:36 FROM DIST 3 SAC AREA OFFICE T0 914159945408 P.01

Jack,

. e L

L

. Peg' your request attached is the corrected table showing the fill impacts. Please
disregard item number 3 of the letter that was previously sent to your office on February

4, 1999. The calculations erroneously included pier 3 (Iand pier) in the calculations, The
corrected table is attached.

Per your ott!cr concem regarding the process of approving a rail design, it usually
take about 2 years for approving a bridge rail design.

If you have any questions, plcasc call me at (916) 324-5829.
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Dan Gjerde
158 N. Sanderson Way

. Fort Bragg, CA 95437
FAX: (707) 964-4312
California Coastal Commission February 16,1999 | EHIBIT NO- %0
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 - | APPLICATION NO.
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219
PERMIT 1
APPEAL A-1-Fifioo 6
Dear Commissioners: %R\CIL WBER;-

As one of the four Fort Bragg city 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-1-FTB-99-006 and its sister hearing for CDP 1-98-100:

1) Please retain the city’s condition number two, which Caltrans Regional Director Rick
Knapp testified he supported. This condition requires Caltrans to sign an agreement with the
city which would only allow additional vehicular traffic lanes on the bridge or on Main Street
(Hwy. Onc) - cither through re-striping or construction — if additional lanes are supported by the
city council Director Knapp testified he always seeks local support for such changes anyway, but
this agreement will give local residents at least some level of assurance that they will have the
ability to control traffic and growth in the future.

2) If Caltrans’ claim that it is under 2 tight deadline is true, then 1 would prefer an off-site
. mitigation over significsnt alterations to the bridge.

I read with interest local news reports that Coastal Commission staff has concerns similar to those
expressed by several, though certainly not all, Fort Bragg Planning Commussion and City Council
Members: Among other things, that the new bridge would obliterate our most treasured coastal
views (practically the only coastal views, from s publicly-owned site) within Fort Bragg.

For the record, I did not propose conditions to alter the bridge because the city was repeatedly
told such changes would cause Caltrans to retrofit the existing bridge. Unfortunately, I could not
obtain any information to either support or contradict Caltrans’ implicd threat. This ambiguity
revolving around Caltrans’ deadlines led me to vote for the permit.

The ambiguity around Caltrans’ deadline also leads me to propose this altemative to changing the
bridge -- specifically, to require an off-site, off-setting mitigation. If the Coastal Commission can
legally require Caltrans to provide for off-site mitigations, my recommendation is that the
Commission require Caltrans to appropriate $2 million for either the Mendocino Land Trust or
the City of Fort Bragg to acquire and manage a coastal property for use as a viewing ares to
offset the visual impacts of the proposed bridge. In my mind, two coastal propertics located
within city limits stand out which would accomplish this goal.

One is an 18 acre parcel located on the south shore of Noyo River. This bluff-top parcel, number
. 018-440-10, is included in the Noyo Harbor District’s Plan as a site for a pedestrian trail and for
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a public parking lot. The propexrty is currently undeveloped, but people nonetheless drive their
vehicles onto its dirt “roads” to view harbor activities.

The other location is a 37 acre parcel called Glass Beach, which is located across the Pudding
Creck Trestle from MacKerricher State Park. Just six blocks from Fort Bragg’s Central Business
District, Glass Beach is constantly enjoyed by pedestrians. The Mendocino Land Trust, with
support from the City of Fort Bragg, is actively fundraising to purchase this land.”

By way of comparison, Director Knapp, in his January 13 letter to Mayor Michele White,
estimated the paper work alone for a major redesign of the bridge could cost Caltrans $4 million,
two times the amount I am suggesting for an off-site mitigation. Knapp estimated building a true
signature bridge could increase construction costs by some $15 million to $20 million. Taking this
into account, $2 million for an off-site mitigation would only cost Caltrans approximately
one-tenth of what it might need to spend for a signature bridge.

It should also be noted that conditioning an off-site mitigation would in no way delay the
construction schedule for the bridge.

And finally, if it would be legal in this case to require an off-site mitigation, I think you should
consider this: Adoption of this condition would demonstrate the state government is not
exempting its own agencies from the standards which we rightfully hold up for similar,
privately-owned developments. Private sector development should be in harmony with our coast;
therefore, public sector development should be in harmony with our coast. »

I think you should ask your staff what they think Does your staff believe this project could be
subject to off-site mitigations? What does General Counsel Ralph Faust or Deputy Attomey
General Joe Rusconi think?

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

Dan Gjerde
Fort Bragg City Council Member

attachments: Information from the Noyo Harbor Plan
Information from the Feb. 1, 1999 Administrative Draft
of Fort Bragg’s new General Plan
Information about Glass Beach, a Fort Bragg coastal property
Rick Knapp’s Jan. 13 letter to Mayor Michele White

cc: Jack Liebster, Coastal Program Analyst
Michele White, Mayor of Fort Bragg
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Incorporated August 5, 1889
416 N, Franklin 8¢,
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 ) JAN 2 8 1930
FAX 707-9612802 “CALIFORNIA
NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION COASTAL COMMISSION

ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
CDP 24-98

The following project is located within the Coastal Zone of the City of Fort Bragg. On January 26,
1999, final action was taken by the City on the following application:

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

APPLICANT:

Department of Transportation (Caitrans)

MAILING ADDRESS: John Webb (California Department of Transportation)

P O Box 942874, MS41
Sacramento, CA 84274-0001

DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION:  The project proposes to replace the State Route 1 Noyo
River Bridge with a 26.4 m (86.6 ft) wide, 266.7 m (875 ft) long, Triple Cast-in-Place (CIP) Concrete
Box Girder bridge. Temporary construction of falsework and tresties will be required in the con-

struction of this new bridge. The proposed bridge will accommodate four 3.6 m (12 ft} lanes, 2 3.6 .
m (12 ft) median, 2.4 m (8 ft) outside shoulders with 1.8 m (6 ft) sidewalks placed on both sides;

Noyo River Bridge; City of Fort Bragg
Application File Number(s): CDP 24-98, filed November 16, 1898

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 Coastal Commission.
XX Appealable to Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 30603. An aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the
Coastal Commission within ten working days of Commission receipt of
this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriate Coastal Com-
mission District office. &Q@&L\
DesLynn R_Carpenter, CMC
City Clerk
¢c:  Pemitfile
Applicant EXHIBIT NO. 7
Coastal Commission APPLICATION NO.
CITY OF ] |
NOTICE OF FING Sy
ADMINISTRATION/ENGINEERING FINANCE/WATER WORKS ECON( ‘
(707) 9612823 (707) 961-2825 (1 of 3)




CITY OF FORT BRAGG
Tncerporated August s, 1889
416 N. Franklin St.
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
FAX 707-861-2802

PERMIT STATUS NOTIFICATION

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 24-98; Department of Transportstion (Caltrans); Noyo Rivar Bridge; City of Fort Bragg; The project proposes
to replace the State Route 1 Noyo River Bridge with a 26.4 m (86.6 ft) wide, 266.7 m (875 ft) long, Triple Cast-in-
Place (CIP) Concrete Box Girder bridge. Temporary construction of falsework and trestles will be required in the
construction of this new bridge. The proposed bridge wili accommodate four 3.6 m (12 ft) lanes, a 3.6 m (12 f)

median, 2.4 m (8 ft} outside shoulders with 1.8 m (6 ft) sidewalks placed on both sides.

DECISION
“Moved by Melo, seconded by Peters, 10 reverse the Planning Commiscion decision of December 30, 12998, and approve

CDP 24.88 and sdopt the Negative Declaration, based on the current Caltrans dasign, with the following findings and

conditions:
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS

1. Project is not located within an environmentally sensitive habitat area. The Negative Declaration, with its Mitigation
Measures, will not have a significant impact on an environmentally sensitive habitat.

2. The project development is In conformity with the cerlified Land Use Plan of the City of Fort Bragg's Local Coastal Plan.
The project, with its improvements, will improve the levet of service for traffic circulation which is consistent with the
City's Local Coastal Plan. Such consideration is addressed in Sactions il.l and XV.D.2. of the Land Use Plan of the Local

Coastal Pian.
3. The proposed use Is consistent with the intent and purpose of the zoning district in which the property is located. The
project is not in a spacific zoning district and is not subject to the zoning ordinance; therefore this finding is not pertl-

nent.

4. Approval is nacessary to protect a substantial property right of the applicant. Not applicable.

5. Approval will permit a use which will be compatibie with other uses in the area, and which will not be detrimentsl to other
uses, rights or proparties in the area. The use is axisting and will continue In the same manner although expandad in

ical size. Improvemaenta are necessary for both the axisting and future bridge safety, bridge maintsnance 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 35 along the Highway 1 corvidor along this ssction of the cosst.

6. The proposed use is one of the specifically snumerated uses aliowed in the zoning district specified. The use is notin a
spacified zoning dictrict per sa. It i the right of way of State Route 1 and a bridge has been and will continue to be
reguired for the crossing of Noyo River.

7. The proposed deveiopmaent Is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chaptar 3 of the Cali~
fornia Coastal Act. The project will enhance general traffic flaw and public access through the Highway 1 comridor in the
Fort Bragg area in support of access to varlous features along this pant of the cosst. The project provides and supports
publlc access under the structure itself by preserving access along the north side of the Noyo River and to the beach

and relsted parking area.

And as per FBMC Section 18.61.028.
8. Minimizes alteration of natural landforms. As stated in the anvironmental avaluation, the proposed project will not

destroy, cover, or modify any unique geologic or physical featuras.
Q. Be visually compatibie with the character of the surrounding area. Caitrans has incorporated design enhancements to
maka the bridge more visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. These include:
» decorative pedestrian lighting on the bridge
« an improved bricige rall with see-through windows
« ail the parts of tha bridge are well integrated into the design, producing an sesthetically pleasing design
» the angled face of columns will reflect different chades, enhancing a slender imprassion
ADMINISTRATION/ENGINEERING FINANCE/WATER WORKS ECONOMIC/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
(707) 961-2823 {707) 961-2825 {707 961-2028
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» the use of shadows running parailel with the girder, plus the use of fiared soffits, complements the impression of

thinness ¥
s the parabolic haunches (connection of superstructure to piers) were enlarged, which further increases structure
daepth at the plers to produce a pieasing arched effact .
» It will also tie directly in to the approved road widening projects on both sides of the bridge
10. Be sited and designed to protect views to and slong 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 viaws from tha bluff at the north of
the Noyo River and Nayo Point will not be degraded. Improved svailability of access to pedestrians, bicyclists and the
handicapped will enhance opportunities to snjoy the views of the river, biuffs, and oceans. -
11. Wharevar 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 visuaily degrade the visual quality of the area.

NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDINGS
Based on the content of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment as prepared by the State of Cakifornia Deparrment of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration and dated November 1998, including the Negative Declaration
(CEQA) dated November 24, 1098, it is found that, with the mitigation measures as prescribed, the proposed project will not
have a significant adverss affect on the environment and that the following findings ara true:
The project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment.
The project will not achisve short4erm, to the disadvantage of the long-term, snvironmental goals.
it will have no impacts which ars individually limitad, but cumuliatively considerabla.
it will not cause substantial adverse effects on human baings, elther directly or indiractly. (Section 15082, CEQA Guide-

lines).

Oom»

CONDITIONS
All Mitigation Measurss in the Negative Declaration shall be conditions of this Coastal Development Permit.
2. Caitrans will sign an agresment that in the future the bridge will not be widened to & travel lanes nor will other widening
be Initiated in the City uniess approved by the Fort Bragg City Councl! seated at that time.

VOTE: Ayes: Councilmembers Malo, Gjemde, Petors, and Mayor White.
Abssnt:  Councilmember Benedett].”

Local appeal process and fee schedule: The project is under the appeal authority 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 & 0865).

-l
.

DECISION BY:
Fort Bragg City Council

NOTIFICATION MAILED TO:
John D. Webb, Department of Transportation, P. O. Box 942874 MS-41, Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

DATE OF DECISION:
January 26, 1999
DATE OF MAILING:
January 28, 1899
COPIES OF NOTIFICATION MAILED TO:
cc:  County Building Inspector (2)
Permit File
Deputy City Administrator/City Clerk
City Administrator
Coastal Commission
Fort Bragg Fire Department

TOTAL P.@3




IL

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 of falsework and trestles will be
required in the construction of this new bridge. The proposed bridge will accommodate
four 12 ft lanes, a 12 ft. median, 8 ft outside shoulders with 6 ft 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 first 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 permanent 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

1. 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 conformity with the LCP.

EXHIBIT NO. 33

APPLICATION NO.
~08-1

APPEAL OF QDASTAL
(CMMISSTONERS ARETAS &

RILEY




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.

2
*

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 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.

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 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.

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 Noyo 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
natural land forms, especially in the Noyo River area. The massive modifications to the




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 of Noyo 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 of Noyo 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/ NC/J/t !oa;o'@»ydlae A‘»;»raj
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISTION OF T,0CAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) .

-

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary i

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.)

THE ProspsEl BRIDEE. 1S AOT I destofmily [oLTH THE
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/771;;0@4/ by fax (H15) 357- 3787
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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. ertifica

The information and facts stated above are cgrrect to the best of
my/our knowledge. “Dé? :;?Z;;igz;:”ﬂ“
f Signature of Appellant(s) or

Authorized Agent

Date %Z 3_/9‘? -

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this

appeal. :
Signature of 2 EXHIBIT NO, 34 .

Date PEHER NN -00 0

APPEAL OF SIFRRA (XIB

FRIENDS OF FORT BRAGG
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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 Caltrans 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 Caltrans 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 Caltrans 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
information for this community. (As of 1998 KDAC 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 KDAC
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 of permits 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 inform 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. Iknew 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 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. Caltrans interprets this as “the

community liked the bridge”.



(. 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 Forf Bragg Advocate News, 60 to 100 people did attend the
Caltrans presentation in September 1998 from 3 to 8 pm (or so). There [ 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. AsI 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 visibly 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

-2-




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 encouraged 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 Caltrans 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 enormous and well financed state bureaucracy like
Caltrans. Caltrans engaged in brute bureaucratic tyranny of this little town at every opportunity.

Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group and Friends of Fort Bragg do not oppose a four lane bridge.
However, we have a great concem 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 of bridge 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.
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Our request is that the if the Commission thinks that it cannot outright deny this travesty called a bridge R
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,

forre Lo

Roanne Withers for Friends of Fort Bragg

) s

Ron Guenther Chair
Sierra Club Mendocino/Lake Group
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Mr. Chuck Damm, South Coast District Director 0CT 6 1997
" CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor o calfc.L A
Long Beach, CA 80802 COASTAL COMMISSICN

RE: Bolsa Chica Fence Permit -
October 7™ Agenda - ltem 15A

Dear Mr. Damm:

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™,

| appreciate your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

KOLL REAL ESTATE GROUP

d Mountford
Vice President

EM:jm

EXHIBIT No. 12

Application Number:

A-5-BLC-97-188

c California Coastal
Commission

4400 MacArthur Boulevard
Suite 300

Newpart Beach, CA 92660
(714) +77-0873

TANATIH ATR.20TR






- - FEB 231999

Fort Bragg Police Department Richard E. Wiseman

250 Cypress Street Bus: (707) 961-2800 Chief of Police
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:

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 | have many Public Safety concerns. | have attached a copy of a letter
written to the Fort Bragg City Council which addresses some of those concerns.
In addition, | 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. | 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.

EXHIBIT NO. 35

AT,
(ORRESPONDENCE, PURLIC




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, |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 the present bridge. Please help us by voting for this new bridge
ove forward with this much needed project.

ichard E. Wiseman
Chief of Police

L 13
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RT BRAGG FIRE PROTECTION AUTHORITY

N. Maip Street
Fort Bragg, California 95437
(707)961-2831
Fax (707) 961-2821

WILL PHENIX
Fire Chief

MEMO

To: Steve Scholl, Director,
Northern California District
California Coastal Commaission

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? [ 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. | 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 Concerns-Noyo Bridge Replacement Project
Will Phenix
Page 2

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 4™ 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.

CHOFFICE\Vaneite\M: 5 Will ToSteveScholl NoyoBridge SafetyConcerns.wpd

*




. CITY OF FORT BRAGG

Incorporated August 5, 1889 , Lo e

416 N. Franklin St. Tl e
Fort Bragg, CA 95437

FAX 707-961-2802

FEB 221999

February 18, 1999

Steve Scholl

Director of Northem California District
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St.

San Francisco CA 94105

Dear Mr. Scholi:

As Director of Public Works, | deal with a wide range of projects and concerns cify
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 safefy 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 | see as high priority and could be resolved with the installation of a new bridge
are, emergency access, increased fraffic circulation, pedestrian access and
handicap access on both sides of the bridge. | understand that aesthetics is also a
- part of this project, but | don’t feel it should carry as much weight as these other
issues, or be used as a reason fo 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 fo the
concern for the integnty of the bridge, the City of Fort Bragg acquired funding
through MCOG to conduct an alternate access study. This study was fo 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, CalTrans came to the City with the idea of replacing the
bridge rather than retrofitting. This was exactly what the Council had wanted, and
was exactly what the East Fort Bragg Alfernate Access Study recommended.

ADMINISTRATION/ENGINEERING FINANCE/WATER WORKS ECONOMIC/COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
(707) 961-2823 (707) 961-2825 (707) 961-2828



February 18, 1999

I have been involved in the design and review process with CalTrans from the
beginning of the project, along with representatives from all utilites 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
bridge 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. | feel this is
exactly what has been done during the design of the new proposed Noyo 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. | will admit that | don't understand all the State funding process, but
the design and administrative people that | 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 very
good working relationship with CalTrans personnel and have completed joint
projects together, such as Chestnut Streel Intersection and Cypress Street
Intersection Projects. We work ciosely on all aspects of many projects, and | believe
they have put together a very good and sound design for the Noyo Bridge
Replacement.

If the new bridge is not built and the City of Fort Bragg decides al a later date to seek
funding for a bridge replacement, it would have fo go through the same process as
the Willits or Hopland Bypass projects and be approved by MCOG for funding. This
will be a very lengthy and competitive process, and the odds of acquiring funds for a
new bridge in the near future is unlikely. The current proposal from CalTrans is the
best possible solution for bridge replacement and resolution to numerous safety
concerns, and | urge the Coast Commission to approve the permits to allow this
project to move forward.

Smcerely,

Dawd W. 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 Franpisco, Ca., 94105

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 014 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.

Fince r%)&(

James & Lillian Mole
980 Stewart Street
Fort Bragg, Ca., 55437
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A bridge 1s...
EDITOR — For heavens sake,
* let’s stop acting like children about
the Noyo bridge! A bridge, is'a
_bridge, is a bridge. It is meant to get
people and cars, from one point to
_ another.. Sure it’s. great to have.a
view, I'm all for it, but that is not,
the reason for a bridge.You cannot
have everything, and everyone can-
-not be.pleased. You want-more
tourists, . you need to widen: the
bridge.-Don’t. keep fussing- arpund:
about a.view 50 long that we lose .-
the Caitrans money. allotted for:this.
project,;or.until, even' worse, we-
_ have an earthquake: that will dis-"
able, or destroy the present bridge.
iDon’t'be foolish, let’s get on with
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Lily M Bobbitt
361 Cypress St Apt 107
Fort Bragg CA 95437
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Ed McKinley
Permit and Construction Consulting
237 Morrow Street, Fort Bragg, CA 95437
Telephone/Fax/Voice Mail: 707 964 2537
e-mail: edmc@mcn.org

February 12, 1999 i
b g 1§:3 4 - ‘ Lot
California Coastal Commission | ] L
Rusty Areias, Chairperson o FEB 161999
45 Fremont Suite 2000 CALFCE N A
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 COASTAL COMMISSION

RE: Noyo River Bridge Replacement
City of Fort Bragg CDP 24-98
Appeal to California Coastal Commission

| am in support of the Department of Transportation’s proposal to replace the
current Noyo River Bridge.

| am a supporter of the Coastal Act and the Local Coastal Programs of both the
City of Fort Bragg and Mendocino County. | formerly served as chairperson on
the Fort Bragg Main Street Program, Community Design Committee and Board
of Directors. | formerly served on the city’s Scenic Corridor Design Review
Committee. | 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.

| 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 26", includes
design features such as vertical balustrade, shadow line details in the concrete



work and subtle arching of the box beams which address design concems as
much as is financially feasible.

Some say that CalTrans is shoving this design down our throats. Actually the
opposite is true. Against all odds CalTrans came up with the funding for a
replacement bridge at a time when infrastructure money is tight. It would be
fiscally irresponsible to retrofit the existing bridge and have it be somewhat 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 CalTrans is not likely and possibly legally unable to make costly
additions to this bridge design.

I am seriously worried that denial of CDP 24-98 and the Negative Declaration
may cause the Department of Transportation to cancel or delay the new bridge
construction. it would be a real tragedy and a traffic nightmare if the existing
bridge were to be retorfitted. Please deny the appeal to CDP 24-98. Thank
you.

i el

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?’

Submitted by
ED McKINLEY

Qut of the blue the Mendocino Coast has
been given a gift; 2 new bridge. It is a mira-
cle, or at least a very exceptional set of cir-
cumstances, that makes available $25
million to replace the Noyo Bridge. I am
ccucermned that we may be placing this gift
in jeopardy.

Three months before the announcement
was made by Caltrans 1 was discussing traf-
fic improvement options with a member of
LAFCO because the east Fort Bragg by-

pass traffic studies resulted in a recommen- .

dation that replacing the Noyo Bridge was
the only option 1o relieve highway conges-~
tion. Most traffic is north/south. Our bridge
is very low on the Mendocino County prior-
ity list for standard highway project fund-
ing. It couid be 20 years, or more, before

N

money is available. MCOG member Phil
Dow confirmed this at the Planning Com-
mission hearing.

Now we have a one-time opporunity to
get the job done and people are unhappy.

Issues that have been raised inciude
width, design and existing buildings close
the roadway.

The proposed design is a clever resolu-
tion to the original error of placing the
bndge i the center of the nght-of-way The
width is a resulg of this solution, ~ -

Some are concerned we will have a
bridge wider than the Golden Gate. Two

mistakes were made with the Golden Gate.
Estimates of future population increases
were faulty resulting in a roadway too nar-
row and they deleted the light rail deck,
The Bay Area demands, and will get, a
bridge with style for their replacement of

[

Community
Forum

the Bay Bridge. Why dor’t we do the
same? The Bay Arca 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 toll bootk.

I understand the concerns of the four
businesses with buildings that will be close
to the bridge, however, the property owners
chose to build next to the right-of-way and
the greater need of the community should
have priority.

This bridge must be economical in design

because highway infrastructure in this state

is in bad shape and the money has to be
spread around. I have driven over 100,000
miles in rural arcas 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.

T hope most people are in agreement that
we need a four-lane bridge with adeguate
room for pedestrians and bicycles. I am
concerned that some think limiting the
highway and bridge width will restrict
development. At the Living Communities
workshop held in November 1997 as part of
the county general plan rewrite process, we
were told the population of the central val-
ley will triple by, 2040. In the same timeg,
period the 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 itormot. ™

It would be very nice indeed if we could
have an architecrural masterpiece and no‘gne
can discount the )mp(mancc of this bridgelo
tourism and our city's self image. Howeysr,
my fear is that if we lose this funding mw
because of a dispute over design issucs, we
will be stuck with the dangerous condition
we now have until the bridge is finally con-
demned. Or worse yel, we may makq-n
financially attractive for Caltrans to retofit
the existing bridge. Then we will hazé’g
problem for the next 40 years.

So what are we going to do with thxs‘$2§
million gift? Do we know if we are putting
this project at risk of cancellation? How
jong will the offer stand? It secms to rda,i’t
is a dangerous game we are playing. ..
:‘:

,m' - .-i

2
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Fax: (415) 904-5400

Cslifornis Cpnastal Commission
Attn: Jo Ginsberg

RE: CALTRANS Noyo Bridge plans
February 16, 1999

The CalTrans Noyao Bridge proposal is oput of scale for the site and for the
area. Fort Bregg does not need a bridge wider than the Golden Gate but
withaout any of the attraction of thet bridge as an entrance to San Francisco.
The Caltrans design is excessive, unnecessary and totally ineppropriste as

an entrance to this small nmth cosst town. Caltrsns seems to forget that
both ends of Fort Bragg connect to 8 dedicated 2 lane scenis highuway which
will not be.enlarged to suit their whims.

The current bridge can easily be retrofit snd bike and walkways added by
coantilevering out from the current bridge. Thus an appropriate and attractive
entrance to Fort Bragg could be preserved. Uoss Fort Bragg deserve less than
Oakland?

c;_\&v
Joan Curry

PO Box 457
Mendocino, CR 95460
(707) 937-1649
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.\ - FTR- @ - 0% Diana Stuart
Chair, Fort Bragg Planning Commission
PO Box 769
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
(707)964-0016
1/13/99

Karen Tatman, Project Manager
CalTrans

PO Box 911

Marysville, CA 95501

Re: 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 Brldge and also in your proposed Negative
Declaration, I do not believe CalTrans 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 from a technical standpoint. However the historic
resources evaluation report does not address the 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 Fort
Bragg, Noyo Harbor, tha Mendocino Coast and 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 throughout 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 relatlonship with the ocean
and the harbor.

Since it was evaluated in 1996, two significant events have taken
place: l)the bridge became 50 years old and 2) Governor Wilson
signed legislation creating the California Register of Historical
Resources, for which the existing bridge should be eligible.
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CalTrans did not produce the Historic Resources Evaluation Report
until the end of our planning commission meeting, 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 toO design a new bridge
that will have similar qualities of character and representation.

I believe that the proposed bridge should be redesigned and lock
forward to your cooperation in this process.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Do N

Diana Stuart o
chair, Fort Bragg Planning Commission

cc: State Historic Preservation Officer
Fort Bragg City Council
Fort Bragg Planning Commission
Senator Wesley Chesboro
Assemblywoman Virginia Strom-Martin
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Stan Miklose

15 &, Frankiln St

. ; Down Home Foods

Fort Bragg, CA 85437

Mike Rallly Feb. 16, 1999

Califernia Coastal Commission
FAX: (415) 204-5400

Dear Mr. Reallly,

| am writing about Commission Appeal No, A-1-FTB-99-006, and | am hoping the Commission will
do something to make the new bridgs more palatable.

The current design Is just a gussied up freeway overpass. The bridge has few, if any,
distinguishing characteristics.

It also eliminates virtually all view we now have of the harbor and ocean. When you look at the
dimensions of Caltrans’ proposed ralling, you will notice it will provide less than one-fourth the view
we now have from the bridge. The view wili be even iess than these numbers suggest, however,
because the bridge will be so wide that, even it were to have the current bridge’s ralling, the view
would be diminished.

Any way you look at It, this bridge does not conform to the goals of the Californla Coastal Act.
In no way does It protect or enhance the public’s coastal resources.

This is the opinien of most people | have spoken to, but Caltrans has sllenced many of these
volces with their skillful manipulation of the local media. After the Fort Bragg Planning Commission

enled the bridge pormit, Caltrans enlisted city and county transportation consultants 1o mislead
the public. (I'm enclosing newspaper articlss, which show how this was done.) These local “experts”
repcatedly called the local newspaper and gave Caltrans’ spin on the planning commission’s vote.
Funding for the new bridge was In jeopardy, these experts told the newspaper, and If the city
council upheld the planning commission’s vote, Caltrans would retrofit the existing bridge, rather
than alter the design of the new bridge. In the end, the $24 million Caltrans would spond on the
new bridge was Just too great a financlal gift for this community to put at risk.

However, | believe Caltrans would rather spend millions more improving the new bridge than to
retrofit the existing bridge, for two reasons. First of all, Caltrans Is In the midst of spending several
million doliars widening Highway Ons on either side of the Noyo Bridge. so the existing two-lane
bridge will soon be obsolets. Secondly, the state bares all the financlal burden of retrofitting
bridges. The retrofit of the existing bridge would cost between $& million and $14 million of state
tax dollars, In contrast, of the $24 million price tag for this new bridge, less than $4 million comes
from state tax dollars. (The rest Is federal funds.)

This means that, conservatively, you can force Caltrans to spend an additional $3 million to $9
million, and the retrofit option would stlll appear unattractive to Caltrans.

Surely something can be done to Improve this project with $3 to $9 million.

Sincerely, [% E CE Bl U E @

v .
// 2 ep /7/"{&:——-’.1 FEB 1 61 999

. Stan Miklose CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
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159 Jewett Street
Fort Bragg, CA 95437
Pebruary 15, 1999

California Coastal Commission
4s Premont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105 -~ 2219

Re: A-1-FIB-99-006
- Dear Commissioners:

I am writing to express my concern about the loss of ocean and
harbor views from the proposed Noyo Bridge, and to ask you to
do whatever you can to improve the projest in this regard.

The “see-through® railing proposed by CalTrans will in fact
provide very little viewing space for the motoring pubdblice,
Perhaps it cannot be made better. 1If this should be the case,
then should not the public be compensated for the loss of thils
"million dollar™ view?

It may be impossidle to put a dollar value on such a loas, dbut
a sizeadle contribution toward the purchase of ™Glass Beach",
on the northern boundary of Fort Bragg, would be mitigating.

Glass Beach 1s a 37-acre beach-front property kept as open space
for over 100 years by the local mill . It is now owned by an
individual and is for sale. It 1s heavily used by Fort Bragg
recidents, like myself, for walking, beach-comding, fishing,
wildlife observation, etec. Several speclesa of rare plants grow
on the bluffs, which also provide nesting and foraging habltats
for several state-listed bird species, and which include an
extensive wetlands. Community support for the acquisition of
this land 1s very strong. The Fort Bregg City Councll has
recently voted unanimously in support of its purchase, but funds
are lacking. I believe it is reasonable to consider CalTrans

as a source for some of the needed money, as mitigation for

the loess of views at the Noyo Bridge site.

Thank you for considering my ideas,
{%EGEKE@
4 ‘;2491_.
FEB1 6 1399 Dorothy Tobkin

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 1lst. Ass. Chief and the safty of this NEW
/92 ) 2 cc)&// s/
For7 157397

BRIDGE would be a great help to all of

CA. A543 >
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Mark Safron
60 N. Harold St. Fort Bragg CA 95437
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U please call to confirm receipt
0 please respond by retum fax

Date: ‘ 211 5"999 {Call only it transmission is incomplete

To: Coastal Commissioners
RE: Noyo Bridge e
Fax number:  (415) 904-5400. S eV %@
From: M. Safron 5 %@ Ek w
g 925
Our phone: (707) 964-2986 @& feB 16 F\ W Lo
Our fax: Same Gk\'\%% ngﬁ\ NI

# of pages including cover page: 1
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Coastal Commissioners: . " " o e v
Please noté my opposmon to the current Caltrans Noyo Bndge as ptoposed.
Although I support the concept of a new 4 larie bridge, 1 feel that what has been
designed for the Noyo vaer is, in plain terms, too wide and too mundane. Ins_m
and has all the style of a freeway overpass.- The * -
majority of the public wants a new structure but, do we need the one that Caltrans is
trying shove down our throats? Accordmg to that dept. it’s a take it or leave it
situation. They claim there’s no nmore money to redesign the bridge. Surely if 4 lanes .
with walkways instead of 5 lanes with two 8 ft. shoulders were built there would be
plenty of money left over for enther a rede91gn by staff or for conductmg a

competition.

As you know, this area of the coasthas a dwmdlmg supply of txmber and ﬁsh
and is trying to encourage tourism which is a relatively non-polluting industry. :
Therefore let us make sure that we get a bridge that will be attractive.

"1 appreciate your consideration in this matter.
Respectfully,

Mark Safron
Fort Bragg CA




&.s (o xlh ‘g .




