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Highway One Noyo River Bridge near the south end of the City 
ofF ort Bragg, Mendocino County. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot-wide Highway One 
Noyo River Bridge with an 86.6 ft.wide, 875-ft.-long, triple cast-in place concrete box girder 
bridge. The proposed bridge will accommodate four 12ft lanes, a 12ft. median, 8ft outside 
shoulders with approximately 5.5 ft sidewalks and concrete safety railing 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. 

INDIVIDUAL REQUESTING REVOCATION: Vince Taylor, Dharma Cloud Foundation 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the request to revoke permit 1-98-100 because the 
revocation request does not establish the grounds required by Section 131 05 of the 
Commission's regulations. (Motion on Page 3). 

• SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: See Appendix A 
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1. PROCEDURAL NOTE 

The Commission's regulations pertaining to revocation are included in their entirety in Exhibit 1. 
In pertinent part, they state the grounds for the revocation of a coastal development permit as 
follows: 

Section 13105. Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be: 

a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in 
connection with a coastal development permit application, where the 
Commission finds that accurate and complete information would have caused 
the Commission to require additional or different conditions on a permit or 
deny an application ..... 

Section 131 08 describes the procedures to be followed: 

a) At the next regularly scheduled meeting, and after notice to the permittee and 
any persons the executive director has reason to know would be interested in 
the permit or revocation, the executive director shall report the request for 
revocation to the Commission with a preliminary recommendation on the 
merits of the request. 

b) The person requesting the revocation shall be afforded a reasonable time to 
present the request and the permittee shall be afforded a like time for rebuttaL 

c) The Commission shall ordinarily vote on the request at the same meeting, but 
the vote may be postponed to a subsequent meeting if the Commission wishes 
the executive director or the attorney general to perform further investigation. 

d) a permit may be revoked by a majority vote of the members of the 
Commission present if it finds that any of the grounds specified in Section 
131 05 exist. If the Commission finds that the request for revocation was not 
filed with due diligence, it shall deny the request. 

2. STAFFNOTE 

A revocation of a permit removes a previously granted permit. If the Commission revokes the 
permit and the applicant wishes to pursue the project, a new application is required. 

Because of the potential impacts revocation could have on an applicant who may have acted in 
reliance on the permit, the grounds for revocation are necessarily narrow. The rules of 
revocation, for instance, do not allow the Commission to make a second judgement on a 
previously issued permit based on information that comes into existence after the granting of the 
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permit, no matter how compelling that information might be. The grounds for revocation are, of 
necessity, confined to information in existence at the time of the Commission's action. 

This revocation request is based on subsection (a) Section 13105 of the Commission's 
regulations. The three elements of Section 131 05( a) that must be proved before a permit can be 
revoked are: 

1) That the applicant provided inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, 
2) that if the Commission had known of the information, it would have denied the 

permit or imposed different conditions, and 
3) that inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information was supplied intentionally. 

In addition to these three elements, Section 13108(d) establishes that the Commission must deny 
a revocation request that has not been filed with due diligence. As it may take some time to 
prepare a request, the Commission has accepted requests submitted at various times after permit 
approval. In this case, the permit was approved March 12, 1999, and the request submitted June 
2, 1999. Therefore, no issue of due diligence is raised. 

The revocation request presents two significant contentions. One contention concerns the 
availability of alternative "see-through" railings that met applicable safety requirements, and the 
second concerns the feasibility of meeting construction traffic objectives with a narrower bridge . 

The staff report analyzes these contentions and the applicant's preliminary response. At several 
points Mr. Taylor, the individual requesting revocation, stipulates that some aspects ofhis 
contentions would best be confirmed or denied through obtaining answers to additional questions 
(see Exhibit 1 0). Staff has not pursued such detailed investigation and fact finding, but rather, 
based upon information in the record, has found sufficient information to formulate its 
recommendation. Staff does note that it is in part the commission's role to determine how much, 
if any, investigation of facts to require. Section 131 08( c) allows the Commission to postpone 
action on the revocation request to a subsequent meeting if the Commission wishes the Executive 
Director or the Attorney General to perform further investigation. If the Commission decides not 
to deny the request on the basis of the staff recommendation, it may require staff to undertake 
further research on the issues that have been raised prior to final action on the revocation request. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion: 

Motion for Denial 

The Commission hereby denies the request for revocation because no grounds for 
revocation exist pursuant to 14 Cal. Code of Regulation Section 13105 . 
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II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

On March 12, 1999, the Commission approved the application of the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) to replace the existing two-lane, 36-foot-wide Highway One Noyo 
River Bridge with an 86.6 ft.-wide, 875-ft.-long, triple cast-in place concrete box girder bridge. 
The proposed bridge will accommodate four 12ft lanes, a 12ft. median, 8ft outside shoulders 
with approximately 5.5 ft sidewalks and concrete safety railing placed on both sides. 
Construction of the bridge will require the installation and subsequent removal of temporary 
falsework and trestles involving the driving of 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. 

B. HISTORY OF REVOCATION REQUEST 

• 

On June 2, 1999, the Commission offices received a revocation request from Vince Taylor, 
Director of the Dharma Cloud Foundation addressing CDP 1-98-100 for the replacement of the 
Noyo Bridge (see Exhibit 2). The request conforms to the format requirements of Section 13105 
et seq. of the Commission's Regulations by alleging that the applicant intentionally included • 
erroneous or incomplete information and that accurate or complete information would have 
affected the Commission's decision. Specifically, the request presents two contentions 
supporting revocation of the permit: 1) the availability of alternative "see-through" railings that 
met safety requirements, and 2) the feasibility of meeting construction traffic objectives with a 
narrower bridge. 

After reviewing the request and determining it was not patently frivolous and without merit, staff 
informed the applicant (John Webb of Caltrans) that the request had been accepted for further 
review and Commission hearing, and transmitted copies to the principally involved Cal trans 
staff. Commission staff invited a written response to the contentions, requesting it by June 16, to 
allow preparation of a complete staff recommendation. 

Caltrans subsequently asked for a personal meeting with the Executive Director, which was 
scheduled for June 17, 1999. Caltrans' written response (EXhibit 3) was faxed to the 
Commission June 16, but did not directly address the contentions in the revocation request. 
Caltrans' attorney Tony Anziano met with the Executive Director and involved staff on July 17, 
raising a number of issues related to the revocation request. Additional submittals were received 
from Mr. Taylor on June 21, 1999 (Exhibit 4) and from Caltrans on June 23, 1999 (Exhibit 11) . 

• 
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C. SUMMARY OF THE REVOCATION REQUEST'S CONTENTIONS 

As stated above, the grounds for revocation are very narrow. The three elements that must be 
established before a permit can be revoked under the grounds asserted in this instance are: 

I) That the applicant provided inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, 
2) that if the Commission had known of the information, it would have denied the 

permit or imposed different conditions, and 
3) that inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information was supplied intentionally. 

The revocation request alleges these grounds are met for each of the two contentions: 
information relating to an alternative bridge railing and to a narrower bridge design. 

Bridge Rail Contentions: Mr. Taylor argues in essence that during the time Caltrans was 
characterizing its "see through" railing as the only viable alternative (i.e. up to the hearing on 
March 11, 1999), several rail designs that better protected views had in fact either completed or 
substantially completed the most time-consuming parts of safety testing and could have been 
adapted for use in the approved project. 

Bridge Width Contentions: Mr. Taylor argues that Caltrans had insisted at the time of the 
Commission hearing on March 11, 1999 that the constructed bridge is the minimum width that 
could be constructed 'without accepting major impacts to motorized and/or non-motorized 
traffic during construction,' and thus Cal trans would not present a narrower alternative design. 
He contends, and seeks to demonstrate, that such a narrower alternative is feasible without 
causing the traffic disruption alleged by Cal trans. 

The three specific components of the relevant ground defined by Section 13105 et seq. for each 
of the two contentions are summarized and then evaluated in the following six sections. 

D. SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: BRIDGE RAILING 

Test 1: Did the applicant include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor contends "the evidence presented herein is overwhelming that the application 
included erroneous and incomplete information ... " Specifically he asserts that throughout the 
permit hearings in Fort Bragg and before the Coastal Commission, Caltrans insisted that its 
proposed "see-through" railing was the only one then available. He contends: "At the time 
Caltrans was making these statements, there existed a number of existing railing systems 
that met federal and state safety requirements and that would better preserve existing 
Noyo views"that Caltrans did not inform the Commission of. · 
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He describes several railings of two different types that he asserts were federally approved to at 
least the crash level of the proposed railing for the No yo Bridge. The first type of railing is a 
"Combination railing" which can be used alone on the outer side of bridge sidewalks as a 
barrier for both pedestrians and automobiles. (The approved project's railing is of this type). 
Among the combination railings discussed by Mr. Taylor are: 

• From Massachusetts, the S3-TL4 Steel Bridge Railing (Exhibit 2, pgs. 4, 16, 17 and 
25). 

• From the New England Transportation Consortium, the NETC 4-Bar Sidewalk-
Mounted Bridge Railing. (Exhibit 2, pgs. 4, 18 and 23). 

Mr. Taylor acknowledges that both designs would need to be slightly modified to comply with 
California building code requirements for a maximum 4"opening between members as opposed 
to the federal 6" standard they now meet. 

The other type of railing Mr. Taylor asserts could be used are "Traffic railings" which provide a 
barrier for vehicles only. Traffic railings may be used to separate pedestrians from vehicle 
traffic on bridges, when combined with a lighter-weight pedestrian railing on the outside of the 
bridge. Because pedestrian railings can be of much lighter material, they allow for much greater 
visibility. A picket-type railing, which has most members oriented vertically, provides almost 
unimpeded visibility for motorists because vertical elements are essentially invisible from 
moving vehicles. 

Mr. Taylor asserts that there are many traffic railings that would meet current federal and state 
safety standards, and singles out one: 

• The Wyoming 2-Tube traffic railing (Exhibit 2, pgs. 4, 19 and 27, and Exhibit 5) 
"stands out because of its low visual obstruction. This railing is of particular interest for 
the Noyo Bridge because it allows a railing solution that offers both increased safety for 
pedestrians and maximum views for motorists." 

Mr. Taylor then suggests the existing Redwood Creek Bridge in Humboldt County, California 
(Exhibit 2, pgs. 4, 20 and 21) provides a starting point for designing an environmentally 
outstanding railing for the Noyo Bridge. The Redwood Creek Bridge uses a Type 27 concrete 
railing to separate the sidewalk from traffic and a second pedestrian/bicycle railing on the 
outside. Mr. Taylor states that this bridge was designed in 1996 and meets current California 
safety regulations. By substituting the Wyoming Railing for the concrete traffic barrier, and 
combining it with an architecturally enhanced outer pedestrian railing similar to the one used on 
the Redwood Creek Bridge, Mr. Taylor asserts that "the result would be a railing system that 
would provide almost unimpeded views for motorists. The railing system would meet 
current federal and state safety standards". 

• 
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Mr. Taylor appended testimony to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) that 
included a rendering comparing how this "environmentally outstanding railing"compares to the 
approved railing (Exhibit 6). 

He concludes "the evidence confirms that the first essential test for revocation is met." 

Analysis: 

The issue posed by the first test in this case is did the applicant provide inaccurate, erroneous or 
incomplete information about alternative bridge rails that were then available or might be 
adapted for use within a reasonable period of time? Although Commission staff requested 
information about the adequacy ofCaltrans' proposed "see-through" railing, the applicant did 
not provide information to the Commission about any of the alternative bridge rails cited by Mr. 
Taylor. In a letter cited in the revocation request (Exhibit 2, pg. 6), Caltrans District Director 
Rick Knapp indicated that Caltrans recognized the need for a see-through railing as early as 
September 16, 1998. In that same letter, he defined the key criteria for a see-through railing: 

"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." 

Mr. Knapp re-emphasized this point in his testimony before the Commission: 

" ... certainly there are numerous see-through railings. They don't meet standards. And, 
we don't get to set standards in Fort Bragg, you know, for national highways, federally 
supported highways. We go through rigorous testing of railings, and were able to be 
successful in accelerating that testing process, in order to get the first see-through 
safety railing approved." (emphasis added) 

Caltrans Attorney Tony Anziano states that "with respect to bridge railings, the Department 
testified before the Commission that the only sidewalk-mounted see-through bridge railing 
approved for use in the state of California was the railing included in the design for the project. 
This was and is a true statement ... " (Exhibit 11.) The Commission has no information to 
indicate that this statement is erroneous. In short, Mr. Taylor asserts that railing alternatives 
existed that had some level of federal approval, or acceptance, but he does not demonstrate State 
of California approval. The applicant states flatly that California approval did not and does not 
exist for see-through railings, other than the one approved by the Commission. The 
Commission concludes therefore that there is no evidence that the applicant provided 
inaccurate or erroneous information . 
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An argument could be made nevertheless that the applicant provided incomplete information. 
As reflected in the staff report (cited in Exhibit 2, pg. 5) Caltrans estimated that "'the design, 
crash testing and approval process for an improved 'see-through' barrier could take from 2 to 4 
years." But the revocation request points to a number of railings that had already substantially 
or fully completed a time-consuming part of the approval process, namely the design, crash 
testing and federal acceptance phases, at the time Caltrans made their 2 to 4 year estimate. The 
applicant did not bring up before the Commission the progress of federal review of other 
alternative railing designs. In their preliminary response to this point, Cal trans states that 
potential use of any of the alternatives cited by Mr. Taylor would require a number of policy 
changes and Department review of existing crash test results, all of which "would consume a 
great deal oftime." (Exhibit 1 1.) Caltrans also notes that one of the designs, the NETC railing 
design cited by Mr. Taylor, was only the subject of a final letter of acceptance on March 11, one 
day prior to the Commission hearing on March 12. (Exhibit 1 1.) 

For the Commission to find grounds for revocation on this point, the Commission would have to 
conclude that the applicant supplied incomplete information by failing to discuss with the 
Commission railing alternatives that had completed a portion but not all of the approval process. 
The Commission does not find it necessary to reach a conclusion on this point. The 
Commission finds that whether or not the applicant supplied incomplete information, this 
contention does not provide grounds for revocation because as demonstrated below, incomplete 
information was not supplied intentionally and complete information would not have altered the 
Commission's decision. 

Test 2: Would accurate and complete information have affected the conditions or the 
approval of the permit? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor contends that a major factor in the acceptance by the Coastal Commission ofthe 
proposed bridge design was Caltrans' insistence that no "see-through" railing design other than 
the one proposed met current safety standards: 

He refers again to the section of the staff report that relies upon Cal trans statements that the 
'see-through' barrier incorporated in the project was the only one available and that developing 
an improved 'see-through' barrier could take from 2 to 4 years. He cites these findings as the 
basis for the staff report's conclusion that "no available feasible alternative railing design 
currently exists that meets the necessary safety criteria." He asserts this conclusion was 
instrumental in the staffs recommendation to the Commission to accept the Caltrans design and 
to compensate for the loss of views by attaching Special Condition No. 6, which provides for 
Caltrans to pay a mitigation fee (Exhibit 2, page 5). 

• 
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Analysis: 

These contentions may be an accurate statement of some of the factors that led to the staff 
recommendation regarding the bridge rail. Whether knowledge of other railing alternatives 
would have affected the Commission's decision regarding conditions of approval of the permit 
is a different question. One ofthe alternatives proposed by Mr. Taylor (the Wyoming 2-Tube 
traffic railing coupled with a Redwood Creek-type pedestrian railing) seems clearly superior in 
its see-through quality to the railing approved by the Commission. The other railings (the 
Massachusetts S3-TL4 and NETC 4-BAR) are less of an improvement over the approved 
railing. However, according to Caltrans, none of the three had existing state approval, and it is 
unclear how long such approval might require or whether such approval might ever be 
forthcoming. 

It is possible that the 2 to 4 year design, crash testing and approval process cited by Caltrans 
could have been shortened for alternative designs developed in other states, but the Commission 
lacks any factual basis on which to conclude that a superior railing design is indeed feasible. 
Without such information, the Commission cannot find that knowledge of other railing 
alternatives at various points ofthe approval process would have affected the Commission's 
decision. 

The Commission therefore finds that this contention does not provide grounds for revocation 
under Section 131 05(a) because it does not demonstrate that accurate and complete information 
would have affected the conditions or the approval of the permit. 

Test 3: Was the erroneous or incomplete information supplied intentionally? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor asserts (please see Exhibit 2, pg. 5-7 for full text) that in "attempting to determine 
whether or not errors and omissions of Cal trans were intentional, it is necessary to consider two 
statements put forth simultaneously by Caltrans in their testimony on their application:" 

Mr. Taylor states: 

Statement 1: Federally approved railings are acceptable to Caltrans ... 

Statement 2: The "see-through" barrier incorporated in the project is the only one 
currently approved ... 

Statements 1 and 2 are not compatible with facts that Caltrans knew or should have 
known . 
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First, Caltrans testified that federally railings approved could be used on the proposed 
Fort Bragg Bridge (Position 1). Second, Caltrans professionals insisted that there were 
no approved railings other that the one proposed (Position 2). These positions together 
imply that Caltrans had done a thorough search for federally approved "see-through" 
railings and had come up empty handed. Certainly, given the amount of controversy 
over the proposed railing, any reasonable person would expect Caltrans to have done the 
thorough search implied by its unconditional statement that there were no other 
approved railings. 

As has been shown herein. there are a number of federally approved railing designs in 
addition to the one proposed. Is it possible that Caltrans professionals could have 
made a thorough search but not found the approved alternative railings? No, it 
does not seem possible. It took me, who had no prior knowledge of the Federal 
Highway Administration, only a few phone calls to determine that there were two 
federally approved see-through pedestrian/traffic railings (combination railings) and 
numerous approved traffic railings that can be used as barriers between sidewalk and 
traffic lanes (traffic railings) ... Caltrans professionals are much better connected to the 
bridge safety section of the Federal Highway Administration than I. 

• 

Another possibility is that the Caltrans professionals on the Noyo Bridge project did not 
know that railings approved by the Federal Highway Administration are generally 
acceptable to the state, even though this is the Caltrans policy. But, this is not a realistic • 
possibility, because the Structures Division of the Engineering Service Center of Caltrans 
was the source within Caltrans for its proposed "see-through" railing and also the source 
of the confirmation that federally approved railings were acceptable to the state. 

There are only two realistic possibilities: 

• Caltrans professionals knew that there were approved alternative railings but 
intentionally omitted mention of them from their testimony. or 

• Caltrans professionals did not search for federally approved alternative railings, but 
intentionally implied that they had done so and found no other approved railings. 

Regardless of which possibility is correct is irrelevant to determining whether there was 
"intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information" by Cal trans, 
because both possibilities involve intentional misrepresentation by Cal trans. 
The evidence confirms that the third essential test for revocation is met." 

Analysis: 

In this last component of the grounds for revocation, Mr. Taylor suggests only two possibilities: 

• 
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1. Caltrans professionals knew that there were approved alternative railings but intentionally 
omitted mention of them from their testimony, or 

2. Caltrans professionals did not search for federally approved alternative railings, but 
intentionally implied that they had done so and found no other approved railings. 

For the first suggestion, the revocation request provides no direct evidence at all, nor does the 
Commission have any reason to think that anyone associated with the project would consider 
such an action. 

The second suggestion relies completely upon inference to demonstrate what Caltrans "implied." 
No evidence is presented that Caltrans directly stated that they had searched for other federally 
approved railings, and that is the key issue. 

The Commission therefore finds that this contention does not provide grounds for revocation under 
Section 131 05(a) because it does not show that erroneous or incomplete information was supplied 
intentionally. 

Conclusion: Bridge Railing 

A permit may be revoked if the Commission finds that either of two alternatives grounds for 
revocation exist in a revocation request. However, such grounds for revocation exist only if the 
Commission finds that all the tests set out in Section 13105(a) are met. The Commission finds 
the ground for revocation related to the bridge railing design fails as described above. 

E. SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: BRIDGE WIDTH 

Test 1: Did the applicant include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor introduces this section by summarizing arguments that the bridge is too wide (Exhibit 
2, pg. 8), in particular, that the "excessive width, as well as the Caltrans railing design, makes 
impossible the preservation of existing views. The shoulders plus pedestrian lanes total13 .5 feet, 
compared to 4.5 feet on the current bridge; thus drivers are moved 8.5 feet further away from the 
edge and have a significantly shallower downward angle of view. Maintaining the present 
downward angle of view for motorists is critically important to maintaining the harbor 
views ... On the proposed bridge, drivers would be unable to see the waters of the harbor even if 
there were no railing at all. Decreasing the width of the bridge is essential to maintaining the 
present coastal views." 

He states his contention for revocation as follows: 
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"Caltrans has insisted throughout all permit hearings that the constructed bridge is the 
minimum width that could be constructed 'without accepting major impacts to 
motorized and/or non-motorized traffic during construction.' Therefore, it has not 
presented any alternative, narrower designs. (emphasis added) 

Mr. Taylor cites from Caltrans' Frequently Asked Questions document (Exhibit 8) where 
Caltrans explains its position: 

" The easterly [Stage 1] bridge section will be 25.3' wide; ... This width is necessary for 
construction safety of traffic, non-motorized traffic, and construction workers. 

The westerly [Stage 1] bridge section will match the easterly bridge section and carry one 
lane of traffic also, but with one exception. 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 easterly 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 ... 

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." (emphasis added) 

Mr. Taylor contends that these statements are not accurate, that there are feasible alternatives for 
dismantling the bridge that do not require long-term closure of one of the new sections of the 
bridge, that Caltrans omitted any discussion or analysis of these alternatives in its testimony, and 
that in so doing, Caltrans precluded consideration of narrower-bridge designs. 

In support of this contention, Mr. Taylor seeks to show that a narrower bridge could maintain 
two-way traffic (Exhibit 2, pgs. 9-11, including footnotes omitted here): 

" ... only a 18.7' lane would be needed to provide an 11-foot traffic lane, a 1-foot-wide 
railing, a temporary 4-foot pedestrian lane, a 2-foot edge barrier, and 0.7 foot of 
overhang. Omitting the pedestrian lane on one side in Stage 1, as Cal trans proposes to 
do, the second Stage-1 bridge section could be 14.7' wide. The total width of the bridge 
would then be 69.4 feet, rather than the 87-foot width of the bridge proposed by Caltrans. 

"Caltrans dismantling plan determines bridge width. The critical factor that drives 
the width of the proposed bridge is Caltrans's assertion that" a large piece of equipment 
will need to sit on the easterly bridge section to begin dismantling the existing bridge." 

• 
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Closing the east section creates the need to build the west section sufficiently wide to 
carry two-way traffic in order not to create" major delays." ... 

"Caltrans omitted consideration of alternative ways to dismantle bridge. If it were 
true, as Cal trans asserts, that a" large piece of equipment" (a crane) were needed on the 
east section, the proposed bridge would be the minimum width that would allow staged 
construction and avoid extended one-way traffic. However, what Caltrans omitted from 
its testimony was that ... [t] here are many different possible ways to dismantle the 
bridge, not all of which require a crane to be located on one of the new bridge sections. I 
discussed alternative dismantling plans with two crane-rental companies and with 
Caltrans personnel. Some points that emerged from these conversations and Caltrans 
documents: 

• Cal trans's current dismantling scenario envisions that a section of approximately 100' 
would be cut from the center of the bridge and lowered as a single piece without the 
use of cranes ... the entire operation should not take longer than one day ... 

• "At least two" large cranes (200-250 tons) are envisioned by Caltrans as being 
located below the bridge, on temporary trestles, during bridge construction and 
dismantling .... 

• The size of the crane ... [to be] ... placed on the new east section would be restricted 
by the 21' clear width ... of the section. Only "a small hydro-type crane could fit in 
21 feet." ... 

• Cranes could operate from below the bridge or from the ends of the bridge as 
substitutes for the crane envisioned by Caltrans as being placed on the new bridge 
section. There is no question of feasibility, only of cost. .. 

• With respect to the cost of alternative dismantling approaches, note that narrowing 
the bridge by 15 feet, an entirely feasible amount, would save $3 million in 
construction costs - far more than the possible additional cost of a dismantling 
alternative that avoids use of a new bridge section ... 

"What emerges clearly is that there exist feasible alternatives for dismantling the 
bridge that do not require long-term closure of one of the new sections of the 
bridge ... Caltrans omitted any discussion or analysis of these alternatives in its 
testimony. By omitting discussion of dismantling alternatives, Caltrans precluded 
consideration of narrower-bridge designs." 
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Analysis: 

The record is clear that Caltrans did not present a narrowed-bridge alternative as outlined above 
for potential Commission evaluation. However, a critical element of the Commission's analysis 
of this project under the Coastal Act was whether there were "feasible less environmentally 
damaging alternatives to the proposed project," specifically a narrower bridge. Caltrans 
specifically asked and answered this question in their Frequently Asked Questions document 
(Exhibit 8) as follows: 

"3. Can it be replaced with a narrower structure? 

No. Not without accepting major impacts to motorized and/or non-motorized traffic 
during construction." 

Mr. Taylor presents an opposing view that there may in fact have been a less environmentally 
damaging narrowed bridge alternative that need not entail the traffic impacts Caltrans asserted. 
However, it is not clear that this alternative would have been feasible. A difference of opinion 
regarding feasibility does not equal erroneous information, inaccurate or incomplete information. 

The Commission therefore finds that this contention does not provide grounds for revocation under 
Section 131 05(a) because it does not demonstrate the applicant provided inaccurate, erroneous or 
incomplete information. 

• 

• 
Test 2: Would accurate and complete information have affected the conditions or the approval of 
the permit? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor's contention recounts the importance the Commission placed upon protecting the 
existing scenic views to and from the Noyo Bridge (Exhibit 2, pgs. 11-13). 

Mr. Taylor further states: 

"In my testimony before the Coastal Commission on the Noyo-Bridge permit, I showed 
how a narrower bridge, combined with a different railing approach, could completely 
preserve existing views from the bridge ... 
A narrower bridge, thus, would contribute significantly to preserving important coastal 
resources. Had Cal trans presented the Commission with the option of a narrower bridge, 
the Commission seems likely to have required different conditions or to have denied a 
permit for the proposed bridge." 

• 
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Analysis: 

The Commission must determine whether accurate and complete information would have 
affected the conditions or the approval of the permit. Mr. Taylor contends that had Caltrans 
presented the Commission with the narrower bridge option, it seems likely the Commission 
would have acted differently. 

However, as Mr. Taylor points out, he himself provided testimony to the Commission showing 
how a narrower bridge could" completely preserve existing views." (Exhibit 9). 

It is true that Mr. Taylor's testimony was not received in time to be discussed in the staff report, 
and was included in an addendum handed out only days before the hearing. However, the fact 
Mr. Taylor made the argument for a narrower bridge to the Commission, and the Commission 
chose not to mandate that alternative indicates that had Caltrans supplied information about a 
narrower bridge, the result would have been the same. 

The Commission therefore finds that this contention does not provide grounds for revocation under 
Section 131 OS( a) because it does not show accurate and complete information would have affected the 
conditions or the approval of the permit. 

Test 3: Was the erroneous or incomplete information supplied intentionally? 

Contention: 

Mr. Taylor contends the evidence shows the Caltrans project team was aware that bridge width 
was an issue, and was in communication with the Caltrans Office of Structure Construction. 
Staff of that office acknowledged there were dismantling alternatives that would not require 
placement of a crane on one of the new bridge sections. 

Mr. Taylor concludes: 

"What seems apparent from conversations with the Caltrans Project Manager and the 
record is that Caltrans was aware that there very well might be dismantling alternatives 
compatible with a mi.rrower bridge but chose not to explore them and not to present them 
to the Commission. 

Because consideration of dismantling alternatives was essential to consideration of 
narrower-bridge alternatives, Caltrans intentional omission of dismantling alternatives 
precluded consideration of narrower-bridge alternatives." 
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Mr. Taylor, however, does not provide any direct evidence that Caltrans had evaluated 
dismantling alternatives that would have permitted a narrower bridge and intentionally withheld 
this information from the Commission. 

The Commission therefore finds that this contention does not provide grounds for revocation under 
Section 131 OS( a) because it does not show the erroneous or incomplete information was supplied 
intentionally. 

Conclusion: Bridge Width (See previous conclusion) 

A permit may be revoked if the Commission finds that the grounds for revocation stated in 
Section 131 OS(a) exist. Such grounds for revocation exist only if the Commission finds that all 
the tests set out in Section 131 OS( a) are met. The Commission finds the ground for revocation 
related to the bridge width fail all of the tests, as described above, and therefore does not present 
grounds for revocation. 

F. OVERALL CONCLUSION 

The Commission denies the revocation request for Coastal Development Permit 1-98-100, the 
Noyo River Bridge Replacement, because the grounds identified in Section 13105(a) do not 
exist. 

EXHIBITS 

1. Commission Administrative Regulations Sections 13104 through 13108 
2. Revocation Request from Vince Taylor for CDP 1-98-100, May 31, 1999 
3. Letter of Tony Anziano, Caltrans Deputy Attorney, June 16, 1999 
4. Letter ofVince Taylor, June 21, 1999 
5. Wyoming 2-Tube Traffic Railing 
6. Views ofNoyo Harbor with Alternative Bridge Designs 
7. Transcript of Hearing ofCDP 1-98-100, March 12, 1999(Excerpts) 
8. Noyo River Bridge Replacement Frequently Asked Questions, Caltrans 2/99 
9. Vince Taylor, Testimony March 12, 1999 re CDP 1-98-100, excerpt 
10. Vince Taylor: Questions for further investigation per Section 131 08( c) 
11. Letter ofTony Anziano, Caltrans Deputy Attorney, June 22, 1999 
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Article 16. Revocation of Permits 

131·04. Scope of Article. 
The provisions of this anicle shall govern procccdi.ngs for ~ocation 
'a c::oa.sta1 development pcnnit ~viously granted by a regional com­
ission or the commission. 
am: Autbcdty cited: Sec:tiaDs 30331 and 30333,PIIbiic Rnoun:es Code. Refer­
a: SectioDs 30S 19 ud 30600. Public Resources Code. 

Jhmlay 
New Anide 16(Secl.ious 13104-l3101)filed2-ll-77 IUDeiiiCIJency;effec­
live upou filiq (Resist« 77, No. 1).. • 
Certific:aaeotcompu- filed 4-29-77 caep.r77,No. 11). 
Ame:ndmellt filed 8-1 ~81; effective thinie1h day thereafter (Regisur 81, 
No. 33). 

13105. Grounds for Revocetlon. 
Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be: 
(a) Intentional inclusion ofinacc:uralc. moncous or incomplete infor· 

llllion in c:onncction with a coastal development pcnnit application. 
here the commission finds that IICCUI'IIle and complete information 
·ould have caused the commission lO n:quin: additional or different con­
itions on a pmnit or deny an application; 
(bl Fail~ to comply with the notice provisions of Section 13054. 

·hen: the views of the personts) not notified were not otherwise made 
nown to the commission and could have caused the commission to re­
uin: additional or different conditions on a penni.t or deny an applica­
on. 
lon:: Authority ciled: Section 30333. Public Resources Code. Refcmv::e: Sec· 
on 30620, Public Resources Codf. 

HISTOIIY 
. Amendment filed f)-IG-77; e1feetive thirtieth day thereafter IResisler 77, 
No. 24) • 

• Amendment filed 1-28-81; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 81, 
No. S) • 

• Amendment filed 8-14-11; effective lhirtieth day tbr:reafter (Register 81, 
No. 33). 

13106. Initiation of Proceedings. 
Any person who did not have an opportunity to fully panicipatc in tbc 

riginal permit proceeding by~n oft~ pcnnitap~licant' s intentio~ 
!!Clusion of inaccurate informatlon or failure to provtdc adequate pubbc 
.otice ..s specified in Section 1310S may n:qucst n:vocation of a permit 
·Y application to the executive director of the commission specifying, 
vith panicularity, the grounds for revocation. The executive director 
hall n:view the stated grounds for n:vocation and, unless the ~quest is 
•atentlv frivolous and without merit. shall initiate n:vocation proceed- · 
ngs. The executive director may initiate rcv~ation proceedings ~n his 
II' her own motion when the grounds forrevocauon have bccnestabbshcd 
tUrSuant to the provisions of Section 13105 . 
<lon:: Authoriry ciled: Section 30333, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sec· 
ion 30620, Public Resoun:es Code. 

Page600 

Tide 14 California Coa! 

Htsrou 
1. Amendme:lll 6led 6-10...77; effective tbin.icth day tllereaf'leF (Regisl.cr 77, 

No.24) . 
2.. Amendment 6iat 1-28-81; effective thirtieth day th~aft.er (Regisll:r IH. 

No.5). 
3. Amendment 6led 8-1~81; effective thirtieth day thereafte-r (Regis~~:r !1, 

No.33). 

§ 13107. Suspension of Permit. 
Where the CllCCIIIivc director dctcrm.incs in accord with Section 

13106, that groaads exist for~vocation of a pctmit. the operation of the 
permit shall be llltDml.lically suspended until tbc commission votes to 
deny ;.:te rcqucst for revocation. The executive director shall notify the 
permittee by mailiqa copy of the request for n:vocation and a summary 
of the proccdina •tforthin this article. to the addn:ss shown in' the per­
mit application. 11w: executive director shall also advise the applicant in 
writing thatuyclctdopmcnt undcnakcn during suspension of the pmnit 
may be in violarionoftheCalifomia Coastal Ac:tof 1976 and subject to 
tbcpcnalticssetfanbinPublicRcsoarccsCode.Sections30820through 
30823. 
Ncm: Aulborit}..tn:fen:acecit.ed: Section 30333,Public R.esotm:es Code. 

H.lsroaY 
l.Repeaiermd11111W.:Iioafiled6-10..77;cffec:tivethiniet.hdaylbaeaf~~:r(Res­

ist« 77, No.l4). 
2. AmeDdmeal filed 8-14-&1; dfective d1in.ielb day tllen:atb:r (Re&ilder 81. No. 

3). 

f 13108. tte.tng on Revocation. 
(a) At the nnllll:pllady scheduled mcetins. and aftcrnotic:e to the per­

mittee and any pc:ISiliiS the acculivc director has reason to know would 
be intmllted ill dll pcnait or revocation. the executive din:c;tor shan re­
port the rcqucst fanevocation to the commission with a prclim.inaey rec­
ommendation aldie merits of the n:quest. 

Cb)Thcpenaneqocstinsthcrevocationshallbcaffordedsn:asonablc 
time to pn:scnt lbcn:qucst and the permittee shall be afforded a like time 
for n:buttal. 

(c) The C<"'""··· '!I sball ordinarily vote on the request at the samo 
meeting. but rhc ~ may be postponed to a subsequent mcctins if the 
commission wishes the executive dircctororthe Attorney General tope:r­
fonn further iiJftSiiplion. 

ld)Apcrmit-yllcrevokcdbyamajorityvoteofthcmembcrsofthc 
commission praallifit findsthatanyofthc grounds spcci.r~ed in Section 
13105 cxist.lfdaecammission fmds that the request for n:vocation was 
not filed with dac diJigcnce. it shall deny the request. 
Non:: Aulhorityciled::. Scclion 30333, Public Resources Ca. Refermcc: Sec· 
lion 30333, Publicae- Code. 

Hm:oay 
1. Ammdment filed 6-10..77; effective lhirtieth day lben:afler IResis~~:r 77, 

So.241. . 
2. Amendment filed 1-l-liOas 1111 emergency; effective upon filins (Register 80, 

So. I). A C~~::rliance must be filed wilhin 120dayuu:mergen-
cy languaae willw Clll S-3-80. 

3. CertiiiCIIfeof'o..pilacetransmiaed lOOAH 4-29-&0andflled S-8-t!O(Re&-
.ilt.er 80. No. Jf). . 

4. Amendmeat Sal 8-14-81; effective IIUnieth day tbemlfter CReP. 81, 
No. 33). 

~ 13108.5. Finality of Regional Commission Decision. 
NotE: Aulborilycilld: SeetiCllls 30331 and 30333, Public Resources Code. 

JiJsroky 
~. s- section filed 6-10-77; effective thinieth day thereaf'ICf' (Regisrer 77. 

So.24). 
• ""'·"• •4...llt· ,.f'f't!Ciive thirtieth day t.heteafler tRegisletll, No. 33J. 
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APPLICATION ~2 
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Dharma ~loud Foundation 
P.O. Box37 
Caspar, CA 95420 
Td 707 964-6456 Fax 707 964-7520 

EXHIBIT NO. 2 

May31, 1999 (Page 1 of 37 pages) 

Peter Douglas. Executive Director 
Calif(mlia Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Avenue, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

RECEIVED 

JUN - 2 1999 
CAUFOANIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I gave written testimony on my behalf and oral testimony for the Sierra Club/Friends of 
Fort Bragg on Appeal No. A-1-FTB-99-6 and Application no. 1-98-100 re Noyo Bridge 
replacement before the Coa'ltal Commission on March 12, 1999. The essence of my 
testimony was that scenic views could be preserved and damage to coastal resources 
reduced by redesign of the bridge. 

I am writing to request that the Coastal Commission initiate revocation proceedings for 
Permit 1-98-100 for replacement of the Noyo River Bridge in Fort Bragg under Title 
14, Section 13108 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). I am making this 
request under the provisions of Title 14, Section 13106. which states: 

Any person who did not have an opportunity to fully participate in the original • 
pennit proceeding by reason of the pennit applicant's intentional inclusion of 
inaccurate information or tailure to provide adequate public notice as specified 
in Section 13105 may request revocation of a pennit by application to the 
executive director of the commission specifying. with particularity, the grounds 
for revocation. The executive director shall review the stated grounds for 
revocation and, unless the request is patently frivolous and without merit, shall 
initiate revocation proceedings. 

There is sufficient evidence that I .. did not have an opportunity to fully participate in 
the original pennit proceedings,"' for reasons specified in Section 13106, to require you 
to initiate revocation proceedings. The evidence is presented in the enclosed 
document, "Grounds for Revocation of Coastal Commission Pennit 1-98-100." 

The specific grounds for revocation substantiated in the attached document are those 
specified in Section 13105(a), which states: 

Grounds for revocation of a permit shall be: 

(a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information 
in connection with a coastal development pennit application, where the 
commission finds that accurate and complete information would have 
caused the commission to require additional or different conditions on a 
pennit or deny an application; 
(b) ... • 



• 

• 
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The grounds for revocation under 1310.5(a) contains three essential tests: 
1. Did the application include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information 

relative to the permit? 
2. Would accurate and complete information have causcl the Commission to 

require additional or different conditions or deny the application? 
3. If the application included inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, 

was the inclusion intentional? 

For revocation under Section 1310.5(a), all three of the above tests need to be met. If 
one or more of the above tests are not met, the permit cannot be revoked on the basis 
of Section 13105(a). 

With respect to the first of these three essential tests, the submitted evidence is 
ovenvhelming that the application included erroneous and incomplete information with 
respect to both railing designs and bridge width. 

With respect to the second test, there is no doubt that "accurate and complete 
information [would] have caused the Commission to require additional or different 
conditions or deny the application." The Commission Staff emphasized the loss of 
important coastal values that would be caused by the proposed bridge but, based on 
Cal trans's testimony, concluded that no feasible alternatives were available. This 
conclusion was instrumental in the staffs recommendation to the Commission to accept 
the Caltrans design and to compensate for the loss of views by attaching Special 
Condition No.6, which required Caltrans to pay a mitigation fee.1 Had the Commission 
known that alternatives were available that met current safety standards, as it would 
have known had Caltrans provided complete information on alternatives, it almost 
certainly would have reached a different decision on the pennit. 

I have enclosed a copy of testimony I prepared for the California Transportation 
Cormnission. This testimony details an alternative to the proposed Cal trans bridge that 
uses a different railing design that meets current California and federal safety standards 
- in contradiction to the testimony by Caltrans that no such alternatives existed. The 
alternative design provides superior preservation of the scenic views of Noyo Harbor. 

The third essential test asks, "Was the inclusion [of inaccurate, erroneous, or 
incomplete information] intentional?,. As detailed in the enclosed material, there can be 
little doubt that Caltrans intentionally omitted information of which it was aware or 
intentionally overstated the degree of their expert knowledge about lack of available 
alternatives. Thus, in one way or another, Caltrans intentionally misrepresented 
information crucial to the decision of the Commission . 

1 StaffReportofthe California Coastal Commission, Appeal No.: A-1-FTB-99-06, p.ll. 
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The facts of the matter, as laid out in the enclosed material, raise sufficient questions to • 
re<luire the Commission to undertake a CCR Title 14, Section 13108 Hearing on 
Revocation. 

In considering the request for revocation, you should be aware that the "urgent safety 
need for permit approval" cited hy Caltrans during the hearing no longer exists. In its 
April announcement of its intention to accept the $1 million mitigation payment and to 
proceed with the Noyo Bridge, Caltrans stated, "Due to delays resulting from the 
permitting process, it is not likely that ~igniHcant work will be accomplished this year."2 

A condition of the permit of the National Marine Fisheries is that pile-driving and 
cofferdam installation be done between June 1 and October 15;3 therefore meaningful 
construction cannot occur before June 1, 2000. Based upon the construction schedule 
provided by Caltrans to the Coa'ital Commission,4 Caltrans would have until March 
2000 to redesign the bridge and ohtain the necessary permit amendments without 
creating any new delays. 

I, therefore, respectfully request that you initiate revocation proceedings on Permit 
1-98-100. Plea'ie inform me at the earliest possible time of your decision on my 
request. 

Vince Taylor 

Encl.: 1) Ground.sfor Revocation of Coastal Commission Perrrut 1-98-100. 
2) Testimony on a Resolution for Approval of Funding. FP-98-91. Noyo Bridge 
Replacement Project. 

s News Release #99-063, Caltrans, District 1, Aprill6, 1999. 
3 Staff Report, op. cit., Exhibit 18, p.3. 
• Ibid., Exhibit 19, p. 4. 
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Grounds lor Revoc-ation of Permit Xo. l-98-100 

Grounds for Revocation of Coastal Commission 
Permit 1-98-100 for Replacement of the Noyo Bridge 

Introduction 

On March 12, 1889, the Coastal Commission approved Application No. 1~98-100 from 
the California Department ofTransportation (Caltrans) for a permit to build the Noyo 
Bridge replacement. 

The evidence contained herein shows that all of the conditions for revocation of this 
permit are met. Therefore, the Commission has the authority and duty to revoke this 
permit. 

Grounds for revocation of a Coastal pennit are contained in Title 14, Section 13105 of 
the Califomia Code of Regulations (CCR): 

Grounds for revocation of a pennit shall be: 

(a) Intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information in 
connection \vith a coastal development permit application, where the 
commission finds that accurate and complete information would have 
caused the commission to require additional or different conditions on a 
permit or deny an application; 

(b) ... 1 

The grounds for revocation under 13105(a) contains three essential tests: 

1. Did the application include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information 
· relative to the permit? 

2. Would accurate and complete information have caused the Commission to 
require additional or different conditions or deny the application? 

3. If the application included inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, 
was the inclusion intentional? 

For revocation under Section 13105(a), all three of the above tests need to be met. 

This document shows that Caltrans violated Section 13105(a) in two important areas of 
testimony: 1) the availability of alternative approved "see-through" railings, and 2} the 
feasibility of meeting construction traffic objectives with a narrower bridge. Cal trans's 
testimony in both of these areas meets all three of the tests of Section 13105(a). 

With respect to the first of these three tests, the evidence presented herein is 
overwhelming that the application included erroneous and incomplete information. 
With respect to the second test, given the contents and reasoning embedded in the 
Staff Report on the Application, as well as the statements of the Commissioners when 

1 Title 14, Section 13105 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 
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voting on the Permit, there can be no doubt that "accurate and complete infonnation 
[would] have caused the Commission to require additional or different conditions or 
deny the application." With respect to the third test, there is no remotely plausible 
explanation for the erroneous testimony of Caltrans that does not involve intentional 
inclusion. 

In each of two separate areas, bridge railings and bridge width, all of the tests of Section 
13105(a) are met, providing the Commission with the necessary grounds for revoking 
Permit 1-98-100. 

No Urgent Safety Issue Involved 
In considering revocation, the Commission should be aware that there is not now an 
urgent safety issue that would weigh against revocation. In its application for its Coastal 
Permit, Cal trans emphasized the need for immediate approval without changes that 
would cause a delay in construction. The Noyo Bridge is one of 27 remaining bridges in 
the Phase II Seismic Program for bridges. Rick Knapp, Director of Cal trans District 1, 
emphasized: "It is critical that the remaining [bridge] structures [in the Seismic Pro­
gram] be completed as soon as humanly possible to protect the safety of the traveling 
public. "z This urgency weighed heavily in the Commissions approval of the permit. 

Now, at the earliest, significant work on the new bridge will not commence before June 
1 of 2000. Cal trans contributed to the pennitting delays that are responsible for the 
postponement of this supposedly time-urgent project. After the Coastal Commission 
approved the Noyo project contingent upon payment of a $1 million mitigation fee, 
Cal trans initiated an internal review of the project that delayed their request for final 
approval from the California Transportation Commission until June,1999. 

In its April announcement of its intention to accept the $1 million mitigation payment 
and to proceed with the Noyo Bridge, Caltrans stated, "Due to delays resulting from the 
pennitting process, it is not likely that significant work will be accomplished this year."3 

A condition of the permit of the National Marine Fisheries is that pile-driving and 
cofferdam installation be done between June 1 and October 15;4 therefore meaningful 
construction cannot occur before June 1, 2000. Based upon the construction schedule 
provided by Cal trans to the Coastal Commission,' Cal trans would have until March 
2000 to redesign the bridge and obtain the necessary permit amendments without 
creating any new delays. 

1 Staff Report of the California Coastal Commission, Application No. 1-98-100, Exhibit 18, p.1 
3 N'ews Release #99-063, Caltrans, District 1, Aprill6, 1999. 
'Staff Report, op. cit., Exhibit 15, p.3. 
5 Ibid., Exhibit 19, p. 4. 
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Grounds for Revocation of Permit :\o. 1-98-100 

Presentation of Grounds for Revocation 

Section 131 05(a) Violations 
Pennit 1-98-100 meets the: conditions for revocation because of Caltrans's violation of 
Section 1310.5(a). The grounds for revocation under Title 14 CCR Section 13105(a) 
contains three essential tests: 

1. Did the application include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information 
relative to the permit? 

2. Would accurate and complete infonnation have caused the Commission to 
require additional or different conditions or deny the application? 

If the application included inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information, 
was the inclusion intentional? 

Following sections apply these tests separately for information presented on 1) bridge 
railings and 2) bridge width. 

Errors and Omissions on Bridge Railings 
This section presents the evidence on violation of Section 13105(a) in the area of 
Cal trans's testimony on bridge railings . 

Test 1: Did the applicant include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete 
information? 

Throughout the pennit hearings in Fort Bragg and before the Coastal Commission. 
Cal trans insisted that the limited "see-through" railing used in its bridge design was the 
only one currently approved.6 This assertion is erroneous. At the time Caltrans 
was making these statements, there existed a number of existing railing 
systems that met federal and state safety requirements and that would better 
preserve existing Noyo views. 

Figures in Appendix 1 show several railing designs that are federally approved to at 
least the crash level of the proposed railing for the Noyo Bridge.7 (Copies of the 
approval letters from the Federal Highway Administration for these railings are 
provided in Appendix 2.8

) 

& Staff Report of the California Coastal Commission, Application No. 1-98-110, February 25, 1999, p. 10 
and Exhibit 18 (Letter to Honorable .Michelle White, January 13, 1999, p. 2). . 
1 California has requested federal approval of the proposed Noyo-Bridge railing at Level 2; Rich Peters, 
Caltrans Transportation Laboratory, private communication, April28, 1999. 
• The approval letter for the Redwood Creek Bridge railing is not included, because the combination 
barrier is constructed from a Type 27 railing that is currently used in California on new construction and, 
therefore, meets California safety standards. Note also that although the approval letter for the NETC 
railing is dated :\larch ll, 1999, the letter requesting approval was dated January 25, 1998, and crash 
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• Figures 1-1 through 1-3 are for "combination railings" that can be used by 
themselves on the outer side of bridge sidewalks. They provide a protection barrier 
for both pedestrians and automobiles. 

• Figures 1-1 shows a cross-section of the Massachusetts S3-TU Steel Bridge 
Railing. The spacing of the pickets (Figure 1-2) would need lv be reduced 
below that shown to meet California standards for pedestrian railings (ma..nmum 
4" spacing), but this change would not require further testing. 

• Figure 1-3 shows the NETC 4-Bar Sidewalk-Mounted Bridge Railing, 
developed by the New England Transportation Consortium (NETC). As 
designed and tested, this railing has no vertical pickets, because it meets the 
federal standards for pedestrian railings of a maximum 6" opening between 
members. Because California requires maximum 4" spacing on pedestrian 
railings, it would not be acceptable in California unless vertical pickets were 
added to it. 

• Figure 1-4 shows the Wyoming 2-Tube traffic railing. It is only one of many 
approved traffic railings, but stands out because of its low visual obstruction. This 
railing is of particular interest for the Noyo Bridge because it allows a railing 
solution that offers both increased safety for pedestrians and maximum views for 
motori~ts. 

• 

Traffic railings, such as the Wyoming Railing provide protection for vehicles but do • 
not meet standards for pedestrian protection. However, federal and California 
bridge standards allow use of traffic railings to separate pedestrians from vehicle 
traffic9 on bridges, allowing use of a lighter-weight pedestrian railing on the outside 
of the bridge. Because pedestrian railings can be of much lighter material than 
combination railing, they allow for much greater visibility. A picket-type railing, 
which has most members oriented vertically, provides almost unimpeded visibility 
for motorists because vertical elements are essentially invisible from moving 
vehicles. · 

Figure 1-5 shows the cross section of the Redwood Creek Bridge in Humboldt County~ 
California. This bridge uses a combination railing to separate the sidewalk from traffic 
and uses a pedestrlanlbicycle railing on the outside. Figure 1-6 shows the picket-style 
pedestf!an railing for this bridge. As noted above, this type of railing provides 
essentially unimpeded views to pedestrians. This bridge was designed in 1996 and 
meets current California safety regulations. 

tests were done in November, 1997; thus information on this railing would have been pro\ided if 
Caltrans had inquired of the FHWA in Falll998 about railings that were or might soon be approved. 
• ·A pedestrian walkway may be separated from an adjacent roadway by a barrier curb, traffic railing, or 
combination railing [emphasis added.}," .AASHTO Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges, Section • 
13.4. 
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Grounds for Re,·oe<ttion of Permit :\"o. 1-98-100 

The railing system used on the Redwood Creek Bridge provides a starting 
point for designing an environmentally outstanding railing for the Noyo 
Bridge. The Type 27 Concrete Railing used on the Redwood Creek Bridge as a traffic 
barrier would be replaced with the Wyoming Railing. The outer pedestrian railing 
would be similar to the one used on the Redwood Creek Bridge, perhaps modified to 
provide more architectural interest but retaining the vertical-element design. The 
result would he a railing system that would provide almost unimpeded views 
for motorists. The railing system would meet current federal and state safety 
standards. 

The evidence confinns that the first essential test for revocation is met. 

Test 2: \Vould accurate and complete information have affected the conditions 
or the approval of the permit? 

A major factor in the acceptance by the Coastal Commission of the proposed bridge 
design was Cal trans insistence that no "see-through" railing design other than the one 
proposed met current safety standards: 

" ... this [proposed] design does not fully protect views as required by Section 
30251 [of the Coastal Act]. Alternative designs that provides for increased 
visibility certainly exist. Many railings on other roads and bridges provide for 
more visibility ... However, Caltrans points out that its safety standards have 
changed, and the 'see-through' barrier incoxporated in the project is the only 
one currently approved. Cal trans estimates that the design, crash testing and 
approval process for an improved 'see-through' barrier could take from 2 to 4 
years." 10 The Staff Report further states that "Cal trans has taken the position that 
such a delay is not acceptable (Exhibit 18)." [Emphasis added.] 

Based on these statements, the Staff Report concluded, "Thus, no available feasible 
alternative railing design currently exists that meets the necessary safety criteria.''11 This 
conclusion was instrumental in the staffs recommendation to the Commission to accept 
the Cal trans design and to compensate for the loss of views by attaching Special 
Condition No.6, which provides for Caltrans to pay a mitigation fee.12 

The evidence confinns that the second essential test for revocation is met. 

Test 3: 'Vas the inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information included 
intentionally? 

In attempting to determine whether or not errors and omissions of Caltrans were 
intentional, it is necessary to consider two statements put forth simultaneously by 
Cal trans in their testimony on their application . 

10 Staff Report, op. cit., p. 10. 
11 Ibid., p. 11. 
t: Ibid. 
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Statement 1: Federally approved railings are acceptable to Cal trans. 

The Staff Report on the application for the Noyo Bridge permit states: 

Cal trans' 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 
(FWHA)."13 

Eldon Davisson, Chief, Office of Structural Design, Caltrans, confirmed that the above 
quote accurately represents Caltrans policy.H 

Statement 2: The "see-through" barrier incorporated in the project is the only one 
C/1 rrentlrt arm roved. 

v r • 

Rick Knapp, Director of Cal trans District 1, in which Fort Bragg is located, stated in a 
letter to the Mayor of Fort Bragg: 

At that meeting [held on September 16, 1998], Caltrans committed to include a 
see-through railing if we could get an approved, safety-tested design before 
construction of the project Subsequent to the meeting, a design was safety­
tested and approved by Cal trans and the Federal Highway Administration which 
has "see-through' component. 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 a11d Federal safety standards.15 

The Staff Report on the permit application states, "However, Caltrans points out ... the 
'see-through' barrier incorporated in the project is the only one currently approved. 
[Emphasis added.]16 

Statements 1 and 2 are not compatible with facts that Caltrans knew or should have 
known. 

First, Caltrans testified that federally railings approved could be used on the proposed 
Fort Bragg Bridge (Position 1). Second, Caltrans professionals insisted that there were 
no approved railings other that the one proposed (Position 2). These positions together 
imply that Cal trans had done a thorough search for federally approved "see-through" 
railings and had come up empty handed. Certainly, given the amount of controversy 

13 Ibid., p. 10. 
~~ Private communication, April27, 1999. There is one exception: pedestrian railings need to have 
openings no greater than 4 .. in California and no greater than 6" under federal standards All designs that 
meet federal crash standards can be modified to meet California pedestrian-safety standards by adding 
or changing the spacing of pickets on the side away from vehicle traffic. This modification can be done 
\\ithout the need for additional crash testing. 

15 Letter from Rick Knapp to Michelle \\'hite, January 13, 1999, included as Exhibit 18 of the Staff 
Report on Application No. 1-98-100. 
14 Staff Report, op. cit., p. 10. 

Version 3 6 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Grounds for Revocation of Permit :\o. 1-98-100 

over the proposed railing, any reasonable person would expect Caltrans to have done 
the thorough search implied by its unconditional statement that there were no other 
approved railings. 

As has been shown herein, there are a number of federally approved railing designs in 
addition to the one proposed. Is it possible that Caltrans professionals could have 
made a thorough search but not found the approved alternative railings? No, 
it does not seem possible. It took me, who had no prior knowledge of the Federal 
Highway Administration, only a few phone calls to determine that there were two 
federally approved see-through pedestrian/traffic railings (combination railings) and 
numerous approved trafllc railings that can be used as barriers between sidewalk and 
traffic lanes (traffic railings).'; Caltrans professionals are much better connected to the 
bridge safety section of the Federal Highway Administration than I. 

Another possibility is that the Caltrans professionals on the Noyo Bridge project did not 
know that railings approved by the Federal Highway Administration are generally 
acceptable to the state, even though this is the Cal trans policy. But, this is not a 
realistic possibility, because tl1e Structures Division of the Engineering Service Center 
of Cal trans was the source within Caltrans for its proposed "see-through" railing and 
also the source of the confinnation that federally approved railings were acceptable to 
the state . 

There are only two realistic possibilities: 

• Caltrans professionals knew that there were approved alternative railings but 
intentionally omitted mention of them from their testimony, or 

• Cal trans professionals did not search for federally approved alternative railings, but 
intentionally implied that they had done so and found no other approved railings. 

Regardless of which possibility is correct is irrelevant to determining whether there was 
''intentional inclusion of inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information" by Cal trans, 
because both possibilities involve intentional misrepresentation by Caltrans. 

The evidence confirms that the third essential test for revocation is met. 

All tests for revocation are met 

In the area of Cal trans's information supplied to the Commission on bridge railings, all 
of the tests of Section 13105(a) are met, providing the Commission with the necessary 
grounds for revoking Permit 1-98-100. 

17 I contacted a friend of mine who works on pedestrian safety in New York City. He called AASHTO 
and was given the name of Dave Densmore, Director of Bridge Technology, Federal Highway 
Administration. I called Mr. Densmore, and he referred my to Richard D. Powers, Office of Bridge 
Safety, Federal Highway Administration, Washington, D.C., {202) 366-1320. Mr. Powers maintains a 
repository of federally approved railing designs, and he immediately told me of the various approved 
railing designs and sent documentation on them. 
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Errors and Omissions on Bridge Width 
This section presents the evidence on violation of Section 13105(a) in the area of 
Caltrans's testimony on the minimum feasible bridge width. 

Background 
Although railing designs for the Noyo Bridge have received the most attention in 
regulatory hearings, the excessive width of the proposed design contributes equally to 
its destruction of coastal values. The bridge is described as a "four-lane bridge", but it 
has not just four traffic lanes and two sidewalks, but an unused 12' center median and 
two eight foot shoulders. Including sidewalks, the proposed bridge is 87 feet wide, 
wider than the Golden Gate Bridge1

\ almost completely filling its right of way and 
coming within 10 feet of a restaurant and motel on the seaward side of the bridge. 

The excessive width of the bridge directly violates the Fort Bragg LCP Scenic Corridor 
Combining Zone regulations, which requires that structures in this zone contribute to 
the "character and image of the city as a place of beauty, spaciousness and balance." 

The excessive width, as well as the Caltrans railing design, makes impossible the 
preseiVation of existing views. The shoulders plus pedestrian lanes totall3.5 feet, 
compared to 4.5 feet on the current bridge; thus drivers are moved 8.5 feet further 
away from the edge and have a significantly shallower downward angle of view. 

• 

Maintaining the present downward angle of view for motorists is critically important to • 
maintaining the harbor views. The boundary between the water and buildings in the 
harbor is relatively close to the bridge. To see the pilings of the piers requires the 
present downward angle. On the proposed bridge. driyers would be unable to see the 
waters of the harbor even if there were no railing at all. 

Decreasing the width of the bridge is essential to maintaining the present coastal views. 

Test 1: Did the applicant include inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete 
information? 

Caltrans plans to construct the Noyo Bridge in two stages. In Stage l, two outlying 
bridge sections will be built along side the existing bridge. When they are completed, 
the existing bridge will be dismantled and Stage 2 construction will flll in the gap 
between the Stage 1 sections. creating a single, unified bridge span. 

Caltrans has insisted throughout all permit hearings that the constructed bridge is the 
minimum width that could be constructed "without accepting major impacts to 

11 The traffic lanes plus sidewalks of the Golden Gate Bridge total 82 feet. The total width equals 90' 
because the suspension cable works extend beyond the sidewalks. The smaller dimension is the 
appropriate one to compare to theN oyo Bridge width. 
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motorized and/or non-motorized traffic during construction. "19 Therefore, it has not 
presented any alternative, narrower designs. 

Caltrans e:\1Jlains its position: 

The easterly [Stage 1] bridge section will be 25.3' wide; ... This width is 
necessary for construction safety of traffic. non-motOI;zed traffic, and 
construction workers. 

The westerly [Stage 1] bridge section will match the easterly bridge section and 
carry one lane of traffic also, but with one exception. 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 easterly 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 ... 

To provide less than these temporary construction \vidths would mean that 
either some or all of the pedestrian, disabled, bicycle, and motorized traffic 
\vould be subject to major delays or would be unable to get across the bridge 
altogether during construction.20 

Bridge width not justified by need to maintain two-way traffic. Caltrans 
proposes to build lanes on each side of the existing bridge equal to 24.3 feet during 
Stage 1. But, only a 18.7' lane would be needed to provide an 11-foot traffic lane, a 1-
foot-wide railing, a temporary 4-foot pedestrian lane, a 2-foot edge barrier, and 0. 7 foot 
of overhang. Omitting the pedestrian lane on one side in Stage 1, as Caltrans proposes 
to do, the second Stage-I bridge section could be 14.7' wide. The total width of the 
bridge would then be 69.4 feet, rather than the 87 -foot width of the bridge proposed by 
Cal trans. 

Caltrans dismantling plan determines bridge width. The critical factor that drives 
the width of the proposed bridge is Caltrans' s assertion that "a large piece of equipment 
will need to sit on the easterly bridge section to begin dismantling the existing bridge." 
Closing the east section creates the need to build the west section sufficiently wide to 
cany two-way traffic in order not to create "major delays." The proposed west section 
width of25.3' is just sufficient to allow two 11' traffic lanes (0.8 feet less than a 
"standard" lane), even omitting a sidewalk 

Caltrans omitted consideration of alternative ways to dismantle bridge. If it 
were true, as Caltrans asserts, that a "large piece of equipment" (a crane) were needed 
on the east section, the proposed bridge would be the minimum \vidth that would allow 
staged construction and avoid eAtended one-way traffic. However, what Caltrans 

10 Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project Frequently Asked Questions, Question 3., included as Exhibit 
19 of Staff Report, op. cit. 
~Ibid., p...l. 
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omitted from its testimony was that the proposed dismantling plan is merely 
conceptUal. !I The dismantling scenario described is not an essential aspect of the 
staged construction plan that Caltrans prefers. 

There are many different possible ways to dismantle the bridge, not all of which require 
a crane to be located on one of the new bridge sections. I discussed alternative 
dismantling plans with two crane-rental companies and with Cal trans personnel. Some 
points that emerged from these conversations and Cal trans documents: 

• Caltrans's current dismantling scenario envisions that a section of approximately 
100' would be cut from the center of the bridge and lowered as a single piece 
without the use of cranes. "Draw works" would be attached to the section to be 
lowered. The lowering cables would be attached to the remaining sections.22 The 
center section of the bridge could be lowered to the temporruy trestle to be built as 
part of construction and then barged to land; the entire operation should not take 
longer than one day.23 

• .. At least two" large cranes (200-250 tons) are envisioned by Cal trans as being 
located below the bridge, on temporary trestles, during bridge construction and 
dismantling.$! 

• The size of the crane envisioned by Cal trans as being placed on the new east section 
would be restricted by the 21' clear width (including the sidewalk) of the section. 
Only "a small hydro-type crane could fit in 21 feet."2.'! · 

• Cnmes could operate from below the bridge or from the ends of the bridge as 
substitutes for the crane envisioned by Cal trans as being placed on the new bridge 
section. There is no question of feasibility, only of cost. 26 

• With respect to the cost of alternative dismantling approaches, note that narrowing 
the bridge by 15 feet, an entirely feasible amount, would save $3 million in 
construction costs- far more than the possible additional cost of a dismantling 
alternative that avoids use of a new bridge section.r. 

\Vhat emerges clearly is that there exist feasible alternatives for dismantling 
the bridge that do not require long-term closure of one of the new sections of 

:I Xick Abuhamdieh, Office of Structure Construction, Caltrans, private communication, May 18, 1999. 
The procedure to be used in dismantling the bridge is the responsibility of the contractor. The 
contractor must submit its plan for approval to the state, where it is subject to modiftcation. No 
·dismantling plan" exists until one is approved by the state. 
2: Gudmund Setberg, Office of Structure Design, Caltrans, pri\<-ate communication, April 30, 1999. 
~ Constmction Scenario: Noyo River Bridge Replacement, undated, received at the Coastal Commission 
December 8, 1998, p. 7. 
" Ibid., p. 
'John Anderson, Fort Bragg Crane, Richmond, CA, private communication, April23, 1999. 
:lOS John Anderson, Ibid.; Bob Ford, Diamond Dismantling, Detroit, Michigan, private communication, 
March 10, 1999; Tim :McKenna, F&M Mafco, Cincinatti, Ohio, private communication, May 12, 1999. 
-zr According to Caltrans testimony to the Coastal Commission, it cost $2 million to add 10 feet to the 
bridge for sidewalks (Chart entitled ·Enhancements and Mitigation Measures Already Included"). 
Therefore, each reduction of 5 feet in bridge width would save $1 million in construction costs. 
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the bridge.25 Caltrans omitted any discussion or analysis of these alternatives in 
its testimony. By omitting discussion of dismantling alternatives, Caltrans precluded 
consideration of narrower-bridge designs. 

The Coastal Commission Staff Report also omits any discussion of a narrower-bridge 
altemative. V\lhen queried about why this omission occurred, the Commission staff 
person in charge of preparing the report said that Cal trans rejected all suggestions for a 
narrower bridge. 29 

The evidence confirms that Caltrans presentation of infonnation was incomplete; thus 
the first essential test for revocation is met. 

Test 2: \Vould accurate and complete information have affected the conditions 
or the approval of the permit? 

Protection of the existing sceuic views is a major objective of the Coastal Act and was a 
major concem expressed in the Staff Report on the Appeal and Application: 

The area framed by the N oyo Rive bluffs in and around N oyo Harbor, the 
mouth of the river and Noyo Bay is an area of exception visual interest and 
scenic qualities. This fact is fully reflected in the Fort Bragg LCP ... it calls for 
the protection of these scenic values and views .... 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 ... and would affect views to and from the bluff, the scenic setting 
at the mouth of the Noyo, and the ocean.30 

The particular configuration and design of the existing bridge, especially the 
high visibility afforded by its current railings, afford generous views for motorists 
from the bridge itself to and along the ocean and the scenic coastal area of N oyo 
Harbor and the Noyo River. The bridge is in fact one of the few places in Fort 
Bragg where the ocean is visible from Highway 1. The bridge is also a highly 
visible feature of the coast views afforded from visitor destination points and 
recreational area 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.31 

The excessive width of the proposed bridge makes it fundamentally incompatible with 
the requirement of the Coastal Act "to protect the scenic and visual qualities of coastal 
areas." The present bridge is 34 feet wide. Including sidewalks, the proposed bridge is 

:!5 Short-term closures of one lane are envisioned by CaJtr3Jls in its current construction scenario. 
Construction Scennrio, op. cit., pp. 4, 8 . 
20 Jack Liebster, Coastal Commission, private communication, :March 29, 1999. 
:10 Staff Report, op. cit., Appeal, p. 26. 
31 Ibid., Application, p. lO. 
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87 feet wide, wider than the Golden Gate Bridge32
, almost completely filling its right of • 

way and coming within 10 feet of a restaurant and motel on the seaward side of the 
bridge. 

Detracts from spaciousness, balance, and appearance. Because of its excessive 
width, the proposed bridge cannot possibly conform to Fort Bragg LCP Scenic 
Corridor Combining Zone, Section 18.58.050(C), which includes the following 
requirements (emphasis added): 

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

• 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. 

Rather than contributing to a sense of spaciousness and balance, the bridge 
would crowd up against the existing buildings and destroy the balance 
between open spaces and structures, materially depreciating the 
appearance of the neighborhood. All of this would occur in an area of 
exceptionally important coastal resources. 

Makes impossible the preservation of valuable coastal views. The proposed 
bridge would place drivers about 20 feet from the edge of the bridge, nine feet • 
further than they are on the present bridge. Thus, on the proposed bridge, drivers 
would have a significantly shallower downward angle of view. 

The staff report recognizes the decreased downward angle of view:', but does not 
recognize that maintaining the downward angle of view is critically important to 
maintaining the harbor views. The boundal)' between the water and buildings in 
the harbor is relatively close to the bridge. To see the pilings of the piers requires 
the present downward angle. On the proposed bridge. drivers would be unable to 
see the waters of the harbor even if there were no railing at all. 3f 

In my testimony before the Coastal Commission on the Noyo·Bridge permit, I showed 
how a narrower bridge, combined with a different railing approach, could completely 
preseiVe existing views from the bridge.35 

""The traffic lanes plus sidewalks of the Golden Gate Bridge total 52 feet. The total width equals 90' 
because the suspension cable works extend beyond the sidewalks. The smaller dimension is the 
appropriate one to compare to the 1'\oyo Bridge width. 
~"Second, the increased \\idth of the proposed new shoulders and sidewalk ... would place vehicle 
occupants further from the edge of the bridge, creating additional view blockage." Ibid., p. 10 
:u Vince Taylor, Testimony on the Proposed Noyo River Bridge To the Fort Bragg Planntng Commission 
December 9, 1998. 
35 Vince Taylor, Testimony on the Proposed Noyo River Bridge to the California Coastal Commission, • 
March 9, 1999, pp. 6-7. 
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A narrower bridge. thus, would contribute significantly to preseiVing important coastal 
resources. Had Caltrans presented the Commission with the option of a narrower 
bridge, the Commission seems likely to have required different conditions or to have 
denied a pennit for the proposed bridge. 

The evidence confirms that the second essential test for revocation is met. 

Test 3: \\'as the inaccurate, erroneous or incomplete information included 
intentionally? 

I discussed the subject of bridge width with the Cal trans Project Leader for the Noyo 
Bridge. Karen Tatman, several times, beginning in Fall of 1998. I argued for a 
narrmver bridge in my testimony before the Fort Bragg Planning Commission on 
December 9, 1998.3'3 In my testimony to the Coastal Com1nission, which was known to 
Ms. Tatman prior to the Coastal Commission hearing, was the assertion by John 
Anderson of Bragg Crane that placement of a crane on the bridge was not necessary for 
dismantlement.37 The Commission staff also inquired about the possibility of a 
narrower bridge prior to the hearing. 35 Therefore, the Cal trans project team was aware 
that bridge width was an is11ue. 

The project team was certainly in communication "vith the Caltrans Office of Structure 
Construction, a member of which stated to me that there were "surely" dismantling 
altematives that would not require placement of a crane on one of the new bridge 
sections!" \Vhat is clear from talking \vith a number of engineers and dismantling 
professionals is that there is always a variety of ways available to do a given dismantling 
project. 

What seems apparent from conversations \vith the Caltran:s Project Manager and the 
record is that Cal trans was aware that there very well might be dismantling alternatives 
compatible with a narrower bridge but chose not to explore them and not to present 
them to the Commission. 

Because consideration of dismantling alternatives was essential to consideration of 
narrower-bridge alternatives. Cal trans intentional omission of dismantling alternatives 
precluded consideration of narrower-bridge alternatives. 

The evidence confirms that the third essential test for revocation is met. 

All tests for revocation are met 

In the area of Cal trans's information supplied to tl1e Commission on bridge width, all of 
the tests of Section 13105(a) are met, providing the Commission with the necessary 
grounds for revoking Pennit 1-98-100. 

36 lbid. 

:rr Vince Taylor, Testimony on the Proposed Noyo River Bridge to the California Coastal Commission, 
~larch 9. 1999. 
"'Jack Liebster, Coastal Commission, private communication, March 29, 1999. 
""l\"ick Abuhamdieh, Office of Structure Construction, Cal trans, private communication, May 18, 1999. 
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Conclusion 
In both the areas of bridge railings and bridge width, the infonnation supplied to the 
Coastal Commission by Caltrans meets the three tests required to establish a Section 
13105(a) violation. A violation in either area is sufficient grounds for revocation of 
Permit 1-98-100. 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. James M. Sime 
Assistant Manager for Research 
Connecticut Department ofTransportation 
280 West Street 
Rocky Hill, CT 06067 

Dear Mr. Sime: 

March 11, 1999 

400 Seventh St .. S.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20590 

Refer to: HMHS-1 

In your January 25, 1998, letter to the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) Director, 
Office of Engineering, you requested acceptance of two bridge rail designs that were developed 
and tested for use on the National Highway System by the New England Transportation 
Consortium (NETC) . 

The first design is the NETC 2-Bar.Curb-Mounted Bridge Railing shown as Enclosure 1. This 
design was tested to Performance Level 2 (PL-2) in accordance with the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials Guide Specifications for Bridge Railings and was 
effectively accepted as an NCHRP Report 350 Test Level4 {TL-4) railing by its inclusion in the 
summary listings attached to my May 30, 1997, memorandum on crash testing of bridge railings. 

The second design is the NETC 4-Bar Sidewalk-Mounted Bridge Railing shown as Enclosure 2, 
and documented in publication Nos. FHW A-RD-99-027, FHW A-RD-99-028, FHW A-RD-99-
029, and FHW A-RD-99-030, entitled "Full-Scale Crash Evaluation of Sidewalk-Mounted Steel 
Bridge Railing." Review of each crash test report showed that the 4-Bar Bridge Railing met all 
appropriate evaluation criteria for an NCHRP Report 350 traffic barrier at TL-4. Summary sheets 
on each of the three tests that were conducted are enclosed (Enclosure 3 ). 

RECEIVED 

MAR 15 1999 
C0N~J;:Ci:CuT 

DEPT. Oi= TR:~.•JSPORTATION 
OtVISION OF RESEARCH 

j;_y. 2 \> 2 3 
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Based on the infonnation you provided for our review, we conclude that both the NETC 2-Bar 
Curb-Mounted Bridge Rail and the 4-Bar Sidewalk-Mounted Bridge Rail are acceptable as 11..-4 
designs and may be used on the National Highway Safety when selected by a transportation 
agency. We understand that neither design is proprietary and that anyone wishing to obtain 
detailed plans and specifications may contact you by telephone at (860) 258-0309 or via e-mail at 
james.simes@po.state.ct.us. We further understand that the NETC is currently developing 
transitions to be tested in the near future for use with these two bridge railings. 

3 Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~~(J (./J~ 
Dwight A. Horne 
Director, Office of Highway Safety 

Infrastructure 

• 

• 

• 
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Alexander K. Bardow, P.E. 
Bridge Engineer 
Massachusetts Highway Department 
Ten Park Plaza 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116-3973 

Dear Mr. Bardow: 

SEP 4 1998 

Refer to: HNG-14 

In your August 20 letter to Mr. Henry H. Rentz, you summarized the full-scale crash testing 
that has been done to date on the Massachusetts S3-TL-4 Steel Bridge Railing and requested 
the Federal Highway Administration to agree that the flush-mounted design tested behind a 
1.5-m wide sidewalk could be used behind sidewalks of greater width without additional 
testing. You also requested our concurrence in omitting test 4-10 from the test matrix when 
testing the same railing mounted on a 200-mm high concrete curb. 

Members of my staff have reviewed data on the tests run on the sidewalk-mounted design 
and agree that this railing satisfies the National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
Report 350 evaluation criteria for a test level 4 (TL-4) bridge· rail. We note also that 
Section 13.7 .1. 1 of the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Specifications permits use of a combination 
railing having a minimum height of 42 inches (that was crash tested with a sidewalk) on a 
sidewalk with a width of 3.5 feet or more and with a curb height no greater than that used in 
the crash test installation. The S3-TL-4 railing essentially satisfies these requirements and 
may be used on wider sidewalks without additional testing. · 

Because the total height of the S3-TL-4 curb-mounted design remains at 1057 mm. the support 
posts are shortened by 200 mm. the height of the curb. This reduces the vertical opening 
between the top of the curb and the bottom of the lower rail element to approximately 
120 mm. There is virtually no likelihood that the 820 kg test vehicle would snag on this 
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ACTION: Wyoming Bridge Railings 

Acting Chief, Federal-Aid and Design 
Division 

Mr. Vincent F. Schimmoller 
Regional Administrator (HES-08) 
Lakewood, Colorado 

JUL , 1900 

HNG-14 

Your May 30 office memorandum to Mr. Gerald L. Eller requested 
our review and acceptance of a National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 350 test level 4 (TL-4) bridge 
railing developed by the Wyoming Department of Transportation 
(~rooT) . This railing was tested by the Texas Transportation 
Institute (TTI) and documented in its January 1996 report 
entitled "Wyoming Test Level 4 Bridge Railing." Subsequently, a 
memorandum dated June 6 was sent to Mr. Seppo Sillan from our 

•
wyoming· Division Administrator requesting our acceptance of 
WYDOT's current bridge railing design as a TL-3 bridge rail. 
This request included a test report also prepared by TTI, dated 

• 

May 1996 and entitled "Testing and Evaluation of the Wyoming 
740WYBRAIL Bridge Railing System." 

After reviewing the reports and the crash videos, we agree 
that the first design, the WYDOT TL-4 Bridge Railing shown in 
Enclosure 1, meets all the NCHRP Report 350 acceptance criteria 
for a TL-4 longitudinal barrier. Enclosure 2 contains a summary 
of the results from the three NCHRP Report 350 tests that were 
run on this design, i.e., test nos. 4-10, 4-11, and 4-12. 

T~e second railing, the Wyoming 2-tube, curb-mounted design, was 
previously accepted· under the NCHRP Report 230 criteria. This 
design, shown in Enclosure 3, has now been tested successfully 
with the 2000-kg pickup truck, thus qualifying it as an NCHRP 
Report 350 TL-J railing. Enclosure 4 summarizes the test 
results. 

Although all of the test results were successful, we believe that 
two of the design details for these railings could result in 
vehicular snagging under some impact conditions. One of these 

.· 

./ Gf 
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details is tne flat steel plate welded to the terminal sections 
of both designs. A vehicle hitting the rail on the departure end 
of a bridge might snag on the edge of this plate. Lengthening 
and bending this plate away from the face of the rail elements 
would eliminate this potential problem. The second detail is 
somewhat similar but is probably less critical. This is the 
brace bar that is welded between the two rails to support the 
terminal section during shipping. Although recessed 
approximately 50 mrn from the face of the rails, it too could 
present a snag point under some impact conditions. Use of a 
temporary support brace or increasing the offset distance of a 
permanent brace to match the face of rail to support post offset 
distance might be considered to address this concern. 

There have been concerns in the past that some steel tube 
sections can shatter upon impact at extremely low temperatures. 
Since the materials sent to us for review did not include the 
specifications for the steel bridge railing tubes, we ask that 
you provide assurance that WYDOT's specifications address this 
issue satisfactorily. Enclosures 5 and 6 are excerpts from the 
AASHTO-AGC-ARTBA June 1979 ~Guide for Standardized Highway 
Barrier Rail Hardware" and· the 1995 "Guide to Standardized 
Highway Barrier Hardware", respectively, which address the issue 
of brittle fracture and suggest additions to the appropriate 
specifications when ASOO steel is used to form the rail elements. 
Note that Enclosure 5 calls for a modification of the drop-weight 
tear test, ASTM E436. This modification is based on a New York 
specification, which was developed to allow testing steel tubes 
with sides too small to produce specimens of the size required by 
E436. 

By a copy of this memorandum, we will advise the Federal Highway 
Administration field offices of our action. Unless advised 
otherwise, we will assume that these railings are non-proprietary 
and that other highway agencies interested in either of them may 
contact WYDOT directly to obtain a complete set of drawings. · · _;.;.-:-~hzzzs ~ ...... -- . --.; • i' ' 

. . . , 
.... .· ·....t- _...:.-. --

'-.->-..; 
Seppo I. Sillan 

. 
6 Enclosures· 

Geometrid and Roadside Design Acceptance Letter B-37 
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Testimony on a Resolution for Approval of Funding 
FP-98-91 

Noyo Bridge Replacement Project 

Recommendation and Summary 

Recommendation 
The Commission is ultimately responsible for seeing that Caltrans respects the laws of 
California and uses taxpayers' money wisely. As proposed by Cal trans, the Noyo 
Bridge replacement project would waste millions of dollars and unnecessarily destroy 
rare, legally protected coastal scenic resources. The Commission should reject the 
request to approve funding for the Noyo Bridge replacement project. 

Deficiencies in the Proposed Design 
The existing Noyo Bridge is located along the Mendocino coast, in a place of great 
scenic beauty. It overlooks Noyo Harbor, the Harbor entrance, and spectacular coastal 
bluffs. Its narrow width and open railing design provide motorists with spectacular 
views. 1 In designing the new Noyo Bridge, Caltrans failed to consider feasible 
alternatives that would lessen its negative impact on these valuable coastal resources . 
Specifically, building the proposed Noyo Bridge would virtually eliminate the current 
spectacular views of the harbor and its entrance. The loss of scenic views caused 
the California Coastal Commission to impose a $1 million mitigation fee upon 
Cal trans. This mitigation fee is part of the budget that the Commission is being 
requested to approve. If the Transportation Commission approves this project, it will 
sanction Caltrans's acceptance of this penalty, setting a dangerous, expensive 
precedent. 

Modified Design Would Meet All Safety, Traffic, and 
Environmental Goals - And Would Save 4.5 Million Dollars 
A relatively minor redesign of Noyo Bridge would meet both Caltrans's and the Coastal . 
Acts objectives. By rejecting the current request for funding approval and requesting 
Caltrans to redesign the Noyo Bridge, the Transportation Commission would 
accomplish all of the following: 

1) Eliminate the dangerous precedent of huge mitigation fees on coastal Caltrans 
projects. 

2) Save Caltrans $4.5 million dollars. The Coastal Commission would happily remove 
its $1 million mit: gation penalty if the bridge did not degrade the valuable coastal 

1 Caltrans agrees that the views are spectacular: '"Views of the ocean are spectacular while driving over 
the bridge." Noyo River Bridge Replacement lnituil Study/Environment Assessment, Caltrans, 
November 1998. 

Version2 1 

e)(. '2 f '30 



Noyo Bridge Funding Approval{::' st- FP-98-91 

resources ofNoyo Harbor. Because the redesigned bridge would be narrower, 
construction costs would be $3.5 million less, making a total savings of $4 million. 

3) Meet the vehicle traffic and safety requirements of Cal trans, while improving 
pedestrian safety. The redesigned bridge would have four traffic lanes, a shoulder, 
and a protected sidewalk. It would confonn to federal highway safety requirements. 

4) Allow two-way traffic during construction, as would the current proposed design. 
You may hear from the Cal trans project staff that the bridge cannot be built 
narrower without requiring one-way traffic during construction. This is untrue. 
The width of the Caltrans design is being driven by an unneeded "requirement" to 
build the two outlying Phase 1 bridge sections wide enough to carry two-way traffic 
on one of the sections while the old bridge is being dismantled. Alternative 
dismantling procedures could eliminate the need for the excess width. 

5) Not significantly delay the completion of a seismic-safety project. The Noyo Bridge 
project has now been delayed to the point where meaningful work will not be able 
to commence until next June of2000. This provides sufficient time to conduct the 
redesign and obtain necessary revisions in permits without causing a delay in the 
start of construction. 

6) PreseiVe the existing views of the harbor. The vehicle safety barrier would be 
placed between the vehicle lanes and the pedestrian lane. This would allow use of 
a decorative iron railing that would provide views even better than the current 
ones. Since presenting my testimony, I have learned that a number of safety 
barriers have passed all necessary tests and meets the safety standards of the 
Federal Highway Administration. 

7) Make the bridge fit more appropriately within its harbor setting. The bridge 
proposed by Cal trans is wider than the Golden Gate Bridge. It is completely out of 
scale with its surroundings. It would come within ten feet of a restaurant and a 
motel. The modified design would be seventeen feet narrower, increasing the 
distance from the closest buildings by 85 percent. 

Denying approval of the funding request for the proposed Noyo Bridge replacement 
seiVes evezyone' s interests -- including Cal trans. It will get a better bridge at a lower 
cost and will improve its relations with the Coastal Commission and the coastal 
community. 

Version2 2 
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How to Build A Better Noyo Bridge 

Use a Better Railing System 
The Cal trans bridge design uses a concrete bridge railing that obscures most of the 
downward views of drivers. The destruction of existing views has been a major 
criticism of the proposed bridge. The Caltrans project team has insisted that their 
proposed "see-through" railing is the only approved railing and, therefore, has refused 
to consider any alternatives. The Caltrans project team is wrong. 

There are a number of superior see-through railing systems the meet federal 
and state safety requirements.• Two bridge-railing designs have particular relevance 
to creating a better Noyo Bridge: 1) the "Wyoming 2-Tube" traffic railing and 2) the 
railings of the Redwood Creek Bridge in Humboldt County. 

• Figure 1-1 in Appendix 1 shows the Wyoming 2-tube traffic railing.3 It is only one 
of many approved traffic railings. but stands out because it provides acceptable 
vehicle crash protection with very little visual obstruction: This railing is of 
particular interest for the Noyo Bridge because it allows a railing solution that 
offers both increased safety for pedestrians and maximum views for motorists. 

Traffic railings, such as the Wyoming Railing provide protection for vehicles but do 
not meet standards for pedestrian protection. However, federal and California 
bridge standards allow use of traffic railings to separate pedestrians from vehicle 
traffic5 combined with use of a pedestrian railing on the outside of the bridge. 
Pedestrian railings can be of much lighter material, thus allowing greater visibility. 
A picket-type of railing, which has most members oriented vertically. provides 
almost unimpeded visibility for motorists because vertical elements are essentially 
invisible from moving vehicles. 

• Figure 1-2, Appendix 1, shows the cross section of the Redwood Creek Bridge in 
Humboldt County, California. This bridge uses a combination railing to separate 
the sidewalk from traffic and uses a pedestrian/bicycle railing on the outside. 
Figure 1-3, Appendix 1, shows the picket-style pedestrian railing for this bridge. As 
noted above, this type of railing provides essentially unimpeded views to 

1 Vince Taylor, Te.rtimony on the Resolution for Approval of a Project for Future Consideration of 
Funding, 1-Men-159.9160.6, Noyo Bridge Replacement Projed to the California Transportation 
Commission, re Resolution E-99-13, May 5, 1999. Three federally approved railings are described. 
Schematics and photos for the railings are presented. 
3 This railing has been in use in Wyoming for over 21 years. Versions of it have been crash tested and 
certified by the federal government as meeting current Level-3 and Level-4 crash protection. 
• The railing proposed by Caltrans for the Noyo Bridge meets only Level-2 crash protection, a 
significantly lower level of protection than either Level3 or Level 4 . 
5 "A pedestrian walkway may be separated from an adjacent roadway by a barrier curb, traffic railing, 
or combination railing [emphasis added.]," AASHTO Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges, 
Section 13.4. 
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pedestrians. This bridge was designed in 1996 and meets current California safety • 
regulations. 

The railing system used on the Redwood Creek Bridge provides a starting 
point for designing an environmentally outstanding railing for the Noyo 
Bridge. The Type 27 Concrete Railing used on the Redwood Creek Bridge as a traffic 
barrier would be replaced with the Wyoming Railing. The outer pedestrian railing 
would be similar to the one used on the Redwood Creek Bridge, perhaps modified to 
provide more architectural interest but retaining the vertical-element design. The 
result would be a railing system that would provide almost unimpeded views 
for motorists. 

I want to emphasize that the combination of a traffic barrier and a pedestrian railing 
meets current California safety standards and was vel)' recently used on the Redwood 
Creek Bridge. The only modification being suggested is to substitute the Wyoming 
Railing for the concrete railing used on the Redwood Creek Bridge. 

Build A Narrower Bridge 
The bridge Cal trans proposes is completely out of scale with Noyo Harbor and evel)' 
other bridge on scenic Highway 1. Although described as a "four-lane bridge", it has 
not just four traffic lanes and two sidewalks, but an unused 12' center median and two 
eight foot shoulders. Including sidewalks, the proposed bridge is 87 feet wide, wider 
than the Golden Gate Bridge6

, almost completely filling its right of way and coming 
within 10 feet of a restaurant and motel on the seaward side of the bridge. 

Building a narrower bridge will save money and reduce its destruction of coastal values: 

• For every five feet of reduction in width, the cost of the bridge would be reduced 
by $1 million.7 Reducing the bridge width by 17.4 feet, as proposed in a later 
section, would save $3.5 million. 

• The width of the proposed bridge causes it to violate the Fort Bragg LCP Scenic 
Corridor Combining Zone regulations, which requires that structures in this zone 
contribute to the .. character and image of the city as a place of beauty, spaciousness 
and balance." 

• The width of the proposed bridge, a5 well as the Cal trans railing design, makes 
impossible the preservation of existing views. The shoulders plus pedestrian lanes 
totall3.5 feet, compared to 4.5 feet on the current bridge; thus drivers are moved 
8.5 feet further away from the edge and have a significantly shallower downward 
angle of view. 

• The traffic lanes plus sidewalks of the Golden Gate Bridge total 82 feet. The total width equals 90' 
becau~~ the suspension cable works extend beyond the sidewalks. The smaller dimension is the 
appropriate one to compare to the Noyo Bridge width. 
7 According to Caltrans testimony to the Coastal Commission, it cost $2 million to add 10 feet to the 
bridge for sidewalks (Chart entitled ·Enhancements and Mitigation Measures Already Included"'). 
Therefore, each reduction of 5 feet in bridge width would save $1 million in construction costs. 
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Maintaining the present downward angle of view for motorists is critically 
important to maintaining the harbor views. The boundary between the water and 
buildings in the harbor is relatively close to the bridge. To see the pilings of the 
piers requires the present downward angle. On the proposed bridge. drivers would 
be so far away from the edge of the bridge that they would be unable to see the 
waters of the harbor even if there were no railing at all. 

Excessive Width of the Proposed Bridge Is Unnecessary 
Over time, Cal trans has moved from one supposed justification to another for the 
width of the proposed bridge. None of the reasons put forth by Caltrans stands up to 

, analysis: 

Bridge width not justified by need to maintain two-way traffic. Caltrans 
proposes to build lanes on each side of the existing bridge equal to 24.3 feet during 
Stage 1. But, only a 18.7' lane would be needed to provide an 11-foot traffic lane, a 1-
foot-wide railing, a temporary 4-foot pedestrian lane, a 2-foot edge barrier, and 0.7 
foot of overhang. Omitting the pedestrian lane on one side in Stage 1, as Caltrans 
proposes to do, the second Stage-! bridge section could be 14.7' wide. The total width 
of the bridge would then be 69.4 feet, rather than the 87-foot \vidth of the bridge 
proposed by Caltrans. 

Bridge width not justified by need to dismantle the existing bridge. The 
present width of the bridge is being driven by the supposed requirement to use one of 
the Stage-1lanes to hold a crane during bridge dismantling. The center section of the 
bridge will be lowered without cranes. Caltrans envisions two cranes below the bridge, 
which could be used to assist in lowering remaining pieces of the old bridge. 
Discussions with dismantling companies and Cal trans personnel confirm that there are 
alternatives for dismantling that wouldn't require placing a crane on a Stage-1 bridge 
section.8 

Safety considerations do not justify the excessive width. The proposed bridge is 
in a low-speed zone. An accident that would seriously block all four traffic lanes of the 
proposed bridge would be a rare event indeed. Eliminating the median and reducing 
the shoulders would have little effect on vehicle safety or the ability of emergency 
vehicles to cross the bridge after an accident -- certainly not enough to justify the 
resulting degradation of exceptional coastal resources. More lives could be saved by 
spending the savings from building a narrower bridge on safety improvements at other 
points along Highway 1, which has many sections that are far more dangerous to 
traverse than would be a narrower Noyo Bridge. 

Alignment with roads to north and south provides no justification for excessive 
width. Cal trans has argued that the proposed \vidth of the bridge is justified because it 
will duplicate the planned configuration of the roadways on both ends of the bridge. 

1 People interviewed were: John Anderson, Fort Bragg Crane, Richmond, CA; Tim McKenna, F&M 
l\lafco, Cincinatti, Ohio; Bob Ford, Diamond Dismantling, Detroit, Michigan; NickAbuhamdieh, Office 
of Structure Construction, Cal trans. 
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Highway 1 between Fort Bragg and Mendocino has repeated changes in alignment; • 
thus drivers will be alert to such changes. In any event, the change in alignment will be 
relatively minor, and there will be ample room for gradual transitions. The benefits in 
terms of preseiVation of exceptional coastal resources dominate the relatively minor 
benefits of preseiVing alignment. 

Modified Design Meets Traffic Objectives, Improves Safety, 
Preserves Coastal Resources, and Reduces Construction Costs 

A straightforward modification of the Cal trans design could meet all of the important 
traffic and safety concerns of Cal trans, while maintaining coastal views and greatly 
reducing the negative impact of the bridge on the spaciousness, balance, and 
appearance of the area in which it is placed. Further, the modified design would 
significantly improve the safety of pedestrians. Because the modified bridge would be 
smaller than the proposed bridge, it would cost less to build. 

Many variations on the modification discussed here are possible, including different 
combinations of sidewalk and shoulder widths. The key elements of the proposed 
modification are: 

• Elimination or significant reduction in the central median (to reduce width and 
save money) 

• Reduction in the width of the shoulders (to place drivers closer to the edge of the 
bridge and to save money) 

• Placement of a traffic railing between the sidewalk and shoulder, combined with a 
picket-style pedestrian railing on the outside of the sidewalk (to minimize 
obstruction of views by railings). 

An alternative modified design: four 11.8' vehicle lanes, two 4' shoulders, two 1-foot 
wide traffic railings, and two pedestrian lanes of 6' width, including the pedestrian 
railings. The total width of the bridge would be 69.2'. 

Safety barrier key element in modified design. The vehicle lanes are separated 
from the pedestrian lane on each side by a curb-mounted Wyoming traffic railing. 
Placing the safety barrier adjacent to the traffic lanes has extremely important benefits: 

• Pedestrians are protected from vehicle accidents. With the Caltrans design, 
any vehicle that loses control to the extent that it crashes into the railing will 
cross the sidewalk, endangering those unfortunate enough to be in these 
lanes. Thus, the modified design would save lives lost with the 
proposed Caltrans design. 

• A relatively lightweight iron railing could be used on the outside of the 
pedestrian bicycle lane, because it would not need to withstand vehicle 
impacts. 

• An iron railing would provide almost unobstructed views, because 

• 

the vertical rods in ~ch railings are not visible to moving drivers. • 
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• An iron railing would give the bridge a traditional look, helping 
to preserve the "earlier-era" appearance of Noyo Harbor. 

• The pedestrian lane could be at the same level as the vehicle lanes, one foot 
lower than in the proposed design. This puts the edge of the bridge one~ 
foot lower relative to drivers' eyes, increasing their downward angle of 
vision. They would have almost the same downward view on the proposed 
bridge with a four-foot shoulder and five~ foot sidewalk as on the present 
bridge with its four~ foot pedestrian walkway. In contrast, because of the 
shoulders and the raised sidewalks, the proposed Cal trans design wouldn't 
allow drivers any views of the harbor waters, even were it not for the 
additional view blockage caused by its concrete railing. 

Modified design preserves harbor views. Figures 2-1 and 2-2, Appendix 2, 
contrast drivers' views of the harbor from the modified-design bridge and the proposed 
Cal trans bridge. (Vertical elements of the railings have been omitted because they 
would not be perceived by drivers moving across the bridge.) These Figures show how 
the modified design preseiVes important harbor views, whereas the Cal trans design 
badly degrades these views. 

Modified bridge would better contribute to spaciousness and balance. In 
contrast to the Caltrans design, the modified design would not crowd up against the 
buildings around it. The North Cliff Motel and Cliff House Restaurant would be less 
than 10 feet from the Caltrans bridge. The modified design nearly doubles the space 
between the bridge and these buildings. As required by the Fort Bragg LCP, the 
modified design better "contributes to the character and image of the city as a place of 
beauty, spaciousness and balance." (Emphasis added.) 

Modified bridge would save $3.5 million. The modified bridge would be 69.2 feet 
wide, compared to 86.6 feet for the Caltraus design, a reduction of 17.4 feet. Based on 
Cal trans estimates of incremental cost for bridge width, the modified design would cost 
$3.5 million less to construct.9 

• According to Caltrans testimony to the Coastal Commission, it cost $2 million to add 10 feet to the 
bridge for sidewalks (Chart entitled *'Enhancements and Mitigation Measures Already Included"). 
Therefore, each reduction of 5 feet in bridge width would save $1 million in construction costs. 
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Conclusion 

The proposed Noyo Bridge replacement is the wrong bridge for historic and beautiful 
Noyo Harbor. The design team ignored the existence of alternative railings that could 
preseiVe the spectacular views from the present bridge. It has brought forth a $1 
million mitigation penalty from the Coastal Commission, setting a dangerous 
precedent. I would waste $4.5 million of taxpayers' money. It has angered many 
coastal residents already and will anger even more motorists in the future if it is built. 

I respectfully request that the Transportation Commission disapprove the request for 
funding of the N oyo River Bridge replacement project. 
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MAILING ADDRESS: 
P.O. BOX 7444 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 9412Q-7444 

TELEPHONE 1415) 982·3130 
FACSIMILE 1415} 495-2517 

Steven F. Scholl 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal 
45 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, CA 

JUN 1 7 1959 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMl$$10N 

June 16, 1999 

Commission 
Suite 2000 
94105 

RE: Coastal Development Permit Application No. 1-98-100 
Replacement of Highway One Noyo River Bridge, Fort Bragg 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

This letter is in response to your letter of June 4, '1999, 
regarding the revocation request submitted to your office by Mr • 
Vincent Taylor. In your letter you requested a response from 
the Department by today's date for inclusion in the staff report 
and recommendation. This provided the Department with 7 working 
days to respond to a very delicate matter pertaining to a 
significant public safety project. The Department does not 
believe that this period of time is appropriate. The Department 
will be submitting a written response to Mr. Taylor's 
allegations at a future date and prior to the hearing on the 
matter. The Department is similarly concerned that the 
revocation request was accepted by commission staff for a 
hearing within 2 days of its receipt. It would appear that such 
a significant decision on a public safety project merited more 
than a 2 day review. Additionally, I would note that Department 
staff has already met with Commission staff to address many of 
Mr. Taylor's concerns, and the Department expects that the 
information already provided will be considered in the upcoming 
staff recommendation. 

Finally, by this letter I am requesting a copy of any 
Commission policies or guidelines regarding the standards by 
which a revocation request is deemed to be frivolous or not 
frivolous and subject to a Commission hearing. 

~truly yours, 

...c:q~?~~ 
TONY ANZ~- -
Deputy Attorney 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 
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Tony Anziano letter 
Caltrans Deputy 
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Dharma Cloud Foundation 
P.O. Box 37 
Caspar, CA 95420 
Tel 707 964-6456 Fax 707 964-7520 

June 21, 1999 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont A venue, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
Tel: (415) 904-5200 
Fax: ( 415) 904-5400 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

EXHIBIT NO. 4 

APPLICATION NO. 
R-
Letter of Vince 
Taylor, June 21, 199 

(Page 1 of 10) 

I see from the contents of the letter sent to Steven Scholl by Mr. Anziano on June 16, 1999 
that we share something in common- being attacked by Caltrans for doing our job. This 
type of response by Cal trans -- belligerent and antagonistic, rather than accommodating 
and cooperative -- exemplifies the attitude that Caltrans has exhibited toward all sincere 
efforts to work together to achieve better solutions. I hope that you will not dismiss it as 
"a standard practice" of Cal trans to which you have become inured through repetition, but 
reflect on how it magnifies the antagonistic quality of what ideally should be a cooperative 
process. 

• 

This type of belligerent response is at the core of what I'm trying to change. Consider that 
most citizens have nowhere near the resources that the commission brings to reviews of 
Cal trans projects. When the Caltrans treats all efforts to bring about change as an attack • 
on itself and responds antagonistically, what chance do citizens have to affect the outcome 
of a design process that vitally affects their community's well-being? 

I see the upcoming revocation hearing as an opportunity for the commission to obtain and 
expose to public scrutiny much more information about the standard operating procedures 
followed by Caltrans in responding to citizen input. I fervently hope that you will 
recommend to the commission that it authorize the commission staff to pursue further 
investigation, including obtaining answers to the questions for Caltrans that I have 
submitted to the commission. The evidence that I provided in my Grounds for Revocation 
gives you ample basis for making such a recommendation. 

Thank you for referring my call to you this morning to Bob Merrill. He explained to me 
that you were planning to recommend that the Commission reject my request for 
revocation. In view ofCaltrans's failure to meet the commission's deadline for making a 
written response to the contentions raised in my request, I am surprised at this decision. I 
understand that Mr. Anziano met with you and gave you various verbal arguments, some 
of which Mr. Merrill relayed to me this morning. Without anyone there to rebut his 
points, you apparently were influenced by them. 

I consider it irregular and improper that Cal trans can give the staff arguments verbally, 
rather than in writing as the commission requested. Verbal arguments are not part of the 

• 



• record. I'm thereby put into the position of having to try to answer something that Caltrans 
can later claim it never said. This may seem an unwarranted anxiety on my part, but based 
on Caltrans performance in this case to date, I believe it is highly warranted. However, ifl 
don't respond, Mr. Anziano's contentions will go unanswered. These are not good 
choices, but given that these choices, I prefer to respond. 

• 

• 

To avoid this kind of situation in the future, I request that the commission consider only 
evidence presented in writing, or if Cal trans wishes to make an oral presentation to the 
staff, that I and/or my lawyer be given the opportunity to attend. · I am glad to make the 
reciprocal offer. 

In the remainder of this letter, I will respond to Mr. Anziano's contentions, as I understand 
them based on my conversation with Mr. Merrill. If there are inaccuracies in my 
understanding, please let me know and I will modify my responses accordingly. 

Mr. Anziano apparently made arguments and assertions in two important areas, each of 
which I will consider separately: 

I) that there were not alternative railings fully approved by the federal 
government that Caltrans could have known about sufficiently in advance of 
the March hearing to have included them in its presentation, and 

2) that even had such alternative railings been available and the 
commission had knowledge of them, the knowledge would not have "caused 
the commission to require additional or different conditions on a permit or 
deny an application." 

Contention: No alternative railings fully-approved by the federal 
government were available 
Apparently, Mr. Anziano attempted to create doubt that there were alternative railings that 
were fully accepted by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in the fall of 1998, 
when the controversy arose over the solid concrete railing initially proposed by Cal trans. 
Please rest assured that there were many, many such railings available at that time. I've 
requested that Mr. Richard Powers of the FHW A send me the May 30, 1997 summary 
listing of railings accepted by the FHW A as meeting current crash-test standards. 1 I will 
forward a copy to you for the record as soon as I have received it. Mr. Powers assures me 
that the listing contains a large number of railings. 

In my request for revocation, I provided documentation on several railings that had been 
issued acceptance letters by the FHW A. I understand that Mr. Anziano asserts that, in one 
case the acceptance letter was issued only two days before the permit hearing, making it 

1 Current standards for crash testing are those specified in NCHRP Report 3 50, which was issued in 1993. 
Note that, to be precise, the FHW A never "approves" a railing, but only "accepts" a railing for use on the 
National Highway System. Caltrans used the term" approved" in its testimony; thus I have used the term 
also. Understand that" federally approved" really means "federally accepted." 
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unreasonable for me to term this an available approved railing, and in the other cases that 
the letters of acceptance were qualified. Let me respond. 

NETC railing availability 

First, note that with respect to the 2-Bar Curb-Mounted Railing of the New England 
Transportation Consortium (NETC), it was accepted by the FHW A in May, 1997, as noted 
in the acceptance letter included in Appendix 2 of my Grounds for Revocation. This 2-bar 
railing could serve as the traffic railing in the type of railing system that I proposed as an 
alternative in my testimony at the permit hearing. Thus, there is no question about the 
availability and relevance of this railing. 

With respect to the 4-bar railing of the NETC, I explicitly noted in my Grounds for 
Revocation that the acceptance letter, which was reproduced therein, was issued on March 
11, 1999; thus I was not trying to hide this fact from the commission. However, as I also 
noted: 

" ... the letter requesting approval [for the NETC railing] was dated January 25, 
1998, and crash tests were done in November, 1997; thus information on this 
railing would have been provided if Caltrans had inquired of the FHW A in Fall 
1998 about railings that were or might soon be approved. 2 

Because, as I explain later in this letter, the bridge railing would not have had to be 
available for installation until the end of 1999, I considered and continue to consider the 
NETC railing as a legitimate alternative that should have been presented by Caltrans to the 
commtssmn. 

After Mr. Merrill told me that Mr. Anziano objected to inclusion of the NETC railing as 
an alternative, I checked with Mr. Richard Powers of the FHW A to see why the railing 
took more than a year to approve, a delay that might suggest problems with the railing. 
Upon further checking, he found that the submission date of January 25, 1998 written in 
the acceptance letter was in error. The correct date is January 25, 1999. 

This new information led to the following questions: 1) Why did more than a year elapse 
between crash tests and the request for acceptance, and 2) would Caltrans have been 
informed of this railing if it had inquired of the FHW A in Fall 1998 of railings approved 
or about to be approved? 

Mr. Powers referred me to Charles McDivitt, a Structural Engineer in the Office of Safety, 
Research, and Development of the FHW A. He was the contracting officer's technical 
reference for the NETC railing crash testing, and he explained the reasons for the long 
delay after the crash tests were performed. The essence of his explanation was that 
Southwest Research Institute, which performed the tests, was very tardy in preparing the 
final report, in part because the chief investigator left the organization and in part because 
of technical problems that were time consuming to resolve. There were not problems with 

2 Vince Taylor, Grounds for Revocation of Coastal Commission Permit 1-98-IOOfor Replacement of the 
Noyo Bridge, May 31, 1999, footnote 8, p. 3. 
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the railing, only with getting the necessary test data prepared for submission to the 
FHW A. Obviously, because Mr. McDivitt was closely involved in this process 
throughout 1998, Cal trans would have been informed about the status of the NETC railing 
if it had asked within the FHWA in Fall 1998 of railings approved or about to be 
approved. 

Other referenced railings 

I understand that Mr. Anziano asserted or implied that the other referenced railings were 
not fully accepted by the FHW A. This is incorrect. As shown in the letters included in 
Appendix 2 of my Grounds for Revocation, the Massachusetts and Wyoming railings 
referenced were fully accepted. 

The letter of acceptance for the Wyoming railing, dated July 1, 1996, expressed a desire to 
see some minor design features changed (such as the configuration of the end plate and the 
use of a brace bar for shipping), but it did not condition its acceptance on these changes 
being made (which in any event could be easily done). It also expressed a concern that 
Wyoming use a steel that would not be subject to brittle fracture at extremely low 
temperatures obviously not a problem on the coast of northern California. 

I want to emphasize that the TL-3 version of this railing has been in widespread use in 
Wyoming for at least 21 years. It is a time-tested design. I emphasize this because this is 
the railing type that I would have used in the alternative design I proposed in my 
testimony at the commission hearing on the Noyo Bridge permit, had Caltrans provided 
information on its availability. However, I relied, as did the commission staff on the 
unequivocal, unqualified assertions of Cal trans that no other approved railings were 
available; therefore I proposed use of an unspecified "safety barrier." 

As we all know now, there were many approved traffic railings that could have been used. 
Because this type of railing system (traffic railing combined with pedestrian railing) is 
well known within Caltrans, the Caltrans project staff could have told the commission that 
this was an acceptable alternative rather than maintaining to the commission staff, as I 
document in my Grounds for Revocation, that "the 'see-through' barrier incorporated in 
the project is the only one currently approved." 

The other referenced railing, the Massachusetts S3-TL-4 Steel Bridge Railing, flush­
mounted design, was fully accepted for use on sidewalks of any width. This is the 
configuration that would be appropriate for the Noyo Bridge. Other discussion in the 
acceptance letter referred to testing of a curb-mounted design; but this is not relevant to 
the Noyo Bridge. 

Summary 

No points raised by Mr. Anziano detract in any degree from the validity of my contention 
that at the time Cal trans was denying their existence, there were a number of federally 
approved railings.· 
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Contention: Knowledge of alternative railings would not have 
affected the commission's decision 

As I understand Mr. Anziano's argument, even had Caltrans presented the commission 
with alternative, federally safety-approved railings, it would have argued to the 
commission that incorporating any of these into the No yo Bridge would have entailed 
unacceptable delays. Therefore, even though they may have omitted information on 
alternative, federally safety-approved railings, this omission would have not caused the 
commission to reach a different decision or impose different conditions. 

My understanding is that Mr. Anziano gave the following reasons why the other 
alternative railings would have entailed unacceptable delays: 

1) " significant" time would be needed to assure that the federally 
approved railings meet California safety standards, and 

2) current Caltrans policy is to use only concrete railings because they 
have lower maintenance costs than metal railings; so the use of metal see­
through railings would require a change in Caltrans policy - which according 
to Mr. Anziano could not be done quickly. 

Question One: Do California crash-test standards differ from federal 
standards? 

The first reason given by Mr. Anziano is that federally approved railings would still 
require time-consuming additional testing to meet state safety standards. As I documented 
in my request for revocation, Eldon Davisson, who is Chief or the Office of Structural 
Design, under whom is conducted all bridge design and state crash testing, told me that 
California will structurally accept a railing that is accepted by the FHWA.3 Before you 
accept a different position from Cal trans, I would think you should require a statement 
from Mr. Davisson contradicting my citation of him. To my knowledge, Caltrans has not 
provided you with such a statement, which it could easily have done by now. 

But, even beyond the statement made by Mr. Davisson, I am highly skeptical that there is 
any significant difference in federal and state crash-test procedures and standards because 
the crash-test procedures required for federal acceptance of a railing are extremely 
detailed, complex, and expensive to conduct. 

The crash-test procedures required for federal acceptance are specified in NCHRP Report 
350. For example, to achieve acceptance by the FHWA as a Test Level4 (TL-4) railing, 
the railing must be subjected to a crash tests for 1) a small sedan, 2) a pickup truck, and 3) 
an 18,000 lb. single-unit van truck. Each of these vehicles must meet specified 
measurements for center-of-gravity above the ground and distance between wheels. Each 
of these vehicles must be crashed into the test railing at a specified angle and rate of 
speed. Detailed acceleration, deceleration, and visual data must be recorded. 

3 Ibid., p.6. 
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Given the difficulty and expense of conducting the federal tests, and their very high 
standards for safety, I have great difficulty in believing that California conducts 
additional, more demanding crash tests. But, whether I am correct or not is easily 
resolved by asking Cal trans to provide the commission with copies of its written manuals 
specifying safety standards that it applies to bridge railings. You should also ask Caltrans 
to identify specific differences between Caltrans standards and the NCHRP Report 350 
standards used by the Federal Highway Administration in certifying railing designs. 

I want to stress the importance of getting Cal trans to provide copies of its approved 
specifications, not simply a general description of its standards. The purpose of this 
proceeding is to determine whether the commission can rely upon statements from 
Cal trans personnel; therefore it is of the highest importance to require that Cal trans 
provide detailed documentation of any claims that it makes. 

Question Two: Would Caltrans policy on concrete railings have precluded 
the commission's decision from being influenced by knowledge that 
alternative, safety-approved railings existed? 

The second reason given by Mr. Anziano is that current Caltrans policy is to standardize 
on concrete railings and that changing this policy would take so long that alternative metal 
railings could not be used on a "time-urgent seismic-safety" project. 

When I first heard this argument, I didn't know whether to laugh or cry --laugh because 
it is so patently ridiculous a reason for ruling out a railing that would preserve the highly 
scenic views from the Noyo Bridge, or cry out of frustration because Caltrans once again 
is citing its internal requirements as justification for rejecting an alternative that it can find 
no substantive reason to reject. 

The first point I want to emphasize is that this argument is a perfect example of how 
Caltrans has responded whenever I've refuted one of its "reasons" for rejecting an 
alternative. It brings up another "reason," then another reason, until when all else fails, it 
cites" Caltrans requirements." 

You and the commission should be absolutely clear that during the permit process the only 
reason that Caltrans cited for not using a better see-through railing was that there were no 
other safety-approved railings. If Caltrans had other substantive reasons why it couldn't 
use alternative railings, it would certainly have cited them. But, it cited no other reason. 

Rick Knapp said in a letter to the mayor of Fort Bragg," At that [September 16, 1998] 
meeting, Cal trans committed to include a see-through railing design if we could get an 
approved, safety-tested design before construction of the project." 4 Note well the 
underlined phrase. The only qualification Mr. Knapp made was "an approved, safety­
tested design." 

4 Letter from Rick Knapp to Michelle White, January 13, 1999, included as Exhibit 18 of the Staff Report 
on Application No. 1-98-100. Emphasis added. 
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Karen Tatman, Project Manager for the Noyo Bridge, responding to a citizen complaint 
about the obliteration of views by the solid concrete railing initially proposed for the Noyo 
Bridge, wrote: 

A recently tested see-through railing developed by Caltrans passed the required 
safety crash tests and is in the approval process with the Federal Highway 
Administration, FHW A. We agree that see-through railing should be used at this 
site and we will include this railing in our design. 5 

Again, I want you to note that the only cited requirement for use on the project was 
passing "the required safety crash tests." 

Now that I have shown that there are a number of alternative, superior see-through railings 
that have "passed the required safety crash tests," Cal trans is falling back to its last line of 
defense: "They don't meet Caltrans requirements." In this instance, the "requirement" is 
that the railings must be concrete in order to minimize maintenance costs. 

Given Cal trans very tardy assertion of this tired class of excuse, I would think the 
commission staff would attach little weight to it. But, since you appear to be taking it 
seriously, you should ask Caltrans some questions whose answers will help to inform the 
commission about this supposed insurmountable barrier to metal railings. 

The concrete-only railing excuse can be broken down into two parts, both of which must 
be true if it is to stand as a reason for rejecting all metal railings: 1) current Cal trans policy 
is that only concrete railings are acceptable to it, and 2) changing this policy would take so 
long that alternative metal railings could not be used on a "time-urgent seismic-safety" 
project. Consider each of these in turn. 

Only concrete railings are acceptable to Caltrans 

First, it is worth noting that the railing proposed by Caltrans has a metal top rail and 
numerous vertical bars in the 11" horizontal opening. Thus, Cal trans is currently willing 
to accept " some" metal components on bridge railings. 

Second, the Caltrans Redwood Creek Bridge, which I cited in revocation request, has a 
pedestrian railing that is entirely metal. The engineering drawings supplied to me are 
dated December 15, 1986- only 2-112 years ago. Thus, ifCaltrans has a policy against 
metal railings, it is less than 2-112 years old. 

Caltrans should be asked to respond to the following: 

1) Please provide the written Caltrans regulations that specify acceptable construction 
materials for bridge railings. 

2) Please give the date when the restriction to concrete for bridge railings was mandated? 

5 Letter from Karen A. Tatman to Phillip Sharples, responding to a comment by him on the lack of a views 
from the proposed bridge, October 29, 1998. 
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3) Please provide the commission with a list of any bridges that have been designed since 
the time that the restriction to concrete for bridge railings was mandated and that 
contain metal in the railings. 

The requested answers and information will let the commission know exactly what is the 
regulation being cited as preventing the use of metal railings, how long the policy has 
been in place, and how strictly it has been enforced. If the responses show that the policy 
does not exclude all use of metal railings, the concrete-only excuse would not have been a 
valid reason for Caltrans to reject the alternative see-through railings. 

Further, the responses will be relevant to determining the validity of the second part of the 
concrete-only railing excuse. 

The time required to change the concrete-only railing policy would be 
unacceptably long 

If the staff is to determine that knowledge of alternative see-through railings wouldn't 
have affected its decision, it needs to accept Mr. Anziano's assertion that changing this 
policy would have taken and "unacceptably long time." 

The first point is that accepting a metal railing on the Noyo Bridge would not require a 
change in overall policy. As I noted in my oral testimony at the March hearing: 

They [Caltrans personnel] have it totally within their power to make exceptions to 
any of these rules and regulations. It is laid right out in their design manual, to 
make an exception, and all that it requires to get that approved is a signature of the 
project manager and the project development coordinator, another internal Caltrans 
official.6 

In the context of this hearing, where the staff report stated that Cal trans said it would take 
2-4 years to develop and test an alternative railing, the ability of Caltrans to make 
exceptions to its design standards did not persuade a majority of the commission to deny 
the permit. However, even in this circumstance, the vote for the permit was only 5 to 4. 

Suppose instead that the commission knew of the alternative railings and that the issue had 
come down solely to whether or not Caltrans was willing to make an exception to its 
concrete-only railing policy. Mr. Douglas, are you certain in your own mind that in this 
circumstance the commission would have made the same decisions? Are you certain 
enough to recommend to the commission that it reject, without further investigation, my 
request for revocation? I would like to receive your answers to these questions. 

How much time is available to Caltrans to fully qualify a railing for the No yo 
Bridge 

In judging the merits of Mr. Anziano's contention that delays in approval of federally 
approved railings for the Noyo Bridge would have taken "too long" given that the bridge 

6 Reporters Transcript of Proceedings, State of California Coastal Commission, Appeal No. A-1-99-06 and 
Application No. 1-98-100, Friday, March 12, 1999. 
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replacement is a seismic-safety project, the staff and commission should recognize that the 
railing would not have been needed for quite some time. Even on the accelerated bidding 
schedule proposed by Caltrans in testimony submitted to the commission, a contractor was 
not expected to begin work until August 1, 1999. Then, according to Caltrans: 

With the contractor working seven days per week, it is possible [emphasis added] 
that all of the water work (trestle construction, falsework piles driven in the river, 
and cofferdams placed) could be completed by October 15, 1999 within the 
requirements of construction permits. This would allow the contractor to work all 
winter constructing the new footings and the new abutments. 7 

The construction of the new bridge sections could not be begun until the phase of work 
described above were completed, presumably in March 2000, and the railings would not 
have been needed prior to that time. As the alternative railings are already in use in other 
parts of the country, the railing components should be readily obtainable. At a minimum, 
therefore, Caltrans would have had until January 2000 to make whatever qualifications, 
policy changes, and exceptions were required to utilize the superior railing alternatives. 
Not every aspect of the alternative railings would have needed to be resolved at the time 
of the permit hearing. 

Delays in the Noyo Bridge not "unacceptable" to Caltrans 

Throughout the permit process Caltrans emphasized that the Noyo Bridge project was an 
important seismic safety project and that any delays in the project were unacceptable. Mr. 
Anziano rang the same tocsin in his June 16, 1999 letter to Steven Scholl, chastising the 
commission's actions on" a very delicate matter pertaining to a significant safety project." 

From the statements coming forth from Caltrans, one would think that they would do 
everything in its power to move the project ahead as fast as possible. Its actions however, 
show that the vital necessity of replacing the bridge "as quickly as possible" 8 disappeared 
quite quickly once it had its Coastal Commission in hand. Following the imposition of the 
$1 million mitigation fee by the commission, Caltrans undertook an internal review that 
was not completed until April16, 1999. The self-imposed delay meant that Caltrans could 
not meet the tight schedule that it had proposed to the commission for completing in-water 
construction by October 15, 1999. In announcing the outcome of its review, Caltrans 
stated," ... it is not likely that significant work will be accomplished this year." 9 Because 
of the conditions of its permits, the delay caused by Cal trans meant that work on the No yo 
Bridge could not begin until June 2000. Caltrans may rejoin that the delay in seeking 
funding approval was caused by the lack of a permit from the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, North Coast Region, rather than by its internal review. This would be 
disingenuous, because without obtaining this permit, Caltrans did apply for and receive 
funding approval at the June 7-8 meeting of the California Transportation Commission. 

7 Staff Report ofthe California Coastal Commission, Appeal No.: A-1-FTB-99-06, Exhibit 19. 
8 Rick Knapp, Reporters Transcript of Proceedings, op. cit., p. 23. 
9 News Release #99-063, Caltrans, District 1, April16, 1999. 
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In Conclusion 
Upon analysis, none of the assertions or arguments made verbally by Mr. Anziano have 
any validity. The information I have provided herein should persuade you to recommend 
to the commission that they authorize you to further investigate my contentions and to 
request answers from Caltrans to the questions that I have provided to the commission. 

Sincerely, 

Vince Taylor 
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Figure 2-1 
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Modified New Noyo Bridge -
Wyoming Traffic Railing and 

Picket-Style Pedestrian Railing 
Small Sedan View 

Vince Taylor, Dharma Cloud Foundation 
May 23, 1999 
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• 
Proposed Noyo Bridge 
"See-Through Railing" 

Small Sedan View 

• 

Vince Taylor, Dharma Cloud Foundation 
March 8, 1999 
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Mr. "~f 
match. We have an approved federal document. We will be 

using state and federal funds, for sure. If we have run out 

3 of the seismic bond measures between now and then, we will 

4 use state funding, and federal funding. It doesn't matter. 

5 

,,~~ 7 
/ 

8 

~~ 9 (-_;;, 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

• 

All of that money is already programmed for projects. If we • 
have to come up with $2 million, it will have to come from 

another project. 

I would be happy to respond to any other comments 

that were raised that challenged things that Caltrans has 

done. One would be, I guess, the see-through railing. 

Certainly, there are numerous see-through railings. They 

don't meet standards. And, we don't get to set stang,ards in 
• 

Fort Bragg, you know, for national highways, federally 

supported highways. We go through rigorous testing of 

railings, and we were able to be successful in accelerating 

that testing process, in order to get the first see-through 

safety railing approved. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: Two minutes. 

MR. KNAPP: As was pointed out by your last speaker 

CHAIR WAN: You will have to wind up. 

MR. KNAPP: -- there are lots of solid ones that 

are being built. And, that is why, because we didn't have an 

approved safety one. 

CHAIR WAN: Thank you . 
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3 

4 comments. 

MR. KNAPP: Thank you. 

CHAIR WAN: I am going to go back to staff. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: Just a couple of 

5 First of all, the staff was very aware of the 

76 • 

6 safety issue here, and that is why we support the construc-

7 tion of a new bridge, and we applaud many of the features 

8 that are built into the design of the bridge that provide 

9 physical access. We didn't have a problem with that. 

10 We did wrestle with the question of design, and 

11 scale, and, you know, how it would fit into the community, .... 
12 but we were also told, in no uncertain terms, that any delay 

13 or redesign like that would defeat the new bridge. 

14 And, so we really narrowed our focus on the 

15 question of visual resources, and how to mitigate the impacts 

16 of the bridge, and the rail, on visual resources, and that is 

17 how we came up with the Condition No. 6. And, that is really 

18 the only issue, I think, in contention. We don't disagree 

19 with the construction of a new bridge. It would be nice if 

20 it could be smaller, but that is not something that we 

21 decided to focus on. 

22 The Commission has faced, on numerous occasions, 

23 Caltrans' projects where your conditions of mitigation were 

24 argued, or characterized as conditions that would kill the 

25 project, only to find that somehow there was a way found to 
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make both the project work, and implement mitigation 

2 measures. 

3 We tried to craft a condition here that mitigates 

4 for adverse impacts on visual resources, that is workable, 

5 that is reasonable, and feasible. We didn't have a lot of 

6 time to do that. We are certainly ope~ to any suggestions 

7 from the Commission. We will answer any questions that you 

s may have. It is, obviously, a judgment call for.you to make, 

9 in terms of whether or not you think that this condition is, 

10 first of all, necessary, or whether or not it ought to be 

11 modified in a manner that would work. 

12 I was intrigued by the comments from the Caltrans' 

13 representative that there are funds available for, what they 

14 called, enhancements, that could lead to carrying out this 

15 condition, but something that works so that we don't just 

16 lose the visual resource without some sort of offset. That 

17 is what we are concerned about. 

18 CHAIR WAN: Thank you. 

19 Commissioner Desser. 

20 COMMISSIONER DESSER~ Listening to this discussion, -21 both with regard to our staff, and Caltrans, I am reminded of 

22 the expression that when all you have is a hammer, everything 

23 looks like a nail. 

24 I think that I found the testimony of Mr. TayloE_ 

25 quite compelling, and I am interested in a site-specific 
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1 solution to this, and I think that what makes our coast • 2 unique is its very visual and topological characteristics, 

3 and I am not persuaded that because these are the kinds of 

4 techniques that are used other places to build bridges, 

5 clearly that hasn't been one of the letters pointed out 

6 satisfying to ~he mayors of Oakland and San Francisco. 

7 Similarly, I don't think that it is going to be satisfying in 

8 this case, here. 

9 And, as to our staff, I don't think that finding 

10 another place for views really gets at the problem that is 

11 raised by constructing a bridge in this way. 

12 I also do not appreciate the tactics -- if indeed 

13 that is what they are -- that have been used by Caltrans to 

14 

15 

threaten interminable delays, if we don't agree to these 

designs. 

16 So, I would like to hear a little bit more about 

17 why site-specific design isn't appropriate, or possible in 

18 this case. 

19 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: I think we would ask 

20 the Caltrans' representative to respond. 

21 Our staff did have discussions with them, about a 

22 redesign, narrowing of the bridge, and other kinds of issues 

23 that deal with the scale, and we were told that that delay 

24 and the costs associated with that would probably kill the 

25 project, and so we relied on that. 

• 

• 
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• 1 COMMISSIONER DESSER: And, I guess I just want to 

2 point out that either way, we are going to be living with 

3 this bridge for a very, very long time, so if it takes a 

4 little bit longer to design the riqht thing, that we are ------5 going to be living with.for the next 40 years, that seems 

6 like a small price to pay up front. 

7 CHAIR WAN: Did you want to have the gentleman from 

8 Caltrans come up? 

9 MR. KNAPP: Thank you. I want to mention one brief 

10 thing, and then ask Karen to come up and explain exactly why 

11 the bridge needs to be the width it is, and the config-

12 uration. 

13 The comment about the tactics, I have heard this 

14 kind of thing, in which we were using scare tactics, and we 

• 15 were threatening that we were going to take away the project, 

• 

.16 and that sort of thing, and that concerned me very much, and 

17 that is the reason I wrote the January 13 letter, which is 

18 Exhibit 18 in your package. I would urge you to take a close 

19 look at that, and I said -- you know, I was even, in the 

20 January 24, after I explained that entire thing, somebody got 

21 up and said, "You are trying to use scare tactics on us. You 

22 are trying to twist the arms of the public, of the city 

23 council," and to me, you know, kind of suggests that the city 

24 council doesn't have a mind of its own, that they didn't 

25 conclude that this was a good project. They, in fact, 
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1 overturned the planning commission's denial of the appeal. I 

2 attended that meeting. I explained all of this stuff, and as 

3 a matter of fact I got an opportunity to get up and ask and 

4 respond to the question that we were using fear tactics. 

5 What I am saying is that I can't tell you. I am 

6 not the California Transportation Commission. I cannot tell 

7 you, if I go back and say, "We increased the cost of this 

8 project by 20 percent already, from $20 million to $24 

9 million," that was the maximum flexibility we had, "we've 

10 spent $4 million more, and I need $2 million more." 

11 I cannot tell you, and I know how excruciatingly 

12 painful it is when we go back and ask for more money, so I 

13 know management of our organization will have to look at it 

14 and say, "Do we want to go back and ask for that additional 

15 money?" 

16 And, I also know that that project that is 

17 suggested by staff is not necessarily feasible. We go out 

18 and appraise a piece of property, and we say that property is 

19 worth $250,000 we cannot give someone $1 million for it, 

20 because it is a gift of public funds; therefore, it is not 

21 feasible. Then you are going off some other place to build 

22 some unknown project somewhere. 

23 I hope that explains -- I really and truly -- I 

24 went to the meeting on the 24th. I spent a long time, a lot 

25 more time than I had the opportunity to spend today to 
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1 explain and answer every single question, and we have had 

2 numerous meetings, open houses, on this project. We have a 

3 Web Page, an interactive Web Page so that we would deal with 

4 every single comment and question that came up. 

5 And, I asked the city council, if you can point to 

6 a single project in your community that has had the kind of 

7 community outreach and involvement than our project, please 

8 tell me what project that is. And, no one came forward with 

9 anything like that. 

10 Somebody stood up and said there were a lot of 

11 opponents, or there are some opponents to this project, and 

12 an individual said, "I've talked to those people that are the 

13 opponents, and not one of them seemed to agree with one 

14 another on what we should build." And, I think you are 

15 seeing that with the Bay Bridge in San Francisco, there are a 

16 lot of differences of opinion, and your staff indicated it is 

17 a judgment decision on the type of bridge. 

18 Karen could easily explain to you again about the 

19 segmented approach, where you have to build the bridge on 

20 each side. If we have to build a bridge on each side, and 

21 not just stop traffic, in order to do all of this retrofit 

22 work, then we have to have enough room to Erovide for one 
.. 

23 lane of traft1c, and a shoulder. And, if we don't have that. 

24 then we are going to have a situation that will not meet the 

25 safety needs of the public, the pedestrians, the bicyclists, 
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1 and the motorists. 

2 And, if you could give Karen about a minute, I • 3 think she could really clarify that for you. 

4 Thank you very much. 

5 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: You can take the 

6 microphone, please. 

7 

8 

MS. TATMAN: Oh, yes. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: We need this on the 

9 record. 

10 

11 

MS. TATMAN: Thank you, sorry about that. I'm not 

used to working with microphones. 

\ 12 I would direct your attention to Exhibit 19, which 

~J r:: 
15 

16 

is titled Noyo River Bridge Replacement Projes:;t Fregnently 

Asked Questions, as you can imagine this has been a 

frequently asked question. 

Caltrans owns 100-feet of right-of-way through 

17 area of Fort Bragg, and as you probably noted in the 

18 pictures, and as staff recognizes, there are several 

19 businesses, very close to our right-of-way. In fact, the one 

20 on the south-west corner, the Cliff House Restaurant, is 

21 barely 6-feet outside of our right-of-way. In fact, they 

22 even have a walkway with, kind of an overhang protection 

23 thing that actually comes very close to our right-of-way, and 

24 their landscaping is actually on our right-of-way. We have 

25 extremely limited room to build a new bridge in here, and 
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1 that is what is driving the issue. 

2 In order to maintain one lane of traffic in each 

3 direction, we can't touch the existing bridge. It can't be 

4 partially dismantled. You can't strip off one little piece, 

5 and leave the rest. There is only 26 feet available for 

6 traffic right now. Any less than that doesn't make sense. 

7 You can't go down to one-lane traffic control, because there 

8 is no detour around, so we have to leave the existing bridge 

9 alone, so that we maintain one lane in each direction. 

10 So, what we do is build the minimum amount of 

11 bridge outside, and we build it in pieces. Stage 1, we are 

12 actually building 25.3 feet of bridge. And, that is 

13 accounted for, again, in Exhibit 19, and Vince Taylor 

14 mentioned only building 16 feet of bridge width. In fact, 

15 that is what we are building, but that 16 feet is from here 

16 to here. What Vince doesn't recognize, and hasn't recognized 

17 throughout our discussions -- I've been talking with Vince 

18 since last August. We have had some very nice discussions 

19 we also need, because you have the end of the bridge here, 

20 you have to have some k-rail to keep people from driving into 

21 the existing bridge. We are going to have to have some 

22 construction workers on that side of the k-rail walking 

23 along, so we have to provide that. We are only providing 

24 one-foot of width. 

25 COMMISSIONER DESSER: Can I ask you a question? 
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MS. TATMAN: Certainly. 

COMMISSIONER DESSER: I drive a lot on Highway One, 

all up and down, and drive back and forth between the Bay 

area and Pt. Reyes, and depending on the way I go, often I 

find that a lane is cut down to one --

MS. TATMAN: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER DESSER: -- and there are Caltrans 

crews that are stopping traffic, in one direction or another, 

while traffic is coming through. Why can't you do -- this is 

substantially cheaper, too, I should think. Why can't you do 

that kind of a solution here? 

MS. TATMAN: Our traffic studies show that if we go 

down to one lane of traffic, anytime between 6:00 a.m. and 

9:00p.m., that we will back traffic up all the way through 

town. 

The unique situation here is there are no detours. 

Local traffic can't just go another way around and bypass the 

construction. 

And, we are talking about --

COMMISSIONER DESSER: I live in Sausalito, and I -­

and traffic sometimes gets backed up --

MS. TATMAN: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER DESSER: -- and that is the price we 

pay. 

MS. TATMAN: We are also talking about a very long 
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2 

MS. TATMAN: I am sorry, I don't have the 

availability of the technical studies. 

86 

3 My understanding, through downtown, from talking to 

4 our traffic folks, is that if we delay, if we drop down to 

5 one-lane traffic control, between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 

6 9:00 p.m. traffic will back up all the way through town, 

7 which is a couple of miles. 

8 CHAIR WAN: Just a quick question, as a follow up 

9 on what Commissioner Desser said. 

10 You have two -- the two outside structures? 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

MS. TATMAN: Yes, here and here. 

CHAIR WAN: Are each of those two lanes? 

MS. TATMAN: No, each of those --

CHAIR WAN: Each of those is --

MS. TATMAN: -- is carrying one 

CHAIR WAN: -- one lane? 

MS. TATMAN: -- lane. They will carry a -- from the 

18 inside edge of this k-rail, there is a 12-foot lane, a 4-foot 

19 narrow shoulder, which we consider 4-feet shoulder to be 

20 acceptable during construction, and then we also construct -21 the sidewalk. 

22 On one of the bridges, the westerly structure, we 

23 

24 

25 

actually don't build the sidewalk in the first stage, and the 

reason is that a crane$ in order to dismantle the existing 
:'- -

structure -- widch we start to do in stage 2 -- only during 
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term situation here. We are not talking about a day, or a 

week's worth. We are talking about two years worth of 
, 

construction. The locals of Fort Bragg have told us that 

they don't want to see one lane of construction. 

In fact, when we shut down one lane to do some 

paving through town, Rick Knapp could probably tell you how 

many phone calls he got about people upset being delayed 

going through town. 

What we have developed here is a plan that doesn't 

delay traffic at all, and if we can accomplish that, and meet 

the needs, and do these enhancements of shoulders, sidewalks, 

and match the roadway on either side, that is the plan we 

were looking for, and a plan that doesn't impact the adjacent 

businesses. That is what we have strived for, and that is 

what we have achieved. 

COMMISSIONER DESSER: Did you consider traffic 

delays in the EIR that you did? was that anything? what kind 

of delays are your talking about? 

MS. TATMAN: Did we quantify the traffic delays? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Member of the audience off 

the microphone.} 

MS. TATMAN: Yes, we did. It is considered in the 

negative declaration. 

COMMISSIONER DESSER: What kind of numbers did you 

-- how long? what was the traffic delay? 

• 

• 
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1 the day. We end up having to put, for a short period of 

2 time, 2 lanes of traffic on this westerly structure, because 

3 the crane needs to sit on the easterly structure. That is a 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

very limited period of time, in which that happens. 

And, I believe Vince Taylor, in his information to - ... 
you, says he has talked to some crane o~erators, and there 

are actually some cranes that can dismantle this bridge and 

don't need to sit up there at all, so therefore we can build 

less width. 

10 _.Bu~ I would point out to you that we are concerned 

11 also about pedestrian access and bicycle access durin~ 

12 construction, not just the final configuration, but also 

13 during construction, and that is why we are providing a 

14 12-foot lane, and a 4-foot shoulder, and building one of the 

15 sidewalks during the first stage of construction. 

16 COMMISSIONER DESSER: And, how long do you 

17 anticipate construction taking under these various scenarios? 

18 MS. TATMAN: Altogether, about two years. I think 

19 about a year to get these, this first stage done 1 then 

20 probably a month or two to dismantle the existing structure, 

21 and then another like 10 to 12 months to get this 

22 

23 

CHAIR WAN: All right, If you don't mind --

MS. TATMAN: center piece built. 

24 CHAIR WAN: -- I am going to move on to the next 

25 question . 
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1 Commissioner Dettloff. • 
2 COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: This is a question of 

3 staff, and I just really want some clarification, in my own 

4 mind. 

5 You, then, the staff, I am going to assume, came to 

6 the conclusion that although you have made suggestions this 

7 morning on the design of the railings, that because I don't 

a see a condition that directly addresses that, you came to the 

9 conclusion that the design of this particular system that 

10 Caltrans is proposing, with some views, would be acceptable. 

11 And, then the width of the bridge was not something 

12 that became a point of study with the Commission. And, I am 

13 wondering if you had access to the statements, or the 

14 proposals made by Mr. Taylor, when you were going over? • 

15 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: Well, first of all, 

16 relative to the design of the rail, we did discuss with 

17 Caltrans the possibility of a redesign, and they went through 

18 what it would take to meet the safety standards, the crash 

19 tests, and all of that, and that that delay, and the costs, 

20 would make it prohibitive. 

21 So, we pretty much felt that there wasn't a 

22 feasible alternative to the rail design, even though we 

23 thought that technically there probably could be a more see-

24 through kind of rail, and that is why we focused on the 

25 mitigation of the visual --
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COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: Exactly. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: -- impacts, and that 

is how we carne up with Condition 6. 

COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: So, we really have come 

down to what the Coastal Act demands of both the staff and 

the Commission, and that is visual resources, and thus 

Condition No. 6. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: That's right. 

COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: So, we have taken it down 

to, we have narrowed our focus as to what our requirements to 

meet the Coastal Act are. 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: That was our view of 

it, because we felt that we weren't expert to redesign and 

exactly what you were presented was presented to us, and we 

pretty much had to take what they represented. 

COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: So, we have had several 

examples, by public comment, on various railings that are 

being used around the state, but I think the comment made 

during their presentation by Caltrans that many of those 

railings no longer meet state or federal safety requirements. 

Is that a true statement? 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR DOUGLAS: That is what we were 

told, yes, and we have no reason to question that. 

COMMISSIONER DETTLOFF: Thank you. 

CHAIR WAN: Commissioner Nava. 
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1. Why is the brldp .,.. replaced? 
• It is vulnerable to major seismic damage in its cxilfiq CODditioa. 

• It needs to be sandblasted aDd paimed.. 

• It needs to be ltiUCt\JliUy repaital. 

• It needs to be widcDed to allow access for disabled iodividuUs. (Page 1 of 5) 

• Maintenance costs on this »year old bridge coatinuc tD rise. 

• If the existillg bridge were to be widened, it would need to be suucturaDy improved. · 
1Dcteasing the bridp weight 184 ~ its abildy tO cmy "pemait' loads such as 
large trucks a.od equipwat. 

• The mna.inJng service life ls.esrimed at 20 years mnjmum 

• AlJ. analysla of the costs to seismically mrofit. paint, wklca. and maintain the existing 
bridge sbows dial amstruction of a new brid&e is !llOI\\ cost tfl'ecti'Ve. 

Z. How wUI the aew bridp be fCJIIItnlded? 
Tbe first stage of coastruction would build tbe outer sections of die aew bridge to 
accommodate oac Jaao of traffic in eac:b clin:ction. lbJa is acccssazy 10 that existing 
rraff.u: isn't delayed by ooe way traffic control or stopped a.ltogetber •. 

foJJowing completion of tbe first ~ traffic would be m.oved off of 1be exisliug bridge 
and onto the new partially coropJcted bridge structures. 

Tbc second stage of co.nstruction would remove the exisdng midge IDd CODDeCt the twO 
OWer brid&e scaloos to cn:ar.e tbc fiu.l coafigwatio.n. 

lbe existing sttuctnte cannot be removed or even partially tCIIII:JVed to create mare space. 
Tbere are no dctoura available and tbc existing bridge caDD.Ot be partlally dismantled to 
reduce the existing width or create more room. 

1 Caa it be replaced with a narrower structure? 
No. Not without acceptiDg major impacts to motorized andlor aOD-.motorized tJaffic 
during ccmsttucti~. 

1be cx.isdDg bridge is3•· wide ud caaies 2lanes of uaftic. The c:dpl of die exiJdD& 
deck are each 17• from the roadway CCDterliDc. Clltraas owas 100' of filld of way or 50' 
west and east of centerliac. 

Space is needed betwc:ea the edge of the aistina structure IOd abo cclp of die aow bridge 
sectioas in StAae 1. We would nomWly .now up to S' of &piCe betweea bridp clc:cb 
due to safety, c:on.strudioa. and selcmic needs. On chis project. we ta ~oWID& 1' of 
space becwcc:D. the edge of tbe exisling bri4gc acd any ocw COJISU'UCtton. 'Ibis leaves 32' 
of spac:8 available OD eacb side of the cxisrin& brid&e for coastruction of tbe DIW brid&e 
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The easterly Jridge section needs to caay oae laae of ttal& and ~DOn· 
motorized traffiC. It abo nccda bridge rail and sidewalk to the ouaJde pbu a temporary 
rail on the imide and some add.iticoal widlb inside for coosauctim worba ID srmd on 
during the next construction stage. The easterly brid&e sectioa will be 25.3' wide; 1.6' 
rail, S' sidewalk, 4' shoulder, 12' Jane, 2' tempol'lly k·rail, aad 0.7' bridge ovabaa1. 
This wi.dch is ~eswy for construction safety of traffic, non·motmized trlft\c. ad 
construction. workers. 

The westerly bridge sccriou will matcl1 the easterly bridge sedioa &ad carry oae laue ot 
traffic also, but with one exception. It will not have a sidewalk built iDitially. 1be 
additional width will be used to accommodate two lanes of traffic cklriq a limited period 
of time when a large piece of equipmcm will need to sit on tbc easterly 1mdp sectioft to 
begin dismantling the existing bridge. Duringtiiii time, the easterly bridp will not be 
available to traffic during the day. The westerly bridge scctiGD will be 25.3' wide; 1.6' 
. rail, 5' outside shoulder, 12'1ane. 4• inside shoulder, 2' temporary k·rail, and 0.7'brid&e 
overhang. 

To provide less than these temporary construction widths would mean th3t eilbcr some or 
all of the pedestrian, disabled. bicycle. and motorized traffic would be subject to major 
delays or would be unab1c to get across the bridge allogethcr durin& cautructioD. 

. . 
Other consuuctioo staging scenarios thal allow naaowct structures impact die adjacent 
buW1esses by going outside of existiD.g state right of way. These arc disaacd in the 
final environmental document 

4. Why Is there a mediaD? . . . . . 
After striping the bridge for 8' shoulders, and four 12' lueS, tbc= il eoouP mom in tbe 
center to create a median. On this bridge, a median wDl: · · 
• Provide space between opposin& lanes of traffJC thar helps reduce tbc poteDtial for 

tad on accidents. 
• Match up with the median oo either side of tbe bridge that provides cilbc: left tun1 

channelization at intersections or a two way Jcft rum Jane between intetsectioas. 

s. Wh78t sboulden? 
ln general, shoulders are pJaccd to accommodate stopped vehicles aad for eaa&CDCY usc. 
Eight·foot shoulders are standard for botb two laDe ud foar laDe DeW staucmres. A1 dais 
location, within a city ud on die Pldfic Coast Bib .Roate, tbc Deed 10 am *"""'daOda! · 
bicycle traffic is further justification for ildbcriDs to tbcse staodards. EtccpdM•IO 
standard 8' shoulders may be mad&: ill instaaces wb= tbey cannot n=uoaah')' be 
coasuucted or the eost iJ exOTbitiDt. 

.... ·:·~. ;· .. 

6. Is tbe proposed brlcJp aut of sale or too --''•! 
The proposed new brid&e will match the roadway cross sectioa ar ach eDd upoll 
completion of the Route 1 Ma.in Sr:r=t operational Jmprovcmmtt project stbocluled 10 
start iD the summer of 1999. To provide anything leas would be out of scale. The MaiD 
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.Noyo toYer .unoge te.cptaccaat .t'l'OJOCt rmquenuy ASked (JUcstioDI 

Street project, approved by the City of Port Brag, will widen. n:pavc IDd IHb.'ipe the 
roadway from the Route 2011 i.JlmrsectiC.ro Oat Street to iacludo four 12' traffic: Jaacs, a 
12' median, two 8' shoulders with sidcwalb .ia tbc dowutowa. Tbe four Ulftic lues, 
median. shoulders, and sidewalb on die popoMCI mp.IICaDCftf No)1l Rlvc:r Bridp are all 
importaDt clemc.o.rs in providing a safe desip wbich will SCM vehicla (both truckl aad 
autos )s bicycles, pcdesrrians. and tbe disabled aad povide emr:qeacy acceu iA timca of 
need. The new bridge replacemeAt project wiDIIIIet the l8ismiA: ufoty Meds of fhc 
travclin& public and solve nwty of tbe loas-1erm maiDtr:uDco probJems tbat DOW plague 
the deteriorating existing stlel ~. · 

7. Does a fou.r·lane bridge meet the c.om.muaity's uJsti11a aad 6dure .aeeds? 
A new bridge provides an oppo11UDic:y to meet community needs. The bridp as cJcsjpcd 
meetS existing and furure needs of motorized and nO.Il·motorizcd tnffic. 

In response to local conc:crns regarding congestion across Noyo River Bridp. Mendocino 
Council of OovCllUIJelltS (MCOG) had bin:d Wuans. a transportatioa cODiulrat, to study 
the cost and feuibillty of possible connectiODS betweell Route 20 aad POd Braga with a 
rccommcndarion to be presented to the For:t Bragg City Couacil. Local cltiz&:ns 
expressed concern about the impacts to rcs.idcntial areas of the proposed altemative 
routes. The final report, dated July 25, 1997 reeommendedmplacemeatofdleNoyo 
River Bridge with a four Jane sttucnue. If the eUitias bricJ&e wer.e to be retrofiued or 
replaced with a two-lane bridge. local CODcems reglldinJ coapstion across tbc existing · 
bridge would remain unaddressed. 

DIAL, Disabled In Acrion League, has elpn:sscd a need for wheelcbait acccu to tbc 
bridge. The existing bridge has nanow walkways DDt dcsipecl f01 pedMfriaus or 
bicycles, although it is tued by both. As far bact as~ 1991. the mayor of Fort 
Brag bad requested thar Caluans provide improwd facilitica for DC~D-motorized traffic: 
on the bridge. 'lbe proposed sb:UCl\llc would pro'ridD 8 foot sbookkn for bicycles and 
5.S foot si.d.ewal.b for wbeelchairs and pcdesrriaus, thus impro'YiJJJ safety aad access for 
non-motorized traffic across the bridge. 1be sidewalk width was inacue from S' to 5.5' 
in late I anu.a.ry 1999 to assure rhat two wbccl.chairs Cll1 pus ·cachotbc!r on tbo 900' long 
bridge. 

Tbe structure as proposed will match the roadway cross section on eilhet CDd or lbe 
bridge and therefor provides continuity to the biJbway. 

1. Om you build an arch stractun? 
A co.ncretc arch proposal was briefly s&udied, but was eliminiiM due \D high COSt ($40-45 
million compil.led to S24 milliDD for dlc PfOPC*d pn:tject}. At d1is time it is not bowa 
for sure if an arch bridge is feasible at 'lhiJ location. Further fouadatioa bcx:iap would be 
required to determine if the bedrock can caay tbe duust exerted upoa it by tbe II'Cb 
footings. The seismic design of an arcb would provide a unique cballe.aac ud Ill · 
extensive design study would be requin:d tO dctcnDiDe if & CODCretc -=ta would be 1ft 

appropriate structwe for a high seismic zone. · 
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N'oyo River Bridge Replacemem Project f~CCJU~Ddy A.lked Que$tioas 
To design a concrete arch bridge woukl n:quise us to start our process over, with anoc:ber 
$4 million in desi&n and environmental srudy costs ad a two yw achcduJo delay as wen 
as a major construction cost increase. n. inclard COlli aad the iDcreascd Nk to me 
traveling public while we perfonn fou:ndatbl stadk.J, rectaip the bridp, and redo OUt 
cnvironmeotal docuD'.'W:DI cmnot be justified since aesrhctics are 1be only poreatial 
benefit. Io addition, amoa: those who believe a~ aesrhctic bridge dcsip is 
wurantcd, then: is no consensus that an ardl brid&c would be best. 

'· Why aa't you buikla two-laue brkf&e? 
A two-Jane bridge CIIDDOt be constructed wilbin existing Slale risbt of way without major 
impacts to traffic. 

In order to stay VJithin the existing rightofway.lhe cxistin& bridge would need to be 
removed or relocated and a new bridge coast.mcted ia rbe same loc:atioo. The ~~ew two­
lane structure would be a minimum of .53" wide. including two 12.' traffic Jaacs, two 8' 
shoulders. two S' sidewalks. and bridge rail. It would Deed to be wider at tbc ends to 
match the four-lane roadway cross section oa either side aad to accmnmodate future left 
turn channelization at North Harbor Drive.. This would provide m inconsiSialt 
appearance .. 

A two-Jane bridge can be constructed almpidc tbe existias bridge if tho stato acquires ID 
additional 22' of new right of way and la'!C!piS impacu to tbo cxisciDc pier footings. New 
right of way would mean permanent imp¥tS BOt only CD lbe businesses adjaceat to dle 
bridge, but also a distance north aDd south u lbe roadway ce.Dtedine is sbiftl::d 44'. 

"!"' .. • ' ·• • ... :.. ..: • __ ; . ~ .. 
A two-lane bridge built iD. 2 Stages still ri:quues 1lCW ri&bl of way. Because I two Jaaa 
bridge would be supponcd by sinp columas due to ecoaOmicS aDl bicausc dlo loadhal 
n.ccds to be symmetric or very dose, almost .all of tha tJridp widlh would llaYc robe 
constrUCted in me first stage. It i& possible to add up to a 6-foot wide ovalsaaJ& in S1ap 2, 
Jeaviag a minirrlum of 47' width to be constmdcd in tbe first sup. This wau1d require a 
mjnimu:ru 16' of additiooal right of way aodacenterlina sbiftof38'. 

10 'l'll7L-t t .. th - ~--~·~-!....~....!.• ~. 1~:~ :;G t.t:.w ~·" • nua .. ecu, .. ~ .. ~ll.tiloiVII~' .... ·- •• .,. .. 

Ready to List 5/1/99 · ·· ·· · '' . '' · · ; · 

·- ,. 
_,:i ,,, ' ....... 

! . 

(no standard 6 wec.k listing period) 
Advertise S/11/99 
(six week advCniscmcot period. iAstead of scaadanl8 week~ period) 
Open Bids 6122199 · ... · 
Aw~ ~ 
Start Work . 111199 
Begin river work 811/99 

I .., ,: . 

With lbc contractor wOiting liveD days pu week, it is possible tbal all of 1111 water wort , 
(tmstle coDStruction, !alscwort piles drivea ill die river, ad. coffcrdam.s plad) caald be 
completed by October l.S, 1999 within r.be RqUiremcDU of construcdon pcmdJI. 'Ibis · ; : 
wouid allow the contractor to wo.rt all winter constnJCd.Dg the new footinp aad tbc new 
abutments. 
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11. Could c.ltraDI decide .. ftiCnllt ................ fl. .......... .., 
Yes. This project's mail papa16 ud MCd i110 provide a SII'UCl'IR daat Is Jaistant ro 
canhquate loads ad willAGtCGUipll __, dlo ana Clldible Clllbquate. lftbc 
issues S1ll't'OUDdiDI nspl..., ofdll: trddF-=-- be &aiOhcd. CaiUIN- mate a 
decisioD to naofit dae aiJda& llrid&c ar dole if 111..,...10 die dsb 1D diD rn.~ 
public. As dll dclplniDaat..,.tie btbl'*"kJ of tillS. mp.., s,... we 
havo aduq ID11tpe81.,tiii...U.-clbeCA-...ily IIIII die ua....., poblic. 
Tbe aova. and Lepu .... ~CIIitamia ... lid dulallllriiCIU&a. dll s. 
Hipway Syate~~~ W.WIIe seiRaia1J safe bJ Dalaber 31, 1W7. UDder tbe aistiDa 
scbcduJc, this..- wfB bo met bJ Juael. 20CD. Tlail._..1t-= ot21 tcmaiaiaa 
bricf&es statewide flO()« reao1JMed . . 

. ' . ·:, 

,,. '(' .. , 
. 

•. ::J',.,, ; .. : ,. ;·. ; 
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lk: Pt•rmit \"o .. \-I-I·TB-99-06and 1-91-i-100 

3. Modified Design Meets Traffic Objectives, Improves 
Safety, Preserves Coastal Resources, and Reduces 

Construction Costs 

A straightfonvard modification of the Cal trans design meets all of the important traffic 
and safety concems of Caltmns, while maintaining coastal views and greatly reducing 
the negative impact of the bridge on the spaciousness, balance, and appearance of the 
area in which it is placed. Further, the modified dAsign will significantly improve the 
safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. Because the modified bridge will be smaller than 
the proposed bridge, it would cost less to build. 

Safety barrier key element in modified design. The modified design provides four 
twelve-foot vehicle lanes and two eight-foot pedestrian/cyclist lanes. The vehicle lanes 
are separated from the pedestrian/cyclist lane on each side by a one-foot wide safety 
barrier. Placing the safety barrier adjacent to the traffic lanes has extremely important 
benefits: 

• Pedestrians and cyclists are protected from vehicle accidents. With the 
Cal trans design, any vehicle that loses control to the extent that it crashes 
into the railing will cross both the cyclist and pedestrian lanes, sometimes 
killing those unfortunate enough to be in these lanes. Thus, the modified 
design would save lives lost with the proposed Caltrans design . 

• A relatively lightweight iron railing could be used on the outside of the 
pedestrian bicycle lane, because it would not need to withstand vehicle 
impacts. The type of railing used on the Golden Gate Bridge and many 
other older bridges could be used. 

• An iron railing would provide almost unobstrUcted views, because 
the vertical rods in such railings are not visible to moving drivers. 

• An iron railing would give the bridge a traditional look, helping 
to preserve the "earlier-era" appearance of Noyo Harbor. 

• The pedestrian/cyclist lane could be at the same level as the vehicle lanes, 
one foot lower than in the proposed design. This puts the edge of the 
bridge one-foot lower relative to drivers' eyes, increasing their downward 
angle of vision. They would have the same downward view on the proposed 
bridge with an eight-foot pedestrian/cyclist lane as on the present bridge 
with its four-foot pedestrian walkway. In contrast, because of the shoulders 
and the raised sidewalks, the proposed Caltrans design wouldn't allow 
drivers any views of the harbor waters, even were it not for the additional 
view blockage caused by its concrete railing. 

EXHIBIT NO. 9 

APPLICATION NO. 
R-1--93-100 CAI1RAtE 

6 Vince Teylor, 
Testimony 3/12/99 
re CDP 1-98-100, 
excerpt 

(Page 1 of 2) 



He: Permit No. A-l-FTD-99-06 and 1-98-lOO 

Modified design preserves harbor views. Figures 1 and 2, appended, contrast 
drivers' views of the harbor from the modified-design bridge and the proposed 
Cal trans bridge. (Vertical elements of the railings have been omitted because they 
would not be perceived by drivers moving across the bridge.) These Figures show how 
the modified design preserves the important harbor views, whereas the Cal trans design 
badly degrades these views. 

Modified bridge would better contribute to spaciousness and balance. In 
contrast to the Caltrans design, the modified design would not crowd up against the 
buildings around it. The North Cliff Motel and Cliff House Restaurant would be less 
than 10 feet from the Caltrans bridge. The modified design nearly doubles the space 
between the bridge and these buildings. As required by the Fort Bragg LCP, the 
modified design better "contributes to the character and image of the city as a place of 
beauty, spaciousness and balance." (Emphasis added.) 

Modified bridge would he cheaper to construct. The modifled bridge would be 
70 feet wide, compared to 86.6 feet for the Cal trans design. This is a reduction of 20 
percent in width. A significant proportion of the costs of the bridge will be 
proportional to its width, because not only the road would be scaled down but also the 
supporting piers. The bridge is estimated to cost $24 million; thus a 20 percent 
reduction in costs would represent a savings of almost $5 million. Because not all costs 
are proportional to width, actual savings would be somewhat less. 
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June 23, 1999 

Dharma Cloud Foundation 
P.O. Box37 
Caspar, CA 95420 
Tel 707 964-6456 Fax 707 964-7520 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Avenue, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Peter, 

~ lH~ IC U7 ~ [Q) 
. JUN 2 3 199! 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

Attached is a list of questions that I request be submitted to Caltrans. Answers to these questions 
would greatly assist the Commission to reach a well-founded decision on my request for 
revocation pertaining to Permit Application No. 1-98-100. 

Sincerely, 

EXHIBIT NO. 10 

Vince Taylor t~f_~~I1JbNc!i£ruNs 
Vince Taylor: 

'Questions for furthe 
investigatio~(p)r 
Section 13108 c 

(Page 1 of 3) 



Vince Taylor June 23, 1999 
Dharma Cloud FoundatioQ. 

Questions for Caltr~ns re the Noyo Bridge 

A. Questions related to alternative railings 

1. How do California bridge railing standards differ from federal standards? 
a. Please provide sections of Caltrans written manuals specifying safety standards that apply 

to bridge railings. 
b. Please identify specific differences between Caltrans standards and the NCHRP Report 

350 standards for bridge safety used by the Federal Highway Administration to accept 
railing designs for use on the Federal Highway System. 

2. Basis for claiming that it would take 2 to 4 years to develop and gain approval of an 
alternative see-through railing. 
a. Who was responsible for the estimate that it would take 2 to 4 years to obtain approval 

for a "see-through" railing other than the one proposed by Cal trans? What was the 
factual information that he or she used in making this estimate? 

3. Caltrans knowledge of the Wyoming railing. 
a. When did Caltrans first learn of the existence of the Wyoming railing and that it was 

federally approved'? 
b. How did Caltrans come to learn about it? 
c. Was the existence of the Wyoming railing brought to the attention of the Noyo Bridge 

design team prior to the Coastal Co:rnm.ission permit hearing on the Noyo Bridge? 
4. Caltrans knowledge of other approved railings. 

a. What is the earliest date any members of the Engineering Service Center, Structures 
Division, knew of the existence of "see-through" railings approved by the FHW A, other 
than the one proposed by Caltrans for the Noyo Bridge? 

b. At what date was knowledge of the existence of other federally approved" see-through" 
railings communicated to the Noyo Bridge design team? 

c. If the knowledge of other railings was given to the Noyo Bridge design team in written 
form, please provide a copy to the Commission. 

5. Relation between the Structures Division and the design team. 
a. Please explain the working relationship between the Structures Division of the 

Engineering Service Center and the Noyo Bridge design team? 
b. What was the role of the Structures Division in the design process for the bridge and, 

especially, the bridge railings. 
6. Noyo Bridge design team's knowledge of the Redwood Creek Bridge. 

a. Were any membe~ of the Noyo Bridge design team aware of the railing system used on 
the Redwood Creek Bridge in Humboldt County prior to the Coastal Commission permit 
hearing on the Noyo Bridge? 

7. Noyo Bridge design team's knowledge of railings systems using traffic railings and 
pedestrian railings. 
a. Were any members of the design team aware that AASHTO guidelines accept bridge 

railing systems that consist of a traffic railing on the inward side of the sidewalk and a 
pedestrian railing on the outside of the sidewalk? 
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Vince Taylor June 23, 1999 
Dhanna Cloud Foundation 

b. Were any members of the design team aware Caltrans has made extensive use bridge 
railing systems that consist of a traffic railing on the inward side of the sidewalk and a 
pedestrian railing on the outside of the sidewalk? 

c. If the design team was aware that this type of railing system meets federal and state 
standards, why did Cal trans not offer this type of railing system as an alternative in its 
testimony to the Coastal Commission? 

d. If the design team was aware that this type of railing system meets federal and state 
standards, why did Caltrans not acknowledge in their testimony to the Coastal 
Commission that the type of railing system proposed by Mr. Taylor in his testimony 
could (with the use of an approved traffic railing) provide an acceptable alternative to its 
"see-through" railing? 

B. Questions related to bridge width .. 

1. Basis for claiming that bridge dismantling will require a crane on a new bridge section. 
a. Please provide copies of any internal Caltrans on the subject of the dismantling of the 

existing Noyo bridge and/or the justification for designing the new bridge to hold a crane 
on one of the new bridge sections. 

b. At any time in the design process, did the design team consider building the new bridge 
sections without allowing for placement of a crane on one of the sections? 

c. If so, at what date did the design team change the bridge design to allow for a crane 
on one new section? 

2. Changes in width of the bridge during the design process • 
a. At any time in the design process, did the design team consider bridge widths for the 

preferred-alternative construction scenario other than the one currently proposed? 
b. If so, please provide copies of the alternative designs and evaluations that led to choosing 

the current design over the alternatives. 
3. Changes in bridge construction scenarios. 

a. At any time in the design process, did the design team narrow the separation space (now 
1 ') between the new bridge sections and the existing bridge in Stage 1? 

b. If so, did the width of the bridge change when the separation distance decreased? 
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STATE OF CAUFOANIA ·BUSINESS. TRANS:.>GATAnoN AND HOUSING AGENCY 
EXHIBIT NO. 11 
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======----· .:...;:· ============== 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT AnoN 

LEGAL DIVISION 

STREET ADDRESS: 
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APPLICATION NO. 
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CALIFORNIA 

COASTAl. COMMISSION 
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Steven F. Scholl 
Deputy Director 
-Cali-for-nia .-Coastal 
45 Fremont Street, 
san Francisco, CA 

June 22, 1999 

.comnds.sion 
Suite 2000 
94105 

RE: Coastal Development Permit ~pplication No. 1-98-100 
Replacement of Highway One Noyo River Bridge, Fort Bragg 

Dear Mr. Scholl: 

This letter is the Department's initial response to the revocation 
request submitted to your office by Mr. Vincent Taylor with 
respect to the Noyo River Bridge Replacement Project coastal 
development permit. I will address the issues in the order 
presented in Mr. Taylor's revocation request. 

The Department does need to move forward expeditiously witb tnis 
project. This was true at the hearing on tbe coastal development 
permit and. it remains true today. The existing bridge is 
vulnerable to significant damage and/or collapse in the event of 
a major earthquake in the area, and it provides the only north­
south connection over the Noyo River in the region. The 
Department • s schedule for construction of the project has been 
·delayed. This ·c!el•y was ·t-he r-e&ul-t -ef -an -e~eE:t -t-J.:lat .occurr,ecl 
after the Coastal Commission action on the coastal development 
permit. When the Department requested that the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (R.WQCB) act on the Clean Water Act 401 
certification-for the project, the Department was advised that the 
RWQCB did not have the necessary number of members to act as the 
terms of many members had expired and Governor Davis bad not 
appointed replacement members. The Department bas now received 
its 401 certification. The Department intends to advertise the 
project this August. 

With respect to bridge railings, tbe Department testified before 
the Commission that the only sic~walk-mounted see-through bridge 
railing approved for use in t~ a State of California was the 
railing included in the design for the project. This was and is 
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From: Tony Anziano To: Bob MeniiiiSteve Scholl 

Mr. Steven F. Scholl 
Page 2 
June 22, 1999 

Date: 6123199 Time: 1:16:00 PM 

a true statement. Mr. Taylor has provided mislea~ing information 
to support his claim that the Department's test~mony was false. 
Mr. Taylor is claiming that . there were several "federally­
approved" see-through rails ava~lable th~t c?uld have J;leen us.ed l?Y 
the Department in various des:Lgn combJ.nat:~.ons. Th:Ls claJ.m l.S 

·misl-eadi-ng f.or -the f.ollowing .reasons. 

First and foremost, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) only 
"accepts" bridge railings for use on the National Highway System. 
·FHWA acceptance i-s not -equival-ent .eo .approval .by .the .Department 
for use on the State Highway System. The Department must approve 
all bridge rails used on the State Highway System. 

A1.1 of ·the bridge rails d:Lscussed by ·Mr. Tayl-or are ·s·teel bridge 
rails. Of the six bridge rails discussed by Mr. Taylor, only 4 
were in fact accepted by FHWA as of the date of the hearing on the 
coastal development permit for the project {the letter attached to 
Mr. Taylor's revocation request and represented by Mr. ~aylor to 
be an "approval letter" for the two Massachusetts S3 bridge rails 
is NOT an FHWA approval or acceptance letter - the Department has 
confirmed this in communications with FHWA) . Two of the four 
accepted bridge rails (the NETC 2-bar aQd the NETC 4-bar) were 
accepted by FHWA one day before the hearing. Of the tour bridge 
rails accepted by FHWA as of the date of·the hearing, only the 
NETC 4-bar {accepted by FHWA the day before the hearing) is a 
sidewalk mounted bridge rail consistent with the design of the 
Noyo River Bridge (which involves a sidewalk mounted bridge rail} 
Hone of the bridge rail a diar·~•••d by M1:'. '1'aylor have been 
approved by the Department for uae on the Stata.Biqbway System. 

For the Department to approve any of these bridge rails, the 
·Department ·woul;d have ·t-o ·take ·the £ol1-owi:ftg acti-ons. Fir-s·t, ·the 
Department would have to revise its policy of using concrete 
bridge rails in areas where maintenance workers are exposed to 
moving vehicular traffic. All of the bridge rails represented by 
Mr. Taylor to be "approved" by the FHWA involve the use of steel 
rails in areas exposed to moving traffic (even the sidewalk 
mounted rails are exposed to moving traffic as a vehicle can mount 
the curb) . The use of concrete in these areas is favored by the 
Department as much less maintenance is required for concrete 
(steel must be painted on a regular basis) and the reduction in 
required maintenance significantly reduces the exposure of 
maintenance workers to moving traff;ic. Next, existing test crash 
test results would have to be reviewed by the Department to insure 
that the Department believes that the crash-testing requirements 
set forth in National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 
350 have been met (the Department must determine this 
independently FHWA acceptance does not establish this for 
purposes of Departmental approval) . All of this would consume a 
great deal of time . 
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From: Tony Anziano To: Bob Merrill/Steve SchoU Date: 6123199 Time: 1:16:00 PM 

----------------------------~-----
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Finally, with respect to construction staging and bridge width, 
Mr. Taylor claims that the Department presented misleading 
testimony in that demolition of the existing bridge can be 
accomplished without the· use of a crane from the newly-constructed 
bridge deck. Mr. Taylor already argued this point at the hearing 
on the coastal development permit, and this argument was rejected 
by the Commission (see page 4 of "Testimony on the Proposed Noyo 
River Bridge to the California Coastal Commission by Vince Taylor 
- March 9, l.999 11 ). 

Very truly yours, 

~ 0--=:: TO~~ 
-· 

Deputy Attorney 

TA:me 
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