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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolish existing wooden pedestrian bridge and remove
six wooden support piers in the stream bed and construct a clear span steel arch-style
bridge 165-feet in length, 5.5-feet wide, with an arch extending 16-feet, 6-inches at the
highest point, construct new abutments at the top of the creek banks, grade 100-150
cubic yards (all fill) outside of the creek banks, remove three willow trees and 1
sycamore, and replace existing storm drain located on the Calle Ocho side of the bridge
with a new inlet basin and drainage pipe.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DOES NOT EXIST
Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The motion and resolution for a “no substantial
issue” finding are found on page 4. The appellants contend that the approved project is not
consistent with policies and provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program and applicable
policies of the Coastal Act with regard to habitat protection and sensitive resources, visual
resources and community character, and flood hazards. The standard of review at this stage of an
appeal requires the Commission to determine whether the project, as approved, raises a substantial
issue with respect to its conformity to the standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program
or the public access policies of the Coastal Act that the appellants raise in their appeal (see Page 8
for criteria).
The proposed project does not raise a substantial issue and will be consistent with the relevant LCP
policies. It will be consistent with the policies related to protection of riparian vegetation in the
vicinity of Carpinteria Creek because the existing bridge with obstructions in the creek bed will be
removed and replaced with a free-span bridge, a re-vegetation and monitoring plan is part of the
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project, and tree replacement mitigation is provided for the removal of 3 willow trees (5:1) and 1
sycamore tree (10:1). The project will be consistent with LCP visual resources and community
character policies because views of the riparian canopy will not be blocked, the City provided a
thorough analysis of design alternatives; and the City provided factual support indicating that the
bridge is consistent with LCP flood protection policies.
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I. APPEAL PROCEDURES
A. APPEAL JURISDICTION
Under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, development approved by a local government
may be appealed to the Commission if it is located within the appealable areas, such as
those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, within 300
feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high-tide line of the sea where
there is no beach, whichever is greater, on state tidelands, or along or within 100 feet of
any wetland, estuary, or stream. Further, any development approved by a coastal
county that is not designated as the principal permitted use within a zoning district may
also be appealed to the Commission, irrespective of its geographic location within the
coastal zone. Finally, development that constitutes major public works or major energy
facilities may also be appealed to the Commission.
The City of Carpinteria’s final local action is appealable to the Commission pursuant to
Section 30603(a)(2) because the City approved development within the 100-foot wide
corridor on either side of the Carpinteria Creek, a stream specifically identified in the
City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP).

B. APPEAL PROCEDURES
The Coastal Act provides that after certification of Local Coastal Programs, a local
government’s actions on Coastal Development Permits in certain areas and for certain
types of development may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. Local governments
must provide notice to the Commission of their coastal permit actions. During a period
of 10 working days following Commission receipt of a notice of local permit action for an
appealable development, an appeal of the action may be filed with the Commission.
1.

Grounds for Appeal

Pursuant to Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act, the grounds for appeal of
development approved by the local government and subject to appeal to the
Commission are limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the
standards set forth in the certified Local Coastal Program or the public access policies
set forth in the Coastal Act (Sections 30210-30214 of the Public Resources Code).
2.

Substantial Issue Determination

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless
the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds
on which the appeal was filed. When Commission staff recommends that no substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds listed for an appeal, the Commission will hear
arguments and vote on the issue of whether a substantial issue is raised. A majority
vote of the members of the Commission is required to determine that the Commission
will not hear an appeal. If the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists,
then the local government’s coastal development permit action will be considered final.
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3.

De Novo Review Stage of the Hearing

Should the Commission find that the appeal does raise a substantial issue, the
Commission will consider the City’s action de novo. The applicable test for the
Commission to consider in a de novo review of the project is whether the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program. If a de novo
review is conducted as part of the hearing, testimony may be taken from all interested
persons.

C. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION AND FILING OF APPEAL
On April 14, 2008, the Carpinteria City Council approved Conditional Use Permit/
Coastal Development Permit # 07-1385 to demolish the existing wooden pedestrian
bridge over Carpinteria Creek connecting the termini of Eight Street and Calle Ocho and
replace it with a clear span arch-style bridge. The Notice of Final Action for the project
was received by Commission staff on April 21, 2008. A ten working day appeal period
was set and notice was provided beginning April 22, 2008 and extending to May 5,
2008.
An appeal of the City’s action was filed by Jean Reardon, Duffy Hecht, Beverly Pope,
Judy Pearce, Amrita Salms, Beverly Grant, Chuck McQuary, Sandy Vandeman, Robert
W. Hanson, and Louise Hansen during the appeal period, on May 1, 2008. Commission
staff notified the City of Carpinteria, the City of Carpinteria Public Works Department
(the applicant), and all interested parties that were listed on the appeals. The City
waived its right, under Section 30621, to require the Commission to act within 49 days
of the filing of the appeal.

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-4CPN-08-024 raises NO substantial issue with respect to the
grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section
30603 of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de
novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by an
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-4-CPN-08-024 raises no substantial
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section
30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified LCP.
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III. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS FOR NO SUBSTANTIAL
ISSUE
The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
On April 14, 2008, the Carpinteria City Council approved, on appeal from the action of
the Carpinteria Planning Commission, a coastal development permit for the demolition
of the existing wooden pedestrian bridge crossing Carpinteria Creek and connecting
Eight Street and Calle Ocho and replacement with a clear span arch-style bridge.
The project site is located at the western and eastern ends of Calle Ocho and Eighth
Street, respectively, at Carpinteria Creek. The existing 172-foot long wooden bridge
spans the creek, connecting these two streets and serves as a pedestrian linkage
between the Concha Loma and Downtown neighborhoods. The project site is bounded
on all four sides by residential development, including single family residential and multifamily condominiums and apartments. Carpinteria Creek is a natural creek with dense
riparian vegetation along its length within the City. It is considered an important regional
wildlife movement corridor as it provides water, foraging habitat, cover, and a direct
connection between coastal resources and the upstream foothills through an area
dominated by agricultural and urban uses. The creek is known to contain steel head
trout, tidewater goby, red-legged frogs, and over 200 bird species.
The existing wooden bridge has a five and one-half foot wide deck and has six
supporting frames constructed of wooden piles driven approximately 30-40 feet down
into the creek bottom. The elevation of the existing bridge is 23-25 feet above the creek
and is capable of passing the 50-year flood event. The original date of construction is
unknown, but was most likely constructed in the late 1950’s and then rebuilt in the
1970’s after the 1969 floods. The existing bridge is in a deteriorated condition and is
beyond the point of repair. Regular inspections are conducted by the City to monitor the
safety of the bridge.
The approved new pedestrian arch-style bridge (Exhibits 6 and 7) would be 165 feet
long, 5.5-feet in width, and would be situated along the same approximate alignment as
the existing bridge. The bridge will be ADA accessible. The arch would be anchored into
footings at the top of both banks and would provide support for the deck. Total vertical
rise of the arch is 22.5 feet from abutment to mid-span. The height from the deck of the
bridge to the highest point of the arch at mid-span would be 16 feet 6 inches. The bridge
arch tube would be about twelve inches in diameter and would be constructed of a selfweathering steel that will oxidize to form a protective layer that is dark red brown.
Handrails, posts, and deck flooring would be constructed using Forest Stewardship
Council-certified sustainably harvested ipê hardwood (Tabebuia sp.). The individual
planks on the deck flooring will be closely spaced (approximately 1/8th inch spacing). A
wooden picket railing will extend between the deck handrails for safety. The wood
framing would be supported underneath by self-weathering steel framing members (“I”
beams) attached by cable/rods to the arches. The bridge will have a width of five and
one-half feet (subject to engineer’s approval), rather than a 6-foot width as proposed.
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The bridge will be anchored by a concrete abutment at each end. The abutment will be
constructed on top of steel concrete-filled piles which will be drilled into the ground and
the abutments will encapsulate the pile heads. The abutments will be finished with a
river rock stone veneer and treated with a weather seal paint. About 100-150 cubic
yards of fill material will be used to slightly raise the grade at the bridge approach to
provide a gentle transition from Eighth Street and Calle Ocho. The actual location of the
abutments on the east bank may be moved upstream or downstream during final design
and construction for the purpose of reducing possible effects to buried cultural
resources and, based on the final approved project at the March 14, 2008 City Council
hearing, to avoid removal of the southern trunk of the triple-trunked sycamore.
Vegetation in the project area will have to be removed to provide sufficient clearance
from the bridge for safety and maintenance. Four trees will be cut down, including three
arroyo willow trees and one sycamore tree. Two willows are four feet south of the
existing bridge location, one willow is ten feet south, and one sycamore is under the
bridge. The southern trunk of a second sycamore tree, a three-trunked sycamore tree,
was also originally supposed to be removed, but the City Council’s approval on March
14, 2008 requires avoiding the removal of that tree trunk. Further, the tree stumps and
root systems will be left in place to allow re-sprouting. Additionally, mitigation for the
loss of these trees is proposed as part of the project. The city would replace the
sycamore tree at a 10:1 ratio and the willows at a 5:1 ratio. All non-native weeds within
the work area will be removed during project implementation. A re-vegetation plan for
disturbed areas within the project site is included in the project description. This plan is
included in the mitigation measures identified in the Proposed Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration.
Overhead utility lines above the existing bridge are proposed to be relocated within a
utility conduit supported on the floor beams under the deck. The existing water main
that underlies the creek under the bridge is planned to be relocated to the underside of
the bridge deck as well. The bridge will be too narrow for automobiles; however,
bollards to prevent vehicle use would be placed at both entrances, spaced to allow
access by wheelchair and electric handicap scooters. Safety signage will be added and
lighting is not proposed. Additionally, as part of the project, the existing storm drain
located on the Calle Ocho side of the bridge would be removed and replaced with a new
inlet basin and drainage pipe which would include an oil/water/trash separation and
removal system. The new storm drain would discharge onto a rock mat at the existing
bottom of the creek bed.
The new bridge would be constructed using the existing bridge deck as a platform, or
false-work. The old bridge may need to be temporarily supported between the current
spans using wood timbers to bear the weight of the new bridge elements. This
temporary support would be in place for two to four weeks. Demolition of the existing
bridge would occur once the false-work was no longer needed and would require
approximately two to three days to complete. A major portion of the demolition is the
removal of the existing wooden piers, which extend approximately 30 to 40 feet below
the creek bed. The concrete reinforcement at the surface on each pier would be
removed using a jack-hammer or other similar methods. The concrete debris material
would be removed from the creek. The wooden piers would then be cut three feet below
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the creek bed and the upper portions removed. The lower portions would remain intact
and buried below the existing stream gradient. Areas where the piers and concrete have
been removed would be backfilled with local materials to match the existing contour of
the creek bed.
Equipment needed for construction will include a drilling rig, delivery trucks, concrete
trucks, and dirt and debris removal via a back-hoe and dump trucks. Approximately 1520 truck loads of fill material would be delivered to the site using back-end dump trucks
to level the ground at both abutments. Construction of the new bridge is anticipated to
take approximately two to four months, and would commence in late summer or early
fall when creek flows are minimal (July through November).

B. LOCAL PERMIT HISTORY
On February 4, 2008, the City of Carpinteria Planning Commission hearing on the
subject conditional use permit and coastal development permit resulted in a procedural
denial of the Eight Street Bridge Replacement project because of a split 2-2
Commission vote. The City Manager, acting on behalf of the City Public Works
Department, the applicant, appealed the Planning Commission’s procedural denial to
the City Council. The City Council heard the appeal on March 10, 2008, but did not vote
on the project. Instead, the City Council directed City staff to analyze an alternative to
the proposed arch-style design, a truss bridge design advocated for by members of the
public. The City presented an analysis of the truss design. However, the City Council
voted to approve the proposed arch-style bridge replacement project, with conditions,
on April 14, 2008. The City Council’s Resolution and Approval with Conditions of Project
No. 07-1385-CUP/CDP are attached as Exhibits 1-3.

C. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS
The appeal filed by Jean Reardon, Duffy Hecht, Beverly Pope, Judy Pearce, Amrita
Salms, Beverly Grant, Chuck McQuary, Sandy Vandeman, Robert W. Hanson, and
Louise Hansen is attached as Exhibit 2. The appeal asserts that the arch bridge design
will be inconsistent with policies and implementation measures of the City of
Carpinteria’s Local Coastal Plan because it will: (1) allow for the removal of a trunk of a
giant specimen sycamore tree and impact sensitive creek resources, (2) obstruct views
by placing two 12” diameter pipes overhead of the bridge, and (3) create a public safety
hazard by placing critical bridge support structures below the 100-year flood flow level.
The appeal also contends that the H-truss bridge design is a better alternative that
avoids these impacts and inconsistencies with the LCP.

D. ANALYSIS OF SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
Pursuant to Sections 30603 and 30625 of the Coastal Act, the appropriate standard of
review for this stage of the subject appeal is whether a substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds raised by the appellant relative to the project’s conformity to the
policies contained in the certified LCP. The appellants contend that the project, as
approved by the City does not conform to the policies of the LCP with regard to habitat
protection and sensitive resources, visual resources and community character, and
flood hazards.
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Based on the findings presented below, the Commission finds that a substantial issue
does not exist with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The
approved project is consistent with the policies of the City of Carpinteria certified LCP
for the specific reasons discussed below.
The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing
regulations. The Commission’s regulations indicate simply that the Commission will
hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no significant question” (Cal. Code
Regs., title 14, section 13115(b)).
In evaluating the issue of whether the appeals raise a substantial issue, the
Commission considers the following factors:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision
that the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP;
The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;
The significance of coastal resources affected by the decision;
The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future
interpretation of its LCP; and
Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its
discretion and determines that the development approved by the City does not raise a
substantial issue with regard to the appellants’ contentions.
1.

Habitat Protection and Sensitive Resources

The project approved by the City Council includes the removal of an existing wooden
pedestrian bridge and six wooden support piers from the stream bed and replacement
with a new clear span steel arch-style bridge. New bridge abutments will be constructed
at the top of the creek banks and will require 100-150 cubic yards of grading and
removal of three willow trees and 1 sycamore tree to the base of the trunk.
The appellants assert that the project, as approved by the City, raises issues with
respect to its consistency with the following objectives and implementation policies of
the City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Plan relating to protection of sensitive habitat.
Land Use Element Policy LU-2b:
Regulate all development, including agriculture, to avoid adverse impacts on
habitat resources. Standards for habitat protection are established in the
Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policies.

Circulation Element Policy C-1b:

A-4-CPN-08-024 (8th Street Pedestrian Bridge)
Page 9

The City shall strive to improve the vehicular and pedestrian over crossings
of the freeway and the various creeks while respecting their habitat value and
sensitivity.

Community Design Element Objective CD-12:
Development should fit quietly into the area’s natural and introduced
landscape, deferring to open spaces, existing natural features and native and
sensitive habitats.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-1a:
Protect Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area(s) (ESHA) from development
and maintain them as natural open space or passive recreational areas.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-1b:
Prohibit activities, including development, that could damage or destroy
ESHA.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-1d:
Property including ESHA should be designated with a zoning category that
allows for protection of, and access to, the resource area, such as Open
Space/Recreation or Public Facility zoning. Any development on property
including ESHA should be designated and conducted to protect the
resources. Within environmentally sensitive habitat only uses dependent
upon those resources shall be allowed and the resources shall be protected
against any disruption.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-1f:
Protect and restore degraded wetlands, butterfly habitat, native plant
communities, and sensitive rare, threatened or endangered species habitat on
City-owned land to the maximum extent feasible.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 2:
Form an Open Space and Conservation Advisory Committee to provide, at the
pleasure of the City Council, recommendations concerning preservation and
management of local natural resources and habitat.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 7:
Determine appropriate methods for the preservation of sites that include
ESHA. These methods may include land purchase, tax relief, purchase
development rights, or other methods. Where these methods are not feasible,
the city should ensure through permit review that development does
not
result in any significant disruption of habitat identified on a site or adjacent
sites.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 8:
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Regulate all development, including agricultural development, adjacent to
ESHA, in or adjacent to ocean-fronting parks or recreation areas, or
contiguous to coastal waters, to prevent adverse impacts on habitat
resources. Regulatory measures shall include, but are not limited to:
setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise restrictions, lighting
restrictions, requirements for wildlife permeable fencing, and maintenance
and establishment of native vegetation.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 9:
Prior to issuance of a development permit, all projects shall be found to be in
compliance with all applicable habitat protection policies of the General
Plan/Local Coastal Plan and implementing policies and regulations of the
Coastal Access and Recreation program, Carpinteria Bluffs Access
Recreation Master Open Space Program, and any other implementation plan
for these policies that has been certified as an amendment to the City’s LCP.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-6a:
Support the preservation of creeks and their corridors as open space, and
maintain and restore riparian habitat to protect the community’s water quality,
wildlife diversity, aesthetic values, and recreation opportunities.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-6d:
Carry out and maintain all permitted construction and grading within stream
corridors in such a manner so as to minimize impacts on biological resources
and water quality such as increased runoff, creek bank erosion,
sedimentation, biochemical degradation or thermal pollution.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 27:
Prepare and implement a Watershed Management plan in coordination with
the County and Carpinteria Valley Water District with an emphasis on: erosion
control, natural waterway restoration and preservation, wildlife habitat
restoration, including steelhead runs, and water quality.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 28:
Prohibit all development within stream corridors except for the improvement
of fish and wildlife habitat, development necessary for flood control
purposes, (where no other method to protect existing structures in the
floodplain is feasible and where protection is necessary for public safety),
and bridges and trails (where no alternative route/location is feasible and,
when supports are located within stream corridor setbacks, such location
minimize impacts on critical habitat). All development shall incorporate the
best mitigation measures feasible to minimize impact to the greatest extent.
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Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 29:
Limit all development within stream corridors, including dredging, filling and
grading, to activities necessary for the construction specified in policy #28
(see above) and to public hiking/biking and equestrian trails. When such
activities require removal of riparian plant species, revegetation with local
native riparian plants shall be required. Minor clearing of vegetation may be
permitted for hiking/biking and equestrian trails.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 34:
Develop an ordinance for the protection of native oak, walnut, sycamore, and
other native trees with the provisions for the design and siting of structures to
minimize the impact of grading, paving, construction of roads, runoff and
erosion on native trees. In particular, require that grading and paving not
adversely affect root zone aeration and stability of native trees.

The appellants assert that the approved arch-style pedestrian bridge is inconsistent with
the above policies and that a better design alternative, the H-truss, was presented at the
April 14, 2008 hearing. According to the appellants, the H-truss bridge design
alternative would have minimized impacts to sensitive resources because this design
would not require the removal of one trunk of a large three-trunked Sycamore tree on
the east bank of Carpinteria Creek. The appeal states, “two bridge replacement options
were provided at the city council 4/14/08 meeting. Both were represented as viable and
feasible and both were clear span designs that would remove support piers from the
creek and riparian area. The Arch bridge design was selected by the City Council. That
design, however, could allow the removal of the southern trunk of a giant specimen
sycamore tree with full riparian canopy and thermal protection for steelhead trout
migration. Per the testimony of the city’s Acting Public Works Director at the 4/14/08
meeting it is the placement of the arches that interfere with the southernmost sycamore
tree trunk. Expert testimony at that hearing by a member of the city’s Tree Advisory
Board (TAB) warned that removal of that trunk threatened the structure of the entire
tree. Loss of the entire tree would cause severe erosion on the east bank of Carpinteria
Creek. The alternative design, the modified H-truss, would not require the removal of
the tree trunk.” The appeal also states the project is inconsistent with the above cited
policies because “[t]he Arch Bridge design will allow removal of existing native plants,
further threaten native plants, and remove sensitive habitat and would obstruct public
views of the riparian canopy. The Arch Bridge does not fit quietly into the surroundings
but imposes a large structure upon the landscape. The modified H-truss design better
fits into the open space and better defers to native and sensitive habitats.”
Additionally, the appellants assert that, pursuant to Implementation Policy OSC-IP 2
(above), if the City had formed the required Open Space and Conservation Advisory
Committee, it could have identified natural resources and habitats in the area of
Carpinteria Creek and could have reviewed plans and further advised the City Council
on recommendations related to the design affording the best resource protection.
Further, under Implementation Policy OSC-IP 27, the appellants assert that, had the
City developed a Watershed Management Plan, it could have guided the decision
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making process between the two design alternatives to select the design that best
preserves wildlife habitat including steelhead runs.
The City provided the following analysis with regard to the project’s consistency with the
above cited LCP objectives and implementation policies in its March 10, 2008 staff
report:
Staff Report Analysis of Land Use Policy LU-2b:
The proposed bridge replacement project would have several long-term beneficial
impacts to the surrounding creek environment including the removal of the
existing piers from the creek bed and banks, the replacement of the existing storm
drain and outlet on the Concha Loma side of the bridge and the restoration of the
surrounding area with native plants. Short-term impacts anticipated during
construction or as a result of the bridge construction have been identified in the
project’s MND and adequately mitigated such that the project would be consistent
with both of these Land Use Element Policies.

Staff Report Analysis of Circulation Element Policy C-1b:
The proposed project would improve the existing pedestrian over crossing of
Carpinteria Creek at Eight Street/Calle Ocho by lessening the potential for flood
damage to the bridge and surrounding properties through the removal of the
existing piers, the raising of the deck height of the bridge, bringing the bridge up
to code relative to building and safety standards and by replacing the existing
failing bridge with a new, more durable, and less maintenance-intensive bridge.
Although the bridge replacement would involve short-term impacts to the
immediately-surrounding habitat, in the long-term the bridge would result in
several beneficial impacts: the existing obstructions within the creek would be
removed; the new bridge would require less ongoing maintenance within the
creek bed; the existing storm drain would be upgraded to include an
oil/water/trash separation device; and the project area would be re-vegetated with
native plants.

Staff Report Analysis of Community Design Element Objective CD-12:
In order to accommodate the new bridge, three willows, one mature sycamore and
one trunk from a multi-trunked sycamore would need to be removed (although
staff is exploring options for altering the location of the eastern abutment in order
to spare the 3-in-1 sycamore entirely as noted in the previous staff report). The
loss of these trees would be mitigated however, with the planting of new willows
and sycamores at 5:1 and 10:1 replacement rations. The new replacement trees
along with the remaining existing riparian trees in the area would make up the
primary elements of the habitat restoration plant for the area immediately
surrounding the bridge. Other replacement plantings include blackberry,
California wild rose, mugwort, spikerush, cattails, and nettle. All of these species
were selected because they are native to the area and naturally occur in the
riparian creek settings. With respect to Objective CD-12, the new bridge would
span the creek and the creek banks, which is the most non-disruptive design
possible. The bridge would not require any significant alterations to the banks for
adjacent grades, which helps to maintain the existing natural features.
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Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy
OSC-1a and OSC-1b:
The proposed bridge replacement project has been designed to minimize impacts
to ESHA and to result in several long-term beneficial impacts including removing
fish passage obstructions, reducing flood hazards, decreasing the potential for
erosion impacts (both from the piers and the storm drain outlet), removing nonnative vegetation from the project area and replacing the non-natives with native
plants with native plants adapted to the riparian environment. The MND prepared
for the project did not identify any significant impacts to the environment that
could not be adequately mitigated to less than significant levels. Therefore, the
project can be found consistent with these objectives and policies.

Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy
OSC-1f:
The MND prepared for the bridge replacement project identified potentially
significant impacts to: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Hazardous Materials/Safety, Noise, Transportation and Parking, and
Water/Flooding. Mitigation measures have been required to ensure that impacts
have been avoided or fully mitigated. One of the mitigation measures related to
Biological Resources involves the implementation of a habitat restoration plan
which would require all non-native vegetation to be removed from the project area
and replaced with native, riparian plant species. The successful implementation
and completion of the restoration component of the project would ensure
consistency with the above noted policies. Similarly, mitigation measures to
protect sensitive, rare, threatened and endangered species during construction
have been included in the project description and conditions of approval.
Removal of existing piers from the creek bed would result in a beneficial impact
with respect to Steelhead trout which are one of the federally-listed endangered
species known to reside in Carpinteria Creek.

Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element
Implementation Policy 8:
Consistent with the above policies, the proposed project including the removal of
the tree willows, one sycamore and one trunk from the “3-in-1” sycamore (if
necessary) has been reviewed by the City Biologist and found to not have the
potential to result in significant disruption of habitat values. The California
Department of Fish and Game has also reviewed the project (as it does involve
work within the creek and below the top of the banks) and granted their conditional
approval. Consistent with Implementation Policy 8, a number of requirements for
noise control measures, restrictions on any future lighting, erosion control
measures and habitat restoration have been incorporated into the project
description, mitigation measures and/or conditions of approval.
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Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC6a:
The proposed bridge replacement project would improve the natural environmental
qualities of Carpinteria Creek by removing the existing piers from the creek bed and
banks and replacing all of the existing non-native plants with native riparian
species. The existing piers have the potential to pose both a flood hazard and a fish
passage obstruction when debris flow is trapped against them during a storm
event. The piers also increase the potential for erosion of the creek bed and banks.
Removal of the piers would not only improve the natural qualities of the creek but
would improve the creek flow, thereby reducing the potential for flood damage to
neighboring properties, consistent with the intent of Policy OSC-6b.
While the project would require the removal of three existing willows, one sycamore
and possibly one trunk from a separate multi-trunked sycamore, the overall impacts
to the riparian corridor would be minimized. The loss of five trees would be
mitigated by the planting of five new willows for every one removed and 10 new
sycamores for each removed or damaged sycamore. Performance criteria are
included in the revegetation plan to ensure that the replacement landscaping
successfully establishes itself.

Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC6d:
As part of the project, a number of preventative measures have been developed to
avoid impacts on biological resources and water quality. These measures include
conducting wildlife surveys prior to initiating construction, maintaining a biological
monitor on site during construction, providing training to construction workers and
implementation of standard erosion control/water quality BMPs such as having
designated washout and equipment staging areas and using materials such as
gravel bags, silt fences, coir rolls, and erosion control blankets to prevent loose
earth and other materials from entering into the flowing creek. The reconstruction of
the storm drain inlet at the Calle Ocho end of the bridge to include an oil/water/trash
filter and the relocation of the storm drain outlet to the bottom of the creek bank
would help to improve water quality and lessen erosion impacts resulting from
urban runoff.

Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element
Implementation Policy 28 and Policy 29:
Consistent with the policies and implementation measures of the Creeks
Preservation Program and Implementation Policy 28 (above), the proposed new
project would locate the bridge supports (in this case the TGI piles and concrete
abutments) at the top of the creek banks rather than within the creek bank. Such
placement helps to minimize impacts to riparian habitats and the need for
grading/filling within the stream corridor. New grading and fill would only be used to
ramp down from the bridge deck to the existing street improvements at an ADA
compliant slope. As noted previously, the project would have beneficial long term
impacts to the creek environment: 1.) Removing the existing piers would improve
opportunities for fish passage and help to reduce potential flood/erosion hazards;
2.) The reconstruction/relocation of the storm drain inlet and outlet would improve
water quality and decrease erosion impacts associated with urban runoff; 3.) Non-
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native vegetation within the riparian corridor would be removed and replaced with
appropriate native species. The new bridge would require the removal of up to five
existing riparian trees (partially or entirely), riparian trees of the same species; and
4.) Relocating overhead utility lines and underground water main to the underside
of the bridge deck would avoid the need for any further topping of trees in the
riparian area and would allow the utility infrastructure to be more easily accessible
in the event of necessary repairs/maintenance.
Repairing or replacing piers or other structures associated with a bridge within the
creek banks or creek bed would be more injurious to the creek habitat and would do
nothing to improve fish passage or lessen the risk of flood hazards along
Carpinteria Creek. Therefore, the proposed clear span replacement bridge is the
superior alternative with respect to these policies.

The City also analyzed the impacts of the arch bridge design compared with the H-truss
design. According to the April 14, 2008 City staff report, the H-truss design alternative
would include a seven-foot high truss comprised of 10-inch by 10-inch top and bottom
rails connected by eight-inch by eight-inch vertical and diagonal beams. Approximately
three feet of the truss structure would be placed below the bridge deck and four feet of
the truss structure would be placed above the bridge deck. The decking would be
constructed of wood and the remainder of the structure would be steel. The deck for the
truss bridge would be raised two feet higher than the deck height for the proposed arch
bridge in order for the bottom rail of the H-truss to maintain two feet of vertical clearance
above the projected water level during a 100-year flood event. The City found that the
two-foot increase in deck height would require the importation of more fill material at
each bridge end than what is required for the arch bridge in order to ramp up onto the
truss bridge. An additional two vertical feet of fill requires a larger fill footprint. Part of
this expanded fill pad footprint would result in more grading within the riparian corridor
than what is required for the arch bridge and the expanded fill footprint for the H-truss
design could require the removal of additional trees along the west bank of the creek
just upstream from the existing bridge. The deck of the bridge would also need to tie
into a ramp or approach at each bridge end meeting Americans with Disabilities Act
requirements. For the arch bridge design, the deck of the bridge would sit over three
feet higher than the pavement at Calle Ocho. The height difference between the street
ends and the bridge deck from the arch bridge could be accommodated with linear
ramps from the street ends. However, according to the staff report, because the H-truss
design must be constructed two-feet higher than the arch bridge, the two-foot vertical
increase in deck height increases the deck height difference between the sidewalk at
the end of Eighth Street and the bridge deck to approximately five vertical feet and the
height difference between the deck and the street end at Calle Ocho would increase to
approximately three-feet. This height increase would require more stairs and switchback ramps, resulting in more earthwork and impacts to vegetation in the riparian
corridor.
In this case, the City has provided a high degree of factual and legal support for the
local government’s decision that the proposed arch-style bridge is consistent with the
certified LCP relating to the resource protection policies and implementation measures
cited by the appellants. The City has thoroughly addressed relevant policies and
implementation measure and has provided factual support showing that several aspects
of the project will have an overall beneficial impact on creek resources in comparison
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with other alternative designs. The above analysis provides evidence that creek habitat
value will be enhanced by removing existing obstructions within the creek (six piers), the
new bridge would span the creek and would not require ongoing maintenance within the
creek bed, the project includes a native plant restoration and monitoring plan, mitigation
will be provided for three willow trees and one sycamore tree, and the existing storm
drain would be upgraded to include an oil/water/trash separation device. The H-truss
design option, as advocated for by the appellants, could have more adverse impacts to
resources due to the need for more earthwork to support the truss structure and access
points to the street ends.
Further, the City Council approved the arch-style pedestrian bridge with more
protections for stream resources than proposed as part of the project presented by City
staff. The City Council approved the project and adopted Resolution 5114 with revisions
providing that: existing native trees within the construction zone are to receive the
utmost protection during construction and that construction is to be expedited in order to
minimize impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods and the environment. The City Council
also adopted a measure for the protection of the three-trunked sycamore tree. The City
Council approved the project with a revision to Condition #1, to read, in part: “[t]he
actual location of the concrete footing on the east bank may be moved upstream or
downstream during final design and construction for the purpose of reducing possible
effects to buried cultural resources and/or to, if possible, avoid the removal of the
southern trunk of the triple-trunked sycamore that is located immediately north of the
existing bridge.” Thus, one major concern of appellants, the removal of one trunk of a
three-trunked sycamore, is not an issue because the project, as approved, will not
impact or require removal of the three-trunked sycamore tree.
Additionally, there is no evidence that the City would have come to a different decision
and chosen a different bridge design with less impacts if the City had formed an Open
Space and Conservation Advisory Committee (as required by Implementation Policy
OSC-IP 2) or if the City had developed a Watershed Management Plan (as required by
Implementation Policy OSC-IP 27). The LCP policies, described above, provide
protections for natural resources and creek habitat. The staff report adequately
assessed these policies and explained how the arch design would minimize impacts to
surrounding vegetation and habitat compared with other alternatives.
In analyzing other factors relevant to the issue of whether this appeal raises a
substantial issue with respect to habitat protection, the extent and scope of the project is
relatively minor. It involves only a small (165-foot long, 5.5-foot wide) pedestrian bridge.
The coastal resources affected by the decision are also minimal. Three willow trees
and one sycamore tree will be removed and replaced (5:1 and 10:1 mitigation ratio,
respectively) and 100-150 cubic yards of grading will be required for construction and
placement of the free-span bridge. The City’s decision to replace the deteriorating
wooden pedestrian bridge with a free-span arch bridge will have an overall beneficial
impact on Carpinteria Creek and is consistent with the City’s LCP policies relating to
protection of creek habitat as analyzed by the City. Further, this appeal raises issues
only relating to consistency with local creek protection policies, community character
and visual resources, it does not establish dramatic new interpretations of those
policies, and, because of the location of the bridge in a residential area, the project does
not have regional or statewide significance. Given these factors, this appeal does not
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raise a substantial issue relating to habitat protection. The project is consistent with the
requirements of the LCP that were adopted to insure that development does not have
significant adverse impacts on coastal resources.
2.

Visual Resources and Community Character

The appeal asserts that the project, as approved by the City, raises issues with respect
to its consistency with the following objectives and implementation policies of the City of
Carpinteria Local Coastal Plan relating to visual resources and community character.
Community Design Element Policy CDS2-a:
Ensure that new intensified land uses within the Downtown remain consistent
with the city’s “small beach town” image.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC-13a:
Preserve broad, unobstructed views from the nearest public street to the
ocean, including but not limited to Linden Avenue, Bailard Avenue,
Carpinteria Avenue, and U.S. Highway 101. In addition, design and site new
development on or adjacent to bluffs, beaches, streams, or the Salt Marsh to
prevent adverse impacts on these visual resources. New development shall
be subject to all of the following measures
a. Height and siting restrictions to avoid obstruction of existing views
of visual resources from the nearest public areas.
b. In addition to the bluff setback required for safety, additional bluff
setbacks may be required for oceanfront structures to minimize or
avoid impacts on public views from the beach…
c. Special landscaping requirements to mitigate visual impacts.

Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Implementation Policy 59:
Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include view preservation design standards
including the listing of specific locations where maximum building height and
mass standards will be applied, and areas where minimum open space
buffers will be required.

The appellants assert that the approved project is inconsistent with the above policies
because the arch design will obstruct views of the riparian canopy. Specifically, the
appeal states that:
[t]he Arch Bridge is a highly engineered structure with 12” diameter pipe
supports swooping 17’ up in the air. As such, it is significantly different than
the existing wooden footbridge. During city public hearings neighbors and
citizens testified as to the better consistency of both the existing bridge and
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the modified H-truss design to the concept of ‘small town charm.’ Given that
the bridge must be replaced, however, the modified H-truss design appears to
be more consistent with ‘small town charm’ because it does not have the
large overhead arches. Viewers from the nearest public place (that is,
approaches to the bridge and on the bridge itself – very few, if any viewers
will see the bridge from the side unless the are down in the creek bed itself,
and there is difficult access, at best down to the creek bed) will see large
overhead swooping pipes with the arch bridge and only 48” high top rail
chords at the side with openings in the truss structure to view below, with the
modified H-truss design.

Further, the appeal asserts, with respect to Open Space, Recreation & Conservation
Element Implementation Policy 59, that if the City had amended the Zoning Ordinance
then design standards may have been in place to preserve views of the riparian canopy
and guide the selection of the bridge design.
The City provided the following analysis with regard to the project’s consistency with the
objectives and implementation policies of the LCP cited by the appellants relating to
visual resources and community character in its March 10, 2008 staff report:
Staff Report Analysis of Community Design Element Policy CDS2-a and other
Community Design Element objectives:
Given that the distance that has to be spanned (165 feet) without any piers the
design options for a new bridge are limited and typically involve major
structural supports placed above the bridge deck (such as a box truss, arch
or suspension bridge). The new arch style pedestrian bridge most closely
resembles the look of the existing bridge while ensuring that all structural
supports are removed from the creek bed. The wooden decking, handrails and
picket railings of the six-foot deck width and three-and-one-half foot railing
height are appropriately scaled to the pedestrian. The alignment of the bridge
would roughly follow that of the existing bridge which helps to maintain visual
connectivity across the bridge to each street. The steel arches and deck
understory would be constructed of a self-weathering steel, which achieves a
rust-colored patina that would blend in with the surrounding riparian
woodland and complement the ipê hardwood bridge decking and rails.
Overall, replacing the bridge with a new and improved structure would help to
preserve and enhance an existing physical connection between the Concha
Loma and Downtown/Old Town neighborhoods. Therefore, this project can be
found consistent with the above-noted objectives and policies for both SubAreas.

Staff Report Analysis of Open Space, Recreation & Conservation Element Policy OSC13a and other OSC Policies:
…[T]he new bridge structure would feature materials intended to blend into
the surrounding area, including using a sustainably harvested, natural
hardwood (left unpainted) for the bridge decking, pickets and handrails, using
self-weathering steel for the bridge and arch structures (which maintains a
rust colored patina) and utilizing a creek rock veneer for the exposed portions

A-4-CPN-08-024 (8th Street Pedestrian Bridge)
Page 19

of the bridge abutments. The existing overhead utility lines would be
relocated to the underside of the bridge structure which improves the visual
character of the surrounding skyline. The project also proposed to relandscape the project area with native landscaping, including mitigating (at a
10:1 ration and a 5:1 ratio, respectively) for the loss of three willows, one
sycamore and (if it needs to be removed), one trunk of the “3-in-1” sycamore
anticipated as a result of the project. As the new vegetation fills in over the
years (performance criteria are included in the Mitigation Measures of the
MND to ensure the survival of the replacement planting), the bridge would
again become largely screened from the surrounding areas similar to the
current existing conditions.
The City Council directed City staff to pursue the arch bridge design as this
was deemed most similar to the existing bridge in character, while meeting
the other design objectives of keeping structural elements, such as piers,
outside of the creekbed. Although the new bridge places must of its structural
support in the air above the deck rather than below the bridge deck, the small
diameter of the arch tubes (approximately 12-inch diameter maximum near
the base of the arches) and the 16 and one half foot spacing between the
cable stays help to minimize obstructions of views of the creek, both from
and through the bridge. The bridge would be maintained as a pedestrian-only
bridge, thereby maintaining the deck width at six feet rather than eight feet as
would be required for a bicycle bridge and keeping the hand rails at a height
of three and one half feet. The overall size and scale of the bridge is meant to
be sympathetic to the character of the surrounding community and natural
areas, while meeting minimum building code and accessibility requirements.

The City also analyzed the visual impacts of the arch bridge design compared with
alternative designs, including the H-truss design, and determined that the arch bridge is
more appropriately scaled. The City’s April 14, 2008 staff report states that the arch
bridge railings would be six inches shorter than the truss railing and that, because the
overhead arches provide the main structural support, the railings of the arch bridge can
be constructed of much smaller members than what is proposed for the alternative truss
bridge style. Additionally, the City staff report states that the deck for the truss bridge
would be raised two feet higher than the deck height for the proposed arch bridge in
order for the bottom rail of the H-truss to maintain two feet of vertical clearance above
the projected water level during a 100-year flood event. The deck of the bridge would
need to tie into a ramp or approach at each bridge end meeting Americans with
Disabilities Act requirements. As explained above, this height increase for the H-truss
design would require more stairs and switch-back ramps, resulting in more earthwork
and more visual impacts at each approach.
In this case, the City has provided a high degree of support for the local government’s
decision that the development is consistent with the certified LCP relating to visual
resources and community character. City staff analyzed the impacts of the arch bridge
design compared with the H-truss design and provided a thorough factual analysis of
each design. The City’s analysis demonstrates how the project protects the “small
beach town” image of the area and prevents adverse impacts on the views of the
stream and the riparian vegetation. The City Council had adequate support for its
decision to choose the arch free-span bridge design. Additionally, in analyzing other
factors to determine whether this appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to visual
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resources and community character, the Commission takes into consideration the
extent and scope of the project. In this case, as also explained above, removing a
deteriorating wooden pedestrian bridge with pilings in the creek and replacing it with a
five and a half foot-wide free-span pedestrian bridge in almost the same location and
same bulk and size is a relatively minor development project. The project may have
minor public view impacts of the riparian canopy above the bridge due to the two 12inch tube arches supporting the bridge, but no public views of the riparian canopy will be
blocked. Moreover, this riparian canopy is only visible from the street end approaches,
the bridge, and the stream corridor, so that it is not among the more significant coastal
resources protected by the Coastal Act. As for the bridge structure, the City Council
used its discretion in choosing the design that will be compatible with community
character. Further, this appeal raises issues only relating to consistency with local
policies relating to creek protection, community character and visual resources, it does
not establish dramatic new interpretations of those policies, and, because of the location
of the bridge in a residential area, the project does not have regional or statewide
significance. Given these factors, this appeal does not raise a substantial issue relating
to visual impacts and impacts to community character.
3.

Flood Hazards

The 100-year flow capacity of Carpinteria Creek is 12,000 cfs, with a surface elevation
of approximately 25 feet, according to the March 10, 2008 City staff report. The existing
wooden pedestrian bridge sits at an elevation of 23 to 26 feet and does not meet the
flood zone requirements of two vertical feet of clearance above the 100-year flow
capacity.
The appellants’ appeal asserts that the project, as approved by the City, raises issues
with respect to its consistency with the following objectives and implementation policies
of the City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Plan relating to flood hazards.
Safety Element Policy S-4a:
All new development proposed in the 100-year floodplain must adhere to the
County of Santa Barbara Floodplain Management Ordinance, Chapter 15-A of
the County Code.

Safety Element Policy S-4b:
The development of critical facilities within the 100-year floodplain should be
discouraged.

Safety Element Implementation Policy 10:
Compliance with the City’s Floodplain Management Measures will be required
prior to issuance of building permits for any type of individual development
project proposed in the 100-year floodplain.
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The appellants assert that the approved project is inconsistent with the above policies
because the arch design violates the two foot clearance above the 100 year flood flow
levels in the Flood Overlay District as it places the ends of the arches that attach to the
abutments directly below, not above, the 100 year flood flow level. The appeal states
that the H-truss design provides for a two foot clearance above the 100 year flood flow
level and is in compliance with the Flood Overlay District criteria.
The City provided the following analysis with regard to the project’s consistency with the
following objectives and implementation policies of the LCP cited by the appellants
relating flood hazards in its March 10, 2008 staff report:
Staff Report Analysis of Safety Element Policy S-4a and S-4 Implementation Policy 10:
The proposed bridge replacement would be consistent with the above-noted
objectives and policies. The established Base Flood Elevation (or 100-year storm
flow elevation) for the project site has been established at 25 feet. The bottom of
the deck structure of the new bridge deck would be at approximately 27 feet,
thereby meeting the required two-feet of vertical clearance (freeboard) above the
100-year flood level (or Base Flood Elevation) as established by FEMA. By
removing the existing piers from the creek bed, the bridge replacement lowers the
water surface elevation and also improves the hydrology of the site as the piers
have the adverse effect of increasing hydraulic forces that cause bank erosion
and habitat disturbance. The City Public Works Director is the flood plain
administrator for the City and has determined that the proposed bridge elevation
would comply with the minimum freeboard requirements.

Further, City staff provided additional information to Commission staff indicating that the
bottom of the arch tubes at the abutment are placed below the bridge deck and
encroach into the 100 year flood plain but these areas are not considered in contributing
to the hydraulic capacity of the Channel. 1 Further, the removal of the six piers in the
creek bed will have a positive effect on the flood plain and water surface elevation.
In this case, the City has provided a high degree of support for its decision that the
development is consistent with the flood hazard policies of the certified LCP. The City
approved the project with the evidence that the project has been reviewed and
conditionally approved by the City’s Floodplain Manager, according to the City’s staff
report, and that the project will adhere to the County of Santa Barbara Floodplain
Management Ordinance, Chapter 15-A of the County Code. Additionally, in analyzing
other factors to determine whether this appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to
flood hazards, the Commission takes into consideration the extent and scope of the
project. In this case, the proposed project is a free-span pedestrian-only bridge and,
while important for the local community, is not a vital circulation corridor or a substantial
development project. Further, the project will not have any adverse effect on flooding
risks. Finally, as explained above, this local government action does not have a
significant precedential effect for future interpretation of the City’s LCP, and the appeal
raises only local issues and does not have regional or statewide significance.

1

Email from Ken Taylor to Nick Bobroff, Assistant Planner, City of Carpinteria, Friday, May 9, 2008.
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E. CONCLUSION
For the reasons discussed above, no substantial issue is raised with respect to the
consistency of the approved development with the policies of the City’s certified LCP
regarding habitat protection and sensitive resources, visual resources and community
character, and flood hazards, which are the only grounds raised in the appeal. Applying
the factors identified on page 8, the Commission finds that the City has adequately
supported its position that the proposed project will not conflict with LCP policies. The
existing bridge with obstructions in the creek bed will be removed and replaced with a
free-span bridge, a re-vegetation and monitoring plan is proposed, and mitigation is
provided for the removal of 3 willow trees (5:1) and 1 sycamore tree (10:1), which will
minimize impacts to sensitive resources; the project will be consistent with LCP visual
resource and community character policies because views of the riparian canopy will
not be blocked, and the City provided a thorough analysis of design alternatives and the
City Council appropriately used its discretion in applying these policies; and, the City
provided factual support to indicate that the bridge is consistent with LCP flood
protection policies. In addition, the development is relatively minor in scope, doesn’t
have a significant adverse effect on relatively significant coastal resources, has little
precedential value, and doesn’t raise issues of regional or statewide significance.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal filed by Jean Reardon, Duffy Hecht,
Beverly Pope, Judy Pearce, Amrita Salms, Beverly Grant, Chuck McQuary, Sandy
Vandeman, Robert W. Hanson, and Louise Hansen does not raise a substantial issue
as to the City’s application of the cited policies of the LCP.

