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General Information About This Document

What’s in this document?

This document contains a Final Environmental Impact Report and Finding of No Significant Impact,
which examine the environmental effects of a proposed project on State Route 154 at Cold Spring
Canyon Bridge in Santa Barbara County.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment was circulated to the public
from May 9, 2008 to June 24, 2008. Two public hearings were held. The first was held Monday,
June 9, 2008, from 5:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. in the City of Santa Barbara Library, Faulkner Gallery, 40
East Anapamu Street in Santa Barbara. The second was held on Tuesday, June 10, 2008, from 5:30
p-m. to 8:30 p.m. in the Solvang Veterans Memorial Building, Legion Wing, 1745 Mission Drive in
Solvang. Comments received during the public comment period were taken into consideration in the
selection of the preferred alternative. Comments received and responses to comments are shown in
the Comments and Responses section of this document, which has been added since the draft was
circulated. Elsewhere in the document, a vertical line in the margin indicates changes or additions
made since the draft document was circulated.

What happens after this?

The proposed project has completed environmental compliance after the circulation of this
document. When funding is approved, the California Department of Transportation, as assigned by
the Federal Highway Administration, can design and construct all or part of the project.

For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, on audiocassette, or computer
disk. To obtain a copy in one of these alternate formats, please call or write to Caltrans, Attn: Matt Fowler, Central Coast
Environmental Analysis, 50 Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401; (805) 542-4603 Voice, or use the California
Relay Service TTY number, 1-800-735-2929.
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California Department of Transportation
Finding of No Significant Impact

FOR

Construct a suicide barrier on the Cold Spring
Canyon Bridge on State Route 154 from post miles 22.9 to 23.1

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has determined that the
Grid/Mesh Alternative will have no significant impact on the human environment.
This Finding of No Significant Impact is based on the attached Environmental
Assessment, which has been independently evaluated by Caltrans and determined to
adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental issues, and impacts of the
proposed project and appropriate mitigation measures. It provides sufficient evidence
and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.
Caltrans takes full responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and content of the attached
Environmental Assessment and incorporated technical reports.

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance
with applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by
Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327.

¢/ Z//ﬂé /%/ -

Ricflard KrumhotZ
District Director
California Department of Transportation

Date
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Summary

Effective July 1, 2007, Caltrans has been assigned environmental review and
consultation responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act pursuant to
23 U.S. Code 327.

Overview of Project Area

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is on State Route 154 in Santa Barbara County. It is a
large, dramatic structure spanning a distance of more than 1,200 feet and towering
more than 400 feet above Cold Spring Canyon.

Purpose and Need
The purpose of the proposed project is to:

1. Reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting from

individuals jumping off the bridge.

2. Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel such as law enforcement
officers or search and rescue teams when attempting to prevent persons from
jumping off of the bridge, and reduce the number of recoveries that need to be
performed following a suicide jump from the bridge.

The project is needed because as of June 3, 2009, at least 47 people have committed
suicide by jumping from this bridge since it was built in 1963 (per revised Coroner’s
statistics). In the last 25 years (June 4, 1984, through June 3, 2009), at least 33 deaths
from suicide have occurred, according to data from the Santa Barbara County
Sheriff’s Department. Suicides have occurred when individuals have jumped off the
bridge. Individuals with suicidal intent have easy access to this means of harming
themselves because the top of the existing safety rail is 3 feet, 7 inches from the
roadway and 2 feet, 7 inches above the concrete curb. Individuals contemplating
suicide can walk onto the narrow bridge and jump without impediment because the
existing bridge rail is so low.

Because of suicides, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge has the highest concentration of
fatalities for any spot location on the state highway system in Caltrans District 5
(Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties).
Because of these suicides, there are also serious risks involved when law
enforcement, emergency personnel, and search and rescue teams respond to an
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Summary

incident at the bridge. During an occurrence, State Route 154 may be closed or traffic
reduced to one lane.

Proposed Action

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to install a physical
suicide barrier on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge near San Marcos Pass in Santa
Barbara County.

Background

Originally, the proposed project was to have been built under Caltrans’ Safety
Improvement Program. However, at the request of the California Transportation
Commission, Caltrans investigated alternate funding sources other than the State
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). As a result, it has been
determined that the funding to construct the barriers will now come from the local
portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act)
funds.

Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner records indicate that all of the fatalities
associated with the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge have been the result of individuals
jumping from the bridge. A multidisciplinary task force consisting of the California
Highway Patrol, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s office, emergency services, Santa
Barbara County Association of Governments, Caltrans, and experts in the field of
suicidology was formed to investigate what could be done to reduce the number of
persons jumping from the bridge. The task force recommended that installing a
physical barrier would be an effective improvement to reduce suicides on this state
highway.

Alternatives

Two build alternatives—the Grid/Mesh Alternative and the Vertical Alternative—as
well as the No-Build Alternative were considered. The Grid/Mesh Alternative would
use welded wire in a square grid pattern, spaced approximately 1 to 2 inches apart.
The Vertical Alternative would place vertical steel rods/pickets spaced a maximum of
6 to 8 inches apart between the posts. The No-Build Alternative would leave the
bridge as it is.

Joint California Environmental Quality Act/National Environmental
Policy Act Document

The proposed project is a joint project by Caltrans and the Federal Highway
Administration and is subject to state and federal environmental review requirements.
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Summary

Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the
California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act.
Caltrans is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act. In
addition, the Federal Highway Administration’s responsibility for environmental
review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable
federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327.

Some impacts determined to be significant under the California Environmental
Quality Act may not lead to a determination of significance under the National
Environmental Policy Act. Because the National Environmental Policy Act is
concerned with the significance of the project as a whole, it is quite often the case that
a “lower level” document is prepared for the National Environmental Policy Act. One
of the most commonly seen joint document types is an Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment.

Project Impacts

Visual/Aesthetic Resources: The project would be incompatible with the natural
character of the surrounding landscape and would distract from the existing
architectural style of the bridge. Both alternatives would result in some combination
of view blockage (opacity) and visual intrusion due to the intervening barrier
elements and architecture. Because of the expected high level of viewer sensitivity
associated with the bridge and State Route 154 (a Designated State Scenic Highway)
and the magnitude of the visual change, the project would result in substantial adverse
impacts to the visual environment. The grid/mesh barrier would be the less noticeable
of the two alternatives because the mesh itself would tend to recede and visually
blend with the background.

Cultural Resources: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires
Caltrans to look at the kinds of effects a proposed project may have on historic
properties in the project vicinity. Historic properties are properties that are either
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The effects
evaluation must be done following a set of guidelines, the Criteria of Adverse Effect,
as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations
800.5). For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project, the only historic
property present is the bridge itself.
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The criteria state that a proposed project has an adverse effect on a historic property
whenever the project alters—either directly or indirectly—any of the characteristics
that qualify the property for listing in the National Register in a way that diminishes
the property’s integrity. The integrity of a historic property as a whole is evaluated by
looking at seven different aspects: integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association.

The proposed project would cause a direct adverse effect on the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge because it introduces a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic
integrity of design, feeling, and association.

The California Department of Transportation consulted with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. A
Memorandum of Agreement to address the adverse effects of the project was signed
by the State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and the California Department of Transportation in March 2009 (see
Appendix E).
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to install a physical
suicide barrier (barrier) on each side of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, on State
Route 154 near San Marcos Pass in Santa Barbara County (see Figures 1-1, 1-2, and
2-1 through 2-10).

1.2 Purpose and Need

The Purpose and Need Section of this document discusses the reasons for the
proposed project and provides structure for the development of alternatives. In the
alternative selection process, the alternatives are evaluated and compared on how well
they meet the Purpose and Need, as well as the potential environmental and economic

costs.

1.2.1 Purpose
The purpose of the proposed project is to:

1. Reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting

from individuals jumping off the bridge.

2. Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel such as law
enforcement officers or search and rescue teams when attempting to prevent
persons from jumping off of the bridge, and reduce the number of recoveries
that need to be performed following a suicide jump from the bridge.

1.2.2 Need

Reduce the number of suicides

Since the bridge was built in 1963, at least 47 people have committed suicide at this
location, as of June 3, 2009, by jumping from this bridge. In the past 25 years, at least
33 deaths from suicide have occurred (June 4, 1984, through June 3, 2009). The top
of the existing safety rails is 3 feet, 7 inches from the roadway and 2 feet, 7 inches
above the concrete curb. Individuals contemplating suicide can walk onto the narrow
bridge and jump without impediment because the existing bridge rails are so low.
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Chapter 1 * Proposed Project

Because of suicides, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge has the highest concentration of
fatalities for any spot in Caltrans District 5, which includes the Central Coast counties
of Monterey, San Benito, Santa Cruz, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Barbara.
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Chapter 1 * Proposed Project

Reduce risks to emergency personnel: law enforcement, ambulance,
and search and rescue teams

According to the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s office, there have been
approximately 162 incidents within the past eight years where law enforcement has
responded to a suicide-related call at this location. While it cannot be determined how
many of these law enforcement calls have resulted in a contact with a suicidal subject,
the Sheriff has stated that for public safety, any call that puts law enforcement
personnel on the bridge is considered a potential danger because of the low bridge
rails, narrow roadway, and bridge swaying that occurs from cars or wind. If a
despondent person is contacted on the bridge and struggles, it endangers both the
officer and the person.

For example, on one night in 2006, two Sheriff’s deputies and a California Highway
Patrol officer were engaging a distraught man in conversation in an effort to dissuade
him from leaping to his death. Suddenly, the man released his grip on the bridge and
began falling. The law enforcement team lunged toward the edge of the bridge and
grabbed his arm as he fell. In rescuing the man from this attempted suicide, the law
enforcement team was exposed to a dangerous situation. As one of the deputies
leaned over to help save the man’s life, both of her feet were lifted from the bridge
deck by the weight and force of the man attempting to jump. Her body was pulled on
to the bridge rail where her balance was shifted towards the edge; with the help of
other officers she was able to regain her balance as the man was pulled to safety. This
dramatic rescue was recorded on an in-car video and graphically shows the danger
law enforcement personnel can be exposed to when attempting to prevent persons
from jumping off the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge.

The Sheriff of Santa Barbara County is also the County Coroner, and Sheriff’s
Deputies are Deputy Coroners. As such, the Sheriff is responsible for determining the
cause of death, recovering the decedent’s remains and property, and notifying the
next of kin. The Sheriff has the responsibility to recover the remains in a timely
manner. Timely recovery is important because the victim may still be alive (all who
initially survived the plunge ultimately died), distraught relatives and friends have
attempted to search on their own for their loved ones, and wild animals are attracted
to the body.

The Santa Barbara County Search and Rescue Team, a highly trained volunteer
branch of the Sheriff’s Department, has the responsibility to rescue attempted suicides
and to recover the victims’ remains. Even with their years of experience performing
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search and rescue in many diverse physical situations, the team considers the Cold

Spring Canyon Bridge area the most hazardous terrain they have encountered for the

following reasons:

Danger is encountered in the terrain below the bridge when searching or
recovering a body. In either case, the workers descend down the sides of the
canyon. The rocky terrain under the bridge is very steep and is littered with glass,
jagged metal, and wires, and is covered by dense poison oak and manzanita.
Rescue team members have lost weeks of work due to exposure to poison oak.
Team members have tripped in this environment and suffered sprained ankles,
knees, and other injuries. Once located, the body must be secured and physically
transported back up the steep canyon.

When searching for a body below the bridge, team members have been exposed to
injury from falling rock and gravel that are disturbed by passing cars—once a
clipboard fell from the top of the bridge nearly missing a rescuer. With a fall of
over 400 feet, the impact of a falling object could cause severe bodily injury or be
fatal.

Suicides that occur at night add a higher degree of difficulty for the search and
rescue team. Unless there are reasons to delay recovery until daylight, such as bad
weather, recovery must be attempted.

Often working in darkness and with cars driving nearby on the narrow bridge, the
team’s recovery efforts expose them to falling from the bridge as they pace the
bridge searching with flashlights to the canyon floor, more than 400 feet below.
The narrow two-lane road, the low 3-foot, 7-inch existing bridge safety railing,
lack of sidewalks, and noticeable swaying of the bridge from traffic and wind are
all factors that contribute to the risks that emergency personnel may encounter
during a suicide incident.

Traveling motorists may also be at risk in attempting to stop a suicide if the
person is distraught or violent. There is the risk of injury or of being pulled over
the bridge by a combatant individual. Motorists have witnessed people jumping
off the bridge. Having to confront someone who is suicidal places the untrained
person in a foreign situation; if their attempt to prevent the suicide fails, they may
be subject to guilt and posttraumatic stress.

1.3 Background

Originally, the proposed project was to have been built under Caltrans’ Safety

Improvement Program. However, at the request of the California Transportation
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Commission, Caltrans investigated alternate funding sources other than the State
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). As a result it has been
determined that the money needed to construct the barriers will now come from local
Recovery Act funds.

Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner records indicate that all of the suicides
associated with Cold Spring Canyon Bridge have been the results of individuals
jumping from the bridge. A multidisciplinary task force consisting of the California
Highway Patrol, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s office, emergency services, Santa
Barbara County Association of Governments, Caltrans, and experts in the field of
suicidology was formed to investigate what could be done to reduce the number of
persons jumping from the bridge. The task force recommended that the installation of
physical barriers would be an effective method to reduce fatalities by suicide from
jumping on this state roadway.

1.4 Alternatives

This section describes the project alternatives that were developed by an
interdisciplinary team to achieve the project purpose while avoiding or minimizing
environmental impacts. Several criteria were taken into consideration when
evaluating the various alternatives for the proposed project, including the project
purpose and need, cost, and environmental impacts.

1.4.1 Build Alternatives

The build alternatives consist of the Grid/Mesh Alternative and the Vertical
Alternative. Both build alternatives would construct a barrier on each side of the road
on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to act as a physical barrier to reduce the number of
persons jumping from the bridge (see Figures 2-2 through 2-10). The estimated
construction cost of the Grid/Mesh Alternative is $969,000 and the estimated cost of
the Vertical Alternative is $1,050,000 (as of June 2009 and October 2008,
respectively).

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives

Experts in the field of suicidology and mental health recommend a physical barrier
with the following configuration to be the most effective method to reduce suicides
on a bridge. The barrier should include the following features:

e The height should be a minimum of 6 feet
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The top of the barrier should curve inward

The pickets or members should be difficult to climb and placed a maximum of 6
to 8 inches apart

The barrier should run the entire span of the bridge on both sides

Both build alternatives that were under consideration meet these configuration criteria

and the project’s Purpose and Need:

Height - The barrier would have a total height of approximately 6 feet above the
existing Type 2 barrier rails; the barrier would curve inward toward traffic at
around 5 feet from the bridge deck. The resulting rail height above the bridge
deck/roadway surface would be approximately 9 feet, 7 inches.

Anchorage - The barrier would be connected to a bolted anchorage plate placed
on the back side of the existing Type 2 barrier rails.

Frame - The frame would consist of two vertical posts and three horizontal rails,
which would be placed between adjacent anchorage plates.

Aesthetic treatment — A low reflective finish would be implemented.

Unique Features of the Build Alternatives

Grid/Mesh Alternative - This option consists of welded wire or other material in
a square grid pattern, spaced approximately 1 to 2 inches apart. Due to the small
openings which would be difficult to gain a foothold or handhold, the mesh would
not be scalable by most people.

Vertical Alternative - This alternative consists of vertical steel rods/pickets,
spaced from 6 to 8 inches apart. The pickets would prevent most people from
climbing over the barrier in order to jump off of the bridge.

Existing views and visual simulations of both build alternatives from three different

viewpoints are shown in Figures 2-2 through 2-10 in Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics.

1.4.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative provides a baseline for consideration of other alternatives

and may be preferred if the other alternatives and/or variations have significant

impacts on the environment, do not serve the project’s Purpose and Need, or are not

economically feasible.
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The No-Build alternative would not impact the bridge structure. However, it is
reasonable to assume suicides from individuals jumping from the Cold Spring
Canyon Bridge would continue and could potentially increase.

1.4.3 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 1.1 compares the two build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative. Criteria
for evaluating alternatives include the project’s Purpose and Need issues and potential
environmental effects of the proposed project. The two build alternatives are similar
for many of the evaluation criteria and meet the project’s stated Purpose and Need.
Both of the build alternatives would reduce the number of persons jumping from the
bridge by providing a physical barrier approximately 9 feet, 7 inches in height with an
inward curve. Correspondingly, by reducing the number of suicides at the bridge,
risks to law enforcement, emergency personnel, and search and rescue teams would
be reduced.

The project would have impacts on the visual/aesthetic and cultural aspects of the
bridge. Both proposed barrier alternatives would be incompatible with the natural
character of the surrounding landscape, would distract from the existing architectural
style, and would diminish the historic qualities of the bridge. However, the
Grid/Mesh Alternative would have less of an aesthetic impact than the Vertical
Alternative.

With the No-Build Alternative, the bridge rail height would remain at its current
height. This alternative would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need; it is
reasonable to assume that suicides and suicide attempts, as well as risks to emergency
services as a result of these incidents, would continue to occur at the bridge without
the installation of a barrier.
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Table 1.1 Comparison of Alternatives

Evaluation Criteria

Grid/Mesh Alternative

Vertical Alternative

No-Build Alternative

Reduce Number of
Suicides From
Jumping

Helps reduce suicides, meets
Purpose and Need

Helps reduce suicides,
meets Purpose and Need

Suicides would most
likely continue. Does not
meet the Purpose and
Need.

Reduce Risks to
Emergency
Personnel

Reduces risks due to reduced
number of suicides, meets
Purpose and Need

Reduces risks due to
reduced number of
suicides, meets Purpose
and Need

Suicides would most
likely continue. Does not
meet the Purpose and
Need.

Visual/Aesthetic
Resources

Lower level of adverse effects
of the view from and of the
bridge

Higher level of adverse
effects of the view from
and of the bridge

The appearance of the
bridge would not change

Cultural Resources

Adverse effect - diminishes
the property’s historic

Adverse effect -
diminishes the property’s

The appearance of the
bridge would not change

qualities historic qualities
(22 of June 2009 an Maintenance costs only
gstg:)::j 28028009 and $969,000 $1,050,000

respectively)

1.4.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative
Evaluations revealed that the Grid/Mesh Alternative is the environmentally superior

alternative because it would have less of an impact on views of and from the bridge

(see Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics). Other than the difference in visual impacts, both

build alternatives would have essentially the same environmental impacts.

1.4.5 Preferred Alternative

Two build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative were under consideration. After
circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
(DEIR/EA), Caltrans selected the Grid/Mesh Alternative as the preferred alternative
based on environmental analysis, comments on the DEIR/EA, and input from the
community-based Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee. While both of the build
alternatives would meet the Purpose and Need of the project, the Grid/Mesh
Alternative would have less of an impact on views of and from the bridge. See Table

1.1 Comparison of Alternatives.

1.4.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further Discussion
The following five alternatives were considered but eliminated from further

discussion by Caltrans.
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Horizontal Alternative
A six-foot physical barrier alternative with horizontal members curved inward and a

total height of 9 feet, 7 inches above the bridge roadway would be constructed on

each side of the bridge. This alternative was considered but rejected because the

horizontal design had a “ladder-like” configuration that could be more easily scaled

than the other two physical barrier alternatives under consideration.

Safety Net Alternative
A safety net alternative would be installed on each side of the bridge as a suicide

deterrent. As a result of meetings between Caltrans, the State Historic Preservation

Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the safety net alternative

was further investigated following the release of the draft environmental document.

The findings and conclusions made below in the draft EIR/EA remain the same. This

alternative was considered but rejected due to the following reasons:

The net strategy requires immediate response while those who fall into it are still
stunned. The remote location of the bridge would not make this possible and a
suicidal person could get to the edge of the net and jump again.

Risks to the Santa Barbara County Search and Rescue Team during a safety net
rescue. Team members would rappel over the edge of the bridge into the net,
using technical rescue equipment, a complex system of ropes and hardware. The
safety net by design is difficult to walk on or stand in, thus maintaining balance
while standing in the net may not be possible. The rescuer would attempt to
secure the person for removal from the net. If the suicidal person is violent and
possibly armed, subduing them while maintaining balance in the safety net and
then securing and hoisting the person to the top of the bridge is very difficult.
Search and Rescue Team members are not in law enforcement or trained to
confront potential combatants. Conversely, the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s
Deputies are not trained in the specialized field of search and rescue and depend
on the Search and Rescue team for rescue and recovery.

Constructability, replacement costs, and maintenance issues. Installing a safety
net involves drilling holes in the face of the bridge and adding a large horizontal
structure, which could permanently alter the structure’s appearance and
engineering. If the net catches a person or heavy object, the netting becomes
deformed from the impact, which reduces its effectiveness, and requires it to be
replaced.
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A safety net may constitute a possible lure to thrill seekers. A net located 400 feet
above the ground designed for a human to fall into in relative safety may be an
attraction to that segment of the population.

The safety net may be a danger to those who fall into it. If a suicide attempt
occurs or the net catches a thrill seeker, the person may be stunned or injured by
the impact. For suicide attempts that occur in darkness, the people may not be
seen in the net for an extended period of time, exposing them to cold, heat, wind,
and rain. Also, once they are located, the response time for emergency services
may be lengthy, due to the bridge’s remoteness.

The safety net would be difficult and dangerous to maintain. Routine maintenance
to remove vegetation, trapped animals, and litter that could collect in the netting
material would require rappelling into the net to collect the material, securing the
material in a container, hoisting it to the top of the bridge, and then ascending
back up ropes to the top of the bridge.

A safety net would not increase the existing railing height.

Partial Barrier Alternative
A partial barrier would not span the length of the bridge. This alternative was rejected

because this barrier configuration would not be effective, since it could be scaled or

avoided by persons intent on jumping off of the bridge.

Restricting Access Alternative

Restricting pedestrian access—Pedestrians are not prohibited from walking on
State Route 154, a conventional highway; however, the bridge was not designed
for pedestrian use. It has no sidewalks, and the existing 2-foot-wide by 10-inch-
high concrete curb is an integral part of the bridge safety railing. The top of the
existing safety rails is 3 feet, 7 inches from the roadway and 2 feet, 7 inches above
the concrete curb. The 34-foot-wide, two-lane bridge is relatively narrow. If a
sign were posted restricting pedestrians, it would be difficult for law enforcement
to effectively enforce this restriction because patrols do not monitor the bridge 24
hours a day. Individuals contemplating suicide can walk onto the narrow bridge
and jump without impediment because the existing bridge rails are so low.
Restricting public parking at pull out areas—It is not probable that restricting
parking or closing pullout areas would reduce the number of persons jumping
from the bridge. According to revised statistics (received May 21, 2009) from the
Sheriff’s Coroner Bureau, at least 10 individuals have abandoned their vehicle on
the middle of the bridge and jumped. Also, these roadside locations are necessary
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for emergency vehicles, disabled vehicles, and highway maintenance parking to
help keep the traffic flowing on State Route 154 in a safe manner.

“Human Barrier” Alternative

The Human Barrier Alternative (“No Barriers") has been proposed by some interested
people as a viable alternative to deter suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge.
This alternative consists of non-physical barrier deterrents such as call boxes, video
cameras, surveillance patrols, signs, lighting, and public education. Components of
this alternative were previously considered but eliminated from consideration because
research on the effectiveness of these measures at other bridges shows the human
barrier approach has not been satisfactory at reducing the number of persons jumping
from the bridge. Those individuals determined to die have no further suicide deterrent
once they pass the signs, call boxes, and video cameras. These non-physical
components have also been considered in the aggregate, not just as stand-alone
elements. Also having a physical barrier does not preclude the use of these non-
physical components as supplemental deterrent strategies.

The human barrier approach was tried on the Golden Gate Bridge in San Francisco,
which is the foremost suicide magnet location in the world. Even though the Golden
Gate Bridge is adjacent to a large urban area and heavily patrolled, using this
approach was found to not be completely effective and persons continue to jump off
the bridge. According to the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation
District, the following human barrier methods have been used on the bridge to deter
suicides:

e Emergency telephones linked to suicide prevention/crisis intervention counselors
were installed in 1993

e Signs to direct people to the emergency crisis phones were installed in 1993

e (losed-circuit television cameras monitored 24 hours a day were upgraded in the
mid 1990s and again in 2001 to provide detailed surveillance of sidewalks

e Public safety patrols and law enforcement patrols trained in suicide
prevention/crisis intervention began in 1996

e Employee training and education in suicide prevention/crisis intervention started
in 2004

Between 1993—when the Golden Gate Bridge’s first human barrier component,
emergency crisis telephones, was installed—and 2007, there have been at least 380
suicides from the bridge. The data is from the San Francisco Chronicle’s review of
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District records to determine the
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number of suicides by year through 2004 for its series “Lethal Beauty” published on
October 30, 2005; the number of incidents for the years 2005 through 2007 are from
the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District (the Marin County
Coroner maintains the official records). When anti-suicide patrols began in 1996, the
San Francisco Suicide Prevention Agency commented in The New York Times article
by Carey Goldberg, “Golden Gate Bridge to Institute Suicide Patrols,” that the bridge
also needed better physical barriers. The bridge’s Board of Directors voted in 2005 to
explore installing a barrier.

In 1994, the year after the implementation of emergency telephones, there were 38
known deaths. In 2007, with the presence of the human barrier measures-crisis
telephones, signs, closed circuit cameras, safety patrols, and employee crisis
intervention training, there were 38 confirmed suicides, the highest number of
suicides since 1994.

Human barrier solutions have also been tried at other bridges that attract suicide
attempts. An increase in suicides on the Sunshine Skyway Bridge in Saint Petersburg,
Florida led officials to install crisis phones and start 24-hour patrols of the bridge in
2000. In 2002, 15 surveillance cameras were added. According to an article by Jamie
Jones, “Skyway safeguards don’t deter jumpers,” published October 3, 2003 in the
Saint Petersburg Times, in spite of these safeguards, from 2000 to the date of the
article in 2003, 22 people committed suicide from the bridge. Florida Highway Patrol
officers said in the article that many of the people they try to talk down end up
jumping.

On May 9, 1999, The New York Times published an article written by Rick Bragg
entitled, “On Florida Bridge, Troopers Are Also Suicide Counselors.” This article
focused on the troopers who respond to suicide attempts on the Sunshine Skyway.
These officers face the risk of being taken over the bridge rail in their efforts to
prevent a suicide. They also experience emotional trauma when their efforts fail.
Those interviewed said that while they are able to talk some people down, others will
jump without talking at all or while they are talking.

Analysis of data from the County of San Diego Health and Human Services Agency
on the Coronado Bay Bridge in San Diego shows that call boxes and signs
encouraging individuals to seek help by using the crisis hotlines have not been an
effective suicide prevention strategy. Since the phones’ installation in 1990, suicides
by jumping from the Coronado Bridge have remained consistent.
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At the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, practical reasons would limit the effectiveness of
the “Human Barrier” Alternative that has been proposed. The remote, rural location
makes it difficult for law enforcement and emergency personnel to respond in a
timely manner to the proposed video camera surveillance; the Santa Barbara County
Sheriff’s Office estimated average response time without the delay of any other
activity, is around 15 minutes. The Sheriff also does not have the staff to continually
monitor the surveillance video cameras or to heighten existing patrol efforts at the
bridge.

Installing crisis telephones/call boxes on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge would be
impractical since the road on the bridge is narrow and there are no sidewalks or
shoulders to provide a safe location. There are plans by the Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments to install a separate crisis helpline on the two existing
motorist aid telephones. The existing call boxes are not located on the bridge for
pedestrian safety and practical reasons.

Lighting is an additional human barrier feature that was considered. However, due to
the bridge’s remote location and lack of people at the bridge at any given time,
additional lighting may not be a deterrent to suicides.

Another component of the human barrier approach is for law enforcement agencies to
develop clear policy directives and training for officer safety when encountering
suicidal persons. Law enforcement personnel already receive policy directives and
training in crisis and high-risk situations and are trained to help everyone; even those
who wish to harm themselves. As noted above with troopers at the Sunshine Skyway
Bridge, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s deputies who respond to suicide attempts at
the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge must also cope with emotional trauma when they
don’t succeed. A commander with the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department
has stated that despite specialized training and the officers’ best efforts to prevent a
person from taking their own life, witnessing someone jump from the bridge is a
difficult experience to live with. The commander said, “These first-responders suffer
ongoing psychological trauma and guilt following an incident and the memory of the
event stays with them for the rest of their lives...The feeling that you could have done
more is a reality, not just an academic study on a problem.”

1.5 Permits and Approvals Needed

None required.
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment,

Environmental
Consequences, and
Avoidance, Minimization,
and/or Mitigation Measures

This chapter explains the impacts that the project would have on the human, physical,

and biological environments in the project area. It describes the existing environment

that could be affected by the project, potential impacts from each of the alternatives,

and proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. Any indirect

impacts are included in the general impacts analysis and discussions that follow.

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the project, the

following environmental issues were considered but no adverse impacts were

identified. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these issues in this

document.

Land Use—There would be no impacts on land use from the project.
Growth—There would be no impacts on growth from the project.
Farmlands/Timberlands—No farmlands or timberlands are located in the
proposed project area.

Community Impacts—No communities would be affected by the construction of
the project.

Utilities/Emergency Services—There would be no impact on Utilities/Emergency
Services.

Hydrology and Floodplain—There would be no impacts on the hydrology or any
floodplain (Water Quality Technical Memo, dated October 18, 2007, memo from
Central Region Hydraulics, dated January 17, 2008).

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff—The proposed project would not affect
water quality or storm water runoff (Water Quality Technical Memo, October 18,
2007).

Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography—There would be no impacts on geology,
soils, seismicity, or topography at the project site (memo from Office of Bridge
Design Services, Structure Design, Department of Engineering Services, dated
January 18, 2008).
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e Paleontology—The project would not affect sensitive paleontological resources
(Paleontology Report, dated January 11, 2008).

e Hazardous Waste or Materials—The project would not generate hazardous waste
or materials (Hazardous Waste Initial Site Assessment dated September 29,
2007).

¢ Air Quality—The project would not have any impacts on air quality (Air Quality
and Noise Technical Reports, dated December 27, 2007).

e Noise and Vibration—There would be no noise or vibration impacts from the
project (Air Quality and Noise Technical Reports, dated December 27, 2007).

e Wetlands and other Waters—The project would not have any impacts on wetlands
or other waters (Natural Environment Study, dated October 2007).

e Plants—The project would not affect any special-status plants (Natural
Environment Study, dated October 2007).

e Animal Species—The project would not have any impacts on animal species
(Natural Environment Study, dated October 2007).

e Threatened and Endangered Species—The project would not have any impacts on
threatened and endangered species (Natural Environment Study, dated October
2007).

2.1 Human Environment

2.1.1 Traffic and Transportation

Affected Environment

The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is located on State Route 154. The bridge is
approximately 1,200 feet in length and towers more than 400 feet above Cold Spring
Canyon. The roadway is a two-lane highway with a width of approximately 34 feet.
The existing bridge rail barrier is 3 feet, 7 inches above the roadway, and 2 feet, 7
inches above the concrete curb. From bottom to top, it consists of a 2-foot-wide by
10-inch-high concrete curb supporting an 18-inch-high vertical concrete barrier,
which in turn supports the 15-inch-high metal rail posts and metal tube rail. The
bridge was not designed for pedestrian use. There are no sidewalks and the existing
concrete curb was not designed for pedestrian use. However, pedestrians and bicycles
as well as motorized vehicles have full access to the bridge.
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Environmental Consequences

Build Alternatives

Barriers would benefit highway safety

In addition to reducing the number of persons jumping from the bridge and reducing
risks to emergency personnel, the installation of barriers on Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge would have additional benefits.

One of these benefits is to preclude bicycle riders, hikers, and walkers from
accidentally falling off the side of the bridge.

Another benefit is through the reduction in traffic disruptions caused by suicidal
incidents; safety for the traveling public would be increased on State Route 154 by
helping to ensure smooth traffic flow. In the past, some of the individuals intent on
suicide have abandoned their cars on the bridge deck, blocking one or both lanes on
the narrow two-lane roadway, which effectively closes the bridge or reduces traffic
flow. In responding to these incidents, the addition of law enforcement, search and
rescue teams, and members of the traveling public, along with the abandoned car on
the bridge may further obstruct traffic flow.

It is possible that the barriers would help reduce traffic delay that may occur from
suicide jumps and attempted suicide jumps from the bridge. The potential for traveler
delay by bridge or lane closures would be lessened by the corresponding reduction in
suicides and need for emergency responders on the bridge. If the bridge were closed
due to a suicide incident, southbound motorists with a Santa Barbara destination
would detour northbound to Santa Ynez, then take State Route 246 to U.S. 101,
which would take them south and east through Gaviota to Santa Barbara. The total
detour would be over 60 miles and around 65 minutes. When the bridge is open, it is
approximately 25 miles and 30 minutes to Santa Barbara. A bridge closure could
delay motorists and emergency vehicles for about 65 minutes, more than double the
distance and travel time of the bridge travel route.

Evidence that barriers are effective in reducing suicides

The collective body of evidence shows that a barrier on Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
would meet the purpose of the project by reducing suicides at the site. It is well
documented that physical barriers have been effective in helping to reduce suicides at
bridges and buildings around the world.
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Studies conducted in a number of countries by suicidologists, mental health experts,
and other professionals have formally evaluated the effectiveness of bridge barriers
on suicides. The resulting research has been published in academic, medical,
psychiatric, and other books and journals, which are subject to peer review. Some of
these published studies are described below.

In the booklet Guidance on action to be taken at suicide hotspots, the National
Institute for Mental Health in England reviewed and analyzed various intervention
measures at suicide hotspots and referenced international studies. Their analysis
included physical barriers and human barrier components, such as signs and
telephone hotlines, suicide patrols, and staff training. In a table comparing the pros
and cons of each of these measures, the study states physical barriers are the most
effective intervention at suicide hotspots. It also states there is evidence physical
barriers are effective and that barriers delay the jump, which increases chances of
intervention. In addition, it says jump survivors recommend physical barriers. The
booklet concludes, “The most effective form of prevention at jumping sites is a
physical barrier, which literally restricts access to the drop.”

In 1994, an article by Patrick W. O’Carroll, Morton M. Silverman, and Alan L.
Berman, “The Effectiveness of Bridge Barriers,” was published in Suicide and Life-
Threatening Behavior. This study on the effect of barriers on the Duke Ellington
Bridge in Washington D.C. reported that prior to installation of barriers, an average of
four people a year died by jumping from the bridge. In the five years following
installation of barriers, there was only one suicide from the Ellington Bridge. The
number of suicides from nearby Taft Bridge, where no barriers had been installed,
remained the same.

A 2001 study by Annette L. Beautrais examined suicide patterns before and after
removal of barriers on the Grafton Bridge in Auckland City, New Zealand. Results of
the study, “Effectiveness of barriers at suicide jumping sites: a case study,” appeared
in the Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry. It showed the effectiveness
of bridge safety barriers in reducing suicides at that location. After the removal of
barriers from the Grafton Bridge, there was an immediate, substantial increase in the
number of deaths and the suicide rate. There were three suicides in the four years
before the barriers were removed, and 15 suicides in the seven years from removal of
the barriers to their subsequent reinstallation. This study shows the effectiveness of
means restriction and supports the erection of safety barriers to help reduce suicides
at specific locations.
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“Preventing suicide by jumping: The effect of a bridge safety fence,” written by
Andrew R. Pelletier, appeared in Injury Prevention in 2007. In this study, the
researcher’s objective was to evaluate the effect of bridge barriers in preventing
suicide. On the Memorial Bridge in Augusta, Maine, in the period from 1960 to 1983,
there had been 14 suicides. After the installation of barriers in 1983, there have been
no suicides on the bridge. Suicide rates by jumping from other structures remained
unchanged, suggesting these individuals do not go somewhere else. This study shows
the effectiveness of suicide barriers at a specific location. The researcher concluded
that barriers were effective in preventing suicides at the Memorial Bridge, and there
was no evidence that individuals went to other sites to jump. In 2005, the barriers
were removed for bridge renovation. As a result of this study, the community backed
measures to reinstall the barriers.

Another 2007 study by Olive Bennewith, Mike Nowers, and David Gunnell, “Effects
of barriers on the Clifton Suspension Bridge, England, on local patterns of suicide:
implications for prevention,” was published in the British Journal of Psychiatry. This
report on the Clifton Suspension Bridge in Bristol, England discusses the
effectiveness of safety barriers in preventing suicides. Barriers were erected along the
main span of the bridge, where 97 percent of the suicides occurred, but not along the
buttress of the bridge, where only 3 percent of suicides had occurred. In the five years
after installation of the barrier, the number of suicides from the bridge halved. Of this
population, half of the jumps were made from the buttress where there was no barrier
in place. Taking into consideration that jumps increased from a site on the bridge
where they were previously infrequent, and because some people were able to get
around the barrier, the authors encourage further expansion of the barriers on the
bridge. Within the five years after the construction of barriers, there was a non-
significant increase in the number of deaths by jumping from sites other than the
suspension bridge. The authors summarize: “This study provides evidence of the
effectiveness of barriers on bridges in preventing site-specific suicides and suicides
by jumping overall in the surrounding area.”

A 2005 article in the Journal of the American Medical Association, “Suicide
Prevention Strategies: A systematic review,” cites the importance of means restriction
in suicide prevention strategies because means restriction has led to lower overall
suicide rates. The construction of barriers at jumping sites was among the methods of
means restriction cited. The study authors, headed by J. John Mann, concluded,
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“Despite unresolved questions about method substitution, these studies demonstrate
the life-saving potential of restricting lethal means.”

Keith Hawton analyzed means restriction in various studies from around the world.
His 2007 report, “Restricting access to methods of suicide: Rationale and evaluation
of this approach to suicide prevention,” was published in Crisis. The author
concluded that removing the availability of a specific method of self-harm is a key
element in suicide prevention strategies. His research also showed that suicidal
behavior is generally brief and impulsive, and those who have survived attempts
show a low possibility of long-term risk of suicide.

The American Foundation for Suicide Prevention (AFSP) supports bridge barriers, as
stated on their website, “AFSP Policy Positions, Bridge Barriers and Suicides”:
“According to AFSP-funded research and additional studies worldwide, prevention
barriers on bridges have been effective at reducing suicide. Since suicide by jumping
tends to be more impulsive in nature than some other methods of suicide, barriers
help prevent suicide by providing suicidal individuals the time needed to change their
minds, and to seek the treatment that might save their lives. AFSP supports the
construction of barriers on the Golden Gate Bridge and other bridges where suicides
frequently occur.”

Suicide barriers have been constructed on many sites around the world. The following
lists of some of the bridges, buildings, and world landmarks where barriers have been
installed:

e Duke Ellington Bridge, Washington, DC

e Memorial Bridge, Augusta, Maine (under renovation)
e (Colorado Street Bridge, Pasadena, California

¢ Vincent Thomas Bridge, San Pedro, California

¢ Glen Canyon Bridge, near Page, Arizona

¢ Bloor Street Viaduct, Toronto, Canada

e Jacques Cartier Bridge, Montreal, Canada

e The Clifton Suspension Bridge, Bristol, England.

e Sydney Harbour Bridge, Sydney, Australia

e QGrafton Bridge, Auckland City, New Zealand

e Blombachtal Bridge, North Rhine, Germany

e The Red Bridge, Le Pont Grande-Duchesse Charlotte, Luxembourg
e Empire State Building, New York, NY
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o Berne Muenster Terrace, Berne, Switzerland
o FEiffel Tower, Paris, France
e Saint Peter’s Basilica, The Vatican, Rome

In addition, barriers have been discussed or studied for these bridges:

¢ Golden Gate Bridge, San Francisco, California

e Aurora Bridge (George Washington Memorial Bridge), Seattle, Washington
e Sunshine Skyway Bridge, Tampa Bay, Florida

e San Diego-Coronado Bridge, San Diego, California

Evidence that suicidal people often do not seek another location to attempt self-
harm

A benefit of the proposed project is that people often do not go elsewhere or
substitute another method to commit suicide. This is supported by the information
and studies described below.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services specifies restricting the means of
suicide in its “National Strategy for Suicide Prevention, Goals and Objectives for
Action.” The following goal and information is taken from the Health and Human
Services website:

Promote Efforts To Reduce Access To Lethal Means and Methods of Self-Harm

e Evidence from many countries and cultures shows that limiting access to lethal
means and methods of self-harm is an effective strategy to prevent self-
destructive behaviors in certain individuals.

e This goal is important and necessary to contribute to an overall effort to reduce
the rates of suicide and suicidal behaviors in our population. Means restriction is a
key activity in a broader public health approach to reducing intentional injuries.

e Much more needs to be done to reduce the likelihood of the use of lethal means
during an impulsive act of self-injury or self-destruction. By eliminating or
restricting the easy availability of one particular means of suicide, impulsive
individuals often do not substitute another method in the immediate time frame.

¢ Engineering advances have the potential to influence the design and construction
of safer bridges and roof barriers...

After studying 515 suicide attempters who were restrained from dying on the Golden
Gate Bridge, Dr. Richard Seiden concluded that the hypothesis stating these people
went somewhere else to commit suicide was not supported by the data, since suicidal
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behavior is generally brief and impulsive. Results of his study, “Where Are They
Now? A Follow-up Study of Suicide Attempters from the Golden Gate Bridge,” was
published in Suicide and Life-Threatening Behavior in 1978. He concluded that the
construction of barriers is justified to help prevent suicides.

In this same study, Dr. Seiden cites an example of restriction of means that occurred
in Great Britain. For many years coal gas was piped into homes to provide heat,
providing easy access to a lethal suicide method. When the utilities replaced coal gas
with natural gas, the national suicide rate was significantly reduced.

“Securing a suicide hot spot: Effects of a safety net at the Bern Muenster Terrace”
looked at the Bern Muenster Terrace, a church located in Bern, Switzerland, which
had become a suicide hot spot. This study by Thomas Reisch and Konrad Michel
appeared in Suicide and Life-Threatening Behavior in 2005. After introducing a
safety net on the building, there were no more suicides at this site and the number of
suicides in the area by jumping decreased. The authors maintain that one of the few
effective strategies to reduce suicides is to restrict the availability of means. Noting
that suicide by jumping is typically used when easily accessible, limiting access to
high buildings and bridges is highly important in preventative measures and that
restriction of a specific method of self-harm may lead to a decrease in the overall
suicide rate.

In the study, “Suicide prevention through means restriction: Assessing the risk of
substitution. A critical review and synthesis,” Marc S. Daigle discusses the fact that
since a suicidal crisis is usually short lived and prompted by ambivalence or
impulsiveness, an individual with restricted access to means will not turn to an
alternate method, or deter their plan for a later date. This is noted with those who
choose jumping as their preferred method. Due to the likely fatality of this method,
and the fact that many who jump had chosen a specific site to complete their attempt,
this study further shows an individual’s preference for a detailed suicide that is
unlikely to be substituted. This 2005 study was published in Accident Analysis and
Prevention. Examining the multiple studies from all around the world, the author
concluded that the risk of substitution towards an alternate method is small.

The presence of the Clifton Suspension Bridge in Bristol, England contributes
significantly to the local pattern of suicide. A 1996 study of this location, “Suicide
from the Clifton Suspension Bridge in England,” appeared in the Journal of
Epidemiology and Community Health. The authors, Mike Nowers and David Gunnell,
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note that, “If reducing the availability of means of suicide reduces both method-
specific and overall suicide rates, then protective barriers on the bridge may prevent
some suicides amongst those for whom ease of access to this method contributed to
their decision to commit suicide.” It advocates that health authorities should review
the occurrence of suicide and take appropriate action to restrict fatal means wherever
feasible. They note, “although the impact of any intervention on what is a relatively
unusual method of suicide such as jumping may be difficult to measure in statistical
terms, it may be of immeasurable benefit in human terms.”

In the 2003 study “Are suicides by jumping off bridges preventable? An Analysis of
50 cases from Sweden,” the authors, headed by Per Lindqvist, state that any form of
obstruction at a high-risk site not only gives the individual time to reconsider but, by
delaying the suicidal act, may also increase the chances of intervention. Results of
this study were published in the July 2004 issue of Accident Analysis and Prevention.

Difference of opinion regarding the effectiveness of physical suicide barriers vs.
‘human barriers’

During the public circulation of the draft EIR/EA, comments were received
questioning Caltrans’ presentation of research that shows the effectiveness of suicide
barriers and that suicide barriers save lives. Comments were also received
recommending a “human barrier” instead of a physical barrier for the Cold Spring
Canyon Bridge. Caltrans had received the comment for a “human barrier” concept
during the public scoping process from Mr. Gary Spielmann, an expert in
suicidology. He is the former Director of Suicide Prevention for the New York State
Office of Mental Health, a consultant to various bridge authorities, and the author of
the study: “A Comprehensive Plan for Suicide Prevention, Education and
Awareness”’- New York State Bridge Authority, In Partnership with Hudson River
Coalition for the Prevention of Suicide, Utilizing National Suicide Prevention
Lifeline Network. In this plan, Mr. Spielmann recommended the use of National
Suicide Prevention Lifeline phones as a cornerstone of the “human barrier” plan on
some New York bridges. In his scoping comments recommending the “human
barrier” approach for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, Mr. Spielmann stated, “...a
‘human barrier’ will outperform any physical barrier and save more lives.” This
statement echoes the Executive Summary of the New York State Bridge Authority
plan in which Mr. Spielmann recommended for New York bridges “. . . .‘a human
barrier’ that will outperform any physical barrier and save more lives.”
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In response to this opinion, The National Suicide Prevention Lifeline Steering
Committee took action on this issue addressing Mr. Spielmann’s comments regarding
the use of Lifeline phones on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge instead of physical
bridge barriers. The resulting National Suicide Prevention Lifeline policy statement
dated June 16, 2008, by John Draper, Ph.D., Director of the Lifeline, quotes Mr.
Spielmann’s comment to Caltrans that “suicide barriers are an inferior solution to the
problem of suicides on bridges. . . .a ‘human barrier’ will out perform any physical

barrier and save more lives.”

The Lifeline’s policy states in part, “The Lifeline Steering Committee position is that
the use of bridge barriers is the most effective means of bridge suicide prevention.
Subsequently, as bridge/transportation authorities or other stakeholders approach the
Lifeline with requests for implementing bridge phones, the Lifeline should emphasize
the need for barriers as the most effective solution.” (See Appendix F for The
National Suicide Lifeline Steering Committee position paper.)

The human barrier alternative was withdrawn from consideration as outlined in
Chapter 1 of this document. Caltrans stands by the information presented in the draft
EIR/EA which is supported by experts in the field of suicidology, including: Dr. John
Draper and The National Suicide Prevention Lifeline and experts in the field who
commented on the draft EIR/EA: Dr. Richard Seiden, the author of “Where Are They
Now? A Follow-up Study of Suicide Attempters from the Golden Gate Bridge,” and
former UC Berkeley suicidologist, The Glendon Association, a local mental health
association that addresses the social problems of suicide, Paula J. Clayton, M.D.,
Medical Director for the American Foundation for Suicide Prevention, Mark Chaffee,
President, Suicide Prevention Advocacy Network, and member of the Suicide
Prevention Plan Advisory Committee for the “California Strategic Plan on Suicide
Prevention: Every Californian Is Part of the Solution.”

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not change anything at the bridge; this alternative
would not serve the project’s Purpose and Need. If the existing bridge rails are not
modified, it is reasonable to assume suicides by jumping and suicide attempts would
continue. There would be no reduction in the number of persons jumping from the
bridge, exposure to risks for law enforcement and search and rescue personnel would
continue, and trip delays would continue to affect motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required as constructing
the suicide barriers on the bridge will meet the Purpose and Need of the project, by
reducing the number of individuals who attempt suicide or commit suicide by
jumping from the bridge.

2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics

Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, establishes that the
federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful,
productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings
[42 U.S. Code 4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway
Administration in its implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act [23
U.S. Code 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the
best overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts,
including among others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values.

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act establishes that it is the policy of
the state to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state

“with...enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities”
[CA Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)].

Affected Environment

The aesthetic section is based on the Visual Impact Assessment prepared by the
Caltrans Landscape Architecture branch in January 2008. The Visual Impact
Assessment was prepared using a process developed by the Federal Highway
Administration in conjunction with the American Society of Landscape Architects,
specifically for assessing projects related to highways and roadway corridors. (See the
Visual Impact Assessment dated January 2008, which is bound separately.)

State Route 154 through the project limits is classified as an Officially Designated
State Scenic Highway. The State Scenic Highway Program designates routes based
on high quality views of the natural landscape along the route, and on the local
governing body’s implementation of a Corridor Protection Plan. The Corridor
Protection Plan does not preclude development, but includes policies and ordinances
addressing land use, design review, billboards, earthwork and landscaping, and utility
structures. The State Scenic Highway designation is recognition of the route’s visual
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quality, which indicates a higher level of interest in the aesthetic character of the
highway corridor.

The project site is within the Santa Ynez mountain range north of Santa Barbara. In
general, the regional topography supports a mostly curving roadway, which produces
views for the highway traveler ranging from close-in views of roadside slopes to mid-
range hillside views and wide-open panoramas.

The project is located in generally steep topography, with the adjacent hillsides rising
well above the roadside in certain areas, and dropping below the highway at other
locations. The project crosses Cold Spring Canyon, which allows sweeping vistas of
the Santa Ynez Valley and mountains beyond. Throughout the region, vegetation is a
primary component of overall visual character. Along much of State Route 154, the
topography and density of the existing roadside vegetation blocks long-range views to
and from the highway. In the vicinity of the project, however, the sloping topography
and bridge elevation allows expansive views unhindered by roadside trees.

Along this section of State Route 154, the built development has a low to moderate
visual presence in the landscape. Throughout much of this section of the highway, the
scale and frequency of roadway elements and other built amenities are such that
although visible, they don’t dominate the views when seen in the context of the
overall landscape.

The quality of the existing visual environment through the project area is high. The
quality of this view is due primarily to the varied topography and native vegetation
along the roadsides and adjacent hills. The exaggerated landform, curved road
alignment, and limited visibility of built elements outside of the roadway corridor
also contribute to the existing visual quality. The alternating sweeping vistas of the
Santa Ynez Valley and close-in views of the adjacent hillsides provide a dynamic
viewing experience for the highway traveler. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge offers
some of the most memorable views along State Route 154 from the highway as well
as from Stagecoach Road in the vicinity of the project. The dramatic topography and
natural vegetative patterns combine in a classic representation of the natural
landscape of the central coast of California. This natural landscape is in part the basis
for the route’s State Scenic Highway designation.

The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is considered a Scenic Resource per California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines due to its sculptural quality in the landscape,
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and the memorable visual image it creates by its graceful and delicate arched form
contrasting with the rugged, natural setting.

The views from the highway include the broad panoramas to the north and the
wooded hillsides along the roadway to the south. The high quality of views from the
roadway is emphasized by the elevated viewing position the bridge provides. Most
views to the bridge are from locations on the highway and the bridge itself. While
traveling across the bridge on top of the deck, the bridge arch and super-structure
cannot be seen. In addition, the roadway is relatively straight approaching the bridge
from both directions, which doesn’t allow opportunities to see the lower part of the
structure from the roadway elsewhere on State Route 154. As a result, the only bridge
elements visible from the highway itself are the paved lanes, bridge rails, guardrail at
each end of the bridge rail, and signs.

An unpaved pullout near the call box at the west end of the bridge allows an angled
view to the side of the bridge. Guardrail along the other three approaches to the
bridge prevents parking and limits side views of the bridge from those locations.

Views of the bridge are available from several locations on Stagecoach Road.
Stagecoach Road intersects with State Route 154 approximately 0.2 mile east of the
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and descends into the canyon in a southerly direction. A
small, unpaved area off the roadway near the southern end of the bridge provides
views of the structure for viewers willing to leave their vehicles and peek through the
oak trees. Views of the bridge are also available from Stagecoach Road along the
bottom of the canyon. These views provide a dramatic picture of the bridge’s steel
arch and support structure as it spans the canyon walls approximately 400 feet
overhead.
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Environmental Consequences
Figure 2-1 shows the three major viewpoints of Cold Spring Canyon Bridge that were

assessed for visual impacts:

e Viewpoint 1 is the view from the bridge deck

e Viewpoint 2 is the view from the pullout near the call box at the west end of the
bridge

e Viewpoint 3 is the view from below the bridge

Conceptual Photo-Simulations Viewpoint Location Map
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge - Highway 154

Figure 2-1 Map of Viewpoint Locations
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Since few critical offsite views of the bridge exist, the primary affected viewers are
those who travel the highway and are in the immediate vicinity of the project. In
general, viewers along State Route 154 are considered to be sensitive to changes in
the visual environment, based on the high quality of views along the route, as well as
increased viewing expectations associated with the State Scenic Highway
designation. Views from the bridge deck would be the most affected. Figure 2-2
shows the existing view from Viewpoint 1. Figures 2-3 and 2-4 show simulated
photos of the same view with the Grid/Mesh Alternative and Vertical Alternative,
respectively.

VIEWPOINT 1 - From westbound Highway 154

EXISTING VIEW

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by: DES, Bridge Architecture and Aesthetics

Figure 2-2 Existing view from Viewpoint 1
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COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by: DES, Bridge Architecture and Aesthetics

Figure 2-3 Simulation of Grid/Mesh Alternative from Viewpoint 1

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by: DES, Bridge Architecture and Aesthetics

Figure 2-4 Simulation of Vertical Alternative from Viewpoint 1
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Viewers from the adjacent highway pullout would see the proposed barrier in the
context of the bridge’s historic super-structure. Figure 2-5 shows the existing view
from Viewpoint 2. Figures 2-6 and 2-7 show simulated photos of the same view with
the Grid/Mesh Alternative and Vertical Alternative, respectively.

VIEWPOINT 2 - Adjacent to bridge at pullout, looking eastbound.
EXISTING VIEW

€OLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGER

Biepared by: DES, Bridge Architecfure and Aesthetics

Figure 2-5 Existing view from Viewpoint 2
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VIEWPOINT 2 - Adjacent to bridge at pullout, looking eastbound.
PHOTO-SIMULATION of GRID / MESH CONCEPT

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by: DES, Bridge Architecture and Aesthetics

Figure 2-6 Simulation of Grid/Mesh Alternative from Viewpoint 2

VIEWPOINT 2 - Adjacent to bridge at pullout, looking eastbound.
PHOTO-SIMULATION of VERTICAL PICKET CONCEPT

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by: DES, Bridge Architecture and Aesthetics

Figure 2-7 Simulation of Vertical Alternative from Viewpoint 2
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Changes to the bridge would be least noticeable from the more distant views on
Stagecoach Road. Figure 2-8 shows the existing view from Viewpoint 3. Figures 2-9
and 2-10 show simulated photos of the same view with the Grid/Mesh Alternative
and Vertical Alternative, respectively.

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared:by; DES: Bridge Architectiire andAesthetics

Figure 2-8 Existing view from Viewpoint 3
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COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE

Prepared by DES: Btidge Arehitettate and-Aesthetics

COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE-

Rrepared by: DES; Bridge Arch\tec{gfa ahdAésthetics

Figure 2-10 Simulation of Vertical Alternative from Viewpoint 3
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Visual quality evaluation ratings conducted for the project show that a substantial
change in visual resources would occur as a result of the proposed project. The
construction of a barrier would have an effect on as much as 70 percent of the
existing view as seen from the bridge deck. The visual quality evaluation identified
two distinct potential visual effects the barrier would have: 1) the view blockage (or
opacity) caused by the barrier; and 2) the visual detraction to the existing setting
caused by the barrier itself. The extent to which the barrier blocks views and/or
detracts from the setting would depend on the physical characteristics of the barrier
itself. Differences in opacity and compatibility were discovered with each of the two
proposed alternatives.

Evaluations revealed that the mesh variation would result in the least overall adverse
affect to visual quality. The mesh barrier would be the less noticeable of the two
alternatives because the mesh itself would tend to recede and visually blend with the
background. Although the mesh alternative would be somewhat opaque, it would not
completely block views, and the surrounding landscape would still be seen through
the mesh.

The vertical alternative would result in the barrier itself being more noticeable. The
visual quality evaluation found that the vertical pickets would themselves be
distinguishable elements that would draw attention to the barrier. The vertical pickets
would not blend with the background and would be seen more as distinct architectural
features that define the barrier. As seen from a moving vehicle, vertical pickets would
be somewhat opaque, especially when viewed at an angle. The visual quality
evaluation found that the vertical alternative contributed to the urban, somewhat
futuristic appearance of the barrier.

Regardless of the alternative, the barrier would be incompatible with the natural
character of the surrounding landscape and would distract from the existing
architectural style of the bridge. Both alternatives would result in some combination
of view blockage (opacity) and visual intrusion due to the intervening barrier
elements and architecture. Because of the expected high level of viewer sensitivity
associated with the bridge and State Route 154 and the magnitude of visual change,
the project is anticipated to result in substantial adverse impacts to the visual
environment.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

After circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment (DEIR/EA), Caltrans selected the Grid/Mesh Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative. Through implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential
visual impacts related to construction of the safety barrier would be minimized.

The design of the barrier has been refined with input from the Aesthetics Design
Advisory Committee. The purpose of the design committee was to make
recommendations to the Caltrans design team regarding the appearance of the barrier
and to lessen the project’s adverse effects; Caltrans makes the final design
determination. The design committee consisted of a broad spectrum of members from
the local community, including a representative of the Santa Barbara County Historic
Landmarks Advisory Commission, architects, landscape architects, a consulting
architectural historian, and County Public Works and Planning staff members, as well
as Caltrans experts who provided professional input on prospective designs. The
committee met six times between March 19 and August 18, 2008.

The resulting recommendations of the design committee did not change the
fundamental design of the barrier, but helped refine detailed aspects of the barrier’s
design. The committee’s recommendations did not change the fundamental mitigation
concepts that were presented in the draft EIR/EA. The barrier is designed to be
reversible, with minimal permanent impact to the historical fabric of the bridge
structure if the panels were to be removed. The committee recommended and
Caltrans has adopted the following measures:

e (altrans has selected the Grid/Mesh Alternative. The physical barrier will consist
of a continuous series of in-curving, steel grid/mesh panels framed and supported
by steel posts and rails. The Grid/Mesh Alternative will result in less view
blockage than the Vertical Alternative because it avoids the “stacking” effect
created when closely spaced vertical pickets are viewed from an oblique angle.

e The barrier is designed in an unadorned style that is compatible with, but does not
replicate, the Modern-era style for which the bridge is significant.

e The in-curving grid/mesh panels will have two-inch-square openings, which is the
largest opening possible that does not provide convenient finger-holds and toe-
holds for climbing.

e The cross-section dimensions of the vertical and horizontal framing members are
minimized as much as possible without jeopardizing the structural integrity of the
panels.
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e The horizontal length of the individual panels is increased as much as possible, to
reduce the number of vertical elements, without jeopardizing structural integrity.

e The barrier panels will be attached to the outside of the existing concrete railings
to minimize physical impacts on the original rails.

e The barrier panel attachment points and the lowest rail (bottom framing member)
of the individual barrier panels will be situated below the top of the existing
concrete barrier. The attachment points will be out of the line-of-sight of
motorists on the bridge.

e The individual barrier panels will be custom made to conform to the irregular
intervals between the existing bridge-railing supports, so that the vertical supports
will be in alignment, rather than staggered.

e The steel will be coated with a low-reflectivity finish to help reduce glare and to
allow the grid/mesh to recede visually.

2.1.3 Cultural Resources

Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to historic-period and
archaeological resources, regardless of significance. Laws and regulations dealing
with historic and archaeological resources include the following:

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, sets forth national
policy and procedures regarding historic properties, defined as districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal
agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such properties and
to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment
on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (36 Code of Federal Regulations 800). On January 1, 2004, a
Section 106 Programmatic Agreement among the Advisory Council, the Federal
Highway Administration, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and Caltrans went
into effect for Caltrans projects, both state and local, with Federal Highway
Administration involvement. The Programmatic Agreement implements the Advisory
Council’s regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800, streamlining the Section
106 process and delegating certain responsibilities to Caltrans. The Federal Highway
Administration’s responsibilities under the agreement have been assigned to Caltrans
as part of the Surface Transportation Delivery Pilot Program (23 Code of Federal
Regulations 773) (July 1, 2007).
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Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act, which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties. See
Appendix B for specific information regarding Section 4(f).

Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act,
as well as California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, which established the
California Register of Historical Resources. Section 5024 of the Public Resources
Code requires state agencies to identify and protect state-owned resources that meet
listing criteria for the National Register of Historic Places. It further specifically
requires Caltrans to inventory state-owned structures in its rights-of-way. Sections
5024(f) and 5024.5 require state agencies to provide notice to and consult with the
State Historic Preservation Officer before altering, transferring, relocating, or
demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed on or are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register or are registered or eligible for registration as
California Historical Landmarks.

Affected Environment

The Area of Potential Effect represents the area within which the proposed project
has the potential to affect, either directly or indirectly, any significant archaeological
or historic-period resources. Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is the only cultural resource
and the only historic property present in the project’s Area of Potential Effect. An
assessment of the proposed project’s effects on the bridge is therefore required.

In general, cultural resources that are not yet 50 years old are not evaluated for
National Register eligibility. Although Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was only 43 years
old, it was formally evaluated in 2007 in connection with the barrier project. This
decision was made because the bridge is a notable structure, it is central to the
proposed project, and sufficient time has elapsed since the bridge was built to allow
an assessment of its place in the historic record.

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is the largest steel arch bridge in California (it has a main
span of 700 feet and a total length of more than 1,200 feet, and rises more than 400
feet above the canyon floor). At the time it was built, it was one of the 10 longest
steel arch bridges in the United States, and it was twice as long as any existing steel
arch bridge in California. Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was also one of the first major
arch structures in the United States and one of only two steel arch bridges on
California roadways to be constructed with all-welded steel components.
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In August 2007 the State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with the Caltrans
finding that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C and under Criteria Consideration G. See
Appendix E. The bridge is eligible under Criterion C for its type, period, and method
of construction as an important example of bridge design and engineering. The bridge
demonstrates the maturation of steel arch bridge design and welded steel technology
in California, and it also represents a high aesthetic quality of contemporary design
from its period. It is an important work of the Division of Highways Bridge
Department, considered a “master” engineer of the period, and it is an important work
of the American Bridge Division of U.S. Steel, considered a “master” builder of the
period.

The bridge also possesses exceptional significance that meets the standards for
eligibility under Criteria Consideration G, for properties that have achieved
significance within the past 50 years. Although the bridge is not yet 50 years old, its
significance can be viewed with historical perspective: the structure illustrates a
defined period of bridge engineering and architecture in California that reflects the
refined development of steel arch bridge technology and the aesthetic of the post-
World War II Modern era.

Environmental Consequences

The character-defining features that make Cold Spring Canyon Bridge eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places are those components that are part of its original
design and overall design effect, including the arch ribs with their cross bracing, the
towers and columns, floor beam girders, skewbacks, abutments, railings, and road
deck. Some of these original design features (the arch ribs, towers, columns, and
girders, for example) are more significant than others (such as the standard type
railings and concrete road deck) in conveying the bridge’s significance. These
differences in relative significance are taken into account in assessing the proposed
project’s effects on this historic property.

Both of the proposed alternatives would attach a physical barrier 6 feet high outside
the existing deck rails of the bridge. The resulting rail height above the bridge deck
would be about 9 feet, 7 inches. This would constitute a direct and adverse effect on
the integrity of some of the bridge’s character-defining features because it would
introduce a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of design,
feeling, and association.

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier * 40



Chapter 2 » Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Because the proposed project would affect a historic property, additional analysis
pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Federal Department of Transportation Act of 1966 is
necessary. The Section 4(f) analysis is found in Appendix B.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Since both alternatives involve similar adverse effects, a Finding of Effect document
was prepared to fully evaluate the nature and severity of those effects on the historic
qualities of the bridge.

The document, a Finding of Adverse Effect, was sent to the State Historic
Preservation Officer on June 12, 2008; the State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred with this finding in a response dated July 24, 2008 (FHWAO070618A). The
SHPO requested that Caltrans consider these comments to be their comments under
the PRC 5024.5 as well. The State Historic Preservation Officer stated that the
Memorandum of Agreement written for this document in order to satisfy 36 CFR Part
800 will constitute prudent and feasible measures under 5024.5. In addition, the State
Historic Preservation Officer agreed to add the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to the
State’s Master List of Historical Resources (Appendix E).

Caltrans consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation in compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. A Memorandum of Agreement to address the adverse
effects of the project was signed by the State Historic Preservation Officer, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the California Department of
Transportation in March 2009 (see Appendix E).

The MOA documents specific mitigation measures that will be implemented to
compensate for the project’s adverse effects to the bridge. Those measures include:

e Large-format photographs will be taken showing the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
in context as well as details of its historic engineering features. All photographs
will be processed for archival permanence in accordance with Historic American
Engineering Record photographic specifications.

e In addition Caltrans will photographically reproduce plans, elevations, and
selected details from construction drawings in accordance with Historic American
Engineering Record photographic specifications that are not deemed confidential

for security reasons.
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e  Written documentation following the National Park Service Historic American
Engineering Record Guidelines for Preparing Written Historical and Descriptive
Data (September 1983).

e The copies and negatives will be made available to appropriate agencies and local
archives in Santa Barbara County.

e Publication of 500 copies and distribution of the Historic Resource Evaluation
Report: Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (51-0037), prepared by JRP Historical
Consulting.

e Four sets of an interpretive display, which consists of a three-panel interpretive
exhibit that illustrates the history of the San Marcos Pass and the construction of
the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and the bridge’s enduring architectural
engineering significance.

If cultural materials were to be discovered during construction, all activity within and
around the immediate discovery area would be diverted until a qualified archaeologist
could assess the nature and significance of the find.

If human remains were to be discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities would cease in any area or
nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains were thought to be Native
American, the coroner would notify the Native American Heritage Commission,
which would then notify the Most Likely Descendent. At this time, the person who
discovered the remains would contact Valerie A. Levulett, Heritage Resource
Coordinator for Caltrans District 5, so that they may work with the Most Likely
Descendent on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further
provisions of Public Resources Code 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.
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2.2 Biological Environment

2.2.1 Natural Communities

Regulatory Setting
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of

this section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species.

Affected Environment

A Natural Environment Study was prepared on October 25, 2007, that evaluated the
biological impacts of this project. The project location is within the San Marcos U.S.
Geological Survey quadrangle in the Santa Ynez Mountains on State Route 154. The
area consists of rural open space and chaparral adjacent to the highway pullouts. The
Los Padres National Forest is adjacent to the right-of-way.

Study methods used by the biologist included site visits, a review of past projects in
the area, and a search of the California Natural Diversity Database. The site visits
included an evaluation of the existing habitats for sensitive biological resources.

Environmental Consequences

Based on the findings of the Natural Environment Study (see Natural Environment
Study dated October 25, 2007, bound separately), there will be no impacts to the
existing chaparral, in accordance with the Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures described below.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

All work would be staged and conducted within the existing dirt/asphalt disturbed
pullouts adjacent to Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and on the existing bridge deck. To
ensure that no unintended impacts would occur to the existing chaparral that exists
outside of these staging areas, avoidance measures would include the establishment
and use of environmentally sensitive area fencing around these areas. The
environmentally sensitive area limits would be shown on the final plan sheets.

2.2.2 Invasive Species

Regulatory Setting
On February 3, 1999, President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring
federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the
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United States. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds,
eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is
not native to that ecosystem, whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic
or environmental harm or harm to human health.” Federal Highway Administration
guidance issued August 10, 1999, directs the use of the state’s noxious weed list to
define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the National
Environmental Policy Act analysis for a proposed project.

Affected Environment

The Natural Environment Study for the project identified the invasive yellow
starthistle (centaurea solstitialis) in the north pullout. The yellow starthistle is
identified on the State of California Department of Food and Agriculture Noxious
Weed List under Categories B (subject to action by the Department of Food and
Agriculture only when found at a nursery) and C (not subject to action by the
Department of Food and Agriculture except to provide for general pest cleanliness).
No invasive species were observed at the project site from the federal noxious weed
list.

Environmental Consequences
The yellow starthistle will be removed from the described pullout areas, which may
be used as a construction staging area.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

All work would be staged and conducted only within the existing disturbed pullouts
adjacent to the bridge and on the existing bridge deck. The existing yellow starthistle
would be eradicated using best management practices. Avoidance measures to ensure
construction activities would not contact any invasive plants include the
establishment and use of environmentally sensitive area fencing around the existing
pullouts. Additional avoidance measures include the inspection and cleaning of
construction equipment and further eradication strategies should the invasive plant

become an issue.

2.3 Construction Impacts

Affected Environment

There may be some welding and fitting in the staging areas and on the bridge deck.
Staging areas would be used primarily for the storage of the barrier panels and
construction equipment.
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Environmental Consequences

No impacts from construction techniques have been identified. Construction staging
areas would be within the existing maintained dirt/asphalt pullouts along the right-of-
way and on the existing deck of Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The custom barrier
panels would be transported from the staging areas, placed in their appropriate
location, and welded and/or bolted to the bridge structure. Final construction details
would be developed during the design stage.

One lane would be closed during construction hours and traffic may be delayed up to
five minutes. No detours would be necessary.

Construction would generate a small amount of waste from drilling into concrete
during installation of the barrier. If waste from drilling into concrete is not collected,
the Santa Ynez River watershed could be affected.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The proposed barriers are large structures that would be fabricated offsite in a series
of individual panels. The panels would be custom made to fit the bridge, in the
appropriate design specified to reduce impacts on the bridge. The biologic resources
adjacent to the staging areas would be separated from construction activity by the use
of environmentally sensitive area fencing.

A Traffic Management Plan has been developed to minimize motorist delays and
ensure public and worker safety during barrier construction on State Route 154. To
reduce the effects on commuters, the contractor would be allowed to close one lane
under one-way traffic control from approximately 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Two-way traffic would be in operation during non-construction
hours. No detours are planned; traffic delays would be limited to 5 minutes. Bicyclists
and pedestrians would have access using the existing shoulders.

Motorist information strategies include a public awareness campaign (newspaper,
radio, television) and the installation of construction area signs. Two portable
changeable message signs, one for each direction of traffic, would alert the traveler
prior to and during construction. In addition, information about the planned lane
closures would be available for public viewing on Caltrans’ website:
http://dot.ca.gov/dist05/road_information.htm.

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier * 45



Chapter 2 » Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Construction of the proposed barriers would occur in two phases and be completed in
approximately eight weeks. Each phase would entail installing the barrier on each
side of the bridge. Contractors would typically work an eight-hour day, from
approximately 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

The waste from drilling would be collected and disposed of properly. A “Water
Pollution Control Plan” would be developed during the design stage and
implemented. The project would be scheduled for dry weather to ensure no incidental
release of contaminants.
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3.1 Determining Significance under the California
Environmental Quality Act

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration and is subject to state and federal
environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been
prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act and the
National Environmental Policy Act. The Federal Highway Administration’s
responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and other applicable federal
laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. Caltrans is the lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act.

One of the primary differences between the National Environmental Policy Act and
the California Environmental Quality Act is the way significance is determined.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, significance is used to determine
whether an Environmental Impact Statement, or some lower level of documentation,
will be required. The National Environmental Policy Act requires that an
Environmental Impact Statement be prepared when the proposed federal action
(project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the human
environment.”

The determination of significance is based on context and intensity. Some impacts
determined to be significant under the California Environmental Quality Act may not
be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under the National
Environmental Policy Act. Under the National Environmental Policy Act, once a
decision is made regarding the need for an Environmental Impact Statement, it is the
magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual
significance is deemed important for the text. The National Environmental Policy Act
does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the

environmental documents.
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The California Environmental Quality Act, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to
identify each “significant effect on the environment” resulting from the project and
ways to mitigate each significant effect. If the project may have a significant effect on
any environmental resource, then an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared.
Each significant effect on the environment must be disclosed in the Environmental
Impact Report and mitigated if feasible.

In addition, the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines list a number of
mandatory findings of significance, which also require the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report. There are no types of actions under the National
Environmental Policy Act that parallel the findings of mandatory significance under
the California Environmental Quality Act.

This chapter discusses the effects of this project and California Environmental
Quality Act significance.

3.2 Discussion of Significant Impacts

3.2.1 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project
There would be less than significant impacts on natural communities or from invasive
species and construction (see Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.3).

3.2.2 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project
The following impacts would have a significant effect on the environment:

Visual/Aesthetic - The project would be incompatible with the natural character of
the surrounding landscape and would distract from the existing architectural style of
the bridge. Both alternatives would result in some combination of view blockage
(opacity) and visual intrusion due to the intervening barrier elements and architecture.
Because of the expected high level of viewer sensitivity associated with the bridge
and State Route 154 (a Designated State Scenic Highway) and the magnitude of
visual change, the project would result in substantial adverse impacts to the visual
environment.

Cultural - Adverse effects are defined as the direct or indirect alteration of the
characteristics that qualify a historic property for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places in a manner that diminishes the historic property’s integrity. The
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integrity of a historic property is made up of seven aspects: location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The proposed project would cause a
direct adverse effect on Cold Spring Canyon Bridge because it introduces a visual
element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and
association.

Of the four Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (Preservation, Restoration, Reconstruction, and Rehabilitation), Caltrans
has determined that rehabilitation is the most appropriate treatment standard for the
proposed project. However, Caltrans recognizes that the addition of a physical barrier
of any kind is an alteration to the historic property that is not entirely consistent with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. For these reasons,
additional minimization and mitigation measures have been developed in a
Memorandum of Agreement (see Appendix E).

3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects

The construction of the Grid/Mesh Alternative on Cold Spring Canyon Bridge would
introduce a new structure that would significantly affect the bridge’s historic
character, appearance, and scenic views (see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.2
Visual/Aesthetics and Section 2.1.3 Cultural Resources). Measures have been
proposed to mitigate these significant impacts. It is not possible, however, to reduce
the unavoidable visual, aesthetic, and cultural impacts to the bridge to a less than
significant level.

3.3 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under the
California Environmental Quality Act

Measures are proposed to minimize and mitigate the significant visual, aesthetic, and
cultural impacts of the construction of physical barriers on Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge. These measures are presented in Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics, Section
2.1.3 Cultural Resources, and Appendix D, Minimization and/or Mitigation
Summary.
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Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation
measures, and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and
informal methods, including project development team meetings, interagency
coordination meetings, presentations to interested parties, public information
meetings, press releases, and the Caltrans website. This chapter summarizes the
results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues
through early and continuing coordination.

4.1 Coordination

Caltrans has conducted a multi-year effort to involve members of the public, local
government, and other interested parties in this project and to seek input on the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Project and its potential effects on the bridge

and its surrounding environment.

In November 2005, Caltrans, The Glendon Association, the Santa Barbara County
Sheriff, and other stakeholders organized a multi-agency Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
Suicide Prevention Committee, in response to a community-based request for a
suicide deterrent, spearheaded by The Glendon Association, a Santa Barbara mental
health organization.

The first meeting of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Prevention Committee
was held in the Santa Barbara County Supervisors’ office in Santa Barbara on
November 9, 2005, and was attended by representatives from Caltrans, The Glendon
Association, Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, California State
Assembly (35th District), Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors (Third
District), Santa Barbara County Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Services, Santa
Barbara County Health and Human Services, California Highway Patrol, and the
Santa Barbara County Office of the Sheriff.

A second meeting was held in the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments’ offices in Santa Barbara on January 12, 2006. Representatives from the
agencies listed above attended the meeting, along with representatives from the Santa
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Barbara County Executive Office, Planning and Development, and Public Works.
KEYT-TV was also present at the January 12 meeting.

A third meeting was held in the Santa Barbara County Supervisors’ offices on March
8, 2006.

Caltrans held two public information town hall meetings in May 2006. The first was
held in the North County at the Solvang Veterans Memorial Building on May 10 and
the second was held at Santa Barbara City College on May 22.

During preparation of the Historical Resources Evaluation Report, letters were sent to
interested parties listed below on February 2, 2007, seeking comment and information
pertaining to the bridge’s potential historic significance and the potential effect the
barrier project might have on the structure’s character-defining features.

e County of Santa Barbara, Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission

e (City of Santa Barbara Historic Landmarks Commission

e David S. Bisol, Executive Director, Santa Barbara Historical Society

e Jarrell C. Jackman, Executive Director, Santa Barbara Trust for Historic
Preservation

e Goleta Valley Historical Society

e Santa Ynez Valley Historical Society

e Public History Information Unit, University of California, Santa Barbara

e (lark Adams and Andy Machen, Co-Chairs, History and Heritage Committee,
American Society of Civil Engineers, Los Angeles Section

e Lauren J. Doyel, President, American Society of Civil Engineers, Santa
Barbara/Ventura Branch

¢ Gloria Brown, Forest Supervisor, Los Padres National Forest

e Los Angeles Conservancy, Modern Committee “Modcom”

e Society of Architectural Historians, Southern California Chapter

e Morgan Yates, Archivist, Automobile Club of Southern California

Follow-up telephone calls were made in April 2007 to the people/organizations listed
above. Caltrans received input from the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks
Advisory Commission, the Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation, and Lauren
Doyel of the American Society of Civil Engineers, Santa Barbara/Ventura Branch.
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4.2 Public Information Meetings and Outreach

The public scoping process began with a Public Notice in the Santa Barbara
Independent and El Tiempo De La Costa Central newspapers on July 12, 2007. The
Public Information Meeting/Open House was held on July 25, 2007, in the Santa
Barbara Central Library at 40 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara. In attendance
were interested citizens, staff from Caltrans, The Glendon Association, and other
officials. Caltrans staff members were present to answer specific questions about the
project. A court reporter and a Spanish translator were also available. Invitations were
mailed to all of the interested parties previously notified and identified to date. The
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the project need and strategies to deter suicides
on the bridge, obtain the public’s ideas, comments, and concerns about this proposed
project, and introduce the public to members of the project team.

Public comments at the Public Information Meeting/Open House were
overwhelmingly supportive of the proposed barrier. Subsequent emails, letters, and
phone calls have ranged from support to opposition to the proposed barrier. Several
Santa Barbara County-based groups, as well as several individuals have expressed
opposition to the project. Their concerns have centered on the following:

e A physical barrier would merely deflect potential suicides to another location

e A physical barrier has not been shown to be effective at preventing suicides

¢ A human barrier (consisting of deterrence strategies such as emergency call boxes
linked to crisis hotlines, monitored video surveillance, and increased patrols)
provides more effective deterrence and prevention

e People have the right to commit suicide

e The money allocated for this project could be better spent elsewhere

e The process needs to include an Environmental Impact Report

On August 13, 2007, Caltrans staff attended a meeting of the Historic Landmarks
Advisory Commission regarding the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier
project. Caltrans staff included presentations on project roles and responsibilities, an
explanation of visual impact analysis and scenic resource evaluation, the
environmental process, and the project schedule. An additional presentation by the
Architectural Historian from JRP Historical Consulting discussed the details of the
bridge’s mid-century design aesthetic.

On February 11, 2008, Caltrans staff attended a meeting of the Historic Landmarks
Advisory Commission in the City of Santa Barbara. In addition to the commissioners,
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approximately 15 members of the public and local government attended. Caltrans
staff provided an update on the Cold Spring Canyon Suicide Barrier project,
explained the proposed formation of the Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee, and
invited the Commission to appoint a representative to participate on the committee.

During the presentation and also in response to questions, Caltrans staff clarified that
design committee members would not be endorsing any particular alternative but
would be providing their unique ideas and viewpoint in the potential design and
mitigation measures of the barrier alternatives to Caltrans designers and engineers
during the meetings. Also, by participating, their input and design would help to
minimize and mitigate the adverse effects that a barrier would have on the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge, should a physical barrier be chosen as the preferred
alternative. After some discussion, the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
voted unanimously to send one of their Commissioners to represent them on the
committee. Caltrans also invited the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission to
provide additional input on mitigation measures for the Memorandum of Agreement.

Further public participation, outreach, and input on barrier design have been sought
by Caltrans in the formation of an Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee, which met
six times between March 19 and August 18, 2008. According to the design
committee’s charter, the members agreed to suspend their own opinions about the
necessity of a suicide barrier on the bridge to discuss ways to minimize adverse
effects, should one of the two build alternatives be selected as the preferred
alternative. The committee worked as a team to help design the proposed physical
barrier alternatives and mitigation measures, so that the barrier alternatives would
have the least amount of adverse effect on the bridge.

The team was composed of a broad spectrum of members from the local community
including a representative of the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory
Commission, architects, landscape architects, and County Public Works and Planning
members. The Caltrans design team attended the meetings to receive the committee’s
recommendations and provide professional input on prospective designs and
mitigation measures. The design committee’s recommendations did not change the
fundamental design of the barrier, but helped refine detailed aspects of the barrier’s
design (see Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures).
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On April 14, 2008, Caltrans staff attended the Historic Landmarks Advisory
Commission meeting regarding the requested input for mitigation measures; however,
the mitigation discussion was tabled until the next meeting, scheduled for May 12,
2008. At the subsequent meeting on May 12, the commission’s discussion did not
include recommendations or suggestions on potential mitigation measures.

Over 165 copies of the draft EIR/EA document were mailed/emailed to interested
parties (including individuals, agencies, and associations). The packet included a
copy of the Santa Barbara Independent newspaper notice announcing the availability
of the draft environmental document and the scheduled open house-style public
hearings, written in both English and Spanish, to alert the parties of opportunities to
review the draft document and to submit public comments. The draft EIR/EA was
also available for public review at the Santa Barbara Central Library, Solvang Branch
Library, Goleta Branch Library, Montecito Branch Library, at the Caltrans District
Office in San Luis Obispo, and on the Caltrans public website.

The two open house-style public hearings were held on June 9 and 10, 2008, in the
City of Santa Barbara Downtown Library and Solvang Memorial Veterans’ Hall in
Solvang, respectively. The hearings coincided with the circulation of the draft
environmental document to allow additional input from the community. The hearings
were publicized in the local Santa Barbara Independent newspaper in both English
and Spanish.

At the public hearings, comment cards were available for written public comment; a
court reporter and Spanish translator were also available to receive oral public
comment on the environmental document. A copy of the draft EIR/EA including
information on the public hearings and 45-day public comment period was also
available for public access on the Caltrans website.

4.2.1 Notice of Preparation

A Notice of Preparation was mailed to nine state and federal agencies and the State
Clearinghouse on January 14, 2008. It was also mailed or emailed (if the mailing
address was not provided) to over 90 local governmental departments, associations,
and interested individuals. The Notice of Preparation informed the recipients of
Caltrans’ intention to prepare an Environmental Impact Report and provided the
project description, alternatives under consideration, and the environmental resources
the project has the potential to affect. Recipients were alerted to the state law
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requiring submittal of their comments to Caltrans no later than 30 days after receipt of
the Notice of Preparation.

In response to the Notice of Preparation, written comments were received from the
following agency and individuals:

e Katy Sanchez, Native American Heritage Commission, dated January 23, 2008
e Gregory Mohr, dated January 30, 2008

e Marc McGinnes, JD, for “Friends of the Bridge,” dated February 1, 2008

e QGarrett Glasgow, dated February 5, 2008

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier « 55



Chapter 5 List of Preparers

This document was prepared by the following Caltrans Central Region staff and one
consultant retained by Caltrans:

William Arkfeld, Transportation Engineer. B.S., Environmental Engineering, Humboldt State
University; 21 years experience in regulatory, water quality, and hazardous waste.
Contribution: Water Quality technical report.

Paula Juelke Carr, Associate Environmental Planner (Architectural History). M.A.,
Independent Studies: History, Art History, Anthropology, Folklore and Mythology,
University of California, Santa Barbara; B.A., Cultural Anthropology, University of
California, Santa Barbara; over 25 years of experience in California history.
Contribution: Wrote Historic Property Survey Report and drafted Memorandum of
Agreement, Consultant oversight, including review of Historical Resources
Evaluation Report and Finding of Effect, reviewed cultural portions of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report, participated on the Aesthetic Design Advisory
Committee.

Robert Carr, Associate Landscape Architect. B.S., Landscape Architecture, California
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, 20 years experience preparing Visual
Impact Assessments. Contribution: Wrote the Visual Impact Assessment section for
the Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment, facilitated the
Aesthetic Design Advisory Committee.

Chuck Cesena, Senior Environmental Planner. B.A., Environmental Studies, University of
California, Santa Barbara. Over 25 years experience in environmental and biological
assessments. Contribution: Responsible for oversight of Biological reports and

environmental document review.

Mitch Dallas, Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences). B.S., Natural Resources
Management; 9 years environmental impact assessment and biological resources

experience. Contribution: Biology, Natural Environment Study.

James Espinosa, Jr., Senior Transportation Engineer. B.S., Mechanical Engineering,
University of California, Davis; 17 years of civil engineering experience.
Contribution: Preliminary design studies for the environmental process.
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David Ewing, Graphic Designer III. B.A., Graphic Design, California State University,
Fresno; 13 years graphic design experience. Contribution: Created graphic
illustrations and mapping, and coordinated public meetings.

Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner. B.A., Geographic Analysis, San Diego State
University; 8 years in environmental planning. Contribution: Final EIR/EA FONSI
editing.

Mike Jacob, Associate Environmental Planner. B.A., Environmental Studies, California State
University, San Jose, A.A., Geography, Foothill College, Los Altos Hills; 8 years in
transportation planning, 12 years in city and environmental planning. Contribution:
Coordinated the environmental process for the project and wrote Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment.

Terry L. Joslin, Archaeologist. PhC., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara;
15 years of experience in archaeological studies in California, the Northern Channel
Islands, and the Great Basin. Contribution: Prepared Archaeological Survey Report
and conducted the Native American coordination for the project.

Wai Kwan, Transportation Engineer. M.S., Civil Engineering, California State University,
Sacramento, B.S., Civil Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 34 years
experience in industrial plants and bridge design. Contribution: Performed structural
calculations and details for the project, participated in the Aesthetics Design Advisory
Committee.

Debra Larson P.E., M.B.A., Chief Traffic Safety Branch District 5. Registered Civil
Engineer; 22 years experience in Civil and Transportation Engineering. Contribution:
Project Sponsor.

Valerie A. Levulett, Technical Studies Branch Chief. M.A., Ph.D., Anthropology, University
of California, Davis; 38 years experience in cultural resource and environmental
studies. Contribution: Responsible for oversight of all cultural and technical studies,
Section 106 compliance, and environmental document review.

Isaac Leyva, Engineering Geologist. B.S., Geology, California State University Bakersfield,
A.S., Cuesta College, San Luis Obispo; 20 years experience in Petroleum Geology,
Environmental, Geotechnical Engineering. Contribution: Hazardous Waste technical
report.
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Christopher McMorris, Architectural Historian, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC. M.S.,
Historic Preservation, Columbia University; 10 years experience, architectural
history/Section 106 and CEQA. Contribution: Wrote Historical Resources Evaluation
Report and Finding of Effect Report under the oversight of Valerie A. Levulett,
Technical Studies Branch Chief.

Wayne Mills, Transportation Engineer. B.A., Earth Science, California State University,
Fullerton; B.A., Social Science, San Diego State University; 24 years air quality,
noise, water quality, and paleontology studies experience. Contribution: Air Quality,
Noise, and Paleontology Technical Reports.

Michael Sandecki, Associate Environmental Planner. B.A., Geology; 22 years experience in
engineering geology and geomorphology; 3 years experience in environmental
planning. Contribution: DEIR/EA editing.

Sara von Schwind, P.E., P.M.P., Project Manager. B.S. and M.S., Civil Engineering,
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; 20 years geotechnical
engineering experience, 3 years project management experience. Contribution:

Manager of Cost, Scope, and Schedule.

Isaac Tasabia, Bridge Architectural Associate. United States Air Force Academy, A.S.,
Environmental Design, Cosumnes River College; 10 years architectural experience.
Contribution: Provided design studies, architectural renderings, photo-simulations,
participated in the Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee.

Jim Walth, Environmental Planner (Natural Sciences). M.S., California Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo; B.S., Biology, California State University, Bakersfield;
6 years field survey experience and 2.5 years as Caltrans biologist. Contribution:
Biological Surveys and Reports.
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First Name |Last Name

Title

Organization

|Address

Federal Agencies

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los

911 Wilshire Blvd

National Forest

Mark Cohen Senior Transportation PM Angeles District Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
Aaron Allen. PhD Chief, North Coast Branch {U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los 2151 Alessandro Dr, Suite 110
’ Regulatory Division Angeles District, Ventura Field Office  [Ventura, CA 93001

. . . . - . 2493 Portola Rd
Diane Noda Field Supervisor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Ventura, CA 93003
Gloria Brown Forest Supervisor U.SI. Forest Service, Los Padres 6755 Hollister Ave, #150

National Forest Goleta, CA 93117

. . U.S. Forest Service, Los Padres 6755 Hollister Ave, Suite #150

Jim Turner General Planning

Goleta, CA 93117

State Agencies

Research

. N . . California Department of Fish & Game, |PO Box 1797
Martin Potter Wildlife Biologist South Coast Region Ojai, CA 93924
Larr En Regional Manager California Department of Fish & Game, 4949 Viewridge Ave
y 9 9 9 South Coast Region 5 San Diego, CA 92123
Leslee Newton-Reed Environmental Scientist California Department of Fish & Game, 4949 Viewridge Ave
South Coast Region 5 San Diego, CA 92123
: Y 6465 Calle Real
Dane Lobb Lieutenant California Highway Patrol Goleta, CA 93117-1597
Santa Barbara, Area e 6465 Calle Real
Jeff Sgobba Commander California Highway Patrol Goleta, CA 93117-1597
Rich Roias District Superintendent California State Parks, Channel Coast [911 San Pedro St
I P District Ventura, CA 93001
L . [Office of Historic Preservation
Milford Donaldson Stgte Historic Preservation California Department of Parks & PO Box 942896
Officer R . Sacramento, CA 94296
ecreation
State Clearinghouse th
Scott Morgan Project Analyst Governor’s Office of Planning and 1400 10" St, PO Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
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First Name [Last Name Title Organization Address
. . o . o 1120 N Street, MS-52
John Barna, Jr Executive Director California Transportation Commission Sacramento, CA 94273-0001
. . I . . 1120 N Street, MS-52
Susan Bransen Associate Deputy Director (California Transportation Commission Sacramento, CA 94273-0001
Local/Regional Agencies

Access-Santa Barbara County

300 North San Antonio Road Bldg 3

Landmarks Advisory Commission

Lynn Cochrane Supervisor Department of Alcohol, Drug, and Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Mental Health
Dominic Roques Enaineering Geoloaist Central Coast Regional Water Quality 895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101
q 9 9 9 Control Board San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
. . . 255 Industrial Way
Ron Cline Regulatory Specialist Central Coast Water Authority Buellton, CA 93427-9565
Susan Gantz City of Santa Barbara Historic 630 Garden Street
Landmarks Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . 105 E. Anapamu St #406
Michael Allen Chief Deputy Clerk County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . 105 E. Anapamu St #406
Michael Brown Executive Officer County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara, CA 93101
, . 105 E. Anapamu St #406
Ron Cortez Deputy Executive Officer |[County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Assistant to Third District 105 E. Anapamu St
Kelly Kaufman Supervisor County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . County of Santa Barbara Fire 4410 Cathedral Oaks Rd
John Scherrei Fire Chief Department Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . - County of Santa Barbara, Department of .
Rob \Walton Division Chief, Cr|3|s.& Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 300 North San Antonio Road Bldg 3
Customer Care Services Services Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Sue Adams County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Marcia Carstensen County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Barbara Lowenthal County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
James Lowsley

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
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First Name |Last Name Title Organization Address
Keith Mautino County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Rand Melcombe County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
y Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Jason Moore Secretar County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
y Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Audre Mussell County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
y Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Deborah Schwartz Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Geraldine  [Shepherd Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Barr Stotts County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
y Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
John Woodward Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
Eileen Wyckof Landmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . . |County of Santa Barbara, Historic 123 E. Anapamu St
David Villalobos Board Assistant SuperV'SorLandmarks Advisory Commission Santa Barbara, CA 93101
John Baker Director County of Santa Barbara, Planning and |123 E. Anapamu St
Development Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. 123 E. Anapamu St
Anne Almy County of Santa Barbara, Planning Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. 123 E. Anapamu St
Mary Pat  [Barry Deputy County Counsel  |County of Santa Barbara, Planning Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . 123 E. Anapamu St
Rosie Dyste Senior Planner County of Santa Barbara, Planning Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Deputy Director, Long . 123 E. Anapamu St
Derek Johnson Range Planning County of Santa Barbara, Planning Santa Barbara, CA 93101
: . . 123 E. Anapamu St
John Karamitsos Supervising Planner County of Santa Barbara, Planning Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Michelle Gibbs HLAC Planner County of Santa Barbara, Planning 123 E. Anapamu St

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
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[Transportation District

First Name [Last Name Title Organization Address
County of Santa Barbara, Planning
. A 123 E. Anapamu St
'Yesenia Valero ggcitgs\ll County Board of Architectural Santa Barbara, CA 93101
David Smvser Commissioner County of Santa Barbara, Planning 123 E. Anapamu St
y Commission, 3rd District Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Bill Brown Sheriff-Coroner Office of the Sheriff, Santa Barbara PO Box 6427
County Santa Barbara, CA 93160
s County of Santa Barbara Sheriff’s 4434 Calle Real
Dominick  [Palera Commander Department Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Fred Luna Senior Planner Santa Barbara County Association of 260 North San Antonio Road #B
Governments Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Brittany Odermann Transportation Planner (Sazr\]/tearr?marek;:;a County Association of éi(r)]tgoé;hrki é:g Ag;orggﬁgad #8
. Santa Barbara County Association of 260 North San Antonio Road #B
Steve VanDenburgh Deputy Director Governments ’ Santa Barbara, CA 93110
. : : Santa Barbara County Public Library, 40 East Anapamu Street
Irene Macias Library Director Santa Barbara Central Library Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Care McKinnon Senior Library Technician |Santa Barbara County Public Library, [1745 Mission Drive
y Branch Supervisor Solvang Branch Library Solvang, CA 93463
Ellen Cunningham Supervising Librarian Santa Barbara County Public Library, 500 North Fairview Avenue
9 Branch Supervisor (acting) (Goleta Branch Library Goleta, CA 93117
Jod Thomas Senior Library Technician [Santa Barbara County Public Library, (1469 East Valley Road
y Branch Supervisor Montecito Branch Library Montecito, CA 93150
. Transportation Deputy , 123 E. Anapamu St
Dace Morgan Director Santa Barbara County Public Works Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Scott McGolpin Director Santa Barbara County Public Works ;iiti'éfrag?:%it 93101
Nelson Trichler Santa Barbara County Search and PO Box 6602
Rescue Santa Barbara, CA 93160-6602
. . . : Golden Gate Bridge Highway and PO Box 9000 Presidio Station
Mary Currie Public Affairs Director [Transportation District San Francisco, CA 94129
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and PO Box 9000 Presidio Station
Jeffrey Lee

San Francisco, CA 94129
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Elected Representatives
Barbara Boxer Senator United States Senate ﬁgi Rlnzgﬂensg gXe;g;lgte 1748
Diane Feinstein Senator United States Senate 1(1); 1/:”3:'?: : I\élzné%%gé\/d Suite 915
. e . 223 E. Thousand Oaks Blvd #400

Tom McClintock Senator California State Senator, District 19 Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Pedro Nava Assemblyman California Assemblyman, District 35 ég:wt\;\’égp;;zmg AS t:; 01
Jillena Eifer District Director Assemblyman Pedro Nava's Office ;(;Lt\évégpk?aprzmg AS t9#3,01\ 01

. Santa Barbara District . . 101 W. Anapamu St #A
Caroline Vance Director Assemblyman Pedro Nava's Office Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Salud Carbajal Supervisor, District 1 County of Santa Barbara ;(;ié'éé;gg?;n%it 93101
Joseph Centeno Supervisor, District 5 County of Santa Barbara ;(;ié'éé;gg?;n%it 93101

105 E. Anapamu St
Brooks Firestone Supervisor, District 3 County of Santa Barbara ??2?@2;?;:&69 93101
Solvang, CA 93463
Joni Gray Supervisor, District 4 County of Santa Barbara égiti.g;rizzn%it 93101
Janet Wolf Supervisor, District 2 County of Santa Barbara égiti.g;rizzn%it 93101
Grant House Councilmember City of Santa Barbara ghouse@SantaBarbaraCa.gov
Native Americans
Katy Sanchez Program Analyst Native American Heritage Commission
. . . PO Box 517
Vincent Armenta Chairperson Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians Santa Ynez, CA 93460
. : . . PO Box 365

Joe Talaugon Tribal Chairperson Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Council Santa Ynez, CA 93460
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First Name |Last Name

Title

(Organization

IAddress

Organizations

Berman, Executive Director /American Association of Suicidolo 0221 Wisconsin Avenue, NW
Lanny PhD, ABPP 9Y  |Washington, DC 20015
Medical Director American Foundation for Suicide 120 Wall Street 22nd Floor
Paula Clayton, MD Prevention New York, NY 10005
Public Relations Manager American Foundation for Suicide 120 Wall Street 22nd Floor
Wylie Tene 9°" lprevention New York, NY 10005
American Society of Civil Engineers 1405 Warner Ave
History and Heritage Committee [Tustin, CA 92780
Lauren Dovel President American Society of Civil Engineers 4820 McGrath Street #100
y Santa Barbara - Ventura Branch Ventura, CA 93003
Gary Muller Bridge Rail Foundation pmuller@mullerandsmith.com
Sheila Lodge Citizens Planning Association & 916 Anacapa Street
9 Foundation Santa Barbara, CA 93101
bridgemaster@clifton-suspension-
Dave Anderson Bridgemaster Clifton Suspension Bridge Trust bridge.org.uk
Bristol, England
Bill Batty Call Center Family Service Agency/2-1-1 Helpline ;Za?]t\gvégfg;geéA 93101
Rachel Gonzales Call Center Supervisor Family Service Agency/2-1-1 Helpline ;iit\gggfgﬁgeé/\ 93101
Tarek Kanaan Call Center Family Service Agency/2-1-1 Helpline éi?wt\gvégft;;ergeéA 93101
. . . 123 W. Gutierrez
Nancy Ranck Call Center Family Service Agency/2-1-1 Helpline Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . . 133 East De La Guerra #191
Marc McGinnes, JD Lecturer Emeritus, UCSB [Friends of the Bridge Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . Research and Education - 5383 Hollister Ave #270
Lisa Firestone, PhD Director 'The Glendon Association Santa Barbara, CA 93111
. . . - 5383 Hollister Ave #270
Jamie Rotnofsky, PhD [Executive Director 'The Glendon Association Santa Barbara, CA 93111
L : 304 Los Carneros Road
Goleta Valley Historical Society Goleta, CA 93117
Lvan 700k Secretar Los Angeles Conservancy 52523 W. Sixth St, #826
y y Modern Committee "Modcom" Los Angeles, CA 90014
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Preservation

First Name [Last Name Title Organization Address
Jeff Kuyper Executive Director Los Padres Forest Watch P.O. Box 831
yp Santa Barbara, CA 93102
George Kaufmann 'The Mental Health Association in Santa 2905 Torito Road
9 Barbara County Santa Barbara, CA 93108
John Draper, PhD National Suicide Prevention Lifeline JohnD@mhaofnyc.org
. . . PO Box 92121
Maureen Masson Historian 'The Pearl Chase Society Santa Barbara, CA 93190-2121
Udo Arnoldi Director San Marcos Trout Club 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
9 San Marcos Pass Santa Barbara, CA 93105
Peter Burgess Director San Marcos Trout Club 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
9 Mountain Drive Santa Barbara, CA 93105
: . San Marcos Trout Club
Elias Chiacos San Marcos Trout Club San Marcos, CA 93105
. San Marcos Trout Club 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
Susan Del Real Director Paradise Canyon Santa Barbara, CA 93105
. San Marcos Trout Club 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
Peter Hasler Director Painted Cave Santa Barbara, CA 93105
Beverl Hollida Director San Marcos Trout Club 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
y y Rosario Park Santa Barbara, CA 93105
. . 25 San Marcos Trout Club
Rocky Siegel Director San Marcos Trout Club San Marcos, CA 93105
. . . . PO Box 92047
Ralph Fertig President Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition Santa Barbara, CA 93190
Deborah Brasket Santa Barbara County Action Network |P.O. Box 23453
(SB CAN) Santa Barbara, CA 93121
. . . . . . 136 E. De la Guerra Street
David Bisol Executive Director Santa Barbara Historical Society Santa Barbara, CA 93102
Steve Cushman Executive Director Santa Barbara Region Chamber of 924 Anacapa Street Suite 1
Commerce Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Jarrell Jackman, PhD  [Executive Director Santa Barbara Trust for Historic PO Box 388

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Mark

Oliver

Santa Ynez Valley Alliance

1984 Old Mission Dr Suite A-15
Solvang, CA 93463

Chris

Bashforth

Executive Director

Santa Ynez Valley Historical Society

PO Box 181
Santa Ynez, CA 93460
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Professor of Psychiatry

of Medicine

First Name [Last Name Title Organization Address
. . Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter, 1230 East Collins Street
Michael Stubblefield Executive Committee Oxnard, CA 93036-1805
Merr Ovnick President Society of Architectural Historians PO Box 56478
y Southern California Chapter Sherman Oaks, CA 91413
Elrjwﬁhc History Information University of California, Santa Barbara Santa Barbara, CA 93106
Carla Frisk The Valley Alliance carla.frisk@verizon.net
. . . . . . 5655 West Camino Cielo Avenue
Michael Williams President Wildland Residents Association, Inc. Santa Barbara, CA 93105
, . P.O. Box 830
Carol Herrera Women’s Environmental Watch Solvang, CA 93464
Mark Chaffee President Suplde lPrevent|on Advocacy Network- |markch@roadrunner.com
California
Kellam de Forest Chawman, Preservation Pearl Chase Society deforek@aol.com
Committee
Anne Fleming, MD, MS Assistant Clinical UCSF Department of Psychiatry, School{San Francisco, CA 94110

Santa Barbara Co Taxpayers

PO Box 21621

Mike Stoker IAssociation Santa Barbara, CA 93121
Businesses
. . . 202 East Cota Street
Laurie Romano Arcadia Studio Santa Barbara, CA 93101
. . . . 13333 Fairview Rd A131
Scott Craig Automobile Club of Southern California Costa Mesa, CA 92626
o . .. . 2601 South Figueroa St, # H-118
Morgan Yates Archivist Automobile Club of Southern California Los Angeles, CA 90007
. . . 2020 Alameda Padre Serra Ste 133
Keith Rivera B3 Architects Santa Barbara, CA 93103
13 Shadow Mountain Drive
Bethany Clough BCLA Incorporated Buellton, CA 93427
Rudolf Lehman Technical Director Jakob AG Rudolf.lehmann@jakob.ch

Trubschachen, Switzerland
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Evans Jones Jones & Jones, LLP PO Box 241
’ Santa Ynez, CA 93460
Evans Jones Mesa Consulting, LLC g;iﬁahgigbsag??,&sgsnf 0255
. . — 3718 B Amalfi Wa
Joni Kelley Joni Kelley Communications Santa Barbara, CK 93105
Chris McMorris E?Srttgr?;/r?rchltectural JRP Historical Consulting Ig‘;?/?s!)éeAW gg;ng e Suite 110
Individuals
First Name [Last Name Address
Sarah Adams Goleta, CA
Ted Adams Email address only provided
Ron Adler Santa Barbara, CA
Sherri Adler Email address only provided
Christopher |Andropoulos Email address only provided
IF_):(L:J)( and Archuleta Email address only provided
Alice Aspinwall Email address only provided
Edwin Aspinwall Email address only provided
David Baldwin Santa Barbara, CA
Edward Bear Email address only provided
Jim Beltran Email address only provided
Ann Bennett Trent Santa Barbara, CA
Lisa Benson, PsyD  |Santa Barbara, CA
M. Berman Santa Barbara, CA
Mark Brickley Carpinteria, CA
Lynne Cantlay Email address only provided
Tom Carlyle Santa Barbara, CA
Gina Carvalho Santa Barbara, CA
Sylvia Casberg Solvang, CA
Lee Chiacos Email address only provided
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Walton Clark Santa Barbara, CA

Jack Clymer Solvang, CA

Claudia Crawford, MFT  |Email address only provided
Kristen Dahlin Santa Barbara, CA

Maxi Decker Email address only provided
Kellam de Forest Santa Barbara, CA

Mary R. DeSmidt Email address only provided
Victor Di Bella Santa Barbara, CA

Seven Dolphins Email address only provided
Su§ana Dougan Email address only provided
Raine

Joe Doyle Santa Barbara, CA

Peter Eastman Email address only provided
Thore Edgren Goleta, CA

Michael Feeney Santa Barbara, CA

Tracy Fernandez Santa Barbara, CA

Hyla Fetler Santa Barbara, CA

Shirley Force Santa Barbara, CA

Lori Fuller Email address only provided
Brooks Gill Email address only provided
Tom Gilmore Santa Barbara, CA

Dan Gira Santa Barbara, CA

Garrett Glasgow, PhD  [Santa Barbara, CA

Jane Gray Email address only provided
Andrew Hankin Santa Barbara, CA

Terry Harris Email address only provided
Nancy Heck Santa Maria, CA

Coleen Hefley Santa Ynez, CA

Jennifer Herges Goleta/Salinas, CA

Henry Hinck Email address only provided
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First Name [Last Name Address

Paula Hinck Email address only provided

Kevin Hines Email address only provided

Christine  |Holland Email address only provided

Grant House Santa Barbara, CA

Whitney Ingersoll Santa Barbara, CA

Laura Inks Email address only provided

Steven James Email address only provided
karencc Email address only provided

Marty Kauth Email address only provided

Colleen Kelly Santa Barbara, CA

Arthur Kennedy Email address only provided

Suzanne  [Kling Santa Barbara, CA

Bruce Klobucher Santa Barbara, CA

Barbara Kloos Email address only provided

Anna Kokotovic, PhD [Santa Barbara, CA

Frederick P [Kovol Solvang, CA

::r{](;téert & Kristoffersen Santa Ynez, CA

Chris Lancashire Santa Barbara, CA

Stephen Lane Los Olivos, CA

Edwin Laing Email address only provided

Terre Lapman Email address only provided

Brooks Larson Santa Barbara, CA

Stella Larson Santa Barbara, CA

Ingrid Leeman

Don Lubach Email address only provided

Dan Marchiando Santa Barbara, CA

Donald Margolin Email address only provided

Karen May Email address only provided

E(a)tb ert & Maxim Santa Barbara, CA

Patrick McDermott, CPA Santa Maria, CA
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Laurie McGinnes Email address only provided
Jean Mecham Email address only provided
James Mills Solvang, CA

Christine  |Milner Santa Barbara, CA

Jordan Mo Solvang, CA

Gregory Mohr Santa Barbara, CA

Sheila Morrell Email address only provided
Luke Murray Email address only provided
Michel Nellis Santa Barbara, CA

Peter Neuhaus Email address only provided
Dave Oettinger Email address only provided
David Ortiz Santa Barbara, CA

Petti Pfau Solvang, CA

Nicole Queen Email address only provided
Janice Quinlan Santa Barbara, CA

Ward Rafferty, Jr Solvang, CA

Jim Richardson Solvang

Cherri Robinson Santa Maria, CA

Selma Rubin Santa Barbara, CA

Ann Rudolph Santa Barbara, CA
Elizabeth  |Rumeet Santa Barbara, CA

Linda Ryles Email address only provided
Nevin Sams Atascadero, CA

Joseph Schneider Email address only provided
Kathrine Schneider Email address only provided
Marge Schwartz address unkown

Douglas Scott Santa Barbara, CA

Richard 9™ P i0akiand, cA

Gerry Shepherd Santa Ynez, CA

Ray gnd Smith Santa Barbara, CA

Domi
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Joyce Slpezm.an- Email address only provided
argolin
Gary Spielmann Kinderhook, NY
Charles Stacy, Rev Solvang, CA
Diane Stevenett Email address only provided
Sally Stewart Santa Barbara, CA
Sarah Stewart Santa Barbara, CA
Madelyn Swed, MFT Santa Barbara, CA
Becky Sweeney Santa Barbara, CA
Maureen Sullivan Santa Barbara, CA
Karen Summer Santa Barbara, CA
Dennis Thompson, AlA, [Santa Barbara, CA
LEED AP
Paul Trent Santa Barbara, CA
L.H. Tuncil no address given
Silvia Uribe Email address only provided
Gil Varon Santa Barbara, CA
Toni Wellen, MA Carpinteria, CA
Ron Werft Email address only provided
Harwood  |White, Jr Santa Barbara, CA
Theodora Williams Email address only provided
Gene Wilson Santa Barbara, CA
Allen Zimmer Santa Barbara, CA
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Appendix A California Environmental
Quality Act Checklist

The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors
that might be affected by the proposed project. The California Environmental Quality
Act impact levels include “potentially significant impact,” “less than significant
impact with mitigation,” “less than significant impact,” and “no impact.”

Supporting documentation of all California Environmental Quality Act checklist
determinations is provided in Chapter 2 of this Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment. Documentation of “No Impact” determinations is
provided at the beginning of Chapter 2. Discussion of all impacts, avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures is under the appropriate topic headings in
Chapter 2.
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AESTHETICS - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic building within a state scenic highway?

c¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining
whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?

¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment
that, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Less than

Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
impact mitigation impact impact

B3 I

X
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b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentration?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Less than

Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
impact mitigation impact impact

Archaeological resources are considered
“historical resources” and are covered

under a).
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous material, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would
the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level that would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

c¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or offsite?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on or offsite?

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j) Result in inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use
plan?

NOISE - Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the
project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

PUBLIC SERVICES -

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact

Parks?

Other public facilities?

RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the
project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level
of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
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b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

¢) Does the project have environmental effects that
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact with
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact

No
impact
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Appendix B Section 4(f) Evaluation

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance
with applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by
Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327.

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law
at 49 U.S. Code, Section 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States
Government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the
countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and
historic sites.”

Section 4(f) specifies that “[t]he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a
transportation program or project...requiring the use of publicly owned land of a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or
local significance (as determined by the federal, state, or local officials having
jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if:

1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting
from the use.”

Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of the Interior and, as
appropriate, the involved offices of the Departments of Agriculture and Housing and
Urban Development in developing transportation projects and programs that use lands
protected by Section 4(f). If historic sites are involved, then coordination with the
State Historic Preservation Officer is also needed.

The programmatic agreement for the Section 4(f) Use of Historic Bridges (July 35,
1983) applies to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project because there
are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the rehabilitation of the historic bridge, and
because all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use has been
incorporated into the project. This evaluation is made pursuant to Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S. Code 303, and Section 18(a) of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, 23 U.S. Code 138.

“Use” - The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a historic bridge, as evidenced by the
California State Historic Preservation Officer’s concurrence that the bridge is eligible
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for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C and under
Criterion Consideration G.

The bridge is significant, at the state level, under Criterion C for its engineering and
architectural design, as well as for its importance as a work of the Division of
Highways Bridge Department, considered a master engineer of the period, and as a
work of the American Bridge Division of U.S. Steel, considered a master builder of
the period. The bridge is the largest steel arch bridge in California and was one of the
first in the nation to be built entirely of all-welded steel components. It is an
important example of its type and method of construction for its period of
significance, 1962 to 1964, exhibiting the maturation of steel arch bridge design and
welded steel technology and representing a high aesthetic sensibility illustrating
contemporary Modern-era architectural principles, including the virtues of unadorned
and efficient design coupled with material and functional honesty.

Under Criteria Consideration G, the bridge possesses exceptional significance that
meets the standards for properties that have achieved significance within the past 50
years. The bridge’s significance can be viewed with historical perspective because the
structure illustrates a defined period of bridge engineering and architecture in
California and because there exists a body of scholarly analysis demonstrating the
bridge’s relative importance for its engineering design and aesthetic achievement.

The bridge was constructed in 1963 and 1964 as part of the evolution of State Route
154, which included construction of a new alignment to eliminate substandard
engineering and to decrease travel time on an increasingly traveled route between the
coast and interior regions of southern Santa Barbara County. At the time the bridge
was constructed, it was determined to be infeasible to construct a new alignment on
the ground that would accomplish the purposes of the project. A bridge was therefore
required to span Cold Spring Canyon, and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was
widely regarded as a major feat of bridge engineering, constructed in a difficult
location.

As part of the state’s existing transportation system, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
is expected to perform as an integral part of a modern transportation system. In 2005
it was brought to Caltrans’ attention that the bridge had become a magnet for suicides
by individuals jumping from the bridge. Subsequent research based on the Coroner’s
statistics conducted for the draft environmental document showed that at least 44
people had committed suicide from the bridge, and that suicide attempts were always
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fatal at this location due to the over 400 foot drop and rugged terrain. However,
because of revised statistics released by the Coroner on May 21, 2009, this number
has been revised to 41. Because of suicides, the bridge was identified as having the
highest concentration of fatalities of any location in Caltrans District 5
(encompassing, Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San
Benito counties). In the ten months since the release of the draft environmental
document, five other individuals have committed suicide from the bridge, making a
total of 47 deaths as of June 3, 2009. To deter further suicides at this location and to
ensure public safety (including the safety of the traveling public and rescue
personnel), it has been determined that a physical barrier must be constructed on the
deck of the existing bridge structure.

For the purpose of this Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation, the proposed project
would constitute a “use” of a bridge that is eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. The proposed project would impair some of the bridge’s
character-defining features in that it introduces a visual element that diminishes the
property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and association.

Applicability
It is appropriate to apply the Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation because of the
following:

e The bridge would be rehabilitated using federal funds

e The proposed project would require the use of a historic bridge structure that is
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places

e The bridge is not a National Historic Landmark

e (altrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration, has determined that
the facts of the project match those set forth in the sections of this document
labeled Alternatives, Findings, and Mitigation

e Section 106 consultation has been concluded, and a Memorandum of Agreement
has been signed (see Appendix E).

Alternatives
Acceptable Alternatives under the Programmatic Section 4(f) are the following (and
only the following):

e Do nothing
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e Build a new structure at a different location without affecting the historic qualities
of the old bridge, as determined by procedures implementing the National
Historic Preservation Act

e Rehabilitate the historic bridge without affecting the historic qualities of the
structure, as determined by procedures implementing the National Historic
Preservation Act

Findings
Each of these Acceptable Alternatives is discussed below:

Do Nothing

The Do Nothing (No-Build) Alternative has been studied. This alternative is not
feasible and prudent because it does not correct the situation that occurs when
individuals commit suicide by jumping from the bridge. It is reasonable to assume
that people would continue to attempt suicide and commit suicide from the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge unless a suicide deterrent is installed. Automobiles abandoned
(sometimes in the middle of the bridge span) by persons committing suicide, and the
risks encountered in rescue attempts and recovery operations pose safety hazards to
the traveling public and to emergency and safety personnel such as the California
Highway Patrol, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s office, and the Santa Barbara County
Search and Rescue team.

Build on New Location Without Using the Old Bridge

The alternative of relocating the bridge has been discussed and determined not to be
feasible and prudent because of the steep mountainous terrain. The present bridge
structure has already been located at the only feasible and prudent site. To build a
new bridge at another site would result in extraordinary bridge and approach
engineering and construction difficulty, extraordinary costs, and extraordinary
disruption of established traffic patterns (the alternative route means a detour through
Gaviota Pass, an out-of-direction-travel distance of at least 55 miles). Nor would
building a new bridge at another site reduce the number of persons jumping from this
bridge.

Rehabilitation Without Affecting the Historic Integrity of the Bridge

This alternative has been discussed and has been determined not to be feasible and
prudent because a physical barrier is the only form of suicide deterrence that has been
demonstrated to be effective in deterring suicides from bridges. In its current
configuration, individuals are able to climb over the low rail of the Cold Spring
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Canyon Bridge and commit suicide by jumping. The State Historic Preservation
Officer has concurred with the Finding of Effects evaluation that determined the
installation of a physical barrier on the bridge of a size and shape necessary to meet
the project’s Purpose and Need would constitute an adverse effect on this historic
property. A Memorandum of Agreement has been signed (see Appendix E).

Measures to Minimize Harm

The proposed project includes all possible planning to minimize harm. The historic
integrity of the bridge would be preserved, to the greatest extent possible, consistent
with unavoidable measures taken to secure public safety. Specifically the measures
proposed have been selected with the following in mind:

Reversibility: The installation of the physical barrier is being engineered so that the
attachment would entail minimal loss of original fabric. Because the barrier would be
applied to the existing Type 2 barrier, the installation is reversible; the proposed
barrier is not integral to the bridge structure or superstructure and does not alter the
fundamental engineering of the bridge.

Compatibility: The proposed design alternatives are each intended to be compatible
with the character-defining features of the existing bridge and to be as minimally
intrusive as possible while meeting the project’s Purpose and Need. Consideration has
been given both to views of the bridge and views from the bridge.

Materials: The selection of materials has been made with the intent of preserving
original materials as much as possible. New materials would not accelerate the aging
or obsolescence of the existing bridge structure.

Maintenance: The proposed design alternatives have been selected with the intent of

facilitating ongoing inspection and maintenance activities.

Based on the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the
use of Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and the proposed action includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting from such use
and causes the least amount of harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose.
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Appendix C Title VI Policy Statement

'ATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSI TRANSPORTATION AND JSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1120 N STREET

P. 0. BOX 942873
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001
PHONE (916) 654-5266

FAX (916) 654-6608

TTY (916) 653-4086

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

January 14, 2005

, TITLE VI
POLICY STATEMENT

The California Department of Transportation under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall, on the
grounds of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, and age, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise Sllb]CCted to discrimination
under any program or activity it administers.

WILL KE
Director

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™
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Appendix D Minimization and/or Mitigation
Summary

Visual/Aesthetics

The Preferred Alternative and the recommendations from the Aesthetics Design
Advisory Committee are being incorporated into the final design (see
Visual/Aesthetics, and Memorandum of Agreement, Appendix E). The design
committee’s recommendations did not change the fundamental design of the barrier,
but helped refine detailed aspects of the barrier’s design. The barrier is designed to be
reversible, with minimal permanent impact to the historical fabric of the bridge
structure if the panels were to be removed. The committee recommended and
Caltrans has adopted the following measures:

e (altrans has selected the grid/mesh alternative. The physical barrier will consist
of a continuous series of in-curving, steel grid/mesh panels framed and supported
by steel posts and rails. The grid/mesh alternative will result in less view blockage
than the vertical picket alternative because it avoids the “stacking” effect created
when closely spaced vertical pickets are viewed from an oblique angle.

e The barrier is designed in an unadorned style that is compatible with, but does not
replicate, the Modern-era style for which the bridge is significant.

e The in-curving grid/mesh panels will have two-inch-square openings, which is the
largest opening possible that does not provide convenient finger-holds and toe-
holds for climbing.

e The cross-section dimensions of the vertical and horizontal framing members are
minimized as much as possible without jeopardizing the structural integrity of the
panels.

e The horizontal length of the individual panels is increased as much as possible, to
reduce the number of vertical elements, without jeopardizing structural integrity.

e The barrier panels will be attached to the outside of the existing concrete railings
to minimize physical impacts on the original rails.

e The barrier panel attachment points and the lowest rail (bottom framing member)
of the individual barrier panels will be situated below the top of the existing
concrete barrier. The attachment points will be out of the line-of-sight of
motorists on the bridge.

e The individual barrier panels will be custom made to conform to the irregular
intervals between the existing bridge-railing supports, so that the vertical supports
will be in alignment, rather than staggered.
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The steel will be coated with a low-reflectivity finish to help reduce glare and to
allow the grid/mesh to recede visually.

Cultural Resources
A Finding of Effect document was prepared to fully evaluate the nature and severity

of the build alternatives’ impacts on the bridge’s character-defining features. The

Memorandum of Agreement documents specific measures that will be implemented

to compensate for the project’s adverse effects to the bridge (see Appendix E). Those

measures include:

Large-format photographs will be taken showing the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
in context as well as details of its historic engineering features. All photographs
will be processed for archival permanence in accordance with Historic American
Engineering Record (HAER) photographic specifications.

In addition Caltrans will photographically reproduce plans, elevations, and
selected details from construction drawings in accordance with HAER
photographic specifications that are not deemed confidential for security reasons.

Written documentation following the National Park Service HAER Guidelines for
Preparing Written Historical and Descriptive Data (September 1983).

The copies and negatives will be made available to appropriate agencies and local
archives in Santa Barbara County.

Publication of 500 copies and distribution of the Historic Resource Evaluation
Report: Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (51-0037), prepared by JRP Historical
Consulting.

Four sets of an interpretive display, which consists of a three-panel interpretive
exhibit that illustrates the history of the San Marcos Pass and the construction of
the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and the bridge’s enduring architectural

engineering significance.

If cultural materials were discovered during construction, all activity within and

around the immediate discovery area would be diverted until a qualified archaeologist

could assess the nature and significance of the find.
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If human remains were discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
states that further disturbances and activities would cease in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains were thought to be Native American,
the coroner would notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which would
then notify the Most Likely Descendent. At this time, the person who discovered the
remains would contact Valerie A. Levulett, Heritage Resource Coordinator for
Caltrans District 5, so that they may work with the Most Likely Descendent on the
respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions of Public
Resources Code 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.

Natural Communities
All work would be staged and conducted within the two existing pullouts adjacent to
the bridge and on the existing bridge deck.

To ensure no impacts on any natural communities or plant species occurring outside
of the staging areas, avoidance measures include the establishment and use of
environmentally sensitive area fencing around these areas. The environmentally

sensitive area limits would be shown on the final plan sheets.

Invasive Species
The yellow starthistle found in the north pullout area would be eradicated using best
management practices.

Avoidance measures to ensure construction activities would not contact any invasive
species include the use of environmental sensitive area fencing around the existing
pullouts. The environmentally sensitive area limits would be shown on the final plan
sheets.

Additional avoidance measures include the inspection and cleaning of construction
equipment and further eradication strategies if the invasive plant becomes an issue.

Construction Impacts

The proposed barriers are large structures that would be fabricated offsite in a series
of individual panels. The panels would be custom made to fit the bridge, in the
appropriate design specified to reduce impacts on the bridge. The biological resources
adjacent to the staging areas would be separated from construction activity by the use

of environmentally sensitive area fencing.
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A Traffic Management Plan has been developed to minimize motorist delays and
ensure public and worker safety during barrier construction on State Route 154. To
reduce the effects on commuters, the contractor would be allowed to close one lane
under one-way traffic control from approximately 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Two-way traffic would be in operation during non-construction
hours. No detours are planned; traffic delays would be limited to 5 minutes. Bicyclists
and pedestrians would have access using the existing shoulders.

Motorist information strategies include a public awareness campaign (newspaper,
radio, television) and the installation of construction area signs. Two portable
changeable message signs, one for each direction of traffic, would alert the traveler
prior to and during construction. In addition, information about the planned lane
closures would be available for public viewing on Caltrans’ website:
http://dot.ca.gov/dist05/road information.htm.

Construction of the proposed barriers would occur in two phases and be completed in
approximately eight weeks. Each phase would entail installing the barrier on each
side of the bridge. Contractors would typically work an eight-hour day, from
approximately 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.

The waste from drilling would be collected and disposed of properly. A “Water
Pollution Control Plan” would be developed during the design stage and
implemented. The project would be scheduled for dry weather to ensure no incidental
release of contaminants.
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Appendix E Letters of Concurrence and
Correspondence with the
State Historic Preservation
Officer, Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, and
Memorandum of Agreement

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.0. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

916) 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824

calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

August 13, 2007 Reply To: FHWAQ70618A

Valerie Levulett

Chief, Central Region Technical Studies Branch
Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5415

Re: Determination of Eligibility for the Proposed Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Pedestrian
Barrier, Santa Barbara County, CA [05-SB-154 PM 22.95/23.19, EA 05-0P910]

Dear Ms. Levulett:

Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and
the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (PA).

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is requesting my concurrence,
pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the PA, that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (bridge
No. 51 0037) is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under
criterion C at the state level of significance as an important example of bridge design
and welded steel technology In Calitornia, and that represents a high aesthetic quality of
contemporary design from its period. It is also significant as an important work of the
Division of Highways Bridge Department, which is considered a master engineer of the
period, and it is an important work of the American Bridge Division of US Steel, which is
considered a master builder of the period.

The bridge has exceptional importance that meets the standards under Criteria
Consideration G for properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty
years. The period of significance is 1962-1964 and the historic property boundaries are
the horizontal and vertical footprints of the bridge structure.

Thank you for considering historic properties during project planning. If you have any
questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 654-0631 or e-mail at
nlindquist@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Soard Ké/w%x,ﬁ

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
and Memorandum of Agreement

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY 3 ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION )
“DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION -

2,0. BOX 942895
SACRAMENTO, CA 94206-0001
(916) 6536624  Fax: (316) 653-9824

calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov  www.ohp.parks.ca gov
July 24, 2008 Reply To: FHWAO070618A

Gregory P. King, Chief

Cultural and Community Studies Office
Division of Environmental Analysis
Department of Transportation

PO Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

Re: Finding of Effect for the Proposed Cold Springs Canyon Bridge (#51-0037) Suicide Barrier
Project, Santa Barbara County, CA

Dear Mr. King:

Thank you for consuiting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in
California (PA).

Caltrans is requesting my concurrence that the proposed project will have an adverse effect on
historic properties, specifically the Cold Springs Canyon Bridge, a property previously
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C at the state
level of significance. The bridge has exceptional importance that meets the NRHP standards
under Criterion Consideration G for properties that have achieved significance within the past
fifty years. Additionally, under PRC §5024.5, Caltrans is providing notice to and seeking
comments from me regarding the proposed suicide barrier project. Caltrans Is also requesting
that the SHPO add the Cold Springs Canyon Bridge to the Master List of Historical Resources
pursuant to PRC §5024(d).

Based on my review of the submitted documentation ! concur that the undertaking will have an
adverse effect on historic properties. Please consider these comments to be my comments
under PRC § 5024.5 as well. The Memorandum of Agreement written for this document in
order to satisfy 36 CFR Part 800 will constitute prudent and feasible measures under 5024.5. In
addition [ will add the Cold Springs Canyon Bridge to the State’s Master List of Historical
Resources.

Thank you for considering historic properties as part of your project planning. If you have any
questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at your earliest convenience at (916)
654-0631 or e-mail at nlindquist@parks.ca.zov or Dwight Dutschke at (91 6) 653-9134 or

ddutschke@parks.ca.cov.

Sincerely,

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA——BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, MS 27
1120 N STREET

PO, BOX 992874
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 lex sour power!
PHONE (916) 653-7507 Be energy-efficient!

FAX (916) 653-7757
TTY (916)653-4086

April 13,2009

Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson; FAIA 05-8B-154
State Historic Preservation Officer PN 22.9-23.1
P. 0. Box 942896 EA 05-0P9100
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 Cold Spring Canyon Bridge

Suicide Barrier Project

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

SUBIJECT: Submittal of Signed Memorandum of Agreement for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (#51-
0037) Suicide Barrier Project, Santa Barbara County, California

Enclosed for your records is a copy of the executed Memorandum of Agresment (MOA) for the
above referenced project.

Caltrans is transmitting this a5-a federal agency, following the provisions of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Federal Highway Administration and the California
Department of Transportation Concerning the State of California’s Participation in the Surface
Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program, which became effective on July 1, 2007. The
MOU was signed pursuant to Section 6005 of the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, which allows the Secretary of Transportation to
assign, and the State-of California to assame, responsibility for FHWA's responsibilities under
NEPA as well as consultation and coordination responsibilities under other Federal
environmental laws. Tn that this project is covered by the above referenced MOU, FHWA has
assigned, and Caltrans has assumed, FHWA responsibility for enviconmental review,
consultation, and coordination on this project. Please direct all future correspondence on this
project to Caltrans

If you have any questions, please contact Jill Hupp at (916) 654-3567/ill hupp@dot.ca.gov.
Thank you for all of your assistance with this undertaking:

Sincerely,
NNy

i i w‘i“:\i\ YW ;‘/v i

/}: j/{.fx 1 e x/, ; },{ /w’*\}

£ i %\j

GREGORY P KING

Chief

Cultural and Community Studies Office
Division of Environmental Analysis

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier « 97




Appendix E « Letters of Concurrence and Correspondence with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
and Memorandum of Agreement

M. Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
April 13,2000
A

Enclosure

ce: Jill Hupp - HQ; Valerie Levulett — District 5; Paula Julke Carr — District 5

JH/jh

“Caliransi wwmobility across California”
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STATEOECALIFORNIA- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY. ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Gavernor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, M8 27

1120 N STREET

P.O. BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 Flesyour paver!
PHONE (916) 653-7507 Be-energy efficient!

FAX {916) 653-7757
TTY (916)653-4086

April 13, 2009

Ms. Carol Legard 05-SB-154
FHWA Liaison PM 22.9-23.1
Office of Federal Agency Programs EA 05-0P9100
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 Suicide Barrier Project

Washington, BC 20004
Dear Ms Legard:

SUBJECT: Submittal of Signed Memorandum of Agreement for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (#51-
0037) Suicide Barrier Project, Santa Barbara County, California

Enclosed for the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation’s records is a. copy of the executed
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the above referenced project.

Caltrans is transmitting this as a federal agency, following the provisions of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Federal Highway Administration and the Colifornia
Department of Transportation Concerning the State of California’s Participation in the Surface
Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program, which became effective on July 1, 2007, The
MOU was signed pursuant to Section 6005 of the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, which allows the Secretary of Transportation to
assign, and the State of California to assume, responsibility for FHWA's responsibilities under
NEPA as well-as consultation and coordination responsibilities under other Federal
environmental laws. In that this project is covered by the above referenced MOU, FHWA has
assigned, and Caltrans has assumed, FHWA responsibility for environmental reviéw,
consultation, and coordination on this project. Please direct all future correspondence on this
project to Caltrans

If you have any questions, please contact Jill Hupp at (916):654-3567/ill. hupp@dot.ca.gov.
Thauk you for all of your assistance with this undertaking.

Sincerely, 3 . |
N+ L :
N W Al FE :

A g Y !

GRF?GRY P.KING ;

Chie

Cultural and Community Studies Office
Division of Environmental Analysis

“Caltrans improves mebility across California™
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C. Legard
April 13, 2009
2

Enclosure

ec: Jill Hupp — HQ; Valerie Levulett ~ District 5; Paula Julke Carr — District 5

JHfh

“Caltrans improves mobility across Californio™
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
THE CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER,
AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL O HISTORIC PRESERVATION
REGARDING THE COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE SUICIDE BARREER PROJECT
ON STATE ROUTE 154 IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, CALTFORNIA

WHEREAS, the Fedetal Highway Administation (FHWA) has assipned and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltians) has assumed FHWA responsibility for environmental
teview, consultation, and coordination under the provisions of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) betweer the Federal Highway Adminishation and the California
Department of Transporiation Concerning the State of California’s Participation in the Suifiice
Transpartation Froject Delivery Pilot Pragram, which became effective on July 1, 2007, and
apphies fo {his project; and

WHEREAS, Caltrans has determined that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barxier
Project (Undertaking) will have an adverse effeet on the Cold Spring Canyan Bridge {Bridge No.
51 003 7). which Caltrans has determined, in consultation with the California State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Histozic
Places (National Register) and therefore a historic property as defined at 36 CFR§ 80016101y
and

WHERTAS, Caltrans has consulted with the SHPO and the Advisery Council on Historic
Presesvation (ACHP) pursuant to Stipulations X.C, and X.I of the January 1, 2004,

FProgr i¢ Agreement g the Federal Highway Administration, the ddvisory Council on
Historic Presarvation, the California Stare Historic Preservation Officer, and the California
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the Natlonal Historic
Preservation Act. as it Peviains 1o the Adminisiration of the Federal-did Highway Program in
Cafifornia { PA), and where the PA so directs, in accordance with 36 CFR §800, the 1epulations
implementing Section 106 of the National Mistoric Preservation Act (16 USC Section 4708), as
ammended (NHPA}, regarding the Undertaking's effects on historic properties and has notified the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect finding pursuant to
36CFREB00.6(a){1); and

WHEREAS, Caltrans has thoroughly considered altermatives to the Undertuking, has determined
that the engineering constraints on the design of the Undertaking preclude the possibility of
avoiding adverse effects to the historic property during the Undeitaking’s implementation; and
hes further determined that it will 1esoive adverse effects of the Undertalking an the subject
historic property through the execution and implementation of this Memorandum of Agreement
{(MOA); mnd

WHEREAS, Calirans District 5 (Disteict 5) has participatad in the consultation and has been
invited to conowy in this MOA;
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Memorandum of Agrecment
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrie
G5-058.000

NOW, THEREFORE, Caltrans, the SHPO and the ACHP aptee that, upan Caltians” decision to
pracecd with the Undertaking, Caltzans shall ensure that the Undertaking is implemented in
accordance with the fotlowing stipulations in oxder to take into account the effect of the
Undextaking on the historic property, and farther agree that these stipulations shall govern the
{Indertaking and all of its parts until this MOA expires or is terminated.

STIPILATIONS
L AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

A. the Undertaking's arca of potential effect (APE) is shown in Figure 3 of the
May 2008 Finding of Adverse Effect for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide
Barrier Projeer The APE includes the entizety of the bridge structure itself, which is
the sole historie property.

B. If modificatioas te the Undertaking, subsequent to the execution of this
MOA, necessitate the revision of the APE, Caltrans will consult with District 5 and
the SHPO to facifitate mutnal agreement on the proposed revisions. 1f Caltrans and
the SHPO cannot reach such agresment, then the parties to this MOA shall resclve
the dispute in accordance with Stipulation V.B, below. If Caltrens, District 3, and the
SHPO yeach mutual agreement on the proposed revisions, then Caltrans will submit a
final map of the ravisions, consistent with the requitcments of Stipulation VIILA and
Attachment 3 of the PA, no later than 30 days following such agreement.

II. CONSULTATION TO FINALIZE BARRTER DESIGN

A In consultation with the SHPO, Caltrans will examine the feasibility of developing a
platform cantilever or arc design barrier as proposed by SHPO al a meeting among
SHPCQ ACHP, Caltrans and District 5 held in Sacramemto on February 25, 2009.

B. Within 30 days following execution of this MOA, Calliaos will nolify the signatories
regazding the results of its feasibility study for the baerier designs referenced in
section A of this stipulation and jts recommendation for finalizing the design of'a
fence-type barrie

C. Any objections to Calttans " recommendations shali be resobved in accordance with
Stipulation: V.B of this MOA.
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Memovandum uf Agreement
Cold Spring Camyon Bridge Suwicide Barrier
J5-0r9100

111, TREATMENE OF HISTORIC PROVERTIES
A Photography and Construction Drawings

1 Priorto the stat of any worl that could adversely affect charactesistics that
qualify the Cold Springs Bridge as a historie propeity Caltrans shall ensure that
large-formzt (4" by 5° or larger vegative sizc) photographs are taken showing e
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in context as well as details of its histoiic engiaseaing
features  Photographs shall be processed for archival permanence in accordance
with the Historic American Engineering Record {HAER) photographic
specifications. Views of the Cold Spring Bridge shall include:

a Contextual vicws showing the Cold Sping Bridze in its sciting;
b. Elevation views;

2. Views of the Cold Spring Bridge appioaches and abutments;

d. Detail views of significant engineering and design elements

¢ Copies of the photographs and negatives will be ietained by Caltrans
Distriet 5 and will be deposited with the Caltrans Transportation Library aud
History Center at Calkans Headquarters in Sacramento. Copies of the
photogiaphs will also be deposited with the SHPO and offered to the
University of California, Santa Barbara, Davidson Libravy, Special
Collections; the Santa Barbara County Public Library; the Santa Barbata
Historical Souiety Gledhilt Library; and the Santa Ynez Valley Historical
Society. )

2. Caltrans shell photographically reproduce plans, elevations and selected details
{rom these drawings in accordance with HAER photographic specifications that
are not deemed confidential for security reasons. If they are legible in this format,
reduced size (8 1/2" by 117} copies of construction drawings may be included as
pages of the report cited in subsection B of this stipulation rather than
photographed and tncluded as photographic documentation,
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AMemorandion of Agreeitent
Cold Spring Conyon Sridge Suicide Basrier
03-0F2100

B. Written Pocumentation following the NPS HAER Guidciiney for Preparing
Written Historical and Descriptive Data, September 1993.

1. A vritten historical descriptive 1eport for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge will be
completed by Caltrans at the Professionally Qualified Statf level of Principal
Architectuwal Historian, This teport will provide a physical description of the
bridge, discuss its construction and its sigrificance under applicable Nationat
Register criteria, and address the historical context for its construction following
the format and instructions in the above-referenced HAER guidelines for wiitten
documentation.

2. Caltians will concurtently distribute the diaft HAER repoit to the other MOA
parties for review and comment. The other MOA pautics will be afforded 30 days
following receipt of the diaft HAER report to submit any written comments to
Caliuns. Caltrans will provide the other MOA parties with writien documentation
indicating whether and how the draft HAFR report will be modified in aceordance
with any comnments teccived from the other MOA parties Unless any MOA party
objects to this documentation jn writing to Caltrans within 30 days following
receipt, Caltrans may medify the draft repont, as Caltrans may deem appropriate.
Thereafter, Caltrans may issue the HARR report in final form and distribute this
document in accordaace with paragraph B.3 of this stipulation,

3 Copies of the documentation will be offered o the Santa Barbara County Historic
Landmarks Advisory Commission; City of Santa Barbara Historic I andrarks
Commission; Santa Barbara County Public Library, Centsal Library and local
branches; University of Califoinia, Santa Barbara, Davidson Library, Special
Collections; University of California, Santa Baibaiz, Public History Information
Unit; Santa Barbara City College Libraty; American Socicty of Civil Engineers,
Los Angeles Section, History and Heritage Committoe; and the American Socisty
of Civil Enginecrs, Santa Batbara/Ventura Branch

€. Publication and Distribution of Historic Resource Evaluation Report: Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge (51-0037), prepared by JRP Historieal Consulting

1. Caltians will print 500 copies of the May 2007 Historic Resources Evaluation
Report {HRER} produced in an illustrated booklet format.

2. Calians will concusrently dishibute the 2007 HRER 1o the other MOA parties for
review and comment The other MOA, parties will be afforded 30 days following
teceipt of the 2007 HRER to submit ey written commments to Caltrans. Caltrans
will provide the other MOA parties with written documentation indicating
whether and how the 2007 HRER will be modified in accordance with any
cominents received from the other MOA parties Urless any MOA party objects
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Mewmorandum of Agreement
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier
A5-GP9r0

1o this documentation in wriling to Celttans within 30 days following receipt,
Caltrans may modisy the HRER, as Caltrans may deem appropriate. Thereafter,
Caltrans may issue the 2007 HRER in final form and distribute this document in
accordance with paragraph C.3 of this stipulation. . :

3. Copies of this documentation will be offered to local histmical societies and
arganizations inchuding: Santa Barbara County Historie Landmarks Advisory
Comimission; City of Santa Barbaiz Histonic Lendmarks Commission; Santa
Batbara County Public I ibnary, Central Library and local branches; Santa Barbara
Historical Society; Santa Barbaa Trust for Histotie Preseivation; Santa Ynez
Valley Historical Soviety; Goleta Valley Historical Society; University of
California, Santa Barbara, Davidson Library, Special Collections; University of
Califoinia, Santa Barbata, Public History Information Unit; Santa Barbara City
College Library; American Society of Civil Engineets, Los Angeles Section,
History and Heritage Committee; American Society of Civit Engineers, Santa
Barbara/Ventura Branch; I os Padies National Forest; Los Angeles Conservancy,
Modern Committee; Society of Architectural Historians, Southem California
Chapter; and Autorpobile Club of Southein California, Archives) The report wilk
also be posted on the District 5 website.

B, Interpsetive Display

1. Four sets of a three-panel interpretive exhibit will be produced by Caltrans. The
cxhibit pansls will be drymounted and fiamed for greater permanence. The
panels will feature text and illustrations on the history of Sau Marcos Pass, the
construction history of the Cold Spring Canyen Bridge, and the bridge’s enduring
atchitectural engineering significance.

2. Caitrans will concmrently distribute the draft imteapetive display to the other
MO#, parties for review and comment. The other MOA parties will be afforded
30 days following receipt of the proposed interpretive display to subtmit any
written commerts to Caltrans. Caltrans will provids the other MOA parties with
wiitten documentation indicating whether and how the interpretive display will be
modificd in accordance with any comments received fiom the other MOA parties.
Unless any MOA. party objects to this documentation in writing to Caltrans within
30 days foliowing receipt, Caltrans may modily the interpretive display, as
Calirans may deem appropriate. Thereafter, Calirans may issae the interpretive
display in final formp and distribute this document in accordance with paragraph
D3 of this stipulation.

3. The exhibit will be distritited as follows: two scts to the Santa Barbara County

Public Library, ome set to the Sania Barbara County General Services Department,
and one set to the Distiict § Oifice.

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier « 105




Appendix E « Letters of Concurrence and Correspondence with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
and Memorandum of Agreement

Memormufum of Agr ni
Cold Spring Camyon Bridge Suncedy Barrier
23-0P2106

IV, DISCOVERIES AND UNANTICIPATED EFELCTS

If Caltrans determines afier construction of the Undertaking has coaunenged that the
Undertaking will affect a previously unidentificd propexty that may be eligible for the National
Register, or affect 2 known historic property in an unenticipated manner. Caltrans shall address
the discovery or unanticipated effect in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.13(b). Caltrans at its
discretion may hereunder and in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.13(c). assume any discovercd
property to be eligible for inclusion in the Naticnal Register.

v ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
A, Standards.

1. Professional Qualificativns. All activities prescribed by stipulations I and III of
Lhis MOA, shall be carried owt under the authority of Caltians by or inder the
direct supervision of a person of persons meeting at 4 minimum the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards Professivnal Quulifications Standards (48 TR 44738-39,
Septcmber 29, 1983) (PQS) in the appropriate disciplines. However, nothing in
this stipulation may be interpreted to preclude Caltians ot any apent or contractor
thereof from using the properly supervised seivices of persons who do not meet
the PQS.

2. Historic Preservation Standards. Written documentation of activities presciibed
by stipulations L, Y, and TV of this MOA shall conform to the Secretary of the
Interior's Guidelings for Avchaeology und Fistoric Preservation (48 FR 44716-
44740) as well as applicable standards and guidetines established by the SHPO.

B. Bispute Resolution

Should any signatory to this MOA object at any time to any actions proposed ot the
manner in which the terms of this MOA. are implemented, Caltrans shall consult with
such party fo resolve the objection. If Caltrans determines that such objection cannot be
resolved within 15 calendar days, Calirans shall: )

1. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including Caltrans propased
tesalution, to the ACHP. Caltrans will also provide a copy to all signatories and
concuring parties. The ACHP shall provide Caltrans with its advice o the
resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of recciving adequate
dosnmentation. Prior to reaching a final decisicnt on the dispute, Cattrans shall
prepars a witten 1esponse thal takes into account any timely advice or commments
regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatories and concuting parties and

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier « 106




Appendix E » Letters of Concurrence and Correspondence with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
and Memorandum of Agreement

Memerandum of Agreement
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Smcide Bary ier
35-0F8100

provide them with a copy of (his written response. Caltrans will then proceed
according to its final decision

2 Ifthe ACHP does not provide its advice regatding the dispute within the thirty
{30) day time period, Caltraus may make a final decision on the dispute and
proceed accordingly. Prior to reaching such 2 final decision, Caltans shall
piepare a written response that takes into account any timely commenty regading
the dispute fiom ths signatories and concurring parties to the MOA, and provide
them and the ACHP with a copy of such written response

3. Caltrans’ respousibility to catty out all other actions subject to the terms of this
MOA that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged

C. Amcndments.

If any signatory parly lo this MOA proposes an smendment to its terms, that paty shall
consult with the other pasties to consider such amendment. The amendment will be
effective on the last date a copy of it is signed by all of the signateries in counterpoint. I{
the signatories cannot agree to appropriate terms to amend the MOA, any signatory may
tenminate the agreement in accordance with section D, below,

. Termination.

1. I any signatory believes that the terms of this MOA me not being cairied out or
camnot be carried out, they may request that constraction stop where historic
propertios are threatened while the terms of the MOA are amended per section C,
above. Tf within thirty {30) days, or anothe: time period agreed to by il
signatoiies, an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the
MOA. upon written notification to the other signatories.

2. Ifthis MOA is terminated for any reason, and Caltians determmines that the
Undertaking will proceed, Calivans will either execute a new MOA with the
signatories under 36 CIR § 800.6(c)(1), or request, take into account, and respend
to, the comments of the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR § $00.7 Caltrans shall notily
the signatories as to the course of action it will pursue.

F. Duration of MOA.

1. If Caltrans determmines that construstion of the Undertaking has not been initfated
within ten years following execution of this MOA, the signatories shall consult to
reconsider its terms. Reconsideration may inclnde continuation of the MOA, as
originally execuied, amendment, ¢or termination.

2. This MOA will be in effect through Caltrans implementation of the Tndertaking,

and will have no further foree ot sifect when Calirans, in consultation with the
other signatotics, determines that the terms of this MOA have been fulfilled in a
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Aemorandum of Agreement
Cold Spring Canyon Bridye Suicide Barvier
05-078 434}

satisfactory manner. Caltrans shall provide the other signatories with written
netice of its determination that the termi of the agreement have been fulfilled. Tn
the cvent that Caltrans is unable to comply with the Lerms of this MOA, Caltrans
shall adhere to Stipulations V C or D as appropriate

F. Lffcetive Pate.
{altrans shall ensure that each party is provided with 2 copy of the fully executed MOA.
This MOA will become effective on the date that the last signatory has signed the MOA.

Execution and implementation of this. MOA cvidenoe that Calirans has afforded the
ACHP a reasonable apportunity to comment on the Undertaking and the effect of the
Undettaking on historic properties, and have themselves taken into account the effect of
the Undertaking on historic propeities.
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SIGNATORY PARIIES:

California Deparitmext of Transportation

By 4 4«.._ Date j//o/olf
JayAforvell, Chief 7
Division of Environmenta! Anafysis

k
Californili\-

By __\ime
Milford Wayne Donaldson
State Historic Preservatipn Cfficer

}
Advisor %i}:l\ﬂiston’c Preservation _
By / A Date 3’,/2%/2"”7

Fowler (WDD A,NZAMNE)
Exekutife Direftor

=

Ll
—j%e Historic Preseevation Officer

A— ___ Date 13 MAR-LGGY

G PARTIES
California Department of Iras rtation, District 5
By /%/%4 Date, 3/3&‘/”?
Richard Krumholz ¢ 74 T

District’S Director
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Appendix F addresses the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide
Barrier project on State Route 154. That document was circulated for public review
and comment from May 9, 2008, to June 24, 2008; more than 165 copies of the
document were mailed to interested individuals, associations, and agencies. Two open
forum-style public hearings were held to further solicit public comment on the draft
environmental document. The first public hearing was held in the City of Santa
Barbara on June 9, 2008; the second public hearing was held in the City of Solvang
on June 10, 2008.

The draft EIR/EA was also available for public review at the Santa Barbara Central
Library, Solvang Branch Library, Goleta Branch Library, Montecito Branch Library,
at the Caltrans District Office in San Luis Obispo, and on the Caltrans website.

This appendix presents all of the written comments received on the draft document
during the public review period. Responses to those comments are also provided.

Comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment were in favor of or against the project; expressed suggestions and

concerns; or were of a regulatory nature, including:

¢ Compliance with CEQA/NEPA

e Bridge barriers may or may not save lives

e Preference for the “human barrier” or other alternative

e Effectiveness of physical suicide barriers

e Visual and aesthetic impacts

e Historic impacts

e Using the funding for mental health/community outreach or at another location

This appendix is organized according to the parties commenting on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment as follows:

e Section 1.0 State Agencies
e Section 2.0 Local Government and Commissions
e Section 3.0 Associations

e Section 4.0 Individuals
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e Section 5.0 Comment Cards from Public Hearings
e Section 6.0 Transcripts from Public Hearings

e Section 7.0 State and Federal Agency Late Comment

Two letters were received after the comment period ended; from a State Agency, the
Department of Fish and Game and from a federal agency, the Department of the
Army, Corps of Engineers, but are included in this document with a response.

For Sections 1.0 through 4.0, responses are provided after each letter or email or in
groups if the response is the same. Corresponding numbers assigned to the comments
are in the right-hand margin.

For Sections 5.0 and 6.0, responses are withheld until the end of each section and then
provided, in groups if the response is the same. Responses are identified by the
surname of the person making the comment and by using the corresponding number
assigned to the comments in the right-hand margin.

Section 7.0 displays the comment letters received after the comment period ended.

Several approaches have been used to respond to comments. Some comments were
statements of information or opinion; these comments have been acknowledged for
the public record. Other comments asked for additional information or for
clarification of information in the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment. Where appropriate, responses to these comments are provided in this
appendix. Where the response is presented in the text of the Final Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (this document), reference is made to the

text section in response to the comment.
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Section 1.0 State Agencies

Terry Roberts, Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse with one page
attachment, June 24, 2008

Susan Bransen and John F. Barna, California Transportation Commission, dated May
30, 2008, and June 30, 2008, respectively
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TJune 24, 2008

Cathy Stettler

California Department of Transportation, District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Subject: Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier

SCH#: 2008011060

Dear Cathy Stettler:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Document to selected state agencies for review.
The review period closed on June 23, 2008, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

i 4 L amiaand
' zﬁ’tﬂ"%
Terry Rolferts

Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2008011060
Project Title  Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier
Lead Agency Caltrans #5

Type JD Joint Document

Description  NOTE: Joint Document comprised of Draft EIR and Environmental Assessment.

The California Department of Transportation proposes to install a physical suicide barrier on the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge, near San Marcos Pass in Santa Barbara County.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Cathy Stettler
Agency California Department of Transportation, District 5

Phone (805) 549-3797 Fax
email
Address 50 Higuera Street
City  San Luis Obispo State CA  Zip 93401

Project Location
County Santa Barbara
City Santa Barbara
Region
Lat/Long 34°31'35.90"N/119°50'7.563" W
Cross Streets  State Route 154 and Stagecoach Road
Parcel No.
Township 5N Range 28W Section 8 Base SBB&M

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways Cold Spring Creek, Santa Ynez River
Schools
Land Use Scenic Corridor and State Scenic Highway, rural public facility

Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Other Issues; Traffic/Circulation

Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Fish
and Game, Region 5; Department of Water Resources; Department of Conservation; California
Highway Patrol; Cal Fire

Date Received 05/08/2008 Start of Review 05/08/2008 End of Review 06/23/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Response to Terry Roberts, Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse

Thank you for your letter, which acknowledges that Caltrans has complied with the

State Clearinghouse review process.
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JOHN CHALKER, Chair
BOB ALVARADO, Vice Chair
MARIAN BERGESON
JAMES EARP

DARIO FROMMER
JAMES C. GHIELMETTI
CARL GUARDINO

R. K LINDSEY

PHILLIP H. TAGAMI
JOSEPH TAVAGLIONE
LARRY ZARIAN

SENATOR ALAN LOWENTHAL, Ex Officio
ASSEMBLYMAN MARK DESAULNIER, Ex Officio

JOHN F. BARNA JR., Executive Director

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

1120 N STREET, MS-52
P. 0. BOX 942873
SACRAMENTO, 94273-0001
FAX (916) 653-2134

(916) 654-4245
http:/www.catc.ca.gov
May 30, 2008
Mr. Rich Krumholz
District Director
Department of Transportation - District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge Suicide Barrier Project

Dear Mr. Krumholz,

At its May 2008 meeting, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency as
defined in the California Environmental Quality Act, reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the installation of a physical suicide barrier on the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge near San Marcos Pass in Santa Barbara County.

Caltrans reported that the project is fully programmed in the 2008 State Highway Operation
Protection Program (SHOPP) for $3,183,000, capital and support. Construction is estimated to
begin in Fiscal Year 2009-10.

The Commission has no comments regarding the preparation of the DEIR or environmental issues
to be addressed in the DEIR. However, given transportation safety priorities statewide and the
limited amount of state transportation funding, the Commission recommends that alternative
sources of funding be secured for this project.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653-2082.

Sincerely,

S Bl
SUSAN BRANSEN
Associate Deputy Director
California Transportation Commission
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JOHN CHALKER, Chair
BOB ALVARADO, Vice Chair
LUCETTA DUNN
JAMES EARP

DARIO FROMMER
JAMES C. GHIELMETT!
CARL GUARDINO

R. K. LINDSEY
PHILLIP H. TAGAMI
JOSEPH TAVAGLIONE
LARRY ZARIAN

SENATOR ALAN LOWENTHAL, Ex Officio
ASSEMBLYMAN MARK DESAULNIER, Ex Officio

JOHN F. BARNA JR., Executive Director

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

1120 N STREET, MS-52
P. O. BOX 942873
SACRAMENTO, 94273-0001
FAX (916) 653-2134
(916) 654-4245
http://www.catc.ca.gov

June 30, 2008

Mr. Rich Krumholz

District Director

Department of Transportation - District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Project

Dear Mr. Krumholz,

At its June 2008 meeting, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible
Agency defined in the California Environmental Quality Act, reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
installation of a physical suicide barrier on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge on State
Route 154 in Santa Barbara County.

Caltrans reported that the project is fully programmed in the 2008 State Highway
Operation Protection Program (SHOPP) for $3,183,000, including both capital and
support costs. Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2009-10.

In response to the Notice of Preparation, at its May 2008 meeting, the Commission
recommended that alternative sources of funding be secured for this project. This was
communicated to you in a letter dated May 30, 2008. Subsequent to the Commission’s
recommendation, we were informed that Caltrans is pursuing other funding sources for
this project.

At the June 2008 meeting, the Commission had no comments regarding the

alternatives under consideration in the DEIR/EA. However, given transportation
safety priorities statewide and the limited amount of state transportation funding, the
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Rich Krumholz
June 30, 2008
Page 2 of 2

Commission recommends that Caltrans continue to pursue and secure alternative
sources of funding for this project.

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Bransen at (916) 653-2082.

Sincerely,

Lo £ B
\_JOHN F. BARNA, Jr. /
Executive Director
California Transportation Commission

cc: John Chalker, Commission Chair, CTC
James Ghielmetti, Commissiconer, CTC
Will Kempton, Director, Caltrans
Rachel Falsetti, Chief, Transportation Programming, Caltrans
Jay Norvell, Division Chief, Environmental Analysis
Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner, Caltrans District 5
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Responses to Comments from two letters from the California
Transportation Commission; from Susan Bransen, dated May 30, 2008,
and from John F. Barna, Jr., dated June 30, 2008

Thank you for your comments on the project.

Response to comment #1 in both letters: Caltrans acknowledges that the California
Transportation Commission reviewed both the Notice of Preparation and the draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment.

Response to comment #2 in both letters: At the request of the California
Transportation Commission, Caltrans investigated alternate funding sources other
than the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). As a result, it
has been determined that the money needed to construct the barriers will now come
from local Recovery Act funds.
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Section 2.0 Local Government and Commissions

John Baker, Assistant County Executive Officer, County of Santa Barbara Executive
Office, dated June 19, 2008

Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner Bill Brown, County of Santa Barbara Office of
the Sheriff, dated June 9, 2008

Eileen Wyckoff, Chair, Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory
Commission, dated June 18, 2008

Councilmember Grant House, City of Santa Barbara City Council, dated June 10,
2008

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier + 120



Appendix F = Comments and Responses

County of Santa Barbara

105 East Anapamu Street, Suite 406
Santa Barbara, California 93101
805/568-3400 » Fax 805/568-3414
www.co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Michael F. Brown
County Executive Officer

Executive Office

June 19, 2008 Fax: 805-549-3233
Email: Cathy Stettler@dot.ca.gov

Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner
California Department of Transportation-District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation-Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Project

Dear Ms. Stettler:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation for Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
Suicide Barrier Project. The County submits the following comments for consideration in the

Final EIR:

Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

2.1.1 Traffic and Transportation

Should any change occur in the planned construction operations that would make it necessary to
detour traffic onto any County roadway we request that the Caltrans Resident Engineer contact
Eric Pearson of the Public Works Construction and Permits Section at (805) 681-4990 so that
necessary preparations and precautions can be coordinated.

2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics (Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures) and;

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) acknowledges that the proposed project will have
significant environmental effects on visual/aesthetic and cultural resources. Page 34 of the Draft
EIR indicates:
“Through implementation of the following mitigation measure, potential visual impacts
related to construction of the safety barrier would be minimized. Once the Preferred
Alternative is identified, the final design and appearance of the barrier would be
developed with input from an Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee.”
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Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation-
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Project

June 19, 2008

Page 2 of 2

The development of mitigation measures through the Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee at
a later date represents a deferred mitigation which should be resolved in the EIR1. Pursuant to
CEQA §15124.4 (A)(1)(B), formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until
some future time. As such, we recommend that a more thorough analysis of the proposed
mitigation measure be included.

2.1.3 Cultural Resources (Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures)

Page 37 of the Draft EIR indicates:

“Since both alternatives involve similar adverse effects, a Finding of Effect document is
being prepared to fully evaluate the nature and severity of those effects on historic
qualities of the bridge. A Memorandum of Agreement would also be prepared to detail
those minimization or mitigation measures (which might include such things as
modifications of various barrier components and characteristics, including color, finish,
reflectivity, dimension, and profile) that would be implemented to lessen the project’s
adverse cffects. These measures would be developed with input from the Aesthetics
Design Advisory Committee (see the Visual/Aesthetics section of this document).”

Again, this action represents a deferred mitigation. Pursuant to CEQA §15124.4 (A)(1)(B) and
(14 CCR Section 15126.4(b)(1)), formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until
some future time. As such, we recommend that a more thorough analysis of the proposed
mitigation measure be included. Additionally, the above referenced Memorandum of Agreement
only discusses aesthetic impacts, making it unclear where cultural impacts would be discussed.
Finally, the document should discuss the applicability of the Secretary of Interior Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(3).

The County has no further comments on this project at this time and looks forward to continued
dialogue on future projects. If you should have further questions, please do not hesitate to
contact my office directly, or David Matson, Deputy Director in the Office of Long Range
Planning at (805) 568-2068.

Sincerely,
/
Vi
i

/;

A
John Baker, Assistant County Executive 1cer
&/B/k Assistant C Executive Offi

Jee: Jomn MeclInnes, Director, Office of Long Range Planning
David Matson, Deputy Director, Office of Long Range Planning

! Pursuant to CEQA §15124.4 (A)(1)(B) “Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed and the basis for
selecting a particular measure should be identified. Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However,
measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more
than one specified way.”
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Response to Comments from John Baker, Assistant County Executive
Officer, County of Santa Barbara Executive Office

Thank you for your comments on the project.

Response to comment #1: Thank you for your input. It is Caltrans’ standard process
to contact local agencies when detouring traffic within their right-of-way. The
project’s Resident Engineer will have a list of contacts to call in the event that a
change in traffic operations is required; Eric Pearson of the County’s Public Works
Construction and Permits Section will be included in this list.

Response to comment #2: Thank you for your comment that a more thorough
analysis of a proposed visual impact mitigation measure is required pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.4 subd. (a)(1)(B). It appears from your comment
that you intended to reference material in Section 15126.4 subd. (a)(1)(B) of CEQA,
not Section 15124.4 subd. (a)(1)(B).

Please note that a Visual Impact Assessment (January 2008) was prepared by Caltrans
to fully evaluate visual impacts of the proposed project. This technical study was
summarized in the draft EIR/EA in Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics. Before and after
visual simulations from various viewpoints are included. Because any build
alternative would create some combination of view blockage and visual intrusion,
impacts are considered significant. These visual impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable because it would not be possible to mitigate them to a less than
significant level (see EIR/EA Section 3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Effects).

In addition, the use of an Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee did not limit public
comment on the aesthetics of the bridge barriers or the visual impact analysis. Visual
simulations of the alternative designs and a summary of the visual impact analysis
were included in the draft EIR/EA. The standard 45-day review and comment period
was provided, and the public did comment on the design features. Comment letters on
the draft document and public hearing input included feedback on the barrier designs.
For example, one commenter suggested that darkening the color of the barrier would
make it less intrusive. Another commenter thought the barriers were aesthetically
pleasing and carefully designed—she had expected the barriers to be ugly.

Caltrans has provided ample opportunities for feedback. The Aesthetics Design
Advisory Committee includes representatives from the Santa Barbara County Historic
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Landmarks Advisory commission, architects, landscape architects, and County Public
Works and Planning members, as well as Caltrans experts. The basic height, shape,
and type (grid/mesh or vertical picket) would remain the same. The design
committee’s recommendations did not change the overall design of the barrier, but
helped refine detailed aspects of the barrier’s design.

As a group, the committee concluded that if a barrier would be installed that the
Grid/Mesh Alternative is the superior alternative with the least visual impacts that
meets the project’s purpose. (See Section 2.1.2 Visual/Aesthetics, Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.)

Response to comment #3: For the reasons cited above, the application of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4 subd. (a)(1)(B) to cultural resources is also incorrect.
Standard documentation of cultural resources and consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer was summarized in Section 2.1.3 of the draft EIR/EA, Cultural
Resources and in Appendix E.

Under 14 CCR Section 15126.4(b)(1) a project that has been determined to conform
to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
can generally be considered a project that will not cause a significant impact under
CEQA. Section 15126.4(b)(1) does not apply to the Cold Spring Bridge Suicide
Barrier project, however, because it has been determined that the project will not be
able to conform to all of the applicable Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. Caltrans designed the build alternatives in a manner
that would minimize the effect the project may have on the bridge by following the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as much
as possible. The appropriate treatment to guide the design of this project was
identified as Rehabilitation. Preservation, Restoration, and Reconstruction treatments
were not appropriate for this project.

In 2007 Caltrans prepared a Finding of Effect for the proposed project. Under CEQA,
the project was evaluated for its ability to conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. The findings were as follows: the project design
complies with Standards 1, 3, and 10; Standards 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were not applicable;
and the project was unable to fully comply with Standards 2 and 9 while still meeting
the project’s stated Purpose and Need.

Standard 2 states that the “alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.” Standard 9 says that new additions to
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historic properties should not “destroy historic. . . .spatial relationships that
characterize the property” and that new additions should be compatible with the
historic “features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of
the property.” The addition of a physical barrier was therefore found to be an
alteration to the historic property that is not consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Because of this evaluation — and because of other evaluations carried out under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act — the Finding of Effect
concluded that the proposed project will diminish the bridge’s historic integrity of
design, feeling, and association. The California State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred with these findings on July 24, 2008.
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STATIONS

Buellton

140 W. Highway 246
Bueliton, CA 93427
Phone (805) 686-8150

Carpinteria

5775 Carpinteria Avenue
Carpinteria, CA 93013
Phone (805) 684-4561

Isla Vista

6546 Pardall Road
Isla Vista, CA 93117
Phone (805) 681-4179

Lompoc

751 Burton Mesa Road
Lompoc, CA 93436
Phone (805) 737-7737

New Cuyama

70 Newsome Street

New Cuyama, CA 93254
Phone (661) 766-2310

Santa Matia

812-A W. Foster Road
Santa Matia, CA 93455
Phone (805) 934-6150

Solvang

1745 Mission Drive
Solvang, CA 93463
Phone (805) 686-5000

Sheriff - Coroner Office

66 South San Antonio Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone (805) 681-4145

Main Jail

4436 Calle Real

Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone (805) 681-4260

COURT SERVICES
CIVIL OFFICES

Santa Barbara

1105 Santa Barbara Street
P.0. Box 690

Santa Barbara, CA 93102
Phone (805) 568-2900

Santa Maria

312 E. Cook Street “O”
Santa Maria, CA 93455
Phone (805) 346-7430

Lompoc

401 E. Cypress #1035
Lompoc, CA 93436
Phone (805) 737-7710
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HEADQUARTERS
P.O. Box 6427 « 4434 Calle Real * Santa Barbara, California 93160
Phone (805) 681-4100 « Fax: (805) 681-4322

June 9, 2008

Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planning
Central Coast Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5415

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge Suicide Barrier, Santa Barbara County, California
[05-SB-154-PM22.9/23.1, 05-OP9100]

Dear Ms. Stettler,

My comments on the DEIR are as the Sheriff/Coroner of Santa Barbara County. I
have reviewed this report and its stated purpose and need, which is to prevent
suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and to reduce risks to emergency
personnel responding to suicide attempts and/or to recover the remains of those
who have fallen to their deaths. The barrier proposal is the best solution to meet
both of these goals.

The bridge was built in 1963, a time when the population and the traffic volume in
Santa Barbara County wers far iess than both are today. The current pedestrian
safety rail rises only 32 inches in height above the two-foot wide concrete curb.
The bridge and safety rail were not designed for the number of pedestrians and
bicyclists that now use the bridge.

The low height of the railing puts public safety personnel at great risk when they
respond to calls on the bridge, especially when dealing with suicidal subjects. A
vivid example of the dangers involved occurred during an incident on February 11,
2006 and was caught on a patrol car video camera. The video shows a deputy
dangerously leaning over the railing at her mid-point as she lunges to grab a
suicidal man to pull him to safety. Two officers (a California Highway Patrolman
and a Deputy Sheriff) then grabbed both the victim and deputy and pull them back
over the railing to safety. This video shows how the 32 inch safety railing fails to
adequately protect those dedicated peace officers who live by the Law Enforcement
Code of Ethics, wherein their fundamental duty is to serve mankind and safeguard
lives.
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Ms. Cathy Stettler
June 9, 2008
Page 2

The remoteness of the bridge also makes it difficult for law enforcement when responding to
calls. Our records show that suicide victims usually jump before they can be contacted. The
objective of the responding public safety personnel then changes from rescue to the recovery of a
body, a task which involves many hazards. The majority of the area below the bridge is sloped,
uneven rocky terrain which is covered with thick brush. Often traffic must be stopped while
officers use ropes from the top of the bridge to lift and recover the victim. The officers on the
ground and on the bridge are placed in danger during these hazardous and time consuming
recovery operations.

I recognize the need for continued and enhanced outreach in the community regarding mental
health issues and suicide awareness. I fully support such efforts by our County Mental Health
Department and many of our County’s outstanding non-profit organizations. The addition of
secondary call boxes, located off the bridge and linked directly to a helpline, and any signage
indicating help is available, are excellent ideas that I would support in addition to the barrier
installation project.

In conclusion, let me make it clear that this project has my full support. A barrier will save lives
and protect emergency personnel. I believe Cal Trans should continue with the barrier proposal,
keeping in mind the aesthetics of the bridge.

Sincergly,

BILL BRO
Sheriff — Coroner
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Response to Comments from Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner Bill
Brown, County of Santa Barbara Office of the Sheriff

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your support for the project has been
noted.

Response to comment #1: A separate project sponsored by the Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments, referred to in the draft EIR/EA Section 1.4.6, would
install crisis phones at the two nearest call boxes to the bridge; the crisis phones
cannot be located on the bridge deck for safety reasons. Signs stating, “In Crisis? We
Care Please Call Us” in both English and Spanish would be included in the Santa
Barbara County Association of Governments project.

Response to comment #2: Regarding the aesthetics of the bridge, Caltrans is making
every effort to minimize the impacts from the proposed barriers.
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Santa Barbara County
Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission

June 18, 2008

Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner
Central Coast Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission (HLAC) has
studied and discussed the concepts and proposals for potential mitigation measures as
described and defined within the Caltrans May 2, 2008 Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project. The DEIR
proposes utilizing either of two “Build Alternatives” to minimize the environmental impact
of a physical barrier on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge located on State Route 154.

In an action taken at the HLAC hearing on June 9, 2008, it was the unanimous decision
of the Commission that there is no acceptable mitigation that would offset the harm
resulting from construction of a suicide barrier on the Bridge. Furthermore, mitigation
measures as described in the DEIR will significantly and cumulatively compromise the
Bridge’s historic character and appearance. The existing scenic views from the Bridge
deck will be blocked as much as 70 percent, thereby reducing this signature Santa
Barbara County visual resource to an extent that none of the physical barrier alternatives
are acceptable

The proposed “Build Alternatives” described in the DEIR would be incompatible with the
natural character of the surrounding landscape and would distract from the existing

architectural style of the Bridge. The grid/mesh and vertical picket alternatives would
result in a combination of view blockage and visual intrusion due to the design and

architecture of the barrier. The ‘addition of a physical barrier mounted on the Bridge
would be an alteration to the historic property such that the project would not be
consistent with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and/or Rehabilitation. The integrity of an historic property is comprised of:
“location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association”. The
proposed suicide barrier would cause a “direct adverse effect” on the Bridge by
diminishing design, setting, feeling and association.

In a letter from the State Historic Preservation Officer dated August 13, 2007, Milford
Wayne Donaldson states that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is eligible for the National

Register of Historic Places under Criterion C at the state level of significance as an

Planning and Development, 123 East Anapamu St., Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Phone (805) 568-2000
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important example of bridge design and welded steel technology, and that it represents
a high aesthetic quality of contemporary design from its period. It is the largest steel
arch bridge in California; it is significant as an important work of the Division of Highways
Bridge Department, which is considered a master engineer of the period; and it is an
important work of the American Bridge Division of US Steel, which is considered a
master builder of the period. Donaldson’s letter also states that the bridge has
exceptional importance that meets the standards under Criterion G for properties that
have achieved significance within the past fifty years, and he also states that the historic
property boundaries are the horizontal and vertical footprints of the bridge structure. The
construction of the “Build Alternatives” would introduce a new structure that will
significantly affect the bridge’s eligibility as an important cultural resource in addition to
compromising its integrity, historic character, appearance and scenic views.

To quote from the DEIR, “the California Environmental Quality Act establishes that it is
the policy of the state to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state with
... “enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities.” Under
CEQA, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is considered a “Scenic Resource ... due to its
sculptural quality in the landscape, and the memorable visual image it creates by its
graceful and delicate arched form contrasting with the rugged natural setting”.

The Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission strongly requests
that Caltrans eliminate the suicide barrier “Build Alternatives” from the Cold Spring
Canyon Bridge project and subsequently consider all of the no-build alternatives that
have been submitted to Caltrans to deter suicide attempts at this location.

Sincerely,
BVl fr
Eileen Wyckoff, Chair

Santa Barbara County Landmarks Adviscry Commission

Cc: Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Santa Barbara County Sheriff's Department
Assemblymember Pedro Nava

Mary Pat Berry, Deputy County Counsel

Anne Almy, Supervising Planner

G:\GROUP\PC_STAFFWP\HLAC\ACTION LETTERS\HLAC Cold Springs Letter (2).doc
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Response to Comments from Eileen Wyckoff, Chair, Santa Barbara
County Historical Landmarks Advisory Commission

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your opposition to the project has been
noted.

Response to comment #1: The construction of either barrier on Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge would introduce a new structure that would significantly affect the bridge’s
historic character, appearance, and scenic views. Measures have been proposed to
mitigate these significant impacts. However, these impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable because it would not be possible to mitigate them to a less than
significant level (see EIR/EA Section 3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Effects).

Response to comment #2: Caltrans led the effort to have the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
Caltrans presented the results of its own extensive historical research in a Historic
Property Survey Report, which determined that the bridge was indeed eligible for
listing in the National Register under Criterion C and under Criteria Consideration G.
The Historic Property Survey Report was sent to the State Historic Preservation
Officer, who agreed with Caltrans, as documented in the August 13, 2007, letter of
concurrence, see Appendix E of this document. Both the conclusions and the
justification for those conclusions, as expressed in the concurrence letter, are excerpts
from the Historic Property Survey Report and were written by Caltrans. The Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge in its entirety can be viewed only from below; that view would
remain virtually unchanged. The most significant features of the bridge that make it
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places cannot be seen while the viewer is
on the bridge itself. The physical alteration to the historic fabric of the bridge would
be limited to bolt holes to attach the barrier.

Response to comment #3: As discussed in the draft EIR/EA, many alternatives have
been analyzed, including crisis phones, and as discussed in the environmental
document, physical barriers have been shown to be the most effective in reducing the
number of persons jumping from bridges. The National Suicide Prevention Lifeline
Steering Committee’s position paper, developed in response to the promoters of
“human barrier” measures on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (attached to The
Glendon Association’s comment letter below), states that physical barriers are the
most effective measure to reduce bridge suicides. Please refer to Section 2.1.1 of the
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EIR/EA, which includes a discussion by experts on the effectiveness of physical
suicide barriers, “Difference of opinion regarding the effectiveness of physical
suicide barriers vs. ‘human barriers.”” Also refer to Response to comment #1 to Santa
Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner Bill Brown, regarding Santa Barbara County
Association of Government’s project to install crisis phones with signs near the
bridge.

The No-Build Alternative would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need.
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"House, Grant" To <cathy_stettler@dot.ca.gov>
<GHouse@$SantaBarbaraCA.

gov> cc

06/10/2008 09:36 PM bee

Subject Cold Springs Bridge Suicide Barrier

Dear Ms. Stettler,

| am a long time advocate for a suicide barrier on Cold Springs Bridge. | lost a dear friend who was known
widely for her service on behalf of the underprivileged. An associate lost her husband there a number of
years ago. Both, along with 41 others, have perished in temporary moments of depression or despair. The
design of the bridge with its low railing poses a risk to anyone with a passing thought of suicide. It must
seem so quick and easy, painless even. But the results are forever and they are tragic.

So many are affected. A member of the recovery team who searched for my friend attempted to describe
to me what they experience when finding the body of someone who has jumped from the bridge. We have
seen that trying to interrupt a suicide attempt could very well take the rescuer's life. The impact on all
involved is too horrible for words and the effects of the loss on those left behind cannot be explained away
by aesthetics.

Suicides have stopped at the bridge above Stephen's Park since the hardly noticed barrier was added
years ago. Once installed on the sides of Cold Springs Bridge, the safety features wili disappear and
people traveling across the span will focus out on the splendid scenery as before. The only difference is
that lives will be saved and friends and family members will be given another chance to help their precious
loved one.

| strongly urge Caltrans to proceed with this much needed project.

Grant House

Councilmember

City of Santa Barbara

805 564-5319
ghouse@SantaBarbaraCa.gov
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Response to Comments from Councilmember Grant House, City of
Santa Barbara City Council

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your support for the project has been
noted.
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Section 3.0 Associations
The Glendon Association with a 9-page attachment, undated

Paula J. Clayton, M.D., American Foundation for Suicide Prevention with a 2-page
attachment, dated June 6, 2008

Mark Chaffee, President of the Suicide Prevention Advocacy Network-California,
June 3, 2008

Lauren J. Doyel, P.E., Past President American Society of Civil Engineers, Santa
Barbara Ventura Branch, June 19, 2008

Kellam de Forest, Chairman, Preservation Committee, Pearl Chase Society, dated
June 9, 2008

Marc McGinnes, Friends of the Bridge with a 65-page attachment, dated June 23,
2008, and a second letter with a 2-page attachment, dated June 24, 2008

Jeff Kuyper, Executive Director, Los Padres ForestWatch, dated June 24, 2008
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The Glendon Association

a501(c)(3) California nonprofit corporation

5383 Hollister Avenue, # 270 ¢ Santa Barbara, CA 93111 ¢ Tel: 805.681.0415 ¢ Fax: 805.681.0425
www.glendon.org

Cathy Stettler

Senior Environmental Planner

Central Coast Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Dear Cathy Stettler,

The Glendon Association supports the construction of suicide barriers on the Cold Spring
Bridge and commends CalTrans for addressing this important safety issue. We base our
position on published research regarding suicidal behavior and restriction of means as well as
the recommendations of public health officials and mental health professionals. One such
example is the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline which, in a statement written by Dr. John
Draper, asserts that “barriers are the most effective means of preventing suicides on bridges.”

Building a barrier will make our community safer by removing one of the few very lethal
means of suicide available to individuals when they are in suicidal crisis. A barrier on the
bridge will allow time for suicidal impulses to pass and time for the person to get help.
Furthermore, research demonstrates that there is no evidence that barriers will lead suicidal
individuals to seek other methods and barriers may even reduce overall suicide rates in the
area. Additionally, we recognize the bridge, in its current state, is a safety hazard to law
enforcement and recovery teams who must respond to incidents on the bridge. Eliminating the
bridge as a site for suicide will not only help protect those individuals in crisis, but also those
officers who must put their own safety and wellbeing at risk to help these individuals.

While we do believe in the efficacy of restrictions of means in preventing suicide, we also
agree with Dr. John Draper’s comments that “even if method substitution concerns were
considered to be valid, the degree to which such concerns are relevant from the perspective of
a bridge or transportation authority is highly questionable,” and “suggesting that bridge or
transportation authorities should make an exception for bridge barriers due to method
substitution is contrary to their typically responsible approach of employing the most effective
measures to maximizing the safe use of their bridges, roads or highways.” The responsibility
of CalTrans is not to prevent suicide in general, but to prevent deaths and injuries on state-
owned structures. By constructing a barrier on the Cold Spring Bridge, CalTrans is fulfilling
their responsibility to address serious safety issues on their property.

The Glendon Association has many years of experience serving as a community resource on
suicide and violence. We recognize that education is an important part of suicide prevention
and thus have produced numerous films and books on the topic and our lecturers travel
nationally and internationally as experts in the field of suicidology. We have authored and
published several assessment instruments to measure an individual’s intent for suicide and
self-destructive thoughts. Glendon conducts education and awareness outreach in our

Our mission is to save lives and help people create more meaningfil lives by addressing the social problems of suicide,
child abuse, violence, and troubled interpersonal relationships.
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The Glendon Association

a 501(c)(3) California nonprofit corporation

5383 Hollister Avenue, # 270 ¢ Santa Barbara, CA 93111 ¢ Tel: 805.681.0415 ¢ Fax: 805.681.0425
www.glendon.org

community by making available free literature and hosting public educational forums
annually during National Suicide Prevention Month. Additionally, Glendon representatives
have provided training for mental health professionals, first responders, public mental health
officials, and crisis phone operators. We will continue to advocate for more attention to be
paid to this serious issue.

Sincerely,
The Glendon Association
5383 Hollister Ave, Ste 270

Santa Barbara, CA 93111
(805) 681-0415

Encl. “Suicide Prevention on Bridges: The National Suicide Prevention Lifeline Position”
By John Draper PhD Director

Our mission is to save lives and help people create more meaningful lives by addressing the social problems of suicide,
child abuse, violence, and troubled interpersonal relationships.
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SUICIDE PREVENTION ON BRIDGES:
THE NATIONAL SUICIDE PREVENTION LIFELINE POSITION
John Draper, Ph.D., Ditectot, National Suicide Prevention Lifeline
June 16, 2008

At the January 2008, National Suicide Ptevention Lifeline Bi-Annual Steering Committee meeting,
the Committee addressed the question:
What is the position of the Lifeline Steering Committee on the use of bridge phones as the
primary intervention to prevent bridge suicides?

The Lifeline Steeting Committee position is that the use of bridge bartiers is the most effective
means of bridge suicide prevention. Subsequently, as bridge/transportation authorities or other
stakeholders approach the Lifeline with requests for implementing bridge phones, the Lifeline
should emphasize the need for battiers as the most effective solution.

In addition to “reducing access to lethal means™ (battiets), the Lifeline recognizes that “promoting
access to lifesaving means”—such as sighage ot other public education media near bridges that
promotes awareness of hotlines (such as 273-TALK) or other suicide prevention setvices—is a
supplement to bridge bartiers.

Bridge or transportation authotities may choose to install bridge phones linked to local suicide
prevention call centers as cost saving mechanisms over installing bridge batriers. Lifeline is unable
to recommend this approach as the first most effective, empirically-validated course of action in
preventing suicides from bridges.

Background

The National Suicide Prevention Lifeline is a national netwotk of mote than 130 independently
opetating ctisis call centers linked to a seties of toll-free lines, of which the most prominent is 800-
273-TALK. Callets to this number are routed to the nearest networked center to them, and calls are
answeted by telephone helpers trained in suicide prevention who assess the callet’s risk, provide
suppott, intetvention and resoutce linkages, as needed. This setvice is administered by Link2Health
Solutions, Inc., under a five-year grant provided by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Setvices
Administration (SAMHSA). Link2Health’s administration of the program’s operations is aided by
their partnership with the National Association of State Mental Health Program Ditectots
(NASMHPD) and consultation with national expetts in suicide prevention who act as members of
the Lifeline’s Steering Committee and two Subcommittees (Standards Training and Practices
Subcommittee and Consumer-Sutvivor Subcommittee).

Recently, Lifeline’s administrators asked its Steeting Committee to addtess the role of the Lifeline
and its crisis centers in consulting with transportation and bridge authorities seeking to implement
bridge phones to prevent bridge-related suicides. Community debates have arisen over the most
effective intervention for preventing persons from suicidal acts associated with bridge jumping.
These debates are entangled with issues related to evidence-based practices, cost-effective measutes,
and personal opinions and agendas. The Lifeline has been brought into this debate over the past
year by several state bridge authorities. These bridge authorities have been advised by one consultant
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who has supported the use of bridge telephones and not the use of bridge bartiers as a first line of
suicide prevention.

The Lifeline was first apptoached in the spting of 2007, when the New York State Bridge Authority
(NYSBA) proposed to establish suicide prevention phones (using the Lifeline number) on five
bridges in the Catskill region of the state. The NYSBA sought to effectively prevent suicides from
occurting on these bridges and had teviewed a number of methods for addressing the problem.
Erecting physical batriers had been ruled out by the NYSBA, due to claims that the structure and
locations of the bridges prevented practical use of btidge battiers (e.g., weight and wind issues; snow
trapping against the bridges, transportation hazards; safety inspection impediments). Based on a
model ptoposed by a suicide prevention consultant, the NYSBA sought to combine the installation
of Lifeline bridge phones in conjunction with a public education/awareness campaigh promoting
the Lifeline numbet.

Since completing installation in the summer of 2007, some media and the NYSBA have hailed the
program as a success, and a “model for other bridge authorities around the nation”. This
recognition has emerged in spite of a lack of current evidence cleatly supporting the model’s
effectiveness in significantly reducing overall suicides from the appointed bridge locations.
Howevet, as a consequence of a gtowing awateness of the NYSBA’s model, the Lifeline has been
contacted by other bridge authorities in N'YS, as well as other interested parties from Virginia to
Santa Barbara, CA.

With the increasing interest in the NYSBA bridge phone model—and its concomitant promotion of
Lifeline and/or local ctisis centets as integtal to this proposed solution to bridge suicides—Lifeline
felt that it was ctitical to consult with its national Steering Committee for guidance on this issue. In
light of convincing evidence suppotting the efficacy of restricting access to lethal methods of
suicide, the Lifeline Director exptessed his concetn that the propagation of bridge phone strategies
could potentially undetmine political will in support of bridge barriers. In the absence of a clear
stance from the Lifeline that cleatly considered the efficacy of barrier approaches, bridge phones
and/or sighage, a bridge ot transportation authority might proceed with NYSBA-like approach
without full knowledge of the evidence and experience known to Lifeline and other members of the
suicide prevention community.

Evidence: Bridge barriers effectively prevent bridge-related suicides

¢ Decades of research cleatly demonstrate that bridge barriers effectively prevent
suicides (e.g., Beauttais, 2007; O’Carroll & Silverman, 1994). England’s National Institute of
Mental Health examined “suicide hotspots™ in a 2006 report analyzing appropriate
interventions, including bridges in their analysis. In reviewing all suicide prevention
apptroaches—battiers, signs and telephone hotlines, bridge patrols and staff trainings—they
concluded that “The most effective form of prevention at jumping sites is a physical batrier,
which literally restticts access to the drop”.Other illustrations include:
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Bloor Street Viaduct Bridge, Toronto. By 2003, the 480 deaths by suicide from Toronto’s
Bloor Street Viaduct were second in number only to the Golden Gate Bridge, the most
prominent location for bridge-related suicides in the wotld. Amidst mixed public opinion
and efforts by some community groups to undermine the project, suicide prevention
advocates succeeded in persuading the city to install “The Luminous Veil” battier in 2003.
Thete have been no suicides from the Viaduct since the battiet’s installation (Zinko, 2005).
Duke Ellington Bridge, Washington. D.C. Washington D.C. installed a barrier on the
Duke Ellington Bridge in 1986, prompted by findings that an average of four persons per
year had killed themselves by jumping from this structure. This was mote than double the
number of suicides reported from a neighboting bridge in D.C., the Taft Bridge. During the
battier’s installation, one person died by suicide by jumping from the Ellington Bridge, and
no other suicides by jumping occutred over the next five years. Over the same period,
suicide rates from the non-bartier-restricted Taft Bridge remained unchanged (O’Carroll &
Silverman, 1994).

Grafton Bridge, Auckland, New Zealand. When safety barriets were removed from the
Grafton Bridge in Auckland, New Zealand, the site experienced a five-fold increase in
suicides. Subsequently, when the battiets were re-installed, no further suicides occurred, and
other bridge sites did not demonstrate a “substitution effect” (e.g., an increase of suicides
form other bridges as a result of bartiers at the Grafton Bridge) (Beautrais, 2007).
Memotial Bridge, Augusta, Maine. 14 suicides occurted from the Memorial Bridge in
Augusta, Maine from 1960-1983. Since a batrier was erected in 1983, no further suicides
have occurred from the bridge. The CDC researcher that examined the suicide prevention
impact of the battiet noted that no other sites in the area registered an increase in suicides,
suggesting no “site substitution”. The researcher further concluded that the latger decline in
the city’s suicide rate compared with the rest of the state “further suggests that the fence was
probably effective in loweting the ovetall suicide rate in Augusta” (Pelleteir, 2007).

Clifton Suspension Bridge, Bristol, England. When a partial battier on the Clifton
Suspension Bridge was erected in Btistol, England, the overall number of suicides from the
bridge was cut in half over a five year period. The researchers examining the barriet’s
efficacy recommended that a complete battier would reduce the number of suicides further.
They noted that these findings, along with evidence that no significant increases of jumping
from other nearby bridges subsequently occutted, concluded that barriers are effective “in
preventing site-specific suicides and suicides by jumping overall in the surrounding area”
(Bennewith, Nowets & Gunnell, 2007).

It has been argued by some that installing battiers on bridges will only lead suicidal individuals to
seek other methods (Glasgow, 2007). Some of the reseatch above indicates that there is no evidence
to supportt this assertion, while some appears to suggest findings to the contrary, e.g., that bridge
barriers may reduce overall suicides in the surrounding area. A recent investigation of this
hypothesis was deliberately undettaken through a national survey in Switzetland, whereby suicide
rates from regions with and without “suicide bridges” were examined to estimate the degree to
which “method substitution” might occur (Reisch, Shustet & Michel, 2007). The researchers found
that regions with bridges attracted mote “suicide jumpers” than regions without bridges, including
regions with other buildings or high places where jumps are occurring. After applying a formula to
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analyze the comparison, the authots estimated that 62% of individuals would not choose another
place to jump from, and concluded ovetall that “method substitution” would not be significant
(Reisch et al.2007). 'This finding suppotted the authors’ eatlier investigations concluding that bridge
barriers effectively reduce suicides in the tegions whete they ate installed (Reisch & Michel, 2005).
Similarly, a study of 515 petrsons who wetre testrained from leaping off the Golden Gate Bridge over
a petiod of 40 yeats found that nearly 94% were still alive at the time of the investigation or had died
from natural causes (Seiden, 1978). In general, research has shown that persons thwarted in utilizing
a preferred method of suicide do not typically seek other approaches to kill him/her self (Daigle,
2005).

Even if method substitution concerns wete considered to be valid, the degtee to which such
concerns are relevant from the petspective of a bridge ot transpottation authority is highly
questionable. In general, opponents of bartiers that cite the “method substitution” criticism are
implying that a bridge ot transpottation authority should factor overall community suicide
prevention effectiveness into theit decision-making process. However, the ptimary responsibility of
such authorities is to better ensute that commuters using their highways, bridges, tunnels or
overpasses are protected from safety hazards. To the degree that individuals are killing themselves
on their property and reseatch shows that specific structutes such as batriers can effectively prevent
them from doing so, their serious considetation of battier installation should therefore be
paramount. Certainly, the installation of traffic lights, stop signs, warning and street lights are
designed for the very purpose of reducing fatalities in areas consideted to be vulnerable to travelers.
How might the public respond if a transportation authority rejected a proposal to install a traffic
light at a dangerous intetsection because “accident-prone drivers would simply get in an accident
elsewhere”? Suggesting that bridge or transpottation authorities should make exceptions for bridge
batriers due to method substitution is contraty to their typically responsible approach of employing
the most effective measutes to maximizing the safe use of their bridges, roads or highways.

In addition to preventing suicides from bridges, transportation authotities have noted that barriers
may have other safety benefits to bridge users. In reviewing a proposal to build a batrier on the
Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge near Santa Barbara, the CalTrans authority determined that a
barrier would protect tiders and hikers from falling over the rail under windy conditions, and traffic
safety would improve by reducing the tisk of cars parked on the bridge deck by would-be jumpers
(CalTrans Repott, 2008). In a personal communication with the Tappan Zee Bridge Authority in
New York, their plan to raise the tailing was motivated by a need to support their structure’s safety
for vehicles first, with the secondary benefit of adding a degtee of difficulty for would-be jumpers
(personal communication with Ramesh Mehta, 4/29/2008).

Are suicide prevention phones on bridges effective?

Aside from the structural ot cost issues telated to installing bridge barriers, there is another reason
that bridge phone proponents have supported their implementation. A suicide prevention
consultant to the NYSBA bridge phone initiative stated his view on the subject in a letter to the
CalTrans Authority, in response to a challenge to this approach by the Glendon Association, a Santa
Batbata area suicide prevention organization:
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The Glendon Association has given the impression that NYSBA did not choose to install snicide prevention barriers
on its bridges due to maintenance and traffic concerns, such as snowplowing and bridge inspections. While these factors
did play a role in onr decision, there was a fundamental reason that NYSBA did not opt to install barriers: suicide
prevention barviers are an inferior solution to the problem of suicides on bridges. Suicide prevention measures that
Pplace the suicidal individual in touch with another human being are the preferred method for preventing suicide. Such a
human barrier’ will ontperform any physical barrier and save more lives (Speilman,G. in letter submitted to
CalTrans, January 9, 2008)

Recent research has shown that ctisis hotlines can reduce suicidal thinking, with some users
reporting that calls to hotlines prevented them from killing themselves (Gould, Kalafat, Munfakh &
Kleinman, 2007). In the New Forest region of the United Kingdom, hotlines and signage
promoting their use wete placed in select car parks due to data showing significant numbers of car-
exhaust-related suicides at those locations. A three-yeat evaluation of the initiative found both a
significant drop in car-exhaust suicides at those car parks and a reduction of suicides in New Forest,
in general (King & Frost, 2005).

Howevet, is it true that bridge phones on “suicide bridges”, in particular, can “outperform barriers”
in preventing suicides from these locations?

Some answers to this question ate suggested by the expetience of using bridge phones in New York.
Glatt (1987) repotted that 30 of 39 would-be jumpets called the Duchess County suicide prevention
bridge phone on the Mid-Hudson Btidge in New Yotk over a two-year petiod. The 30 bridge-
phone callets wete typically ambivalent and receptive to help, with only one later dying by suicide.
Of the non-callers from the bridge, five subsequently leapt to their death. The NYSBA’s installation
of the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline bridge phones on five bridges in the Catskill region of
New York in 2007 linked to the same Duchess County ctisis line, 2 membet center of the Lifeline
network. Since the lines have been installed, calls from the bridge have led to two rescues of suicidal
individuals. However, at least two suicides have occurtred from the bridges since the phones were
installed. In addition, New York’s Tappan Zee Bridge partially adopted the NYSBA’s model and
installed Lifeline bridge phones, though they did not include signage ot handouts prominently
promoting the Lifeline number to commuters. Since their installation in 2007, the phones have not
been used, and four individuals have killed themselves by jumping off the bridge.

The expetience of installing ctisis/suicide phones on bridges in other tegions has also shown
inconsistent efficacy in preventing bridge-related suicides. Some of the examples ate chronicled
below.

e Golden Gate Bridge, San Francisco. Since crisis/suicide hotline phones were installed on
the Golden Gate Bridge in 1993, thete have been at least 380 suicides from that location
through 2007(Trumbull, 2005).

e Sunshine Skyway Bridge, Saint Petersburg, Florida. Since crisis phones were
implemented on the Sunshine Skyway Bridge in Saint Petersberg, Florida to prevent suicides
from that structure, 22 people jumped to their deaths from the bridge in the following three
years (Jones, 2003).
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e Cotonado Bay Bridge, San Diego. Suicide prevention call boxes and signs promoting
their use on the Coronado Bay Bridge in San Diego have not led to a reduction of suicides at
that location (CalTrans Report, 2008).

While it may be true that suicide hotline call boxes on “suicide-prone bridges” have successfully
prevented suicide for individuals who have chosen to use them, it is also clear that many suicides
have occurred from bridges where they have been present. Placing a hotline phone on a bridge
provides a “rescue option” for suicidal individuals who are knowingly ambivalent. However, for
other persons who come to the bridge that are consumed with psychological pain and intent on
dying, relying on them to pick up the phone in that climactic moment places too much confidence
in their capacity to still make a rational choice. By analogy, imagine a roadway that dead-ends into a
cliff, with a canyon below. Would it make mote sense to put a clear, large “STOP” sign at the edge
of a cliff, with the hope that a speeding driver might slow down in time, or would it be more
reasonable to erect a solid barricade blocking access further up the road?

Are signs on ot near bridges promoting suicide hotlines effective in preventing bridge
suicides?

In extending the previous analogy, imagine a toadway sign placed a mile ahead of the cliff that read
something like, “Road ends in 1 mile; Detout 'z mile ahead”, with signs following that led the
traveler to an intersecting road for continuing safe passage. A similar bridge suicide prevention
strategy has been used which employs signs near a “suicide-prone bridge” offering a number
intended to “detour” petsons in ctisis to hotline services. The suicide prevention logic of providing
such a “detour”—instead of implementing bartiers—is further stated in Mt. Spielman’s letter to
CalTrans:

Physical barriers. ...do nothing to address the suicidal condition of the person who might be tempted to jump from the
bridge. Unlike the live voice at the receiving end [of a telephone], a physical barrier does not give a desperate person a
reason 1o live or serve as a listening post for the real or imagined motives for being on the bridge. ... By relying solely on
an inanimate object to Save a life’, an opportunity to identify and help a suicidal individual is lost.

Placing signs promoting a hotline number neat bridges could encourage people in crisis to call for
help from their home, their cat, or some location removed from the perilous precipice of the bridge.
Tt is likely that most suicidal persons who select a specific bridge from which to jump have traveled
across that bridge repeatedly, or “cased the bridge” previously in planning their suicide. Exposing
petsons in ctisis to hotline information well before an imminent jump is cleatly preferable to
providing a suicidal individual with a chance to get help exclusively from a phone on a bridge.

It may also be advisable for such signage near btidges to avoid explicitly mentioning suicide, to
minimize reinforcing public associations between the structure and these tragic past events. Less
explicit wording can also invite non-suicidal individuals in crisis to call and get help before they are
suicidal.

The NYSBA supplemented theit billboards with other information and materials promoting the
Lifeline to neatby residents. 'The NYSBA advertised the Lifeline on local newspaper web sites for
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up to a yeat, such as Mid-Hudson News.com. That banner ad linking to the Lifeline’s web site
received 62,859 views in August 2007 alone, according to a personal communication from the
NYSBA’s Communications Director, John Bellucci (9/25/2007). Additionally, the NYSBA provide
Lifeline wallet cards (complete with suicide warning signs) at commuter toll booths near the bridges
that are dispensed to inquiting travelets that have expressed curiosity about the billboard messages.
Approximately a year after introducing the initiative, the NYSBA has reported handing out 750
wallet cards at their toll booths, and have ordered mote cards to replenish their supply (Bellucci,
petsonal communication, 5/1/2008).

Is there evidence, howevet, that such signage and promotional information reduces suicides on
bridges? It is possible that such information campaigns require time to register a clear impact, as
their focus is more “prevention” than “intervention”. With the NYSBA initiative now only a year
old, it may be too eatly to gauge its long-term effect on nearby community suicide rates. Overall,
there are few evaluations that have explicitly examined this approach. The Coronado Bay Bridge in
San Diego employed a similar model using bridge phones and public awareness signage, to little
effect. Perhaps the closest evidence suggesting the potential efficacy of this method is the
previously cited research showing a reduction in suicides in car parks and the surrounding New
Forest community following the implementation of hotline awareness signs and phones in car parks.

Nevertheless, the compelling logic of “promoting access to lifesaving means” (e.g., hotlines) in no
way undermines the argument for implementing apptoaches to “testricting access to lethal means”
(e.g.., bridge battiers). Rather than conttrasting the effectiveness of these approaches, a strong case
can be made for their complementaty impact on suicide prevention if employed in tandem. As
barriers can most effectively keep suicidal persons from jumping off bridges, nearby hotline
information can, as Mt. Spielman might also say, point such desperate petsons to an empathic voice
that can help them find a reason to live.

Conclusion

Transpottation and bridge authorities around the nation have been under enormous pressure to
addtress “suicide-prone bridges” under theit auspices. They face a wide variety of challenges in
determining the approptiate method for preventing further suicides from occurring on their
property. As noted by the NYSBA and other bridge authorities, among the considerations they face
in considering bartiers and alternative methods include: structural and weight issues; potential
weathet hazards (snow removal, wind factors); safety concerns related to bridge and barrier
maintenance; high costs of battier installation; and impassioned advocates from suicide prevention
circles, as well as community residents seeking to presetve the historic, environmental and/or scenic
vista of the bridges in their current state (Bellucci, personal communication, 4/29/2008).
Incteasingly, local ctisis lines as well as the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline are consulted by
bridge authotities and/ot community advocates to discern both the feasibility and efficacy of linking
bridge phones to theit setvices for the purposes of preventing further suicides from such locations.
This papet is intended to provide reasonable petspectives and research that might help guide
Lifeline and its network of centers in their response to such inquiries.
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Based on the curtent state of the teseatch, physical battiets are an effective means of preventing
suicides on bridges. Further, thete is no evidence that bartiers on bridges lead to “method
substitution” for would-be jumpers. In contrast, bridge phones and other “human barrier” methods
have not shown comparable success in significantly reducing bridge suicides in any known situation
whete they have been implemented. In consulting with bridge ot transportation authorities, it is
therefore suggested that the Lifeline and its network of ctisis centers recommend bridge barrier
installation as the most effective bridge suicide prevention approach. In order to promote
awareness of resources for help, it is further suggested that Lifeline and its network centers
recommend that bridge ot transportation authorities suppott the dissemination of public education
materials, signage or other information about hotlines or other local suicide prevention assistance, as
approptiate. However, the latter recommendation is best seen as a supplement to a barrier, as it
alone is unlikely to significantly reduce bridge suicides. Above all, it should be made clear to
inquiring authotities: bartiers are the most effective means of preventing suicides on bridges.
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Response to Comments from The Glendon Association

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your support for the project has been
noted.

Response to comment #1: Your recommendation that the installation of a physical
barrier would be the most effective method to reduce the number of suicides on the
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and your recommendations for the general dimensions
and shape of effective suicide barriers were supported by research, including
validation from an often-referenced suicidologist, Richard H. Seiden, Ph.D., M.P.H.,
formerly of UC Berkeley, where he conducted studies of San Francisco Bay Area
suicides.

Also, the position paper you have enclosed with your letter from John Draper, Ph.D.,
Director of the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline, supporting physical barriers
over crisis hotlines as the best measure to reduce bridge suicides has been cited in the
final EIR/EA.
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"Paula Clayton" To <Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov>

<PClayton@afsp.org>

Sent by: "Wylie Tene" ce

<wtene@afsp.org> bce

06/06/2008 09:11 AM Subject Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Prevention Barrier - Letter of
Support

June 6, 2008

Cathy Stettler - Senior Environmental Planner
Central Coast Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation

Via email: Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov

Dear Ms. Steller:

As the leading national not-for-profit organization exclusively dedicated to understanding and preventing
suicide through research and education, the American Foundation for Suicide Prevention supports the
building of suicide prevention barriers.

Considering that suicide by jumping tends to be more impulsive in nature than other methods of suicide,
barriers work by giving individuals and those who care for them something they desperately need — time;
time to change their mind, time for someone to intervene and time to seek help. Despite the many myths
and misconceptions about suicide, many who die by suicide don’t want to die. Rather, they are seeking
an end to the psychic pain and debilitating symptoms caused by a mood disorder, most often major
depression.

A study supported by our Foundation (see attached, Gunnell et al) examined the effectiveness of a
suicide barrier on a bridge in England known for suicides. According to this study, barriers worked at
reducing suicide, especially among young men. Furthermore, the research shows that jumps did not
increase from other nearby bridges — another common myth. Additional studies regarding suicide
prevention barriers on bridges, of which there are numerous throughout the world, continue to show that
barriers save lives.

Furthermore, a suicide at a public location such as a bridge often receives more media coverage than
suicide by other means, which can contribute to suicide contagion or “copycats”, hence increasing
suicides at that location. An effective barrier would reduce suicides and the subsequent media coverage,

thus helping remove the allure of the Cold Spring Bridge as a suicide hotspot.

We hope you will move forward with erecting an effective suicide prevention barrier. Together we can
save lives.
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Sincerely,

Paula J. Clayton, M.D.

American Foundation for Suicide Prevention
Medical Director

120 Wall St., 22" Floor

New York, NY 10005

Bennewith 2007 Clifton Bridge Barriers.pdf
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BRITISH JOURNAL OF PSYCHIATRY (2007), 190, 266-267. doi: 10.1192/bjp.bp.106.027136

Effect of barriers on the Clifton suspension bridge,

England, on local patterns of suicide: implications

for prevention

OLIVE BENNEWITH, MIKE NOWERS and DAVID GUNNELL

Summary We assessed the effect of
the installation of barriers on the Clifton
suspension bridge, Bristol, England, in 1998
on local suicides by jumping. Deaths from
this bridge halved from 8.2 per year
(1994-1998) to 4.0 per year (1999-2003;
P=0.008). Although 90% of the suicides
from the bridge were by males, there was
no evidence of an increase in male suicide
by jumping from other sites in the Bristol
area after the erection of the barriers. This
study provides evidence for the
effectiveness of barriers on bridges in
preventing site-specific suicides and
suicides by jumping overall inthe
surrounding area.

Declaration of interest Ncne.

A number of sites around the world, particu-
lacly bridges, have gained notoriety as places
from which suicide by jumping is popular
(Gunnell & Nowers, 1997). As many acts
of self-harm are impulsive in nature (Mann,
2003), restricting access to commonly used
methods can result in reductions in both
method-specific and overall suicide rates.

While two studies have found barriers
to be effective in the prevention of suicide
by jumping from particular bridges
(O’Carroll et al, 1994; Beautrais, 2001)
neither study investigated thoroughly the
effects on suicide by jumping from other
sites nearby and overall suicides. In
December 1998, two metre-high wire
barriers were installed on the main span
of the Clifton suspension bridge in Bristol.
For architectural reasons similar protective
measures were not placed on the buttress
walls at either end of the bridge (a photo-
graph of the bridge is available as a data
supplement to the online version of this
paper). We used local and national suicide
data to assess the effectivencss of these
barriers in suicide prevention,
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METHOD

The Clifton suspension bridge is located at
the centre of the geographic area served
by the Bristol coroner (Nowers & Gunnell,
1996). The bridge is over 6 km from the
nearest psychiatric hospital; it is 75 m
above the river and the case fatality of
jumps from the bridge is over 95%.

Coroners’ inquest files were examined
to obtain information on all suicides occur-
ring in the Bristol area, 5 years before
(1994-1998) and S years after (1999-
2003) the installation of the barriers. All
deaths with an inquest verdict of suicide
were included in the study. Records of
deaths given an open, accidental or misad-
venture verdict by the coroner were also ex-
amined, as previous research suggests that
some deaths that are likely to be suicide
are given such verdicts for legal reasons
(O’Donnell & Farmer, 1995). For cases gi-
ven these verdicts, vignettes describing the
events leading up to the death were written
(O.B.). The likelihood (high, medium, low
or unclear) that these deaths were suicide
was rated independently by D.G. and
M.N., masked to the year of death. Only
cases rated as medium or high likelihood
were included in the study. Where the
raters disagreed in their initial coding, con-
sensus was reached through discussion. Of
the 451 cases given a verdict other than sui-
cide (open, #=189; accident or misadven-
ture, #=260; no verdict, #n=2), independent
ratings by D.G. and M.N. resulted in agree-
ment on inclusion or exclusion in 383
(84.9%) cases. After discussion a consensus
on inclusion or exclusion was reached in
the remaining 68 cases. We did not exam-
ine the coroner’s files for accidental acute
alcohol poisonings or deaths from illegal
drug use or methadone poisoning, as deter-
mining the possibility of suicide in such
deaths is particularly problematic.

For all cases of suicide information was
obtained on the person’s date of death, age
and gender. To compute local and national

SHORT REPORT

rates of suicide, relevant population and
mortality data were obtained from the
Office for National Statistics on: (a) the
number of suicides by jumping in England
and Wales: ICD-10 codes X80 and Y30
(World Health Organization, 1992); (b)
the overall number of suicides in England
and Wales: ICD-10 codes X60-X84,
Y10-Y34 excluding Y33.9 (where verdict
pending); (c) population figures for the
years 1994 to 2003.

Statistical analyses were carried out using
Stata version 8.2 for Windows. Poisson re-
gression was used to compare the number
of deaths by jumping in the years before
and after the construction of the barriers.

RESULTS

There were 987 suicides in the Bristol area
over the 10-year study period. Of these
deaths, 134 (13.6%) were suicides by jump-
ing, 61 from the Clifton suspension bridge.
There were a further 4 deaths where both
the location of the body or skeletal remains
and indications of trauma suggested that
the person might have fallen from the bridge
(n=3) or from nearby cliffs (n=1). All these
deaths occurred before the barriers were
erected, were given open verdicts and the re-
mains were never identified; none of these
deaths was included in subsequent analyses.

The number of deaths by jumping from
the Clifton suspension bridge halved (from
41 to 20; P=0.008) in the 5 years after
the construction of the barriers compared
with the previous 5 years (Table 1). Ninety
per cent (55 of 61) of the people who died
in this way were male, and the decline in
deaths was seen in men only.

Before the barriers were erected (1994—
1998) 30 of the 31 suicides (97%) for
which the site of the jump was recorded
were from the span of the bridge and only
one (3%) from the buttresses. In the subse-
quent 5 years nearly half (8/17) of the
jumps for which the site was recorded were
from the buttresses where no fencing was in
place. In the 5 years after the construction
of the barriers there was a non-significant
increase compared with the previous §
years in the number of deaths by jumping
from sites other than the suspension bridge:
from 6.2 deaths per year to 8.4 deaths per
year (P=0.2). This increase was entirely
due to a rise in female deaths by jumping
— in keeping with national trends in female
suicide by jumping (see Table 1).
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There was a non-significant fall in the
mean number of deaths per year (14.4 to
12.4; P=0.4) by jumping from all sites in
the area across the two study periods. This
fall was due to a reduction in male
(P=0.017) suicides by jumping. There was
an increase in suicides by jumping among
women (P=0.001). There was no change
in the overall rate of suicide among those
resident in the area during the periods be-
fore and after the placement of the barriers
on the bridge: mean annual rate 11.2 per
100 000 ». 10.5 per 100 000, difference
—0.7 (95% CI —1.9 to 0.9), P=0.39. This
was the case for both men (difference —1.8
per 100 000, 95% CI —1.7 to 0.9) and
women (difference 0.4 per 100 000, 95%
CI —0.9 to 2.1).

DISCUSSION

The number of deaths by jumping from the
Clifton suspension bridge halved following
the installation of the preventive barriers.

SUICIDE BY JUMPING: PREVENTION

OLIVE BENNEWITH, BA, Academic Unit of Psychiatry, Cotham House, Bristol; MIKE NOWERS, MD, FRCPsych,
Avon & Wiltshire Mental Health Partnership, Cossham Hospital, Kingswood and Department of Social
Medicine, University of Bristol; DAVID GUNNELL, PhD, Department of Social Medicine, University of Bristol,

Bristol, UK.

Correspondence: Professor David Gunnell, Department of Social Medicine, Canynge Hall,
Whiteladies Road, Bristol BS8 2PR; UK. Tel: +44 (0) 0117 928 7253; fax: +44 (0) 0117 9287325;

email: D) Gunnell@Bristol.ac.uk

(First received 6 June 2006, final revision 6 November 2006, accepted 14 November 2006)

Although there was a decrease overall in
the number of deaths by jumping in the
area among men, this was not the case for
women. However, any impact on female
suicide rates would be expected to be mini-
mal, as only one woman jumped from the
bridge in the 5 years prior to the installa-
tion of the barriers and national data sug-
gest that suicide by jumping among
females is increasing, although the propor-
tional increase across the two study periods
was higher in the Bristol area.

This study provides evidence for the
preventive role of barriers on bridges. There

Table| Suicides by jumping before (1994-98) and after (1999-2003) the installation of preventive barriers on

the Clifton suspension bridge

was some evidence that the presence of the
barriers did not lead to an increase in
deaths by jumping from other sites. The
case-fatality rate among those jumping
from the Clifton bridge is greater than
95%. Therefore, any displacement of peo-
ple deterred from jumping to other methods
of suicidal behaviour is likely to have a ben-
eficial effect on levels of suicide, because no
other method is associated with such a high
case fatality. In view of continued suicides
from some parts of the Clifton suspension
bridge structure, further work to improve
the safety of the site is warranted.
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Total deaths 26 26
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Deaths/year, mean 1.0 32 22(02t07.7) 0.023
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Female 0.15 0.20 0.05 (0.0 10 0.10) 0.005
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Response to Comments from Paula J. Clayton, M.D., American
Foundation for Suicide Prevention

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your support for the project has been
noted. The study of the effectiveness of barriers on the Clifton Suspension Bridge on
local patterns of suicide you discussed and enclosed with your letter was referenced
in Section 2.1.1 of the draft EIR/EA.
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"Mark Chaffee" To <cathy_stettler@dot.ca.gov>
<markch@roadrunner.com>

cc <lIfirestone@glendon.org>
06/03/2008 05:47 PM

bce

Subject Cold Springs Brdige Barrier Project
i 0

Dear Ms. Stettler,

Suicide Prevention Advocacy Network - California (SPAN-CA) emphatically supports all efforts to reduce
suicide by limiting access to lethal means. This is a key component to any comprehensive plan to prevent
suicide and is included in the California Suicide Prevention Plan that will soon be published by the
Department of Mental Health.

The Cold Springs Bridge Barrier Project is a perfect example of how we can reduce suicide by limiting
compulsive behavior. Barriers are an effective strategy and the Cold Springs Bridge barrier should be built.
If we, as a society, have an opportunity to save lives, then we must take that opportunity. Aesthetics be
damned.

SPAN-CA urges CalTrans to fund and complete this project as soon as possible.

Mark Chaffee, President
Suicide Prevention Advocacy Network - California
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"Doyel, Lauren [FWI]" To <andrewmachen@rivsan.com>
<LDoyel@fugro.com>
oyel@fugro cc <Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov>, "Wayne Fitch”
06/19/2008 06:10 PM <wff@penfieldsmith.com>, "Linda Sumansky"
<Isumansky@santabarbaraca.gov>
bee

Subject Comments on Draft EIR Cold Spring Canyon Suicide Barrier
from Santa Barbara-Ventura Branch, ASCE

Dear Andy:

During my tenure as President and now Past-President for the Santa Barbara-Ventura branch of the Los
Angeles Section of ASCE, | have received and reviewed the Caltrans proposal for the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge Suicide Barrier. This bridge was designated a historical engineering landmark by the ASCE LA
Section. | was not sure what to do with the Draft EIR report, and intended to forward it sooner to the LA
Section Historical Committee, but did not realize the formal comment period was ending so soon on June
24,2008. | am sending you my comments herein, and cc’ing Cathy Stettler at CalTrans, who is receiving
formal comments. The link to project information and Draft EIR is as follows:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/sb _cold springs/index.htmi

| have already submitted comments on behalf of the Santa Barbara Ventura Branch of ASCE, via email
and telephone call over a year ago, when the document was being prepared. These comments are to the
effect that civil engineering structures are meant to serve the public and that if there was a functional flaw
that needed correcting to protect the safety of the public, then that purpose should be paramount. My
husband, who works for the County of Santa Barbara County Behavioral Health Dept, says that there are
actually quite a few suicides off this bridge. There are not really many options since blocking pedestrian
access to the bridge by making the sidewalks inaccessible will not stop someone from walking out on the
bridge and jumping off, or stopping mid-bridge in their car, exiting and doing the same. What is needed to
prevent this is a barrier along the length of both sides of the bridge, which is what is planned.

The proposed barrier will not compromise the structural integrity of the bridge, nor will it alter the essence
of the bridge that caused it to be named a historical civil engineering structure. Visually, when looking at
the bridge from a distance, the barrier will not be noticeable. It will only be noticeable when driving across
the bridge, where the current unobstructed view of the Valley will be diminished, but not eliminated. And
really, on that bridge, you should be looking at the road, not the views, because it is vary narrow and has
two-way single traffic.

The only other alternative | have ever heard of to barriers is a Swiss example, as my daughter observed
on one very high midtown bridge in Lausanne, Switzerland. This last Christmas she saw and spoke to two
psychologists stationed in a shack midway across the bridge on the sidewalk, where during the holiday
seasons, they are stationed for 8 hour shifts. Their sole job is to look out for jumpers, make hot cocoa for
people, and counsel them to prevent suicides.

It is my professional judgment that by supporting construction of the suicide barriers, ASCE would be
upholding Canon1 of the ASCE Civil Engineering Code of Ethics.

Guidelines to Practice Under the Fundamental Canons of Ethics
CANON 1.

Engineers shall hold paramount the safety, health and welfare of the public and shall strive to
comply with the principles of sustainable development in the performance of their professional
duties.

1. Engineers shall recognize that the lives, safety, health and welfare of the general public
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are dependent upon engineering judgments, decisions and practices incorporated into
structures, machines, products, processes and devices.

2. Engineers should seek opportunities to be of constructive service in civic affairs and work
for the advancement of the safety, health and well-being of their communities, and the
protection of the environment through the practice of sustainable development.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | hope that you will pass these comments on as you see fit,
and if you feel necessary, add your own comments.

Lauren J. Doyel, P.E.
Past President, ASCE
Santa Barabra Ventura Branch, Los Angeles Section

Associate Engineer
Fugro West, Inc.

4820 Mcgrath Street, Suite 100
Ventura, CA 93003

TEL: 805.289.3839

CELL: 805.208.1911

FAX: 805.650.7010
www.fugrowest.com

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the addressee. This e-mail shall not
be deemed binding unless confirmed in writing. If you have received it by mistake, please let us know by e-mail reply and delete it
from your system; you may not copy this message or disclose its contents to anyone. Please note that any views or opinions
presented in this e-mail are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. E-mail transmission
cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free. The sender therefore does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the
contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission.
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Response to Comments from Mark Chaffee, President of the Suicide
Prevention Advocacy Network-California, and Lauren J. Doyel, P.E.,
Past President American Society of Civil Engineers, Santa Barbara
Ventura Branch

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your support for the project has been

noted.
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deforek@aol.com To Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov
06/16/2008 04:20 PM cc

bee

Subject Cold Spring Bridge

Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner
Central Coast Environmental Analysis
California Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Louis Opispo CA 93104

June 9, 2008

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - COLD SPRING CANYON BRIDGE
SUICIDE BARIER
05-SB-154-PM 22.9/23.1

Dear Ms Stettler:

On January 2, 2008, the Pearl Chase Society wrote your Director, Richard Krumholz,
pointing out the historic significance of the Bridge and asking that the visual beauty of
this architectural gem and the vistas from its motor-way be preserved.

The Society appreciates Caltrans recognition in the Draft EIR of the historical and visual
significance of the bridge but objects to the proposal of a physical suicide barrier. Our
Society dedicated to preserving Santa Barbara's historic architecture, landscapes and
cultural heritage can not support any project that compromises any structure that is
eligible for the National Register for Historic Places and is nominated as a Santa
Barbara County Landmark.

The significant impacts both visual and historic that would be caused by this proposed
barrier project make the No-Build Alternative the one favored by the Pearl Chase
Society.

Kellam de Forest
Chairman, Preservation Committee
Pearl Chase Society
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Response to Comments from Kellam de Forest, Chairman, Preservation
Committee, Pearl Chase Society

Thank you for your comments on the project. Your opposition to the project has been
noted.

Response to comment #1: Caltrans acknowledges the uniqueness and character of
the existing Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. In accordance with state and federal
environmental laws and policies, Caltrans initiated the process that resulted in the
determination that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places. The State Historic Preservation Officer agreed
with this determination on August 13, 2007. Please see Appendix E for a copy of the
Letter of Concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer.

Many of the features of the bridge that make it eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places cannot be seen while you are driving on the bridge itself. The most
significant historical aspects of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge can only be viewed
from below the bridge; that view would remain virtually unchanged. The physical
alteration to the historic fabric of the bridge itself would be limited to bolt holes to
attach the barrier.

Although the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission has put the nomination of
the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as a Santa Barbara County Landmark on their agenda
since August 2007, as of October 2008, no definitive action has been taken on this
proposal. The designation of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as a Santa Barbara
County Landmark, however, would not alter the findings of this EIR/EA.

Response to comment #2: Caltrans has noted your opposition to the project and
support for the No-Build Alternative.
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Note: Following is the first of two emails from Mr. Marc McGinnes, Friends of the
Bridge, dated June 23, 2008, which includes 65 pages of attachments including
comment letters from Mr. Gregory Mohr and Dr. Garrett Glasgow which are
responded to separately in this Appendix; his second letter dated June 24, 2008,
includes two pages of attachments.

Marc McGinnes To Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov
<mcginnes@es.ucsb.edu> cc
06/23/2008 09:14 PM
bee
Subject Comments on DEIR/EA

Greetings:

Friends of the Bridge, an unincorporated association, makes the following

comments in relation to the DEIR/EA prepared in connection with the deeply
flawed and fiscally irresponsible proposal by Caltrans to install barriers
on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge:

Attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference are the following
documents:

Comments dated June 17, 2008, of Gregory Mohr;

Comments dated June 20, 2008, of Garrett Glasgow; and

Each of the following documents previously submitted to and received by
Caltrans and made a part of the administrative record in connection with
this matter:

Mtg22may06, Proj Init From, AlternativeProposal, CSB suicide stats, memo
18aug06, Memo funding, Funds source, Glasgow report, Spielmann comment,
NYSBA Suicide Prev, Glasgow Report #2, Response to Alternat, Valley
Alliance letter, LTCaltranslfeb(8

The administrative record clearly discloses that Caltrans is attempting to
perpetrate a bait-and-switch scheme. First, Caltrans justified its

proposal primarily on the basis that it would save many lives, and then
when it was shown that such a claim lacked a basis in fact, it switched its

pitch to assert that stopping a relatively few suicides from the bridge,
rather than saving any lives at all, was its purpose. That and with
protecting the safety of persons responding to occasional suicidal behavior
on the bridge.

Caltrans does not, of course, know much of anything about suicidal behavior
on bridges generally, and it has clearly demonstrated that it knew even
less about the frequency of suicide at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and

the effect that barriers on the bridge might have at the time it initiated
its proposal.

Rather than do the sensible thing and hire a qualified expert on the
relative merits of alternative means to address suicidal behavior on
bridges, Caltrans let themselves be drawn into the company of uninformed
zealots determined to see barriers installed on the bridge at any cost. The
zealotry of Caltrans Traffic Safety Officer Nevin Sams was such that he
sought and received permission to continue working on the barriers project
on his own time after his retirement, and one of the more shocking aspects
of this sordid tale is the fact that Caltrans officials were willing to let
him do so until the public learned about this bizarre and inappropriate
arrangement at the Caltrans event in Santa Barbara on July 25, 2007.

But the worst kind of uniformed zealotry was practiced in this case by the
Glendon Association which misinformed Caltrans about the research on the
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question of the effectiveness of bridge barriers in saving lives.
Considering the magnitude of their misinformation, it is difficult if not
impossible to understand how Glendon continues to serve as a member of the
Project Development Team for this proposal right up to the present moment.
As of this date, more than $500,000 of taxpayer money has been diverted by
this proposal because of the uninformed zealotry that has characterized
this matter from the beginning.

As the administrative record also shows, Caltrans failed to properly
address in its DEIR/EA the “Proposed Project Alternative” submitted to it
several months ago by Friends of the Bridge. Its attempts to avoid a
complete description and analysis of it is contrary to its legal
obligations under CEQA. Particulars about this unlawful avoidance are set
forth in comments incorporated herein by reference. Where in the DEIR/EA
did Caltrans take cognizance of the successful no-barriers plan of the New
York State Bridge Authority that was submitted by Friends of the Bridge to
Caltrans or to the comments of its designer Gary Spielmann, the only
qualified suicide prevention expert on no-barrier approaches to suicidal
behavior on bridges who has offered evidence into the administrative record
in this case?

Where in the DEIR/EA is there the legally required description and
discussion of mitigation measures to address the significant adverse
impacts associated with the installation of barriers? As the 45-day public
comment period expires, Caltrans has failed in its duty to disclose its
proposed measures so that the same may be reviewed and commented upon by
the public and interested agencies. For that reason, Friends of the Bridge
believes that the DEIR/EA was prematurely released for circulation and
comment, and that it must be revised and recirculated.

Kindly acknowledge your receipt of these comments and all attached
documentation at your earliest opportunity.

Marc McGinnes
For Friends of the Bridge

g

Mohr-June 17 Glasgow_June20.doc Mtg22may06.pdf Proj Init Form.pdf  AltemativePropo:
!? F {

sal-v2.pdf CSB suicide stats.pdf

memol8auglt.ipg Memo funding.ipg Funds source.jpg Glasgow report, df  Spielmann comment.pdf NYSBA Suicide Prev .pdf

Glasgow Report #2.pdf Response to Alternati214EE2.pdf Valley Alliance letter.pdf LTCalTrans 1feb08.pdf
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3069 Calle Mariposa
Santa Barbara, California 93105-2740
June 17,2008

Ms. Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner
Caltrans District 5

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Via U.S. Mail and e-mail attachment (cathy_stettler@dot.ca.gov)

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report, Environmental Assessment
and Section 4(f) Evaluation, Proposed Suicide Barrier on Cold Spring Canyon
Arch Bridge, State Highway 154, Santa Barbara County

Dear Ms. Stettler:

Thank you for the chance to review and comment on this draft environmental document.
I’ve organized the following comments in the order that the subject sections appear in the
document, and reserve overall comments on the project until the end of this letter.

1. Pg. 1, Need. This section, based on a NEPA format, rather than CEQA’s
requirement for defining Project Objectives, is essentially just that. Therefore, the
proposed “Human Barrier” alternative can be shown to address both Project
Objectives: to reduce suicides; and to reduce potential hazards to law
enforcement. Since the No Barriers Alternative addresses both objectives, it meets
“most of the proposed project’s objectives.” Therefore, under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a), it must be identified as an alternative to the proposed action,
as it achieves this requirement, while also avoiding or reducing potentially
significant impacts on visual resources and historic resources. The central court
ruling, Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
(1990), regarding the need for evaluating reasonable and feasible alternatives to
the project at the Bacara Hotel, is cited in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)
for just this reason.

2. Pg. 6, Common Design Features. The “experts in the fields of suicidology and
mental health” are not identified, and therefore the basis for including those
perspectives exclusively, while not including those of Dr. Glasgow at UCSB, is
faulty. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f)(g) requires that a disagreement
among experts be clearly discussed in the context of an EIR.

3. Pg. 9, end of first paragraph (Comparison of Alternatives). This statement

should also reflect that, should Caltrans find that the NEPA action does
significantly affect the environment, a full Environmental Impact Statement
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Scc. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 2 of 4

Pg. 11-14, Human Barrier Alternative. The document seeks to characterize
this alternative as infeasible due to its inability to be implemented successfully.
This needs to be more fully addressed, especially in light of Dr. Glasgow’s
research findings.

Pg. 14, Permits and Approvals Needed. “None required” is wholly
implausible—someone, somewhere has to decide whether or not to implement a
project and, if so. how to implement it. This critical fact must be disclosed in the
document.

Pg. 34, Sec. 2.1.2, Visual/Aesthetics, Aveidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures. On its face, the statement “Once the Preferred Alternative
is identified, the final design and appearance of the barrier would be developed
with input from an Aesthetics design Advisory Committee” betrays a strong bias
that assumes a barrier would be constructed. Regardless, this measure would be
neither effective nor feasible because no specific beneficial outcome would be
assured. Also, should a physical barrier be pursued, it appears that the public
would be deprived of the chance to review and comment upon a final design. This
would impermissibly defer specific mitigation until after the conclusion of CEQA
and NEPA review.

Pg. 36-37, Sec. 2.1.3, Cultural Resources, Environmental Consequences. As
defined, the proposed project action requires either of two barriers that would
create an additional rail height of over 9.5 feet high (pg. 37). The adverse effect to
those qualities that make the Cold Springs Bridge eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places also make it eligible for the California Register of
Historic Resources (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(3)(C). The EIR must
note that the proposed project would have a significant impact on the historic
resource because it would:

“Demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify its
inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of
Historic Resources.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2)(A)

Pg 37, Sec. 2.1.3, Cultural Resources, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures. The EIR must note that the mitigation of the significant
impact on the Cold Springs Bridge’s historic properties shall comply with the
following:

“Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 2 of 4

10.

following:

“Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be
considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the
historic resource.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3)

There is no indication that the significant impact on the Cold Springs Bridge, a
historic resource as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act, NEPA, and
CEQA, would be feasibly mitigated by any of the “suggestions” identified in this
section. The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) referenced as mitigation is only
a mechanism used to implement specific measures that avoid or reduce impacts
consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards defined above. The MOA
does not in itself describe the ways in which modifications to the proposed bridge
barriers would preserve the character defining features that make the Cold Springs
Bridge significant.

Also, the later completion of “a Finding of Effect document” and “Memorandum
of Agreement” would defer important facts and analysis until after the conclusion
of CEQA and NEPA review. This would deprive the public of the chance to
review and comment upon such important facts and analysis, and would
impermissibly defer specific mitigation.

The introduction of the new barriers would irreparably compromise the integrity
of the “original design features (the arch ribs, towers, columns, and girders, for
example)” (EIR pg. 36, paragraph 4). There is no feasible mitigation to preserve
the integrity of these original design features, consistent with the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards defined above.

The resulting Finding of Adverse Effect, given the fact that there is no potential
for feasible mitigation to address the proposed project’s impacts on the Cold
Springs Bridge, must require the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement.

Pg. 38, Sec. 2.2.1, Natural Communities, Environmental Consequences. The
extent to which a physical barrier could increase the chance of bird strikes must
be addressed, especially considering the local presence of endangered and
threatened species such as the Bald Eagle and California Condor.

Pg. 43, Sec. 3.2.2, Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 3 of 4

11.

12.

— Cultural. The document states that the proposed project safety barriers is
“rehabilitation,” as defined in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating,
Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings. This is clearly inappropriate, as
the bridge does not require any improvements to maintain its structural integrity
and safety to travelers. The proposed modification to the bridge is appropriately
assessed in terms of the Preservation of its original design features, as discussed
in comment no. § above.

Also, as previously described, deferring the development of “additional mitigation
measures. .. for the Memorandum of Agreement” would impermissibly preclude
the public from reviewing and commenting on such measures.

Pg. 44, Sec. 3.2.3, Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects. The EIR
properly identifies impacts on cultural (historic) resources as significant and
unavoidable. This finding applies to the NEPA characterization of Finding of
Adverse Effect, as no feasible mitigation exists to reduce impacts on the National
Register-eligible property. The EIR/EA Section 4(f) analysis (Appendix B)
already acknowledges this (page 77, paragraph 5): “A Finding of Effects
evaluation (pending) is expected to find that the installation of a physical barrier
on the bridge deck—of a size and shape necessary to meet the project’s purpose
and need—would constitute an adverse effect on this historic property.”

Pg. 50, Chapter 5, List of Preparers. It is unclear as to who prepared the
historic resources studies for this EIR/EA, including the Historic Resources
Evaluation Report and Historic Property Survey Report.

I hope that these comments are helpful in preparing a final environmental document that
fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA requirements.

In conclusion, I find it disturbing that the carefully-formulated “ ‘Human Barrier’
Alternative” put forth by the Friends of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge has been
dismissed from consideration in this document, given the significant and unavoidable
impacts associated with the physical barrier alternatives. It clearly appears that Caltrans
is on a pre-determined course toward constructing a physical barrier. I strongly advocate
trying the components of the “human barrier” alternative first; should these measures
prove to be ineffective, then a physical barrier might be reconsidered.

Sincerely,

Gregory Mohr
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 4 of 4
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Garrett Glasgow

Political Science 9420

UC Santa Barbara

Santa Barbara, California 93106-9420
June 20, 2008

Ms. Cathy Stettler, Senior Environmental Planner
Caltrans District 5

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Via e-mail attachment (Cathy_Stettler@dot.ca.gov)

RE:

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report, Proposed Suicide Barrier on
Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge, State Highway 154, Santa Barbara County

Dear Ms. Stettler:

Thank you for the chance to review and comment on this draft environmental document.
As my area of expertise is in social science statistics and research design, I will limit my
comments to that topic.

1.

Pg. 1, Purpose and Need. The purpose of the proposed project contradicts
earlier analysis and recent public statements by Caltrans officials, making the real
purpose of this project unclear. The two goals of the project as stated here are:

1. Reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge.

2. Reduce the risks to emergency personnel such as law enforcement
officers or search and rescue teams when attempting to prevent a
suicide or recovering a body.

Note that these goals can be achieved by simply diverting suicidal people from
the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to commit suicide elsewhere. Thus, the purpose
of the project as stated here is keeping suicidal people off the bridge, not saving
the lives of suicidal people.

This contradicts the benefit-cost ratio calculation of August 18, 2006 (File No. 05-
SB-154-PM-22.95/23.19), which calculated a safety index based on the
assumption that this project would save 1.6 suicidal people per year. As saving
the lives of suicidal people is not listed as a purpose for this project, this benefit-
cost ratio is irrelevant (and also unsupported by scientific research on suicide
prevention barriers). The benefits of achieving the purposes of the project as
listed on page 1 have not been formally evaluated — instead, this document simply
asserts these benefits are worth the project cost.
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 2 of 4

Also note that the purpose of this project as stated on page 1 contradicts
statements by Caltrans officials, who continue to tell the public that the purpose of
the project is to save the lives of suicidal individuals. For instance, on May 20"
Colin Jones told The Daily Nexus “The main message is this is the ultimate safety
project. If it was your mother or child out there, wouldn’t you like to spend the
money to save them, whether it’s one million or two million dollars?” On June
10" Jim Shivers told the Independent “We see this as something that will save
lives.”

Thus, the purpose of this project is unclear — is it designed to save the lives of
suicidal people, or simply to keep suicidal people off of the Cold Spring Canyon
Bridge? There is a difference between preventing suicides at a particular location
and saving lives, and this document should state explicitly which of these goals
the project is designed to achieve. If the goal of the project is simply to keep
suicidal people away from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, a new benefit-cost
ratio for the project must be calculated.

2. Pg. 12, The Human Barrier Alternative. On page 12 the document states
“research in the field of suicide prevention shows the human barrier approach has
not been successful.” This is false. There is no scientific research that
demonstrates that a “human barriers” approach is ineffective, or even less
effective than physical barriers.

In fact, the human barriers alternative was explicitly recommended for the Cold
Spring Canyon Bridge by Gary Spielmann. Mr. Spielmann is the former Director
of Suicide Prevention for the New York State Office of Mental Health, and a
consultant for suicide prevention to the New York State Bridge Authority
(NYSBA), the New York State Thruway Authority, and the international Peace
Bridge Authority. Mr. Spielmann is also the architect of the NYSBA “human
barriers” approach to suicide prevention that was presented to Caltrans as a
project alternative.

In testimony submitted to Caltrans Mr. Spielmann stated “suicide prevention
barriers are an inferior solution to the problem of suicide on bridges.” He also
stated “A “human barrier’ will outperform any physical barrier and save more
lives.” Although Mr. Spielmann is a credible authority on suicide prevention on
bridges, his testimony is completely ignored in this document.

The only sense in which a physical barrier has been demonstrated to be superior
to a “human barrier” alternative is in keeping suicidal people away from a
particular location. Again, if the purpose of this project is simply to keep suicidal
people away from the Cold Spring Bridge, without regard for saving lives, then
this must be explicitly stated and a new benefit-cost ratio calculated.
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 3 of 4

3. Pg. 21, The Benefits of Barriers. On page 21 the document states “A benefit of
the proposed project is that people often do not go elsewhere or substitute another
method to commit suicide. This is supported by the information and studies
described below.” This is false, at least in the case of barriers on bridges. To date
no scientific study has been able to demonstrate that suicide barriers save lives.

1t is true that means restriction has proven effective at reducing suicides by some
methods. This evidence of the effectiveness of means restriction as a suicide
prevention strategy comes from studies of lethal agents people keep in their
homes and might use in an impulsive suicide, such as firearms and prescription
medications.

While some have argued that the concept of means restriction might also extend
to suicides by jumping from bridges, this is purely conjecture. To date every
study on the effectiveness of suicide barriers has been inconclusive — nobody
knows whether suicide barriers save lives, or just divert suicides to other
locations.

The fact that means restriction works for some methods of suicide but is unproven
in the case of suicide barriers is well known among researchers and public health
officials. For instance, after endorsing means restriction strategies for firearms,
domestic gas, and toxic substances, on the topic of suicide barriers the World
Health Organization states:

In addition to the measures described, whose efficacy is attested to by the
scientific literature, it is thought that other measures, such as the use of fencing
on high buildings and bridges, could also contribute to a reduction in suicide
rates, although there is no definitive evidence to support this idea. (p. 87)

In more than 30 years of research, not one study has found evidence that suicide
barriers save lives. For instance, in the most recent study on the topic (published
in December 2007), Reisch et al. conclude “[b]arriers on bridges may prevent
suicides but also may lead to a substitution of jumping site or method” (p.681). In
sum, there is no scientific evidence that suicide barriers on bridges save lives.

4. Pgs. 17-23, The Description of the Scientific Literature is Misleading. The
discussion of the scientific literature on suicide barriers in this document is either
misleading or misinformed. Studies are cited as if they contain evidence that
barriers save lives, when in fact they explicitly state they should not be interpreted
in this way.

For example, on page 18 the document cites O’ Carroll et al. (1994), but omits any
discussion of the conclusion of the study, which states:
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Ms. Cathy Stettler, Caltrans
Cold Spring Bridge Suicide Barrier DEIR-EA-Sec. 4(f) Evaluation
Page 4 of 4

Are the data provided sufficient to substantiate the effectiveness (or lack
thereof) of bridge barriers as a means to prevent suicide? The answer is no, the
data are not sufficient to answer that question, because they do not touch on the
issue of whether persons who would have committed suicide by jumping from
the Ellington Bridge went on to commit suicide by other means. ... [P]ersons
frustrated in their efforts to commit suicide by jumping from the Ellington
Bridge are in no sense restricted to committing suicide by jumping from the Taft
Bridge. (p. 92)

Most of the other studies cited on pages 17-23 contain similar cautionary notes,
but no mention of this is made anywhere in the document. There is no scientific
evidence that suicide barriers save lives, but this is not the impression given by
this section of the document.

In conclusion, this document is unclear about what the actual purpose of the project is
(keeping suicidal people away from the bridge or saving lives). If the actual goal of the
project is simply to keep suicidal people away from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, this
must be made clear in the document and to the public, and a new benefit-cost ratio must
be calculated. This document also makes at least two false statements about the scientific
literature on suicide prevention on bridges, presents the scientific evidence on the topic in
a misleading way, and neglects to even mention testimony from a recognized expert on
suicide prevention who recommended an alternative to the physical barrier. Overall, this
document gives the distinct impression that the evidence on this topic is being
deliberately distorted in order to support the decision to construct a physical barrier.

Sincerely,
Garrett Glasgow
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Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge Suicide Prevention Committee

Town Hall Meeting

6:30 to 8 p.m.

Monday, May 22, 2006

Santa Barbara City College

721 CIliff Drive, Santa Barbara, CA

Meeting Summary

AT A GLANCE

1) Local leaders and residents overwhelmingly support the idea of
constructing a pedestrian barrier on the Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge
on Highway 154 to prevent suicides. An audience poll at the meeting
resulted in nearly everyone raising a hand in support of the barrier.

2) Caltrans will investigate the potential of state or federal funding to
construct a proposed barrier on the bridge. If the proposed project
qualifies for state transportation funding, it could be built within two
years or less.

3) The Santa Barbara County Search and Rescue Team, comprised of local
volunteers, recently adopted a resolution supporting the Cold Spring
Bridge Committee’s suicide prevention efforts. A team representative
verbally read the resolution during the meeting.

MEETING PURPOSE

About 50 people attended the public forum. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss
strategies for preventing suicides at Cold Spring Bridge and obtain community input on them.
The meeting also addressed rescue and recovery operations, and understanding and preventing
suicide.

PRESENTATIONS

= Nevin Sams, Caltrans District Traffic Safety Engineer, began the meeting with a PowerPoint
presentation on Preventing Suicides at Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge.

= Commander Dominick Palera of the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department showed a
brief video of a recent suicide rescue at Cold Spring Bridge. He also discussed the safety of
public safety personnel during rescue and recovery operations.

» Dr. Lisa Firestone of The Glendon Association gave a PowerPoint presentation on
Understanding and Preventing Suicide.

KEY POINTS

= The Cold Spring Bridge committee was formed to investigate the suicide issue and identify
possible means to reduce suicide.

= Law enforcement personnel—and search and rescue workers and volunteers—risk their own
lives and limbs responding to suicide incidents.

= Pedestrian barriers have proven nation-wide to be the most effective strategy for preventing
bridge-related suicides.
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Barriers can be built with aesthetic priorities.

Interim fencing—such as a chain-link fence—is effective in reducing suicides, but could
interrupt the process of installing a permanent barrier with aesthetic features if the
community objects to its appearance.

A barrier is estimated to cost between $200,000 to $300,000.

Studies show that when people are prevented from jumping, they do not go on to commit
suicide by other means.

Mental health professionals support efforts to reduce access to lethal means and methods of
self-harm.

Cold Spring Bridge is a visual resource that may be eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places. As such, the proposed barrier may be subject to several environmental
review and permitting processes.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS (Public input phase of town hall meeting)
1) We have the best architects in the world here. We should challenge the designers for this

~

project.

Caltrans has architectural designers at Headquarters. We'll work with the community to come
up with the appropriate design.

It's very important to take away the means to take one’s own life. Suicide is a permanent
solution to a temporary problem. At a separate meeting tonight, the Mental Health
Association of Santa Barbara County voted unanimously to support the barrier and any other
options the Cold Spring committee recommends.

2-1-1 averages one suicide call per day in Santa Barbara County. ACCESS teams also get
these calls.

When we're dealing with the value of human life, who cares what an interim barrier looks
like?

The proposed strategy is an interim barrier (standard Caltrans fence) with the next phase
being the installation of a more elaborate and aesthetic pedestrian barrier.

Hospice supports the barrier.

I'd like to commend the committee for their work. People are frustrated because a barrier has
not yet been built. People understand about temporary barriers with construction. Imagine
losing an officer—we support the committee fully and hope this barrier will move forward as
quickly as possible.

What is the next step?

we'll review the comment cards and determine what the community wants to do. There are
several funding possibilities—federal, state, Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments, or county Public Works. We’re optimistic that funding is not an issue.

What is triggering the historical criteria for the bridge? It is not yet 50 years old. Make the
barrier a project before the bridge is a national landmark—it will take so much longer with
environmental and permitting requirements.

we’ll involve the environmental community in the process.

When my son was ill and psychotic, I thought of that bridge. Once a barrier is up, people get
used to them and they're not noticeable. I'm not comfortable driving over Cold Spring Bridge
without a barrier.

10) Caltrans can take three years or more to do a project.

11)

District 5 will make it a priority to expedite a project.

I recently lost a friend on the bridge. I had no indication of it. Had I known at the time,
my impulse would’ve been to find the $200,000 to $300,000, and an architect, and get a
barrier built. The barrier to this barrier must be torn down.

District 5 will make it a priority to expedite progress on this issue.

()
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12) Supervisor Firestone’s office has not yet heard a lot of resistance to the barrier. At first,
we were concerned about aesthetics and the costs of a barrier. To expedite the project, we
recommend spreading the word and deferring people to our office.

13) If you were building a structure like Cold Spring Bridge today, would you build it without
a barrier?

Our latest design standards require higher bridge rails with an option for pedestrian
barricades.

14) I'm all for the barrier. I don't see it as a financial issue. It's a social issue. Is the county
and state involved for funding? If the project gets tied up in a bureaucratic process, we need
to look at other options. We need an advocate for funding.

The Caltrans Traffic Safety Office is investigating the potential for funding through existing
state programs. The pedestrian barricade is not a high cost item, and the District is optimistic
that funding sources can be found.

15) I'm the mayor of Santa Barbara. I'm on SBCAG and work with Supervisor Firestone. This
issue has not yet come to SBCAG. If it fits into a Caltrans program, it would get built faster.
Other than that, SBCAG would assist.

16) Caltrans has done an amazing job with the committee and stepped up to the plate.

We’re not going to drop this issue.

17) What’s the problem with the Golden Gate Bridge getting a barrier?

There are aesthetic issues, but mostly it's the stigma of mental illness. The mental health
community is moving along with public awareness to eliminate the stigma. A study is now
looking at the feasibility of a barrier on that bridge—it probably will be built. It’s the number
one bridge in the world for suicide (The Glendon Association).

18) We seem to have support here for the barrier with this group.

19) What is the next step? This should not be done in a series of steps.

Caltrans will expedite the process.

20) If there were five people who could get the barrier done, who are they?

Your county representative is one, and Supervisor Firestone is working on it. Write letters to
the editor. The multi-agency Cold Spring Canyon Arch Bridge Committee is also in support of
the effort.

21) We operate the suicide hotline. We had a lot of people calling about suicide last week and we
get this fairly often. There might be one life saved between now and when we put up the
barrier.

22) What has been done to integrate the mental health services in this county?

2-1-1 is an excellent information source along with The Glendon Association and ACCESS.
The Glendon Association holds a suicide prevention forum every year and the next one is in
September. For more information, contact The Glendon Association at 805-681-0415 or
www.glendon.org.

23) Will there be a web site for the public to receive information on the proposed barrier project?
Caltrans will soon provide regular updates on its department web page. For more
information, contact Jim Shivers, Caltrans public information officer, at 805-549-3237 or info-

d5@dot.ca.qgov.

COMMENT CARDS

> 14 people noted full support for the pedestrian barrier to be constructed as soon as possible
» Two people advocated the temporary barrier be installed immediately

» Several people endorsed the committee’s work on suicide prevention

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier + 172



Appendix F = Comments and Responses

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier * 173



Appendix F = Comments and Responses

Alternative Project Proposal:
Development of a Comprehensive "Human Barriers" Plan
to Respond Effectively to Suicidal Behavior on the Cold Spring Bridge

This proposal is submitted to CalTrans by Friends of the Bridge, an unincorporated
association of citizens residing in CalTrans District 5, as a superior alternative to the
proposal given conceptual approval on September 12, 2006 for SHOPP funding of
201.010 under designation as a safety improvement project (File: 3.1.20 / 05-SB-154/
PM 22.95/23.19/ Physical Barricade) (1)

Why this alternative is being proposed:

It has now become clear that the now-pending proposal to install physical barriers on the
bridge was based upon misplaced reliance by CalTrans on certain studies (2) that have
recently been shown to have been misinterpreted or misrepresented (3). According to all
evidence available, physical barriers on bridges have not proven to be an effective suicide
prevention measure, generally serving only to divert suicidal behavior to other places in
the community. (4) Seen in the light of this evidence, it would clearly be a flagrant
misuse of traffic safety funds for CalTrans to expend $1,000,000 or more to install
barriers on the Cold Spring Bridge under the guise of saving lives. In reality, the barriers
proposal amounts to nothing more than a misguided and costly suicide diversion effort
that bears almost no legitimate relation to any traffic safety problem within the scope of
CalTrans' mission and primary functions.

In addition, it is now clear that physical barriers on the bridge are not needed to protect
the safety of law enforcement personnel who encounter persons demonstrating suicidal
behavior on the bridge. (5) A no-cost solution exists in the form of a clear and
unequivocal law enforcement agency policy (backed by training) addressing the do's and
don'ts of encountering potential jumpers. (For example: Do remain at all times in a safe
position from which you can attempt to induce the person to move to you so that you can
safely accept the person into protective custody. Don't move out of a safe position in an
effort to take the person into protective custody, as by grabbing, shoving, or similar
means.) A person who demonstrates suicidal behaviors on the bridge is troubled, but
suicide is not a crime, and law enforcement officers need to behave accordingly in
responding to such people and their behavior. With adequate training, every officer can
acquire and maintain the competence required to respond safely in such situations, thus
obviating any need for barriers on this account.

Also, there now exists the ability to establish and operate a specialized suicide prevention
Lifeline connection with local mental health responders, a vast improvement over
existing call boxes connected to law enforcement dispatchers (6) This is an effective
suicide prevention and life-saving measure that was not available locally at the time that
CalTrans formulated and initiated its barriers proposal, according to information on the
CalTrans website for the barriers proposal. (7)

Finally, it is now known that placing so-called suicide prevention barrier on bridges does

not constitute a "best practice" approach for a transportation agency such as CalTrans to
pursue, given the very tenuous (at best) connection between such an undertaking and the
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agency's primary functions. We know this because such a "best practice" approach has
been developed by the New York State Bridge Authority in response to suicidal behavior
on the five bridges under its jurisdiction. (8) The installation of physical barriers was
considered and rejected as a component of the NYSBA plan.

The elements of the proposed alternative:

In light of the foregoing, we propose a comprehensive "human barriers" plan to respond
more effectively than physical barriers to problems of suicidal behavior on the Cold
Spring Bridge. The proposal rejects the installation of barriers, regardless of
considerations about their feasibility or design. The proposal consists of the following
elements:

« Provide assistance to law enforcement agencies in developing clear policy
directives and training concerning the safety of their officers in encountering and
accepting into their protective custody persons demonstrating suicidal behavior on the
bridge (no CalTrans funds required)

« Encourage the establishment of a community crisis center connection with the
National Suicide Prevention Lifeline Program to provide immediate call box connection
to qualified mental health practitioners trained in suicide prevention counseling (no
CalTrans funds required)

- Install call boxes and appropriate signs to induce use of Lifeline call boxes
(some but relatively few CalTrans funds required)

« Install closed-circuit surveillance cameras that will provide alert to possible
suicidal behavior on the bridge that will be regularly monitored by either or both
appropriate law enforcement agency(ies) and local Lifeline crisis center (some but
relatively limited CalTrans funds required)

« Encourage the establishment of an appropriate schedule of periodic "pass-by"
monitoring patrols by law enforcements agency personnel and/or other qualified persons
in odder to assure proper functioning of call boxes and cameras (no CalTrans funds
required) (9)

+ Continuing participation in and contributions to community efforts to promote

education and public awareness concerning the causes of suicidal behaviors and effective
responses to it (10) (some but relatively few CalTrans funds required)
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Reasons why the proposed alternative is superior to the physical barriers proposal:

« Offers superior prospect of saving lives in the community rather than merely
diverting suicidal behavior from the bridge to another place and/or means

« Conserves limited funds available to plan and carry out far more important and
pressing traffic safety needs in the community

- Conserves the beauty, architectural integrity, and historic significance of the
justly-famed Cold Spring Bridge

« Alternative proposal can be reviewed, approved and implemented on an
expedited basis in compliance with all applicable laws (11)

Endnotes and References:

1. The proposal to install so-called suicide prevention barriers has been allocated the sum
of $1,000,000 from funds budgeted for quite a different purpose: "Collision Reduction-
Safety Improvements" (See http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/pdpm/chap_pdf/ch09.pdf, p.
9-17) Thus, we have a case of diverting funds in order to carry out a suicide diversion
project.

2. See CalTrans Project Initiation Form (rev. 09/21/06) and memorandum of September
12, 2006 from Janice Benton to Paul McClintoc concerning same.

3. See <http://www.polsci.ucsb.edu/faculty/glasgow/barrier_report.pdf>
4. Op cit.

5. The barriers proposal is an outgrowth of a request to CalTrans from the office of the
Santa Barbara County Sheriff to initiate a barrier installation project in order to assure the
safety of its officers and other law enforcement personnel. The current "suicide
prevention" rationale was a subsequent add-on to overcome initial CalTrans reluctance.
(Interview of Commander Dominick Palera by Marc McGinnes, September 28, 2007.)

6. See <http://www.suicidepreventionlifeline.org>
7. See <http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/sb_cold_springs/index.html>

8.See<http://www.nysba.state.ny.us/Documents/Suicide%20Prevention%20Plan%20in%
20PDF.pdf>. Note in particular the discussion of the plan by Gary Spielmann, former
Director of the New York State Office of Mental Health, who served as project
consultant, in which the pros and cons of bridge barriers identified and compared.
Further information about the plan and its success can be obtained from John Bellucci,
NYSBA Director of Planning at Public Relations <jbellucci@nysba.state.ny.us>
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9. In the process of formulating and initiating the barriers proposal it was claimed that
such a measure "may require more law enforcement staffing and resources than is
currently available." (See http:/www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/sb_cold_springs) This
may be the case, but it is not a legitimate reason for CalTrans to divert funds earmarked
for traffic safety measures to "solve” this law enforcement funding problem by building
barriers on the bridge.

10. Such educational and public awareness efforts contain appropriate information and
guidelines for media concerning the coverage of suicidal behavior. While the incidence
of suicidal behavior on the Cold Spring Bridge is not high, suicide prevention experts
warn that inappropriate publicizing regarding suicide in a particular place can trigger a
"copy cat" chain reaction whereby that place comes to be seen as a "suicide magnet," thus
attracting an increase of suicidal behaviors to it. Unfortunately, the CalTrans barriers
proposal has drawn this kind of attention to the bridge, and the sooner it is set aside the
better it will be in terms of this issue.

11. Most obviously, since the alternative proposal does not call for the installation of
barriers on the bridge and therefore would not have significant impacts on aesthetic,
scenic and historical resources, there would be no need for CalTrans to prepare an
environmental impact report, thereby saving substantial time and expense otherwise
required,

(rev. 11.15.70)
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Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner
Coroner’s Bureau

66 S. San Antonio Road
Santa Barbara, California 93110
(805) 681-4145

The following is statistical data of people that have committed suicide
by jumping off the Cold Springs Bridge on Highway 154, in Santa

Barbara County, from the bridge’s completion in 1963- present.

YEAR | CORONER | AGE | CITY OF RACE /SEX DATE OF TIME
CASE# RESIDENCE JUMP OF
DAY
1964 | W-4492 29 Carpinteria White / Female 5/5/1964 0240
1967 | W-6620 38 Goleta White / Female 4/14/1967 0638
1967 | W-6641 58 Goleta White / Male 5/1/1967 FND | 1800
1968 W-7086 31 Santa Barbara | White / Female 5/30/1968 1755
1969 W-7483 29 Santa Barbara | White / Female 2/16/1969 1400
1969 | W-7565 48 Windsor, CA | White / Male 4/13/1969 1400
1970 | W-7995 68 Beverly White / Male 2/8/1970 0905
Hills, CA

1971 C-8730 51 Santa Barbara | White / Male 6/23/1971 1400
1974 | C-74-050 41 Santa Barbara | White / Female 2/8/1974 FND | 0230
1974 | C-74-197 52 Santa Barbara | White / Female 5/25/1974 1010
1977 | C-77-144 60 Santa Barbara | White / Female 3/15/1977 0701
1977 | C-77-403 45 Santa Barbara | White / Male 8/1/1977 FND | 0247
1982 | C-82-415 41 Montecito White / Male 9/9/1982 1504
1982 | C-82-471 24 Goleta White / Male 10/23/1982 0950
1982 | C-82-527 20 Goleta White / Male 12/5/1982 1800
1984 | C-84-200 22 Pomona, CA | White / Male 5/12/1984 FND | 0715
1984 | C-84-398 27 Arroyo Grande | Asian / Male 9/23/1984 1600
1985 | C-85-237 18 Santa Barbara | Hispanic/ Male 6/15/1985 FND | 1000
1986 | C-86-321 26 Goleta White / Male 9/2/1986 1100
1990 C-90-291 39 Santa Barbara | White / Female 8/27/1990 1828
1992 | C-92-414 28 Goleta White / Male 11/30/1992 1915
1993 | C-93-180 41 Santa Barbara | White / Male 5/14/1993 FND | 1746
1993 C-93-398 51 Santa Barbara | White / Male 10/29/1993 1143
1993 | C-93-459 22 Los Olivos White / Male 12/9/1993 FND | 2229
1994 | C-94-327 19 Buellton Black / Male 6/16/1994 0520
1994 | C-94-379 31 Santa Maria | White / Male 10/12/1994FND | 1400

YEAR | CORONER | AGE | CITY OF RACE /SEX DATE OF TIME
CASE# RESIDENCE JUMP 05 "

D,
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Santa Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner
Coroner’s Bureau

66 S. San Antonio Road
Santa Barbara, California 93110
(805) 681-4145

Santa Barbara | White / Male 11/5/1995 0615
Santa Ynez | White / Male 3/12/1997 0720
Santa Barbara | White / Male 3/17/1997 1115
Goleta White / Male 3/27/1997 1000
Solvang White / Male 8/23/1997 1200
Santa Ynez White / Female 7/8/1998 2245
Solvang White / Male 8/28/1998 2315
Santa Barbara | Hispanic/ Female | 8/8/2000 1500
Santa Maria | White / Male 9/12/2000 1557
Santa Barbara | White / Male 3/16/2001 1030

2001 C-01-531 35 éake Forest, White / Male 12/11/2001 0200

A

2002 C-02-550 40 Los Osos White / Male 12/31/200<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>