
 

 

 

Tuesday April 3, 2012, 10am to 12pm 

Fort Bragg City Hall Conference Room 

 Rex Jackman, Caltrans 

 Cheryl Willis, Caltrans 

 Jesse Robertson, Caltrans 

 Janet Orth, MCOG 

 Teresa Spade, City of Fort Bragg 

 Louisa Morris, Mendocino Land Trust 

 Abbey Stockwell, County of Mendocino 

 Nora Daley-Peng, Alta (remote) 

 Randy Anderson, Alta 

 Rob Holmlund, GHD 

 Merritt Perry, GHD 

 Emily Sinkhorn, RCAA (remote) 

 Dena Graham, VRPA Technologies 

(remote) 

 Bob Merrill, Coastal Commission 

(remote) 

 Introductions and Project Overview(Cheryl) 

o Bike and pedestrian improvements on the state highway system 

o Looking where the CCT connects back in to the state highway system 

 Project Scope and Schedule (Randy) 

o Current initiative for the Alta Team is to collect field data 

o Already obtained most literature 

o Well along in mapping, shapefiles of CCT (Louisa) 

 Rixanne has the Coastwalk version – this is more of a planning vision 

 Mendocino Land Trust has another version that is more based in reality 

 Emily will work with Rixanne and Louisa about getting this data 

o Bike/pedestrian counts pushed back to August to capture peak season usage 

o Most other tasks must complete by June 30 to make the decision about the candidate 

projects and get ready for funding proposal for 2014 



 Haul Road project will be a priority as the PCBR had to be put back onto Route 1 

because southern part of Haul Road could not be improved by State Parks (goal to 

have preliminary PSR) 

 Additional 1 or 2 projects will be determined 

o Could be helpful to have State Parks on TAG and pull local knowledge in other ways 

o Would be great to talk with folks who bike the Mendocino coast all the time. Add Westport 

groupto the stakeholder list. (Louisa) 

o Public Outreach in May/June, another round in October 

 Goal for public meetings: get reactions from the public about data that has been 

collected and the potential project areas of interest; methodology, data, criteria, how 

projects will be developed.  

 The first round of workshops needs to be framed for meaningful input. Louisa is 

willing to work on the public outreach component. (Louisa) 

 Perhaps have another TAG meeting in May with key local stakeholders and then 

more the public meetings in the first week of June 

 Project Scope and Schedule  

Cheryl – Alta does not have to have Task 6 complete by June 30. If study can give assurance that 

criteria enables Haul Road to be part of candidate projects (if the data makes sense), could just have 

approximate cost estimate for Haul Road. All cost estimates don’t have to be in by June 30. If another 

project comes to the top, we could forward that for a PSR too by June 30. (This moves Task 6 out). 

Make sure there are not deal-killers for these candidate projects…need enough of a general project 

description, overall potential issue areas (ROW, cultural, environmental) and general cost estimate to 

start a Project Study Report. Cheryl would like to have such information for the entire study area – 

Caltrans staff can then develop the more specific PSR information.  

 Draft Criteria for PCBR/CCT Projects and Priorities 

o ‘Use is higher’ criteria – separate out vehicle use from bike/pedestrian use 

o Look at places with higher residential densities 

o Commuter routes could be a criteria – need a bike lane on both sides of the highway for 

commuters. Commuter travel between Little River and outlying areas, Fort Bragg to 

Mendocino, Fort Bragg and Westport, Simpson Lane area to Fort Bragg. 

o Jack Peters and Russian Gulch bridges in particular 

o Westport trail fenced off and being constructed as a bike and pedestrian trail, unpaved will 

be open in June…what is the goal when the CCT and PCBR are co-located but not fully in the 

right-of-way? 

o Rob requested a list of places where people walk/commute from Louisa and Abbey 

 Field Inventory with Tablet PCs and GPS receiver to collect data during drive.  



o Collecting new data every 0.25 mile (yellow dots on PowerPoint), have 30 seconds to rate 

0.25 mile based on environmental, habitat, slope, etc. Looking for 4 ft shoulders – and noting 

what is in the way to make 4 ft shoulders. Then go to 8 ft shoulder assessment.  

o 300 segments on map (150 on each side of road) 

o Data is detailed in GIS for each 0.25 mile, but the published maps will only reflect a 

cumulative score of constraint factors.  

o Need to make assumptions when the CCT shares the right-of-way (Alta proposes to look out 

20 ft from the fog line when the CCT is next to the highway and noting why there is not 20 ft 

accessible.) (Westport-Union Landing could be feasible here but many places not very 

feasible.)  

o Use Coastal Commission criteria for wetlands as much as able but this is high level data 

collection, will be conservative with sensitive habitats though.  

o Google Earth and Street View is great backup, Leggett to Westport is not in Street View 

though 

o Shoulder analysis product will show feasibility for 4ft and 8ft shoulders on both sides of the 

highway 

 Typical Sections 

o Cost estimates will include permitting and design costs as well 

o Coastal Commission, Coastal Conservancy and Caltrans weighed in on typical sections from 

San Luis Obispo examples 

 Per Coastal Commission only 4’ should be paved even if 8’ shoulder 

 Per Coastal Commission fence/rail minimum 42” as needed per slope conditions 

 Per Caltrans stay out of 20’ or 30’ clear recovery zone (set back from edge of travel 

lane). Could meet standards w/o guardrail but Alta team recommends a barrier for 

safety.  

 Potential section for Mendocino County where CCT shared ROW would have an 8’ 

shoulder (4’ paved), cable barrier, and an approximate 10 foot space for the CCT – 

either unpaved/informal or paved Class I path depending on setting/preference. 

Minimum target width for this section is 20’ 

 Steep slope options - grade separated, retaining wall, armored shoreline (not 

recommended by State Parks) 

o Emily set up call for Nora, Rob, Louisa, Tony Salomone Thursday or Friday to discuss overlap 

of Mendocino Land Trust CCT, Coastwalk CCT alignment data.  

o Bob Merrill- Mendocino Local Coastal Program (LCP) sections 3.8-6 and 3.6-20 discuss 4 ft 

shoulders, but design will be context driven. County will be looking for conformance with 

the LCP for any CDPs and this area is appealable to the Coastal Commission. Highway 1 in 



rural areas should be a rural road (not a lot of pavement, no extra width). Where there must 

be barriers, design them to fit the character of the setting and minimize obstructions to the 

view. An LCP amendment would be very difficult to achieve, so likely project needs to follow 

shoulder width guidelines. Where you have a paved shoulder and you need a wider shoulder 

for safety, the project could have a wider area unpaved – there could be room in the policies 

for this. Make barriers/fences as transparent as possible, so drivers can see through the 

barrier to the coast. Minimize blockage of view and design the project so it does not detract 

from context of the area. Type 80 rail and K Rail is not favored by Coastal Commission. SD10 

and cable barriers are more favorable.  

 Public Outreach Strategy 

o Separate, targeted stakeholder meeting/discussions would be up to Caltrans/TAG to 

schedule 

 Caltrans to make the calls to build relationships with local stakeholders for 

sustainability of PCBR work 

 VRPA could give calls to key stakeholders 

 Target end of April or early May for stakeholder discussions 

o Stakeholder list  

 VRPA has made contact with the City of Fort Bragg and MCOG about their 

stakeholder lists. VRPA will email Jesse with the progress of the inventory. 

 TAG to make suggestions to expand the list. 

o First week of June for public meetings 

 Available or potential meeting locations… The intent is to hold meetings in four 

locations up and down the coast. There is not a great meeting place in Westport, 

perhaps the church would be available. Fort Bragg host a lot of public meetings, 

perhaps a workshop in Casper would broaden the attendance from the wider 

community. Aquatic Center in Fort Bragg, Caspar community center, Gualala 

community center, Point Arena library. Feedback from Abbey, Teresa and Louisa. 

Don’t know how productive a meeting in Westport could be.  

 Abbey, Teresa, and Louisa can help with identifying meeting locations. 

o 2nd round of workshops – October 

o Nora share ftp project site with VRPA and perhaps Louisa, save data to the folder name from 

your firm 

o TAG will get back to VRPA on logos 

o PCBR website VRPA involvement – would be on an internal Caltrans webpage, Janet Orth 

could help with this 

 TAG group make up and communications 



o Louisa is representing Mendocino Land Trust, Lisa Ames from SCC said Louisa could 

represent SCC interests 

o Caltrans will send out list of TAG group members for review, could include person 

(archaeologist) on Westport municipal advisory council on TAG, maybe State Parks, County 

Dept of Transportation (Abbey will check with Howard, may have representation with 

MCOG TAC) 

o TAG communications 

 Coordinate through Jesse 

 Include all Coastal Commission staff in emails (Melanie, Tamara, Tami, and Bob may 

participate; Bob as main point of contact) 

 Be clear what you need feedback on and by what time 

o Next TAG meeting is the first Friday of the month, May 4, 2012 

 Meeting adjourned at 12:09 

TAG Meeting #1 Agenda 

TAG Meeting #1 PowerPoint Presentation PDF 

 

June 1, 2012 10am-noon 

 Dena Graham, VRPA Technologies 

 Janet Orth and Phil Dow – MCOG 

 Loren Rex – State Parks 

 Lee Otter, Tamara Gedick – Coastal 

Commission 

 Lisa Ames – SCC 

 Abbey Stockwell – Mendocino County 

 Teresa Spade – City of Fort Bragg 

 Ruth Valenzuela – Wesley Chresbro’s office 

 Randy Anderson, Nora Daley-Peng – Alta 

 Cheryl Willis, Jesse Robertson– Caltrans 

 Rob Holmlund – GHD 

 Emily Sinkhorn – RCAA 

 Introductions 

 Project Status Update (Cheryl) – Two candidate projects for 2014 STIP cycle – need Project Study 

Reports (PSRs) quickly, focus on projects within the Hwy 1 ROW. Will find out on PSR funding in 

July. Caltrans to seek to have TAC for PSR development. 

 Candidate Projects Overview 



o Haul Road Bypass 

 Looking at Haul Road Bypass because of deficient section on State Parks trail to 

west (unpaved)…also there is a poor connection getting back to Hwy 1 at Ten Mile 

River Bridge. What would be more cost effective? – repair deficient sections along 

Haul Road trail or improve State Hwy section? 

 (Loren) State Parks is removing Haul Road north of Ward Ave to Ten Mile Bridge 

and restoring to dune habitat. State Parks is actively looking for funds to improve 

Haul Road south from Ward Ave to Pudding Creek.  

 State Parks has developed $1-2 million cost estimate for bridge across Virgin Creek, 

repaving of Haul Road and improvement of equestrian and bicycle access 

 Caltrans interested in helping State Parks look for funding for southern portion of 

Haul Road.  

 Pudding Creek bridge is not bicycle safe 

 Look at connections to Highway 1 as part of this study 

 Both State Parks and highway 1 segment be included in same project? (Rob) 

o Point Arena to Gualala – large project, CTC might be interested in looking at 2-3 big projects 

~$10-20 million ($70 million capital costs on initial estimates by consultant) 

 MCOG project in Gualala area, community plan for streetscape in downtown to be 

completed this month – 60’ minimum corridor with bikeways and walkways. Expect 

to have project component ready for 2014, 1 mile segment. 

o Commission staff review projects for consistency with LCPs and that projects provide for 

coastal access with pedestrian access. Coastal Commission also reviews 

barrier/distance/vegetative separation for pedestrians from motor traffic. (Lee) 

 Coordinate with Tamara and Mendocino County planning for LCP consistency 

 Existing Conditions and Improvement Typologies 

o The Alta Team focused on existing shoulder conditions and slope to match up with cross-

section type (Nora) 

 Shoulder classifications: 8ft shoulder assume PCBR complete, but CCT isn’t 

necessarily complete. 

 Slope classifications 

 Widening improvements 

 Drainage/Crossing Structures 

 Proposed cross-sections 

 8ft paved path with cable barrier, 8ft shoulder paved 



 8ft paved path with barrier, 8ft shoulder not completely paved 

 4ft paved bath with barrier and retaining wall on uphill side with 4ft 

shoulder 

 Caltrans 8ft shoulder goal vs. Commission 4ft shoulder recommendation for rural 

areas 

 Barrier design – cable barrier not great for bikes (Teresa)  

 Between Ventura and Santa Barbara County line, goal to install HOV lanes. 

Barrier separated from 101, multiuse trail on seaward side and on other side 

bicyclist have 8ft paved shoulder. Two choices for bicyclists. (Lee) What is 

the usage like here locally? 

o Recommendation - 8ft shoulder but only pave first 4ft out from fog 

line 

o Look for other see-through barrier alternatives 

 Protocol for crash testing barriers – Tami Grove, Coastal 

Commission staff could be helpful  

 ‘Road’s Edge Committee’ 

o San Luis Obispo – Caltrans has had to ask for permission to lessen 

width of shoulder per Coastal Commission direction 

o Consider vertical separation too if constraints aren’t prohibitive 

 Where do we need a barrier? Do we need a barrier, if pedestrians are on 

roadway? 

 Make sure to also show the public cross-sections that only have just 

widened shoulder, without separated CCT improvements (Cheryl) 

 Workshop Preparation 

o Maps should include coastal access points, vista viewpoints, State Parks, trip generators – 

this could help determine which cross-section would be appropriate (Phil) 

o Need to include discussion of criteria (Update workshop agenda item to be ‘Methodology 

and Criteria’ – make sure public knows how we are evaluating options) (Cheryl) 

 Include constraints discussion under Methodology and Criteria 

 Have a board of these Criteria at the workshop 

 Include expectations for funding 

 Want public input on where to focus efforts on corridor 

 Candidate projects – explain we have the opportunity to do these projects right now 

– but don’t call out Candidate Projects separately 



o Change workshop agenda to have 2 brief presentations with same content at beginning and 

middle of workshop – allow more time for informed work at breakout sessions 

 Have post-its for people to write on maps or pens to write directly on maps since 

post-its fall off 

 Team rep at stations to assist 

 Consider having big layout tables for people to gather around maps/boards 

 Have input tables separate from presentation area so people can keep reviewing 

maps during second presentation 

 Include Proposed Cross-Section boards for input? 

 Make sure facilitate flow through tables 

 Comment card table? 

o Include next steps/timeline at end of presentations or as board 

 Project input contacts on board 

 VRPA is scoped for a Fact Sheet 

 Explain purpose of October workshops – input on prioritizing projects will be on 

the agenda 

o How many people staff workshop? 

 VRPA – 2 people 

 Alta Team – 1 RCAA staff and technical assistance via phone 

 MCOG staff – 2 people likely 

 City/County representation? 

o Workshop locations and dates (5:30-7:30pm) 

 Westport – church community center 7/18, yet to be confirmed 

 Point Arena – City Hall 7/19 

 Gualala – community center 7/25 

 Caspar – community center 7/26, yet to be confirmed 

 Caltrans and Coastal Commission to schedule phone conference 

o Include Tami Grove and Bob Merrill on communications too 

 June 1, 2012 TAG Meeting Agenda 

 June 1, 2012 TAG Meeting Web Conference Visuals/Handouts 



 

Friday October 5, 2012, 10am to 12pm 

Fort Bragg City Hall Conference Room  

 Rex Jackman, Caltrans 

 Cheryl Willis, Caltrans 

 Jesse Robertson, Caltrans 

 Teresa Spade, City of Fort Bragg 

 Louisa Morris, Mendocino Land Trust 

 Nora Daley-Peng, Alta  

 Janet Orth, MCOG 

 Lisa Ames, SCC  

 Andrea Mapes, State Parks 

 Loren Rex, State Parks (remote) 

 Bob Merrill, State Coastal Commission 

(remote) 

 Ruth Valenzuela, Wesley Chesbro office 

(remote) 

 Randy Anderson, Alta (remote) 

 Emily Sinkhorn, RCAA (remote) 

 Introductions + Agenda review 

 July Workshop Series Summary 

o Four public workshops were conducted 

o Workshops introduced the project, explained what it is all about and encouraged public 

input. 

o Presented to the public the ways to give feedback – input on draft criteria to help us identify 

potential improvements.  

o Safety concerns and high bicycle/pedestrian use were priority criteria. 

o Public identified key priorities for improvements along Highway 1 that are outlined in the 

progress report by post mile. 

 Analysis Methodology 

o Massive amount of data 

 GHD collected GIS data in the field 

 Highway shoulders and physical and environmental factors 

 Collected on a ¼ mile general basis 

 Rated the presence or absence of certain conditions to improve for a bike 

route or the CCT 

 Presence of wider shoulders or CCT 

 Caltrans data 



 Info about bridges status, cultural resources, culverts, right-of-way in fee or 

prescriptive 

 CCT data from Mendocino Land Trust 

o Data were analyzed with the criteria 

o Two levels of improvement are described in the report (page 4 cross sections in progress 

report) 

 Where conditions are gentle try to create 8 foot shoulders (4 feet paved shoulders in 

consideration of Coastal Commission objectives and policies and other 4 feet would 

be unpaved). 

 Where CCT planned in conjunction with highway our objective would be an 8 ft 

wide space for the CCT in addition to the wide shoulder (4ft paved plus 4ft 

unpaved). 

 Assume barrier between CCT and highway shoulder. 

 Louisa – quite a bit of the county, cross section be included in the report that 

includes something for severe up and down slopes. 

- Randy – page 8, for steep slope areas we will have 4 ft. shoulders plus CCT. 

o Bob –The Coastal Act Policy’s intent is to  maintain two-lane road and rural scenic character. 

Consistency with the LCP is important, but we do want bicyclists to be safe. Concerns are 

visual and also areas where it is going through wetlands or other sensitive habitats. Generally 

push for narrowing shoulders while also providing for safety.  

o Caltrans - Structures need larger shoulders to accommodate a multi-purpose CCT. 

o Bob - Potential improvements that propose shoulders higher than 4 ft. may need clarification 

in the LCP.Bob – In proposed cross sections, it is hard to see the distinction between 4 ft. 

paved shoulders adjacent to 4 ft. unpaved shoulders/paths. The hues of brown are very close 

making it look like 8 ft. of pavement. Update the cross sections to be more clear what is 

paved and not paved 

o Why is the boardwalk proposed to be 8ft wide – seems very wide. If have separated bikes, 

boardwalk should never be that wide.  

 Randy – boardwalk should be 4ft wide on steep slope.  

 If possible, bikes might want to not be on the shoulder – an 8ft path would provide 

multipurpose, safe area 

 Louisa – our trails are 4 ft wide but they are exempt from Class 1 standards as we 

have built on private land. For Highway 1 need to keep Class 1 standards.  

o What is clear recovery zone distance? 



 Bob – it is a case by case discussion. We really think the purpose of document 

(Mendocino PCBR-CCT EFS) is to be a guide, but not to be a set of 

recommendations. Update draft report with writing to clarify this distinction. 

 Randy – Alta will add wording to the front end of the report that states that this is a 

planning document; not a plan. This document is for planning purposes only. 

Everything being discussed is planning level and will not preclude future changes or 

discussions 

o North to South is the order for other plans…also when have cross-section diagrams match 

your direction. 

o Work with VRPA to acknowledge what the public had to say about the segments – as well 

as what you have documented as the priority segments. 

 Add public input to the evaluation criteria.   

 Nora – it could be difficult to assign a score to the public input. We will come back 

to this conversation. We will just make it clear public input was incorporated into 

the criteria and selection of projects. 

o Randy – overview of the criteria and how we scored – visual take, not numbers. What is 

more important is what is behind those scores. Four different levels – easy to scan to 

understand on segment scoring sheets.  

 Louisa – page 15 – do you want to include more data on off-highway pedestrian trails 

to the west.  

 Randy – we want to keep this page to one page but we do want all the info you can 

tell us.  

 Overview of potential improvement segments 

o Six (seven with Haul Road) improvement segments laid out in the progress report. 

 For the draft report, we intend to show the detailed plan with recommendations for 

each segment. 

 Goal was equitable disbursement of improvements throughout the corridor. 

o Haul Road bypass (not included here but is the seventh improvement segment) 

 Caltrans has initiated a project study report for the Haul Road bypass. PSR covers a 

large swath.  

 State Parks looking to improve Haul Road from Ward Ave to Fort Bragg. State Parks 

and Caltrans are working together on this. If Parks do improvements, Caltrans can 

shift improvements on Highway 1 from this area. Another nearby area can become 

the project on Highway 1.  

o Gualala segment 



 Louisa – might want to expand the south segment up to Cooks Beach as a lot of 

Gualala residents use this area recreationally to closest public beach. 

 Bob – with regard to scoring for connectivity for the CCT. Might rank higher that if 

reach Sonoma County there is a 3 mile trail in Gualala state beach. There is a 

pedestrian trail along most of bluff in Gualala. Might enhance score in connectivity 

for CCT.  

 Rex – segment in town that shows the CCT, shows both along the coast and on the 

highway 1.  

 Redwood Coast Land Trust (RCLT) is working on a trail at Anchor Bay (Louisa 

marked up the map). 

o Greenwood State Beach 

 Just call it Greenwood State Beach, not “Elk” as well. 

 Take this segment up to Cuffey’s Cove. There might be connective opportunities 

with this landowner.  

o Report will indicate all the bridges and their status as far as narrow, wide or currently in 

process to be widened. 

o Fort Bragg to Mendocino 

 Cheryl – District 1 has  a different design of rumble strips. We have had good success 

with rumble stripes and the cyclist community in Humboldt because we put them 

on the fog line. District 1 doesn’t put down unless at least 4ft paved shoulder.  

 Louisa – stated concern as a cyclist but she was okay with rumble strips if 

they were placed on the fog line in areas with appropriate shoulder width 

 This should be a full circle as a clear opportunity to close gaps. 

 There was a pedestrian killed along this segment…Fern Creek Road and Highway 1 

in Caspar. Other was south of Caspar.  

 Jack Peters, Russian Gulch and Hare Creek bridges are most dangerous. 

 Jack Peters and Russian Gulch are being improved. 

o Seaside Beach to Westport Union Landing 

 Public said there is no access for pedestrians here. 

 Gap closure score should actually be much higher. 

 Kibesillah – MLT just built a trail here, opportunity to connect. 

 Don’t know if recent bike counts will indicate high bike/pedestrian use. 

 Westport study did a survey of 500 cyclists…project team should look at this study. 

o Schooner Gulch 



 Nora will send out to TAG the draft scoring sheet for this segment 

 Highest environmental impacts. 

 Should have a higher gap closing score as this is closing the gap to Point Arena. 

 Bike/pedestrian need high. 

 There are a lot of pedestrian facilities in this area off-highway (Louisa put on the 

map). 

 Collision data – not reported bike/pedestrian collisions. 

 Seventeen cyclists counted over 96 hours – scored as a half circle for bike/pedestrian 

use. 

 Regional connection - scored as a half circle. 

 A lot of acquisitions are occurring north of Point Area right now – BLM and Trust 

for Public Land, also a lot of activity north and south around Point Arena now. 

 Gap closures high. 

 CCT intersect high. 

 Schooner Gulch south to Hearn Gulch great opportunity – only barriers are drainage 

issues, a lot of area owned by Caltrans.  

o Where there are willing landowners; that is great opportunity. This plan does not preclude 

these opportunities. 

o Consider Little River area as it is very narrow…MLT holds public access easements south of 

Little River so could be an opportunity 

 Fall workshops 

o More succinct summary of last workshops, how we have advanced, draft potential 

improvements, how criteria and public input were utilized, have maps of improvement 

segments on tables. 

o Add order of magnitude costs or if this comes afterward. 

o Two hour workshops. 

o We will have a draft agenda of the fall workshops for the next TAG meeting. 

 Next steps 

o Draft report by the fall workshops. 

o Official review of the report will be after the public meetings. 

Next TAG meeting…November 2nd 10am 

Meeting adjourned at 11:57am 



 

 

 



 



 

 
 



 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 

  



 

 

Criteria for Evaluating Pacific Coast Bike Route (PCBR) and California 
Coastal Trail (CCT) Gaps and Priorities 

 Documented safety concerns 21 - #1 votes 

8 - #2 votes 

 High bicycle and pedestrian use 18 - #1 votes 

6 - #2 votes 

 Provides a regional connection between 
communities 

11 - #1 votes 

10 - #2 votes 

 No alternative route exists for bicycle and 
pedestrian travel 

12 - #1 votes 

2 - #2 votes 

 California Coastal Trail (CCT) alignment is 
planned within State Highway 1 right-of-way 

7 - #1 votes 

1 - #2 votes 

 Commuter route 6 - #1 votes 

4 - #2 votes 

 Existing physical conditions & 
biological/cultural resources as opportunities 
or constraints 

5 - #1 votes 

4 - #2 votes 

 Located adjacent to bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements currently planned or underway 

5 - #2 votes 



 

Bolded comments seemed to be the main priorities based on workshop voting criteria results.

General Area Specific Location Post Mile Comment

North Rockport and south ~PM82-86 Need shoulder on northbound uphill side from where road 

leaves ocean up to Rockport

Hardy Creek PM 83.85 Southbound curve, many cyclists and motorcyclists crash 

here as it is where you see the ocean for first time - need 

more width and warning but don't want guardrail

Where Hwy 1 turns inland 

and leaves the ocean

~PM 82 Not enough clearance near guardrail

Westport PM75 Westport (Hillcrest Road) to Westport Union Landing 

State Beach needs shoulder

South of Westport PM75 Bad spot

Chadbourne Gulch ~PM75 Extend riprap to prevent vehicles from accessing the beach

Seaside Beach (dip and 

curve along Hwy 1)

~PM74 Caltrans' Seaside Beach Project should include space 

for bicyclists/be widened

Bruhel Point ~PM73 Separate Class I facility should be provided south of Bruhel 

Point

Kibesillah PM 69 Very narrow, no shoulder

Central Little Valley Road PM65 Narrow curves here are very dangerous

Haul Road bypass area PM64-60 State Parks should mitigate for removal of Haul Road by 

constructing a Class I facility to the South of Ward Ave

Haul Road bypass area PM64-60 Cleone to Fort Bragg is major commute route and 

needs bike lanes

Haul Road bypass area PM64-63 Dangerous narrow curves south of Cleone at end of Dunes

In between Mendocino 

and Fort Bragg

PM60-50 Rumble strips needed as a safety measure in sections 

where there is a wide shoulder. Vehicles drift to the 

right here and even pass on the right

Russian Gulch ~PM51 Widen shoulder from Russian Gulch to Raven

Van Damme State Park PM47 Van Damme bridge narrow

South Central Little River to Navarro 

bridge

~PM48-40 Very narrow here, prefer shoulder on uphill side

Little River to PM40 PM40 More signs needed and need wider shoulder on uphill side

North of Elk PM35 Cavanaugh Grade northbound has zero shoulder near top

 



 

Bolded comments seemed to be the main priorities based on workshop voting criteria results.

General Area Specific Location Post Mile Comment

South Central Greenwood State Beach PM33 Need bike lane uphill from bridge

Point Area to Stornetta 

Lighthouse

PM20-15 Cycling route from Point Area and Highway 1 is narrow

~PM19 PM19 Blind sight distance at Mountain View

~PM17 PM17 short sight distance

1/2 mile north of PM10 PM13-11 Scary section to 1/2 mile south of Hay Ranch

South Schooner Gulch ~PM12-11 Blind hill with many cars parking on shoulder leave 

little visibility or clearance for cyclists

Anchor Bay ~PM5 Signal Port Creek to PM5 very narrow

Gualala PM2-0 Prioritize Gualala bridge and improvements from 

Gualala to Sonoma County as this is major route for 

residents to reach services and Gualala to the bridge 

also serves people accessing the river for recreation

Gualala PM0 Gualala Bridge

Gualala PM2-0 More commuters from Sunset area to Gualala River

General Comment NA More signage needed to warn motorists of vertical 

curves and limited (including signage like 'Cyclists use 

full lane' sight-distance, particularly in the vicinity of 

bicycle and pedestrian crossings

General Comment NA Bicyclist-activated flashing beacon/warning signs should 

be considered where sight-distance and insufficient 

bicycle/pedestrian facilities exist

General Comment NA Turn-outs should be provided where a continuous 

shoulder does not exist/cannot exist

General Comment NA Put all public land/land trust land/easements on PCBR-CCT 

maps

General Comment NA Rumble strips needed on all straight sections

General Comment NA Need better signage to direct cyclists to local businesses

General Comment NA Prioritize minimum improvements over greater distances

General Comment NA Don't like grade separation for pedestrians

 

 

 



 











 



 











 



 









 

 



 











  



 

Roll-out maps for each of study area's segments along with colored Sharpie pens and post-it notes were 

provided for participants to provide comments and feedback. The following is a compilation of the public 

comments provided on the summer workshop maps. 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  



 

 



 



 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 
  



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

Roll-out maps for each of study area's segments along with colored Sharpie pens and post-it notes were 

provided for participants to provide comments and feedback. The following is a compilation of the public 

comments provided on the fall workshop maps. 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 

  



 

 

 



Hi Jesse, 

Thanks for providing these materials for review. I appreciate the tremendous amount of work that has gone 

into this effort. It is very exciting to see the results. I do have some comments:  

Format-wise it makes little sense to me to organize the maps and data rank south to north. I understand that 

PM 0 starts at the county line, to try and look at the maps and proposed segments in whole while scrolling 

just doesn't work, for me I would rather like to look at the maps north to south - perhaps that is just a 

personal preference. 

In areas that are more constrained, was just adding a bike/ped. lane to one side of the Hwy analyzed as a 

possibility? In areas that have a higher grade level than the existing road, could the bike/ped. path be raised to 

limit the cut/alteration of the earth?  

Could a map be created which shows where the segments are that are easy to build - severely constrained? Or 

should it be assumed that the areas that are not being considered as potential improvement segments are all 

significantly constrained? 

I would rather see numbers used to rank or score the segments rather than dots. 

A summary would be helpful - e.g: we looked at 105 miles, 50 miles highly constrained, 20 miles are proposed 

to be improved. 

That is all for now, 

Abbey 

 

Abbey Stockwell 

Planner 

County of Mendocino 

Planning & Building Services 

120 W. Fir Street 

Fort Bragg, CA 95437 

707-964-5379 

http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 































 

 



 



 



Dear Jesse, 

 

I can't say that I'm much of a road biker; however, I do mountain bike.  Some say what I do is way more dangerous 

than anything a road biker does.  I beg to differ.  At least the likelihood of dying while having fun on my bike is 

greatly reduced because I don't bike on our highways.  That a beloved bicyclist was killed between fort bragg and 

mendocino is nuts!   

 

So, this is my feedback.  Please, make our roads safer for those weird road bike folks.  They are my friends.  I don't 

want them to die.  It's just that simple. 

 

The biggest issue (in my opinion) are the bridge crossings.  And, of course, people using cell phones, lighting 

cigarettes, being under the influence, playing with their IPODs…those are dangerous, too.  But, Jack Peters creek is 

like running the gauntlet.  You should try it some time.  God help you if you and a large truck end up heading the 

same direction on that bridge.   

 

Make our roads safer…even weird road bike people should live long enough to see their grandkids… 

 

Oh…and don't forget to dedicate some of what you're doing to people who have lost their lives…like Doug 

Rosoff…biking in Ukiah…got run over by a truck while waiting for his light to turn green.  Still…not one 'look right' 

sign for motorists.   

 

Maybe we need "LOOK RIGHT" murals….or big digital instruction signs.  I'm not sure.  I know, in the end, it's 

ignorance that kills our cyclist….so, you must combat ignorance in your plan.   

 

That's probably enough feedback for this email. 

 

Thanks again for watching out for us. 

 

Lisa Larimer Burtis 

Mendocino, California 

  



 



 



 



 

  



 

  



  



 

  



  



  



  



  



  



 

  



 


