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Appendix I Comments and Responses 

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report has been prepared in 

accordance with the Judgment of the Superior Court of California for the County of 

Santa Barbara. In its Judgment, the court ruled that the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report impermissibly deferred the development of measures mitigating impacts to 

cultural and visual/aesthetic resources to the Final Environmental Impact Report, 

thereby effectively precluding any public comment about or public participation in 

the development of such mitigation measures. The Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Report has been prepared and publicly circulated to comply with the court’s 

Judgment and Writ issued thereon. 

Therefore, as stated in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report: 

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 

15088.5(f)(2), Caltrans, as lead agency, requests reviewers to limit their 

comments to the content of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Report. 

In accordance with the above, Appendix I addresses the comments received on the 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

Suicide Barrier project on State Route 154. 

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report was circulated for public 

review and comment from December 9, 2110, to January 24, 2011; more than 200 

copies of the document or web links were mailed/emailed to interested individuals, 

associations, and agencies. A copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Report and 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report was available on the Caltrans 

website. 

An open forum-style public hearing was held to further solicit public comment on the 

draft supplemental environmental document. The public hearing was held in the City 

of Santa Barbara on January 5, 2011. 

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 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. 
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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 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report were in 

favor of or against the project; expressed suggestions and concerns; or were of a 

regulatory nature, including:  

• Compliance with CEQA 

• Bridge barriers may or may not save lives 

• Preference for another alternative 

• Effectiveness of physical suicide barriers 

• Visual and aesthetic impacts 

• Impacts to Historical Resources 

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

This appendix is organized according to the parties commenting on the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report: 

• Section 1.0 State Agencies 

• Section 2.0 Local Government and Commissions 

• Section 3.0 Associations 

• Section 4.0 Individuals 

• Section 5.0 Comment Cards from Public Hearings  

• Section 6.0 Transcripts from Public Hearings 

 

For Sections 1.0 through 5.0, 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 Section 6.0, responses are withheld until the end of the transcripts and then 

provided, and 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. 

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 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report or 2010 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   3 

 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Where appropriate, responses to 

these comments are provided in this appendix. 
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List of Abbreviated Terms for Appendix I 

ADAC Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 

DSEIR Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report 

HRER Historical Resources Evaluation Report 
SEIR Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
UBIT Under Bridge Inspection Truck 
VIA Visual Impact Assessment 
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Section 1.0 State Agencies 
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Response to letters from: 

 

• Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning 

and Research, letter and three-page enclosure 

Enclosure 1: Document Details Report, State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Enclosure 2: Ken Nehoda/Allen Robertson, Environmental Protection, Cal 

Fire Department of Forestry Protection 

Enclosure 3: Bob Tanner, Fire Captain, Santa Barbara County Fire 

Department 

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

State Clearinghouse review process. 

• Ken Nehoda/Allen Robertson, Environmental Protection, Cal Fire Department 

of Forestry Protection 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 
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Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission 
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Responses to comments from: 

 

• Chandra L. Wallar, County Executive Officer, County of Santa Barbara 

Enclosure 1: Richard Todd, Division Chief/Fire Marshall, Santa Barbara 

County Fire Department 

Enclosure 2: Bret A. Stewart, P.E., Senior Development Engineering 

Manager, County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department 

Enclosure 3: Bill Brown, Sheriff-Coroner, Santa Barbara County Office of the 

Sheriff 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 

• Bill Brown, Sheriff-Coroner, Santa Barbara County Office of the Sheriff 

• Bob Tanner, Fire Captain, Santa Barbara County Fire Department 

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

• Richard Todd, Division Chief/Fire Marshall, Santa Barbara County Fire 

Department 

• Bret A. Stewart, P.E., Senior Development Engineering Manager, County of 

Santa Barbara Public Works Department 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 
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Response to Comments from John C Woodward, Chair, County of Santa 

Barbara Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission: 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 

DSEIR, the net alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the 

net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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The Updated VIA and 2010 DSEIR identify Significant and Unavoidable Class I 

visual impacts resulting from the project, the most adverse finding of impact allowed 

under CEQA [2010 DSEIR pages 21, 25; Updated VIA page 12]. The full extent and 

nature of the Significant and Unavoidable visual impact is fully discussed and 

disclosed in the Updated VIA and 2010 DSEIR. 

Response to comment #2: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a 

historical resource. The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding 

of Adverse Effect both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as 

part of the historic structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the 

HRER and Finding of Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by 

appropriate application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As 

presented in the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible 

under National Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value 

pertaining to its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. 

Unlike some bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included 

in the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the 

structure. The bridge was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or 

in conjunction with a vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register-eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The bridge is 

eligible for its engineering qualities, and not for the views it happens to provide the 
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traveling public. The design and engineering of the substructure of the bridge are the 

most important character-defining features of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and the 

reason it has won engineering awards for its beauty. The design of the deck and 

railings are character-defining, but are less important than the substructure in 

conveying the engineering significance of the bridge.  

The horizontal net barrier that has been chosen for the Golden Gate Bridge will still 

cause adverse impacts to that historic structure. Because of fundamental structural 

differences between the Golden Gate Bridge (a bulky, riveted suspension bridge hung 

from towers) and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (a slender, welded arch bridge 

supported by columns), a horizontal net barrier is feasible for the Golden Gate Bridge 

but not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge without structural retrofit. In 

addition, the view from the Golden Gate Bridge is considered a character-defining 

feature -- whereas it has been accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer 

and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” 

from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge deck. 

A horizontal net barrier will result in fewer adverse impacts to the Golden Gate 

Bridge than the alternatives that have been proposed for that structure, but it is 

incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would have no impacts on the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge or fewer impacts than the preferred alternative would. On the 

contrary, the installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge by obscuring portions of the substructure and by 

requiring a type of retrofit that would change the fundamental engineering of the 

structure – the engineering that makes the bridge eligible. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 
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6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

The current railing along the bridge is considered standard for the construction period 

of the structure. 

Response to comment #3: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net 

barriers would entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the 

bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure 

components could also be necessary during such a retrofit (physical modifications) 

and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 
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the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 

Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 

component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

The current railing along the bridge is considered standard for the construction period 

of the structure. In addition, the suggestion of raising the existing bridge railings in 
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combination with constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely cause an 

additional adverse effect by introducing a visual element that diminishes the 

property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height 

of the bridge rail would also not comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested 

alternative would further decrease the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative 

to reduce impacts to historic resources. 
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Section 3.0 Associations 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Bill Batty, MSW, Executive Director, Family Service Agency 

• John Madigan, Senior Director of Public Policy, American Foundation for 

Suicide Prevention 

• Mike Bossenberry, Program Coordinator, Transitions-Mental Health 

Association 

• Tom Sodergren, Director of Community Services, Casa Pacifica, Centers for 

Children & Families 

• The Steering Committee of Coalition Against Gun Violence 

• Dennis Wadley, Bridges of Hope International 

• Michelle Valerino, Member Outreach Coordinator, United Healthcare 

Community and State 

• Nelson Trichler, Santa Barbara County Search & Rescue 

• Hillary Strayer, M.P.H., Senior Injury Prevention Specialist, Wellness and 

Prevention Dept., Division of Community Health Services, Alaska Native 

Tribal Health Consortium 

• Joyce Ellen Lippman, Executive Director, Area Agency on Agency Advisory 

Council, Central Coast Commission for Senior Citizens 

Thank you for your comments. Your support for the project has been noted.
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Response to comments from Sue Adams, President, The Pearl Chase 

Society 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 

DSEIR, the net alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the 

net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #2: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The bridge is eligible for its engineering qualities, and not for the 

views it happens to provide the traveling public. The design and engineering of the 

substructure of the bridge are the most important character-defining features of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The design of the deck and railings are character-

defining, but are less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering 

significance of the bridge. The view from the bridge is not a character-defining 

feature, and it has been accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer and 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” from 

the bridge deck. It is therefore incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would 

preserve “the bridge’s historic, engineering and aesthetic values.” On the contrary, the 

installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge by 

obscuring portions of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit (physical 
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modifications) that would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the 

engineering that makes the bridge eligible. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

The horizontal net barrier that has been chosen for the Golden Gate Bridge will still 

cause adverse impacts to that historic structure. Because of fundamental structural 

differences between the Golden Gate Bridge (a bulky, riveted suspension bridge hung 

from towers) and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (a slender, welded arch bridge 

supported by columns), a horizontal net barrier is feasible for the Golden Gate Bridge 

but not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge without structural retrofit. In 

addition, the view from the Golden Gate Bridge is considered a character-defining 

feature -- whereas it has been accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer 

and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” 

from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge deck. 

A horizontal net barrier will result in fewer adverse impacts to the Golden Gate 

Bridge than the alternatives that have been proposed for that structure, but it is 

incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would preserve the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge’s “historic and aesthetic qualities.” On the contrary, the installation of a 

horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge by obscuring portions 

of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit that would change the 

fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that makes the bridge 

eligible. 
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Response to comments from Jarrell C Jackman, PhD, Executive 

Director, Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the 

National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative 

would. The bridge is eligible for its engineering qualities, and not for the views it 

happens to provide the traveling public. The design and engineering of the 

substructure of the bridge are the most important character-defining features of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and the reason it has won engineering awards for its 

beauty. The design of the deck and railings are character-defining, but are less 

important than the substructure in conveying the engineering significance of the 

bridge. The view from the bridge is not a character-defining feature, and it has been 

accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” from the bridge deck.  

Response to comment #2: In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have 

focused on minimizing impacts to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. 

Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it 

has been identified as the preferred alternative because it minimizes impacts to the 

character-defining features of the bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has 

taken its historic preservation responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design 

that respects those aspects of the bridge that best express its significance and its 

National Register eligibility. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has 

given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a 

reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety and preservation 

of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Cathie McHenry, President, WE Watch, 

Women’s Environmental Watch 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The bridge is eligible for its engineering qualities, and the design 

and engineering of the substructure of the bridge are its most important character-

defining features. The design of the deck and railings are character-defining, but are 

less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering significance of the 

bridge.  

The horizontal net barrier that has been chosen for the Golden Gate Bridge will still 

cause adverse impacts to that historic structure. Because of fundamental structural 

differences between the Golden Gate Bridge (a bulky, riveted suspension bridge hung 

from towers) and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (a slender, welded arch bridge 

supported by columns), a horizontal net barrier is feasible for the Golden Gate Bridge 

but not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge without structural retrofit 

(physical modifications). In addition, the view from the Golden Gate Bridge is 

considered a character-defining feature -- whereas it has been accepted by both the 

State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

that there are no “historic views” from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge deck.  

A horizontal net barrier will result in fewer adverse impacts to the Golden Gate 

Bridge than the alternatives that have been proposed for that structure, but it is 

incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would have no significant impacts, or fewer 

significant impacts, on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative 

would. On the contrary, the installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse 

impacts to the bridge by obscuring portions of the substructure and by requiring a 

type of retrofit that would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the 

engineering that makes the bridge eligible. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 
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seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

Response to comment #2: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a 

historical resource. The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding 

of Adverse Effect both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as 

part of the historic structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the 

HRER and Finding of Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by 

appropriate application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As 

presented in the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible 

under National Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value 

pertaining to its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. 

Unlike some bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included 

in the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the 

structure. The bridge was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or 

in conjunction with a vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

The suggestion of raising the existing bridge railings in combination with 

constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely cause an additional adverse effect 

by introducing a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of 
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design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height of the bridge rail would also not 

comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 

9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested alternative would further decrease 

the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative to reduce impacts to historic 

resources. 

Statements that the installation of a horizontal barrier along with raising the height of 

the existing railing would protect the scenic value of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

are speculative and unsubstantiated. Empirical evidence indicates that raising the 

height of the existing railing as suggested may also adversely affect views from the 

bridge. The current railing along the bridge is considered standard for the 

construction period of the structure. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

2010 DSEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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Response to comments from Valerie Stevens, Keys To New Hope 

 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As referenced in the 2009 Final Environmental Impact 

Report, on pages 18-22, studies by suicidologists and mental health professionals 

have shown that physical barriers help reduce suicides on bridges. Experts in the field 

of suicidology have stated that there is evidence that people often do not go to another 

location to commit suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #3: Signs and suicide hot lines have been analyzed and were 

eliminated for reasons discussed in the 2009 FEIR (see Alternatives Considered but 

Eliminated From Further Discussion, pages 13-15). However, a separate project 

sponsored by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, 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 would say, “In Crisis? We Care 

Please Call Us” (see the 2009 FEIR at page 128). 
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Response to comments from Deborah Brasket, Executive Director, 

Santa Barbara County Action Network 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge.  

The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the columns and 

towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. For 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would.  

Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both 

present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 
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of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

 
Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 
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One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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Response to comments from Mark Oliver, President, Santa Inez Valley 

Alliance 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The 2008 DEIR (pages 6-14) and 2009 FEIR (pages 7-

15), incorporated by reference in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Report, contains analyses of Alternatives, the Environmentally Superior Alternative, 

Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further 

Discussion, etc.  

The 2010 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (2010 DSEIR) discusses 

in depth several types of horizontal net barriers and their effects on the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge. Five categories of horizontal net barriers [2010 DSEIR, page 5] were 

considered as potential alternatives but eliminated from further discussion. Two 

refined designs were developed from these five categories of ideas: the Safety Net 

Alternative and the Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative.  

The Safety Net Alternative is developed in the Supplemental Report, which is 

included in the 2010 DSEIR, Attachment 20. The Supplemental Report discusses in 

depth the impacts to the historic integrity of the structure as well as the evaluation of 

the adverse effects of the proposed Safety Net Alternative. 

The Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative is developed in the Feasibility Study included 

in the 2010 DSEIR, Attachment 39. This design, along with the constraints, was 

developed in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Officer. The Feasibility 

Study discusses the impacts to the structure, including the impacts to the historic 

integrity of the structure. 

In summary, horizontal net barriers have been rejected for the following reasons: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 
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6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #2: The 2010 DSEIR was prepared in accordance with the 

Judgment of the Superior Court of California for the County of Santa Barbara. In its 

Judgment, the court ruled that the DEIR impermissibly deferred the development of 

measures mitigating impacts to cultural and visual/aesthetic resources to the FEIR, 

thereby effectively precluding any public comment about or public participation in 

the development of such mitigation measures. This SEIR (which incorporates the 

2008 DEIR and 2009 FEIR) was prepared and publicly circulated to comply with the 

court’s Judgment and Writ issued thereon, and contains a complete analysis of 

impacts and mitigation. 
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Response to comments from: 

 

Rev. Alan R. Strout, First United Methodist Church of Santa Barbara, Sam S. Alfano, 

Retired Outdoor Management Officer, Los Padres National Forest, and 91 signature 

petition; Sally Hughes, LMFT), and 636 online petitioners, Michelle Arnerich, Alfred 

L. Aydelott, Karen Ayedelott, Jo Barrington, Bonnie Beedles, Ann Bennett, Alisa 

Benson, Jeff Bermant, Nancy Black, Rene’ Block, Adriana Campos, Gail G. and 

Thomas K. Boehme, Larry Bogatz, Bruce James, Melissa Jones Cantekin, PhD, CA 

Psy 22622, Walton Clark, Jina Carvalho, Irma Catlett, Joyce Catlett, M.A, Child 

Mental Health Specialist, Ralph Chase, Becka Chester, Ed Csapo, Della Deats, Alvin 

Dias, John Douglas, Emily Dziedzic, Sarah Eichenbaum, Christine Farro, Steve 

Feinberg, Robert Feinberg, Sue Firestone, Tamsen Firestone, Carolyn Firestone, Nina 

Firestone, Steve Firestone, Michelle FitzGerald, Frank Oort, Barbara Franks, C. 

Fujimura, Janet Giler, Alannah Godwin, Barbara Grimmitt, Kenneth Hampian, 

Thomas Heck, Patrick Hines, Kevin Hines, Dave Hull, Ali Ironside, Sandra Jansen, 

Jean Johnson, Dana Kiesel, Jennifer Lake, including 636 online petitioners, Lisa 

LaPlaca, Jan Lewis, Joan Lisetor, Gwendolyn McClure, Cynthia McNulty, Arlene 

Moody, Rebecca Norton, David Ortiz, Heidi Ortiz, Geoff Parr, Debbie Peterson, 

Stephen Phillips, Jeff Pienack, Pietsch, Jennifer Purdy, Brian Robbins, John Robbins, 

Krystal Robbins, Mickie Robbins, Camerin Ross, Elizabeth Ross, Tamara Short, 

Robert Slayton, Richard Smith, Steve Smith, Joan Speirs, Sally Stewart, Maureen 

Sullivan, Paul Trent, Barbara Urbonas, Gil Varon, Andra White, Dayna Whitmer, 

Dean Williams, Mike Wolfe, Yolanda Yturralde, Jackie Zaldua, Ron Zamir, Aaron 

Zweig 

Thank you for your comments. Your support for the project has been noted. 
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Response to comments from Kellam de Forest 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Caltrans has reviewed information developed for the 

Golden Gate Bridge Barrier. The Golden Gate Bridge is a different type of bridge and 

is also in a completely different setting. When considering the different types of 

issues inherent for a horizontal net barrier design, as discussed above, verses the 

vertical grid/mesh design, the vertical grid/mesh is the preferred alternative.  

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register-eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The bridge is 

eligible for its engineering qualities; the design and engineering of the substructure of 

the bridge are its most important character-defining features and the reason it has won 

engineering awards for its beauty. The design of the deck and railings are character-

defining, but are less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering 

significance of the bridge. 

The horizontal net barrier that has been chosen for the Golden Gate Bridge will still 

cause adverse impacts to that historic structure. Because of fundamental structural 

differences between the Golden Gate Bridge (a bulky, riveted suspension bridge hung 

from towers) and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (a slender, welded arch bridge 

supported by columns), a horizontal net barrier is feasible for the Golden Gate Bridge 

but not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge without structural retrofit 

(physical modifications). In addition, the view from the Golden Gate Bridge is 

considered a character-defining feature – whereas it has been accepted by both the 

State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

that there are no “historic views” from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge deck. 

A horizontal net barrier will result in fewer adverse impacts to the Golden Gate 

Bridge than the alternatives that have been proposed for that structure, but it is 

incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would preserve the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge’s “historic and aesthetic qualities.” On the contrary, the installation of a 

horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge by obscuring portions 

of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit that would change the 

fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that makes the bridge 

eligible. 
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In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

Statements that the installation of a horizontal net barrier along with raising the height 

of the existing railing would protect the scenic value of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are speculative and unsubstantiated. Empirical evidence indicates that raising 

the height of the existing railing as suggested may also adversely affect views from 

the bridge. The current railing along the bridge is considered standard for the 

construction period of the structure. 

Response to comment #2: The SEIR discusses in depth several types of horizontal 

net barriers and their effects on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Five categories of 

horizontal net barriers [DSEIR, page 5] were considered as potential alternatives but 

eliminated from further discussion. Two refined designs were developed from these 

five categories of ideas: the Safety Net Alternative and the Cantilever Arc Barrier 

Alternative.  

The Safety Net Alternative is developed in the Supplemental Report, which is 

included in the SEIR, Attachment 20. The Supplemental Report discusses in depth the 

impacts to the historic integrity of the structure as well as the evaluation of the 

adverse effects of the proposed Safety Net Alternative. 

The Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative is developed in the Feasibility Study included 

in the 2010 DSEIR, Attachment 39. This design, along with the constraints, was 

developed in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Officer. The Feasibility 

Study discusses the impacts to the structure, including the impacts to the historic 

integrity of the structure. 

In summary, horizontal net barriers have been rejected for the following reasons: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   382 

 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. The suggestion of raising the existing bridge railings in combination with 

constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely cause an additional adverse effect 

by introducing a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of 

design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height of the bridge rail would also not 

comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 

9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested alternative would further decrease 

the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative to reduce impacts to historic 

resources. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

It should be noted that a horizontal net barrier would have to be designed for more 

than one person.
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Response to comments from Richard Foster 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comment #2: Regarding the possibility of persons using their vehicles 

to get over the proposed grid/mesh barrier, the purpose of the project is to help reduce 

the number of suicides at this location, not stop all suicides at this location. 
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Response to comments from Nancye Andriesse 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The bridge is eligible for its engineering qualities; the design and 

engineering of the substructure of the bridge are its most important character-defining 

features and the reason it has won engineering awards for its beauty. The design of 

the deck and railings are character-defining, but are less important than the 

substructure in conveying the engineering significance of the bridge. 

It is incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would preserve the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge’s “historic and aesthetic qualities.” On the contrary, the installation of a 

horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge by obscuring portions 

of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit (physical modifications) that 

would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that 

makes the bridge eligible. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

The proposed grid/mesh alternative is considered reversible (2009 FEIR page 37) 

since it can be removed at a later time, if an alternate solution arises in the future. 

Response to comment #2: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 
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Response to comments from Jim Beltran 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion.  

Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing 

suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(pages 17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have 

stated that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

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). 

Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the 

safe operation of the structure. 
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Response to comments from Rona Barrett 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As discussed in the 2009 FEIR on pages 18-24, studies by 

suicidologists indicate that barriers are effective in reducing suicides. Studies have 

shown that physical barriers on bridges help reduce suicides on bridges by jumping. 

Also, according to experts in the field of suicidology, there is evidence that people 

often do not go to another location to commit suicide. 

Response to comment #2: Accurate photo-simulations of how the grid/mesh barrier 

will appear can be seen in the 2010 DSEIR and the Updated VIA [2010 DSEIR pages 

14-19, Updated VIA Figs. 2-13].  

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register-eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The bridge is 

eligible for its engineering qualities; the design and engineering of the substructure of 

the bridge are its most important character-defining features and the reason it has won 

engineering awards for its beauty. The design of the deck and railings are character-

defining, but are less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering 

significance of the bridge. 

It is incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would preserve the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge’s “historic and aesthetic qualities.” On the contrary, the installation of a 

horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge by obscuring portions 

of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit that would change the 

fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that makes the bridge 

eligible. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 
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Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Lynne Cantlay, PhD, MFT 

• Nancy Emerson 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would 

cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental 

Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as 

Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not 

substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would be required. As presented in 

the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and 

changes in loads on this structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers 

would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding 

structures to the sides of the bridge.  

The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the columns and 

towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. For 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would.  

Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both 

present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 
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its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

 
Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

2010 DSEIR. 
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One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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Response to comments from Sharyne Merritt, PhD 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a 

historical resource. The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding 

of Adverse Effect both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as 

part of the historic structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the 

HRER and Finding of Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by 

appropriate application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As 

presented in the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible 

under National Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value 

pertaining to its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. 

Unlike some bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included 

in the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the 

structure. The bridge was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or 

in conjunction with a vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

Response to comment #2: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. Because of suicides, the Cold Spring 
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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). 

However, as discussed in the 2009 FEIR on pages 18-24, studies by suicidologists 

indicate that barriers are effective in reducing suicides. Studies have shown that 

physical barriers on bridges help reduce suicides on bridges by jumping. Also, 

according to experts in the field of suicidology there is evidence that people often do 

not go to another location to commit suicide. 

Response to comment #3: There are other projects on Route 154 designed to 

improve safety along the route. Caltrans is currently developing a safety project for 

the 154/246 intersection. The alternatives being considered for the 154/246 

intersection include a roundabout and a signalized intersection. Centerline rumble 

strips have just been installed (in January 2011) along various segments of Route 154. 

The 154 Group II operational improvements project was also just completed and 

includes elements such as turn pockets for left turn movements from Route 154. 

There are officers who regularly patrol Route 154. 
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Response to comments from James G. Mills 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #3: One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

Suicide Barrier project is to “Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency 

personnel…” In his comment letter (see Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County 

Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, the Santa Barbara County Sheriff 

Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is responsible for responding to 

emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, does not support the use of the 

horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #4: As far as a median barrier along Route 154, a soft median 

barrier (centerline rumble strip) was completed in January 2011 at various locations 

along Route 154. 
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Response to comments from Jordan Mo 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #2: It has been accepted by both the State Historic 

Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that there are 

no “historic views” from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge deck. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

Response to comment #3: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

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). 
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Response to comments from Ann Brode 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register-eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The bridge is 

eligible for its engineering qualities; the design and engineering of the substructure of 

the bridge are its most important character-defining features and the reason it has won 

engineering awards for its beauty. The design of the deck and railings are character-

defining, but are less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering 

significance of the bridge.  

It has been accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” from the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge deck.  

The installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge 

by obscuring portions of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit (physical 

modifications) that would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the 

engineering that makes the bridge eligible. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 
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8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Michael and Carolyn Balaban 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register-eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The bridge is 

eligible for its engineering qualities; the design and engineering of the substructure of 

the bridge are its most important character-defining features and the reason it has won 

engineering awards for its beauty. The design of the deck and railings are character-

defining, but are less important than the substructure in conveying the engineering 

significance of the bridge.  

It has been accepted by both the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation that there are no “historic views” from the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge deck.  

The installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the bridge 

by obscuring portions of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit that 

would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that 

makes the bridge eligible. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 
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8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the bridge substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative will still result in 

adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred alternative 

because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the bridge. As the 

steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation responsibilities 

seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic integrity of the 

National Register-eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by 

Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety 

and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Leanne S. Overton 

• Angela Slater 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge.  

The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the columns and 

towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. For 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would.  

Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both 

present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 
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its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 
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One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #2: The current railing along the bridge is considered standard 

for the construction period of the structure. The suggestion of raising the existing 

bridge railings in combination with constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely 

cause an additional adverse effect by introducing a visual element that diminishes the 

property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height 

of the bridge rail would also not comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested 

alternative would further decrease the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative 

to reduce impacts to historic resources. 
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Response to comments from Melissa Ramsey 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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). 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure. 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).  
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Response to comments from Selma Rubin 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier 

alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in 

the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are included in 

the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect would occur 

whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would be required. 

As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to address the 

added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the installation of 

horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity even further than 

simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #2: Your opposition to the project has been noted. 
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Response to comments from Gerald Schroeder, PhD 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report Summary and Chapter 1 for a full 

discussion of the project’s Purpose and Need. Physical suicide barriers have been 

shown to be effective on bridges, as described in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. Our 

findings are consistent with the consensus of experts in the field of suicidology, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR including the section titled “Difference of 

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

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

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). 

Response to comment #3: California Highway Patrol in partnership with Caltrans is 

working towards improving truck safety on Route 154. This effort is outside the 

scope of the purpose and need for this project.  
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Response to comments from Patricia Simon, LMFT 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose of 

this project and therefore has not been identified as the preferred alternative. 

The 2010 DSEIR discusses in depth several types of horizontal net barriers and their 

effects on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Five categories of horizontal net barriers 

[2010 DSEIR, page 5] were considered as potential alternatives but eliminated from 

further discussion. Two refined designs were developed from these five categories of 

ideas: the Safety Net Alternative and the Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative.  

The Safety Net Alternative is developed in the Supplemental Report, which is 

included in the SEIR, Attachment 20. The Supplemental Report discusses in depth the 

impacts to the historic integrity of the structure as well as the evaluation of the 

adverse effects of the proposed Safety Net Alternative. 

The Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative is developed in the Feasibility Study included 

in the SEIR, Attachment 39. This design, along with the constraints, was developed in 

conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Officer. The Feasibility Study 

discusses the impacts to the structure, including the impacts to the historic integrity of 

the structure. 

In summary, horizontal net barriers have been rejected for the following reasons: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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Response to comments from Judi Stauffer and Rick Hubbard 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Judi Stauffer 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Linda L Taibe 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report, 

the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting 

from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the 

Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. Studies by 

suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing suicides on 

bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-23) and 2009 Final Environmental 

Impact Report (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that there 

is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Robert W Kuntz 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   441 

 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Tim Gill 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Anna M. Kokotovic, PhD, Psychologist 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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). 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.
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Response to comments from F&F Diani 

 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The supplemental document was available in multiple 

formats and multiple locations for review including the public library, on CD and on 

the Caltrans website. Copies of the document were also available on request for 

individuals that preferred an alternate format. 

Response to comment #2: The 2010 DSEIR was circulated in response to a lawsuit 

from Friends of the Bridge and only contained those sections from the 2009 FEIR that 

needed to be updated. A full discussion of all alternatives considered was provided in 

the 2009 FEIR and incorporated by reference. The 2009 FEIR was also available in 

multiple formats, in multiple locations, for review including the Caltrans website and 

Santa Barbara area libraries. The alternatives section in the SEIR analysis was 

provided to present the additional variations that were analyzed in relation to the 

horizontal net alternative prior to approval of the 2009 FEIR. However, this 

alternative, including the variations discussed, was not found to be feasible. 
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Response to comments from Wm Howard Wittausch, Architect Civil 

Engineer 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The SEIR was prepared in accordance with the Judgment 

of the Superior Court of California for the County of Santa Barbara. In its Judgment, 

the court ruled that the DEIR impermissibly deferred the development of measures 

mitigating impacts to cultural and visual/aesthetic resources to the 2009 FEIR, 

thereby effectively precluding any public comment about or public participation in 

the development of such mitigation measures. The DSEIR was prepared and publicly 

circulated to comply with the court’s Judgment and Writ issued thereon. The 2008 

DEIR (pages 6-14) and 2009 FEIR (pages 7-15), incorporated by reference in the 

2010 DSEIR, contains analyses of Alternatives, Environmentally Superior 

Alternative, Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From 

Further Discussion, etc.  

The grid/mesh alternative is designed to be reversible, with minimum impacts to the 

historical fabric of the bridge, if the panels were to be removed (2009 FEIR page 37). 

The safety net alternative was considered but rejected in the DEIR, FEIR (Section 

1.4.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further Discussion, pp 10-12), 

and 2010 DSEIR (Section 1.5.1, pp 5-7).  

For clarity, the open forum public hearing for the 2010 DSEIR occurred in Santa 

Barbara on January 5, 2011, not on January 18, 2011. 

Response to comment #2: The purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Draft Environmental Impact and FEIR Summary and Chapter 1 for a full 

discussion of the project’s Purpose and Need. Physical suicide barriers have been 

shown to be effective on bridges, as described in Chapter 2 of the 2008 DEIR and 

2009 FEIR. Our findings are consistent with the consensus of experts in the field of 

suicidology, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2008 DEIR and 2009 FEIR. 

As far as the DSEIR not acknowledging input from mental health professionals, this 

issue has been addressed in the 2009 FEIR, which is included in the SEIR by 

reference. The purpose of the DSEIR is discussed in Chapter 1 of the SEIR. Studies 
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by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing suicides on 

bridges are referenced in the DEIR (pages 17-23) and FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in 

the field of suicidology have stated that there is evidence that people often do not go 

to another location to commit suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #3: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the DSEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net 

barriers would entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the 

bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure 

components could also be necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish 

the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 

Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 
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The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 

component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #4: Comment noted. 
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Response to comments from Marc Chytilo, Law Office of Marc Chytilo, 

Attorneys for Friends of the Bridge 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The open forum public hearings for both the 2008 Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and 2010 Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Report (DSEIR) were conducted in accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Caltrans policies. The open forum format 

provided an opportunity for attendees to meet individually with Caltrans staff 

members in order to ask questions and discuss the project, view exhibits and 

handouts, and make environmental comments and formal statements on the CEQA 

document to the certified court reporter, in writing on comment forms, or after the 

hearing by U.S. Mail, email, or personal delivery.  

Response to comment #2: Responses to comments and final project action will be 

made in accordance with CEQA and in compliance with orders of the court in the 

matter Friends of the Bridge vs. Caltrans (California Superior Court, County of Santa 

Barbara, Case No. 1338496). 

Response to comment #3  3a i, Failure to Evaluate the Project’s Consistency with 

the Corridor Protection Plan for Highway 154: As directed by the court, and 

consistent with CEQA, the Supplemental EIR and Updated Visual Impact 

Assessment fully discuss and disclose the project’s consistency with the Santa 

Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Element, Visual Resource Policy 

Number 2 [DSEIR page 10, Updated VIA page 4]. In addition, the Updated VIA 

specifically lists the County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan Thresholds and 

Guidelines Manual criteria used for the County’s determination of potential visual 

impacts as it relates to CEQA Appendix G [Updated VIA page 5]. 

In addition, the DSEIR and Updated VIA acknowledge and state that local concern 

and visual sensitivity to the project are rated high, based on review of Santa Barbara 

County planning policy and State Scenic Highway designation [DSEIR page 10, 

Updated VIA page 12]. This high level of viewer sensitivity is specifically cited as a 

reason for the determination that the project would result in a Significant Unavoidable 

visual impact. 
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The Updated VIA and DSEIR thoroughly analyze the visual effects of the project and 

fully disclose the project’s effect on scenic views and visual quality. In the interest of 

full public disclosure, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) visual analysis 

methodology employed by the DSEIR and Updated VIA includes twelve photo-

simulations of the project [DSEIR page 14-19, Updated VIA Figs. 2-13]. The adverse 

affect on existing visual quality is specifically cited as a reason for the determination 

that the project would result in a Significant Unavoidable visual impact [Updated 

VIA page 12]. 

The State Scenic Highway Program (2007) specifically states that “the designation of 

a route as an official scenic highway does not substantially alter the type of project 

proposed” [Updated VIA page 4]. The State Scenic Highway Program requires that 

projects be “evaluated for visual impact to scenic views as part of the environmental 

process” [Updated VIA page 4]. Consistent with the State Scenic Highway program, 

the Updated VIA and DSEIR fully evaluate, disclose and make findings based on the 

project’s adverse impact to scenic views. 

Response to comment #4  3a ii: Understatement of Visual Impacts to the State 

Scenic Highway: The Updated VIA and DSEIR identify Significant and Unavoidable 

Class I visual impacts resulting from the project, the most adverse finding of impact 

allowed under CEQA [DSEIR pages 21, 25; Updated VIA page 12]. The full extent 

and nature of the Significant and Unavoidable visual impact is fully discussed and 

disclosed in the Updated VIA and DSEIR. The visual impacts are clearly disclosed 

as: 

Because of the expected high level of viewer sensitivity associated with the bridge and 

Highway 154, combined with the magnitude of visual change identified by the visual 

quality evaluation ratings, the project is anticipated to result in substantial adverse 

impacts to the visual environment. The impacts would be the result of:  

The partial blockage of high-quality views from an Officially Designated State Scenic 

Highway; and  

The visual incompatibility of the futuristic style barrier with the historic, somewhat 

industrial architecture of the existing bridge structure. [Updated VIA page 12]  

The DSEIR and Updated VIA, based on application of FHWA analysis methodology, 

found that scenic vistas (including views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge) are 

not the sole determinant of visual quality along Highway 154. Rather, the varied 
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topography and native vegetation are also important contributors to the high visual 

quality of the corridor. The following summary description is found on page 11 of the 

DSEIR and page 10 of the Updated VIA: 

The existing visual quality within the project area is high. This view quality 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 to the adjacent hillsides provide a dynamic viewing experience for the 

highway traveler. 

The DSEIR and Updated VIA are consistent in their analysis and make an important 

distinction between views experienced while on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and 

views experienced elsewhere on Highway 154. The DSEIR [page 20] and Updated 

VIA [page 11], state that: 

The visual quality evaluation ratings done for the project show that a substantial 

change in visual resources would occur as a result of the proposed project. Although 

high-quality views from the highway while not on the bridge would remain mostly 

intact, the construction of a barrier would have an effect on as much as 70 percent of 

the existing view as seen specifically from the bridge deck. 

This statement of fact describes the visual context of the project. The statement 

quantifies the adverse effect of the project while on the bridge itself, and also explains 

the important distinction that as seen from the remainder of Highway 154, existing 

views would not be affected. This visual distinction is important considering that the 

project would only affect approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1/6th of one percent) 

of the total 32-mile mile length of the Officially Designated State Scenic Highway. 

Even though the project would only affect approximately 1/6th of one percent of the 

total length of the view along the scenic highway, the DSEIR and Updated VIA 

identify the views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as being of the highest 

quality. The high visual quality of the views is described as: 

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 [DSEIR page 11; Updated VIA page 10]. 
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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. [DSEIR 

page 11; Updated VIA page 3]. 

The effects on the high quality views as seen from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as 

disclosed are identified as one of the primary contributors to the Updated VIA and 

DSEIR finding of Significant and Unavoidable Class I visual impacts [DSEIR pages  

21, 25; Updated VIA page 12]. 

Response to comment #5  3b i: Failure to Identify and Evaluate the Potentially 

Significant Impact to the Integrity of the Bridge Concrete: The grid/mesh 

alternative is designed to be reversible, with minimal permanent impact to the historic 

fabric of the bridge structure if the panels were to be removed in the future. The 

bridge substructure would be left entirely intact because the installation of the 

grid/mesh alternative would be along the existing concrete barriers flanking the 

bridge deck. The connection points are located on the outside of the concrete barrier, 

and all holes will be cored from the outside of the rail towards the inside.  

Portions of the concrete rails that are visible to the traveling public do have locations 

where the concrete had already spalled (split or chipped) on its own, prior to the start 

of this project. There are also a few locations on the outer side of the rail where the 

concrete has spalled around the drilled holes. Such spalling is non-structural and is a 

minor and incidental part of working with existing concrete, including the concrete 

drilling associated with this project. To date, no patching has occurred as part of the 

current project, but the spalls will be patched prior to completion of construction. 

Response to comment #6  3b ii: Failure to Identify and Evaluate Significant 

Historic/Cultural Impacts Associated with Views from the Bridge: Caltrans fully 

identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its 

analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The Historical 

Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both present 

evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and 

whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic structure’s 

character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of Adverse 

Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate application of the 

criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in the HRER, the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National Register 
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Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to its ability 

to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some bridges, 

including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge was 

not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a vista 

point directly adjacent to the structure. 

The assertion in the second full paragraph of page five of this comment letter 

regarding views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is not supported by historical 

evidence, but rather is based on a misinterpretation of information. None of the 

evidence noted in this comment corroborates an intention on the part of the Division 

of Highways bridge engineers to design the bridge rails as a deliberate effort to afford 

expansive views from the bridge. Rather, as quoted from California Highways and 

Public Works, September-October 1963, page 15 (see Exhibit 3 of the comment 

letter), the bridge engineers mentioned in one sentence that views were a benefit of 

where the structure had been built, making no indication that the standard type 

railings used on the structure were employed to provide improved views. The six-

page California Highways and Public Works article’s discussion of engineering 

specifics, particularly about the substructure, and its explanation of the bridge’s 

purpose to improve safety and travel speeds reflect the focus of the engineers’ design. 

The quote in the letter taken from page 15 of the HRER citing the oral interview with 

Raymond Whitaker does not state that either he or other Division of Highways bridge 

engineers considered views from the bridge when choosing the standard railing type, 

but rather that the design allowed for views. Also misinterpreted in this comment 

letter is the mention of setting that is in the final paragraph of the California 

Highways and Public Works article where the importance of the structure’s 

engineering and aesthetic design is summarized. The “picturesque setting” referred to 

in the paragraph in the article is coupled with a declaration of the structure’s 

“pleasing appearance,” drawing attention to the successful way the structure fits into 

the canyon — not the wider views of the Santa Ynez Valley from the bridge. As 

noted on page 14 of the HRER, steel arches were considered suitable and economic 

engineering choices for bridges that span steep canyons, as well as being aesthetically 

pleasing. The final paragraph of the California Highways and Public Works article 

reflects the importance of the bridge’s engineering design and the value the engineers 

placed on views of the bridge, not from the bridge. 

The surroundings of a historical resource are the areas adjacent to, and importantly 

associated with, the historical resource. Caltrans’ analysis of the bridge’s historic 
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integrity of setting presented in the HRER and Finding of Adverse Effect report is 

based on the explanation of the term in National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply 

the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, wherein setting is defined as the 

“physical environment of a historic property” (page 45) (available online at: 

http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/). 

The way in which the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is situated in its canyon was noted 

at the time of the bridge’s construction as part of its important aesthetic qualities. 

Alterations to areas in the environment adjacent to the structure, i.e., its immediate 

surroundings, have the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to the historical 

resource. This could occur if a new structure were to obstruct views of the historical 

resource. As noted in the Finding of Adverse Effect, the project to install the suicide 

barrier does not impact the bridge’s surroundings; the conclusion was accordingly 

drawn that the project did not diminish the bridge’s historic integrity of setting. As 

noted, historic evidence does not support the assertion that views from the bridge are 

character-defining in supporting its eligibility for listing in the National Register. The 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred in, and the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) did not object to, Caltrans’ eligibility 

conclusions that identified the structure’s character-defining features or Caltrans’ 

findings of effect that addressed how the project would impact the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge’s historic integrity (Attachment 20 of the DSEIR). 

The comment under this heading fails to recognize that a horizontal safety net 

alternative would diminish the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s historic integrity of 

design, materials, and workmanship in ways that the preferred alternative does not 

because a safety net alternative could not be constructed in a manner that is 

reversible. A safety net alternative would consequently meet fewer of the Secretary of 

the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation than the preferred alternative does. The 

analysis regarding this issue is presented in the Supplemental Report (Attachment 20, 

pages 17-19, of the SEIR). 

As-built drawings of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, which included the standard 

Type II railings used on the structure, were reviewed by architectural historians for 

the HRER (and are cited therein). These drawings do not support the assertion that 

views were part of the “deliberate design” considered in the decision to use the Type 

II railings. The bridge design sheets show various standard railings including railings 

that were taller, shorter, and narrower than the Type II barrier railings chosen. They 

did not choose the shortest or smallest standard railing. As noted on page 15 of the 
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HRER, the bridge engineers chose the railing to fulfill physical and safety 

requirements of a highway barrier that would successfully be incorporated into the 

design working with the careful load calculations of the substructure and deck.  

Response to comment #7  4a: Additional Visual/Aesthetic Mitigation Measures: 

A variety of materials were considered by the design team as well as by the Aesthetic 

Design Advisory Committee. Glass and Plexiglas panels were considered [DSEIR, 

Appendix G, VIA, Appendix G, Meeting #2 Summary Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

ADAC] for the suicide barrier design but they do not meet the criteria to stay within 

wind load tolerances. Wind load is an important factor in bridge design due to the 

stress and instability that wind can create on the structure. Wind tunnel testing 

confirmed that the acceptable solid ratio varies between 12 and 23%. The solid ratio 

is defined as the total area of the solid components of the barrier divided by the total 

area of the barrier. The findings of this study are discussed in the Phase 1 Wind 

Studies Report, Environmental Studies and Preliminary Design for a Suicide 

Deterrent System Contract 2006-B-17 by the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and 

Transportation District, dated May 24, 2007 (www.ggbsuicidebarrier.org ). 

Response to comment #8  4b: Ineffectiveness of Key Historic Mitigation 

Measure: The heading for this comment is “Ineffectiveness of Key Historic 

Mitigation Measures,” but the comment is not about this issue. Rather, the comment 

is related to access to engineering information about the bridge. The Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) stipulates that Caltrans is to reproduce plans and drawings for the 

Historic Architectural Engineering Record (HAER) documentation (MOA Stipulation 

III.A.2.). 

The type of drawings / plans that are typically included in HAER documentation is 

different from the detailed engineering data related to load and stresses that have been 

requested by Friends of the Bridge. The HAER documentation includes general 

layout and plans that supplement the written description of the bridge and its 

significance, showing dimensions and general configuration of a structure. Such plans 

are not deemed confidential for security purposes.  

In addition, please note that, in reference to the heading for this comment, Caltrans 

provided the ACHP an opportunity to review a draft of the HAER report and other 

draft documents stipulated in the MOA. Charlene Dwin Vaughn, the ACHP Assistant 

Director for Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section, Office of Federal 

Agency Programs, responded in a letter on October 18, 2010, stating that  
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(t)he quality of the work exhibited in all three documents is exemplary. These 

documents create a lasting record of the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

as an elegant and beautiful engineering marvel. The booklet and interpretive 

displays are informative and well-illustrated, and will be a resource for local 

and state residents. We commend you for a job well done. 

Response to comment #9  5a: Improper Rejection of Horizontal Barrier 

Alternatives: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier 

alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in 

the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are included in 

the DSEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect would occur 

whether or not substructure retrofitting would be required. As presented in the 

Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and 

changes in loads on this structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers 

would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding 

structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the 

dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch 

ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during 

such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 

Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 

component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

Response to comment #10  5a i: Failure to Disclose that Horizontal Barriers Are 

More Effective than Vertical Barriers: The safety net alternative was considered 

but rejected in the DEIR, FEIR (Section 1.4.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

From Further Discussion, pp 10-12), and DSEIR (Section 1.5.1, pp 5-7). 

Research indicates that having a barrier in place is an effective deterrent for 

individuals who wish to attempt suicide by jumping from bridges. There is evidence 

that suicides by jumping off tall structures are highly impulsive acts, sometimes with 

only seconds between the impulse and the jump. Barriers of all types make jumping 

more difficult and buy time for reconsideration or intervention by others. Studies 

show that a vertical barrier is an effective suicide and jump deterrent (Pelletier, A.R. 

Injury Prevention 2007 13(1): 57-9; Beautrais, Annette L.; Sheree J. Gibb; David M. 

Fergusson; L. John Horwood; Gregory Luke Larkin. "Removing bridge barriers 

stimulates suicides: an unfortunate natural experiment". Australian and New Zealand 

Journal of Psychiatry 2009 43 (6): 495–497; Sinvor, Mark; Anthony J. Levitt. “Effect 

of a barrier at Bloor Street Viaduct on suicide rates in Toronto: natural experiment”. 

British Medical Journal 2010; 341: c2884.) 
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As discussed above, the rejection of the horizontal safety net alternative was not due 

to its level of effectiveness in deterring suicide attempts, but because it was found to 

not be feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge for the various reasons cited in 

Response to comment #9 above, and elaborated upon in Responses to comments #12-

#18 below. 

The vertical barrier is more effective in reducing emergency personnel to exposure of 

risks than the horizontal net barrier. Furthermore, a horizontal net barrier system 

capable of holding more than one person would have greater impacts to the qualities 

under which the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is considered to be eligible to the 

National Register and, additionally, have a greater cost. Therefore, the vertical barrier 

meets the project’s purpose and need better than the horizontal net barrier systems. 

Response to comment #11  5a ii: Failure to Differentiate Among the Safety Net 

Barrier Designs and Lack of Substantial Evidence Regarding their Infeasibility: 

As described in the FEIR and DSEIR, the safety net alternative, including the five 

variations of the horizontal net barrier discussed, were considered but rejected as not 

feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project. The measures of 

feasibility were analyzed for all variations and found to be very similar for all of 

them, including the Cantilever Net barrier variation as discussed below. 

Response to comment #12  5a 1: Unacceptable Rescue Response Times: As 

discussed in the DEIR, FEIR and DSEIR, the remote location of the bridge can result 

in lengthy emergency response times. In addition, individuals who fall into a net at 

night may not be seen for an extended period of time, which may allow them 

additional time to make their way to the edge of the net structure or cantilever net 

structure and attempt to jump again before rescue crews arrive. While delay 

associated with a net rescue at the Golden Gate Bridge is considered rare, this rare 

instance of delay is related to various factors and circumstances associated with the 

Golden Gate Bridge. These factors include the Golden Gate Bridge’s urban setting 

and 24-hour surveillance systems, including video, lighting, and the constant presence 

of California Highway Patrol, Caltrans maintenance forces and the public. An Under 

Bridge Inspection Truck is also exclusively assigned to the Golden Gate Bridge. 

None of these factors or circumstances are in place at the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge. 

Response to comment #13  5a 2: Increased Danger to Individuals Attempting 

Suicide: For the reasons stated above in Response to comment #11 and in the DEIR, 
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FEIR and DSEIR, the safety net alternative was considered but rejected because it 

was determined to not be feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier 

project. 

This feasibility measure is based on the assumption that an individual has already 

jumped into the net. The general deterrent value of horizontal net barriers is not 

relevant to individuals that have already jumped and are caught in the metal netting. 

These individuals may be injured, and if not seen for an extended period of time, may 

still be exposed to cold, heat, wind, rain, and further psychological trauma as 

described in the DEIR (page 11), FEIR (page 12) and DSEIR (page 6) discussions. 

This would be true for all horizontal net barrier variations including the cantilever net 

variation.  

In addition, on page 4-29 of Exhibit 6 of your comment letter (Golden Gate Bridge 

response to comments), the Golden Gate Authority acknowledges that “individuals 

who fell into the net could experience injuries, and it is possible that those injuries 

could worsen while the individual awaits emergency personnel arriving on scene.” 

There is no contrary evidence to dispute either the Authority’s response in Exhibit 6 

of the comment letter, or Caltrans’ reason for rejecting the safety net alternative as 

disclosed in numerous project documents for this project. 

Response to comment #14  5a 3: Unacceptable Risk to Emergency Response and 

Rescue Personnel: For the reasons stated above in Response to comment #11 and in 

the DEIR, FEIR, and DSEIR, the safety net alternative was considered but rejected as 

not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project. A safety net 

would not meet the project’s Purpose and Need [(DEIR pages 1-5), FEIR (pages 1-6), 

and incorporated in DSEIR by reference (page 3)], which states in part: 

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 the bridge, and reduce the number of recoveries that 

need to be performed following a suicide jump from the bridge. 

As stated in the DEIR (page 10), FEIR (page 11) and DSEIR (page 6), during a 

rescue operation, emergency personnel may be pulled over the existing rail. While 

attempting to maintain balance in the unstable net, using technical rescue equipment, 

securing/subduing a distraught, uncooperative, violent person, and then hoisting them 

to the top of the bridge, is unacceptable risk to rescue personnel. Search and Rescue 

Team members are not in law enforcement or trained to confront potential combatants 
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and Sheriff’s Deputies are not trained in the specialized field of search and rescue, 

and depend on the Search and Rescue Team.  

Adding a “secured walkway under the bridge deck” or deciding to “raise the height of 

the existing Bridge railing” would have additional adverse impacts on the historic, 

aesthetic/visual, and engineering of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (see response to 

comment #23), and would not serve the project’s Purpose and Need. Refer to 

response #18, below for discussion of the purchase and use of an Under Bridge 

Inspection Truck (UBIT) at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge.  

Moreover, one of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier 

project is to “Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his 

comment letter (see Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and 

Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department 

Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is responsible for responding to emergency 

calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, does not support the use of the horizontal 

alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #15  5a 4: Increased Impacts to the Historic Substructure: 

The DSEIR discusses in depth several types of horizontal net barriers and their effects 

on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Five categories of horizontal net barriers (DSEIR, 

page 5) were considered as potential alternatives but eliminated from further 

discussion. At the request of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), two 

refined designs were developed from these five categories of ideas: the Safety Net 

Alternative and the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net Alternative. 

The Safety Net Alternative, similar to that proposed for the Golden Gate Bridge, is 

developed in the Supplemental Report, included as Attachment 20 of the 

Supplemental EIR. The Supplemental Report discusses in depth the impacts to 

historic integrity of the structure as well as the evaluation of the adverse effects of the 

proposed Safety Net Alternative. It addresses the weight that would be added to the 

bridge, the dimensions of the structural elements that would be required to construct 

the net alternative, and how this alternative would alter the overall design of the 

bridge, including the retrofitting requirements to support the safety net. As discussed 

in the Supplemental Report, the Safety Net Alternative would require Caltrans to 
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construct an entirely new steel structure to frame the panel sections of net and attach 

the new structure to the columns, towers, and arch ribs in the substructure and tie the 

panels back to the concrete railing on the superstructure. The Safety Net Alternative 

would not only diminish the bridge’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and 

association, it would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity of materials and 

workmanship in ways that the vertical barrier alternatives do not. 

The Cantilever Arc Barrier Net Alternative is developed in the Feasibility Study, 

included as Attachment 39 of the SEIR. This design, along with the constraints, was 

developed in conjunction with the SHPO. The Feasibility Study addresses the weight 

that would be added to the bridge, the dimensions of the structural elements that 

would be required to construct the cantilever arc barrier net, cost estimate, load 

limitations, and liability of the design. Retrofitting of the substructure, bridge deck, 

and the existing concrete rails was required if the system was developed to support 

anything more than a single load. As discussed in the Feasibility Study, one of the 

design constraints was that the net structure would avoid being tied back to the steel 

substructure so that retrofitting the substructure to meet the required load system 

would not be necessary. In other words, the Caltrans engineers and the SHPO 

designed the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net so that attachment locations were restricted 

to the existing concrete bridge deck and concrete rails (Attachment 39, page 1).  

With the constraint of attaching the cantilever arc barrier net to the existing concrete 

bridge deck and rails, however, the design can support only a single load (500 

pounds) (Attachment 39, page 3). Design standards require that we design the system 

for greater than a one-person load (dead load + live load).1 The moment generated by 

the combined weight of the cantilever and additional personnel (dead load + live 

load) would be too great on the existing concrete bridge rails and bridge deck, which 

were not designed to support such loads. Therefore, from an engineering standpoint, 

the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net Alternative is not feasible without extensive physical 

modifications to the bridge. As discussed in the Feasibility Study (Attachment 39, 

page 3), a design for the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net Alternative that would support 

the required load would entail altering the superstructure, including replacing the 

existing concrete rails and the entire bridge deck. Construction of the barriers would 

also very likely entail changes to the substructure. This would lead to greater 

permanent and irreversible structural changes to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

                                                 
1 Dead loads, also referred to as permanent loads, are the self weight of the components of the 
structure. Live loads are intermittent or variable loads during the life of the structure. For 
example, traffic on the bridge would be considered a live load on the bridge structure. 
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further decreasing the bridge’s historic integrity and adversely affecting those 

qualities that make the bridge eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 

Places (DSEIR Attachment 39, page 4). 

Construction of a net alternative would not lessen impacts to the historic integrity of 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. A net alternative may avoid “view blockage” but, as 

noted above, views from the bridge are not considered to be among the character-

defining qualities that make this structure eligible for listing in the National Register.  

Varying the placement of a safety net has also been evaluated by Caltrans in an 

attempt to minimize impacts to the historic substructure. In addition to considering a 

safety net located 20 feet below the bridge deck, a safety net 13 feet below the bridge 

deck was also considered (DSEIR, Attachment 20, Figure 4). Attaching the safety net 

at 13 feet below the bridge deck would place the net near the top of the arch, whereas 

attaching the safety net at 20 feet below the bridge deck would place the net just 

below the arch ribs in the center of the structure. Whether located 13 feet or 20 feet 

below the bridge deck, however, a safety net still results in similar impacts to the 

historic integrity of the bridge, as discussed above and as addressed more thoroughly 

in the Supplemental Report.  

All safety net alternatives were designed so that one or more net panels could be 

raised during maintenance operations by articulating at the bridge and safety net 

frame connection point (DSEIR Attachment 20, under Impacts to Historic Integrity, 

and Figure 4). This design is to accommodate the Under Bridge Inspection Truck. 

The net variation suggested in the comment – a barrier net structure that follows the 

contours of the bridge arch – would only marginally change the impact that other 

suggested net alternatives would have on the bridge’s historic integrity of design. 

While focused on lessening impacts to the bridge’s main span arch, the suggestion 

does not take into account the contribution that the bridge’s columns and towers play 

in the overall substructure design and their role as character-defining features of the 

bridge. Furthermore, it is not clear whether such a design would be feasible or 

effective. The suggested variation is similar to the safety net proposed to be built 13 

feet below the bridge deck, which has already been discussed and evaluated in the 

Supplemental Report and withdrawn from further consideration. 

As discussed above, the impact to the bridge from construction of a horizontal net 

barrier would diminish its historic integrity. The horizontal net barrier alternative 

would also be less compliant with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
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Rehabilitation than the preferred alternative because a horizontal net barrier 

alternative could not be built in a reversible manner. The requirement for retrofitting 

the structure is identified in the responses to comments.  

Response to comment #16  5a 5: Liability Associated with an Attractive 

Nuisance: Caltrans owns and operates 12,168 bridges and inspects an additional 

11,790 locally owned bridges throughout the State of California. As such, Caltrans is 

the State’s expert on liability issues related to highway structures, including liability 

issues associated with the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Caltrans has photographic 

evidence of individuals climbing the Cold Spring Canyon steel arch from the footing 

of the structure; on one particular occasion, individuals reached the top of the arch. 

People have been known to play musical instruments as they walk along the length of 

the bridge. 

An additional liability and maintenance issue is graffiti. Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

is already a target for graffiti, as depicted in the pictures below (see Figures 2-14 and 

2-15). Graffiti will become a larger issue should there be additional access to the 

bridge available with the design and installation of a horizontal net barrier. 

 

Figure 2-14  Graffiti on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge
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Figure 2-15  Graffiti on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 
 

The Golden Gate Bridge Barrier FEIR acknowledges that a safety net could be an 

attractive nuisance (page 4-32); the document states that “it is possible that the net 

may attract thrill seekers that would purposefully jump into the net”. The Golden 

Gate Bridge Authority is better able to respond to issues associated with thrill seeking 

activity due to the urban setting of the bridge and the fact that there is 24-hour video 
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surveillance, elaborate lighting as well as the constant presence of Caltrans 

maintenance staff and assigned California Highway Patrol. The large number of 

people using pedestrian facilities along both sides of the structure also provides a 

deterrent to thrill seekers. The Golden Gate Bridge has a much different setting and 

surroundings when considering these types of issues. In contrast, the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge is located in a remote, rural setting. There is no permanent 

maintenance staff or 24-hour law enforcement assigned specifically to the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge; neither is there lighting or pedestrian facilities on the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge.  

As stated in the Feasibility Study [DSEIR, Attachment 39], the probability of 

individuals or groups gathering on the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net is very high and of 

great concern to Caltrans. This concern also extends to the Safety Net Alternative. 

The Chief Law Enforcement Officer of the County, Sheriff Bill Brown, also shares 

these concerns and, for these reasons, is not in favor of horizontal net type designs. 

Please see his comment included in this document (in Section 2.0 Santa Barbara 

County Government and Commission). 

The Sheriff’s office has also since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #17  5a 6: Design Load Limitations: The statement on page 

7 of the DSEIR, “Construction of the barriers would also entail retrofitting the 

substructure” is correct when the dead load (the weight on the structure that would 

result from installation of a horizontal safety net-type barrier) and live load (the 

weight of materials or human beings that may fall or climb into the net) are 

considered together. Caltrans did consider the use of lightweight materials for the 

construction of the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net [DSEIR, Attachment 39, page 2]. 

These would help reduce the dead load; however, the dead load is not the driving 

reason for the need to modify the superstructure and substructure. It is the live load 

that drives the need for the structure to be altered. As discussed in the Feasibility 

Study [DSEIR, Attachment 39, page 3], the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net design could 

only support a single live load, which is equivalent to one person, without 

substantially changing the structure through thickening of the bridge deck and rails 

and as well as the steel members of the substructure. Refer also to Response to 

comment #15, above. 
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Response to comment #18  5a 7: Unacceptable Risks Associated with Safety Net 

Maintenance: Trash, litter and graffiti are issues for Caltrans maintenance crews and 

we anticipate that trash and litter would get caught in a safety net. Removal of these 

materials would require the use of an Under Bridge Inspection Truck (UBIT), which 

is used for bridge inspections across the State of California and only brought to the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge site every two years. Use of the UBIT would not be a 

viable option for maintaining or cleaning a safety net at Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

on a regular basis.  

It is our understanding that the Golden Gate Bridge District was recommended to 

purchase a UBIT for exclusive use at the Golden Gate Bridge if the safety net option 

is constructed there (www.ggbsuicidebarrier.org). The Golden Gate Bridge UBIT 

would be deployed should an individual need to be retrieved from the net. The 

Golden Gate Bridge also has catwalks in the bridge’s truss that are used for bridge 

inspections; such catwalks are not considered feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge. Many man-hours are required for training and practicing retrieval operations 

to perform this task. A lane closure on the Golden Gate Bridge will be required 

during the operation of the UBIT. A lane closure is also required on the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge when the UBIT is deployed. An example of the effort that would be 

required to be ready to conduct rescue operations on the Golden Gate Bridge is in the 

following text, which is provided from the Golden Gate Bridge Study: 

It is anticipated that a rescue operation would be a rare occurrence based on 

the history of other net applications; however, the cost and operational 

impacts of being prepared for such an operation would not be negligible. The 

equipment and procedures are quite complex and the District would have to 

periodically practice retrieval operations in order to be adequately prepared to 

retrieve someone if necessary. Assuming retrieval operations are practiced 

once a month, require six staff (2 ironworkers, 2 operating engineers and 2 

Bridge personnel) and lasts two hours, this corresponds to 12 hours or 720 

minutes of lost productivity each month which corresponds to 32.8 minutes of 

lost productivity per day (720 minutes/month, 22 days/month). 

The jurisdiction for rescue operations at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is the Santa 

Barbara County Sheriff-Coroner. Therefore, a UBIT would have to be purchased, 

operated, maintained, and housed by the County Sheriff-Coroner Department. This is 

unlikely since the County Sheriff-Coroner Department is not trained or licensed for 

heavy equipment, such as a UBIT. The UBIT would also have to be housed at a 
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location near the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, which would require the construction 

of an equipment barn in the vicinity of the project site. 

Due to the remote location of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and the expense of 

purchasing ($700,000), operating, and maintaining the UBIT, this is not a practical 

solution to address the increased maintenance resulting from an addition of a safety 

net to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. 

Response to comment #19  5a 8: Increased Costs Associated with Need to 

Replace Safety Net: When an individual drops onto the safety net, the net will 

deform. Deformation of the net thus makes it difficult for a person to climb out. 

Therefore, the deformation of the net is an important deterrent against individuals 

jumping again, from the net structure. Regardless of the material, the net would have 

to be replaced each time a person jumps into the net structure, which adds to the 

maintenance cost.  

Response to comment #20  page 11, iii: Failure to Provide Sufficient Information 

Regarding Potential Retrofitting to Evaluate its Feasibility and Impacts: The 

DSEIR, pages 16 to 19, discusses impacts the net alternative would have on the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, including which character-defining structural and design 

components would likely be affected by such an alternative. These components 

include the bridge’s form, plan, and proportions, along with the spatial relationship of 

its components and the arrangement of spaces between the bridge’s various essential 

physical features. These features include the columns, towers, and arch ribs, all of 

which would be impacted by construction of a net alternative and be further impacted 

if retrofitting required alteration to those components. Such alteration could include 

addition of materials, encasing of substructure members, addition of cross bracing 

between columns and/or towers, and changes to the spaces and proportions of the 

bridge. 

As discussed in Response to comment #15, the impact to the bridge from construction 

of a horizontal net barrier would diminish its historic integrity. The horizontal net 

barrier alternative would also be less compliant with the U.S. Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation than the preferred vertical barrier alternative because the 

horizontal net alternative could not be built in a reversible manner.  

Modifying the superstructure - the existing concrete bridge deck and concrete rails - 

is not required for the grid/mesh alternative or the no-build alternative. Please see the 

discussion in regards to the concrete quality for Response to comment #5. In regards 
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to the speculation that the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net design may or may not require 

physical modifications, please refer to the answer regarding the design load 

limitations for the Cantilever Arc Barrier Net design, Response to comment #17. 

As discussed in the Supplemental Report (DSEIR Attachment 20, under Impact to 

Historic Integrity), Caltrans has concluded that the installation of a Safety Net 

Alternative would mean that most, if not all, substructure components of the bridge 

would need to be physically altered in order to carry the additional dead and live 

loads of the nets and to withstand the wind and seismic loads. The alterations could 

require Caltrans to encase substructure members, covering the original steel structure, 

and could require Caltrans to construct cross bracing under the bridge deck between 

the columns. 

Conclusions drawn in the HRER indicate that Caltrans considered the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge’s aesthetic qualities when it designed the 1997 seismic retrofit (which 

took place before the bridge had been determined eligible for listing on the National 

Register). While it is possible that a theoretical retrofit for an undetermined purpose 

may not cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource, as is suggested 

in this comment, the changes required to modify the structure for construction of the 

net alternative do pose that potential impact, as discussed. When considering the 

additional live and dead loads that the bridge structure would be subject to with the 

addition of the net alternative, alteration requirements of the structure can be 

significantly different than a seismic retrofit. The SHPO concurred in, and the ACHP 

did not object to, Caltrans’ finding that the 1997 seismic retrofit did not diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity.  

Response to comment #21  pages 12-13, comment iv: Failure to Analyze the 

Visual/Aesthetic Impacts of Horizontal Barriers: The FEIR and DSEIR discuss 

several types of safety nets and horizontal net barriers, and their impacts on the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge. Five categories of horizontal net barriers [page 5, DSEIR] 

were considered as potential alternatives but eliminated from further discussion 

because they were found not to be feasible. Since these alternatives were found not to 

be feasible, further analysis regarding potential visual impacts as a result of safety 

nets and horizontal net barriers were not warranted. 

Response to comment #22  page 13, comment v: Failure to Consider Increased 

Achievement of Project Objectives from Horizontal Barriers: One of the purposes 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to “Reduce the exposure 
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to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see Section 2.0 Santa 

Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, the Santa 

Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal net alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever 

Arc Barrier Net). 

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to maintenance of the horizontal net alternatives is provided in Response to 

comments #18 and #19. The maintenance requirements for both the Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net design and the Safety Net design would be far greater than those required 

for the vertical mesh barrier alternative. Both horizontal net alternatives would 

require graffiti removal, trash removal, replacement of steel mesh panels when they 

have been damaged, and increased inspection responsibilities, including inspection of 

the articulating bolts for the safety net alternative. The number of required lane 

closures will increase with the increased maintenance and inspection activities, which 

will increase costs and impact to the traveling public. 

Response to comment #23  page 13, comment vi: Preferred Horizontal Barrier 

Alternative: As described in the 2008 DEIR, 2009 FEIR, and 2010 DSEIR, safety 

net/horizontal net barrier alternatives were considered but rejected as not feasible for 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project.  

For the reasons discussed in Response to comment #15 above, construction of a 

horizontal net barrier would not reduce impacts to historic resources. The extensive 

retrofit that would very likely be required to install a horizontal net barrier would 

result in an increase in the impacts to the historic substructure of the bridge. 

In addition, the suggestion of raising the existing bridge railings in combination with 

constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely cause an additional adverse effect 

by introducing a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of 

design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height of the bridge rail would also not 

comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 

9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested alternative would further decrease 

the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative to reduce impacts to historic 
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resources. Response to comment #22 also addresses issues in regards to raising the 

height of the existing bridge railings. 

Additionally, aside from the impacts to historic resources, increasing the height of the 

bridge rail would adversely affect views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge on this 

Officially Designated State Scenic Highway.



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   532 

 



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   533 

Response to comments from Bill Garnett 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Local Recovery Act funds, which are federal funds, have been designated specifically 

for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge 

facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Celeste and Kenneth Barber 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

In regards to the State Route 154/246 intersection, Caltrans has a safety project for 

this location that we are currently developing. The alternatives being considered for 

the 154/246 intersection include a roundabout and a signalized intersection. 
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Response to comments from Robert Bernstein 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: In regards to access for pedestrians and cyclists across 

Route 101 in the City of Goleta, the new Cathedral Oaks Overcrossing and Overhead 

is currently under construction. The Cathedral Oaks Overcrossing and Overhead 

replaces the Hollister Avenue Overcrossing and will accommodate both pedestrians 

and bicycles on the new structure, which will provide access over Route 101 and the 

railroad. The City of Goleta is also working on a proposed overcrossing between 

Stroke Road and the Cathedral Oaks interchange. 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #3: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). Caltrans, as an owner-operator of 

the bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comment #4: Please see Response to comment #2, above. 
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Response to comments from Patricia Murphy 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Kimmis Brady 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The existing structure is comprised of steel, is in good 

condition, and not subject to a marine environment. The proposed grid/mesh barrier 

would be constructed with galvanized steel. The lifespan of the barrier will match or 

exceed the lifespan of the structure but will require maintenance, which is anticipated.  

Response to comment #2: 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 money needed to construct the barriers 

will now come from Local Recovery Act funds. The Recovery Act funding has been 

designated specifically for this project. In terms of utilizing funds from a budget 

source for the treatment of mental illness to build the barrier, Caltrans, as an owner-

operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the 

structure.  

Response to comment #3: Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that there is 

evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in the 2008 DEIR (pages 21-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 22-24). 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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).  
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Response to comments from Tina Jorgensen Jougla 

 
Your opposition to the project has been noted.  

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comment #2: The orange fencing you mentioned was temporary 

construction safety fencing, and has been removed. 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Sybil Cline 

• Bruce E. Emmens 

• Julie Rayden 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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).  

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure. 
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Response to comments from Paula Emmens 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comment #2: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 
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Response to comments from Nancy Freeman 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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).  

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 
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Response to comments from Jo Neugent 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comment #2: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

 



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   557 

1 



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   558 

Response to comments from J. Marc McGinnes, JD 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure. 
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Response to comments from Pat Rogers 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: Suggestion noted.
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Response to comments from Lisa Ann Kelly and three family members 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 
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Response to comments from Van Bivans 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers 

are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 

17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated 

that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 
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Response to comments from: 

 
Kyle Abello < kabello@ucsd.edu>; nsil afromsky <vino 1620@yahoo.com>; Bradley 

Alpers <brad@alpersconstruction.com>; Brian Asselstine 

<brianasselstine@gmail.com>; Susan Asselstine <hdcsyv@gmail.com>; Sally E. 

Austin <sallyaustin@cox.net>; Cynthia Bacon <dogpaws758@gmail.com>; 

Catherine Balch <Tbalch@Mac.com>; John Balch <Jbalch9241@aol.com>; Brenda 

Barrett <unuzul@yahoo.com>; Barbara Bartolome <SunnySBBarbara@gmail.com>; 

Cobina Beaudette–Wellman <scottyandturtle@hotmail.com>; Elisabeth Beeler 

<lizbeeler@aol.com>; Erin Berenson <erinberenson@sbcglobal.net>; Cindy Bergen 

<cindybergen@verizon.net>; Michael Bergen <michaelbergen@verizon.net>; Lance 

Birk <lance@lancebirk.com>; Teasha Blackman <solvangblackman@verizon.net>; 

William Blackman <solvangblackman@verizon.net>; Barbara J Boltjes 

<bjb_rt44@hotmail.com>; Guy Bray <guybray@yahoo.com>; Theresa Bruhn 

<theresa.bruhn5@gmail.com>; Olga Brunello <obrunello@verizon.net>; Theresa 

Butler <snappyt4@msn.com>; Elise Cane-Van Enoo <docoma6@gmail.com>; 

elizbeth chapple <elizabethchapple@gmail.com>; john chapple 

<chapple@verizon.net>; kathy cleary <kcleary@cfginc.us>; Sybil Cline 

<sybilcline@gmail.com>; Neil Cline <neilcline@earthlink.net>; Lunn courson 

<lfcbar3c@wildblue.net>; adriana daily <dailyap@gmail.com>; Dr. Patrick Daily 

<drpatdaily@gmail.com>; Carol H. Davidson <chdchat@cox.net>; Yves de Bievre 

<ybeaver@verizon.net>; Bruce De Feyter <bdefeyter@hotmail.com>; Mary DeSmidt 

<mrdesmidt@yahoo.com>; Richard DeSmidt <mrdesmidt@yahoo.com>; Christine 

Dipego <chris.dipego@gmail.com>; Mike Elliott <auwinger1200@yahoo.com>; 

William F. Elliott <billiiott2@yahoo.com>; Bruce Emmens <bemmens@cox.net>; 

Joye Emmens <joye@emmens.us>; Paula Emmens 

<beemanonthebeach@yahoo.com>; Puck Erickson–Lohnas 

<cpe@arcadiastudio.com>; Greg Farrell <g1farrell@hunges.net>; Richard & Diane 

Fly <dd2fly@gmail.com>; Evan Gantz <eg623@cox.net>; Susan Gantz 

<susan.gantz@gmail.com>; Elvina Geauque <tax1savers@aol.com>; Nancy R. 

Gilman <rox814@gmail.com>; D.Giorgio <d4solvang@comcast.net>; Kathleen M 

Gordon <mochickies@mac.com>; Michael Gordon <Bmgmike@aol.com>; David 

Gowing <drgowing@gmail.com>;Alma Gray <almareesegray@gmail.com>; Martha 

Gray <magray@silcom.com>; Annie Grove <Groveannie0@gmail.com>;Bill Grove 

<billgrove@prusb.com>; Betsy Hadley <betz@mhadley.com>; Mike Hadley 

<mhadley@silcom.com>; Joan Hall <joan.hall@btinternet.com>; Bob Hamber 

<hamberr@netscape.net>; Laura Hanberg <lhanberg@impulse.net>; john harness 
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<joharne1@aol.com>; Jane Harrah <majharrah@cox.net>; Mary Harris 

<mvbharris@yahoo.com>; Richard Harris <riverock@silcom.com>; David Hemming 

<David@1valley.com>; Mark Hemming <mark.mhic@verizon.net>; Eric Hemming 

<ehemming@gmail.com>; suellen hilzer <mselley@cox.net>; Jean Hoch 

<BlondeVenus@gmail.com>; Christa Ivy <harvey@silcom.com>; Jarvis G Ivy 

<jgivy@verizon.net>; Lawrence H Ivy <harvey@silcom.com>; Peggy J Ivy 

<zomaroonie@earthlink.net>; Angela W. Janes <abwjanes@gmail.com>; Sandra A. 

Jankowski <sandyjrose@verizon.net>; Josiah Jenkins <Josiah@Jedlickas.com>; Bob 

Jennings <Bobjennings@coldwellbanker.com; Jane Jervis <jwjervis@sprynet.com>; 

Linda Johns <Linda@coastalbreeze.net>; Chris Johnson <cfj2000@gmail.com>; R 

Jones <rejones.sr@gmail.com>; Floyd Keinath 

<IMTOMMIXONE@VERIZON.NET>; Kenneth T. Kelley 

<kenatttr@thirdrail.com>; Kevin <kroberson@gmail.com>; Joseph Klein 

<kleinsbsa@verizon.net>; bill krauch <billkrauch@aol.com>; christine krauch 

<christinekrauch@aol.com>; edw l Kushner <edk5306@aol.com>; Lenard Landreth 

<len.landreth@gmail.com>; Karen Langley <karenlangs@yahoo.com>; Leigh 

Layman <Leighlee@wildblue.net>; Rick Layman <cowboycolonel@wildblue.net> 

Thomas Le Pley <tom@losolivos.com>; Iken Lord <ikenlord@yahoo.com>; Martha 

Lorenz <lorenz.martha@gmail.com>; Leatrice Luria <leeluria81@gmail.com>; Jayne 

Martin <cblcar@comcast.net>; Kelly McGill <ridingmcg@mac.com>; Michael 

McGill <mmcgill1@mac.com>; Molly McGill <mollyrides2006@yahoo.com>; 

Sandra McGrath <ssandymcgrath@aol.com>; Cathie McHenry 

<cathie@hwy246.net>; Dana McMahon daughter of Peg Ivy <mcmahonfamily 

13@yahoo.com>; Joseph Meehan <jpm54@earthlink.net>; Mary Melville 

<mermelville@yahoo.com>; Jerry Merrell <merrellonline@verizon.net>; Paula 

Merrell <merrellonline@verizon.net>; Barbara Meyer 

<barbara.meyer@hotmail.com>; Brandy Miller <kenbrandy@verizon.net>; Kendall 

Mills <kendallmills@mac.com>; Bobbi Minne <clouseau007@gmail.com>; Roberta 

Minne <rjm215@cox.net>; Roy Moffett <i.forgot@verizon.net>; D L Morgan 

<teddiesandtrains@aol.com>; Linda Morgan <teddiesandtrains@aol.com>; Steve 

Muellner <smuellner@aol.com>; janice nagler <naglerje@aol.com>; richard nagler 

<naglerrich@gmail.com>; CHRISTINA NELSON <cknelson@pacificstaff.com>; 

Chris Nielsen <nielsen5@comcast.net>; Susan Noble <aunteeq@aol.com>; June 

Oesterling <juneoesterling@gmail.com>; Stephen Orosz <steve@oegsite.com> 

Martha Osborne <martha-osborne@hotmail.com> Patti Ottoboni 

<pattio1@mac.com>; Allan Pacela <apacela@pmc.us>;Steve Palmer 

<slpalmer1@verizon.net>; Phoebe Patterson <jpinsolvang@msn.com>; Dennis 
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Paulazzo <dennis.paulazzo@gmail.com>; Donna Payne <dpayne@cfiemail.com>; 

John H Peckham <jhpeckham@aol.com>; Linda S Peckham 

<Peckham729@verizon.net>; Kayla Perez <kaylaperez 958@gmail.com>; Dawn 

Perrine <dawn@montyroberts.com>; Charles Pessley <chuck.latour@gmail.com; 

Diane Petras <diane@hwy246.net>; Betty Polansky <bettypolansky@a0l.com>; Tom 

Polansky <twpolansky@aol.com>; Linda Preston <ltheprestons@aol.com>; Timothy 

Pryko <timaneta@gmail.com>; Joan M Reden <greengoddess 7@gmail.com>; 

Steven Reden <stevenreden@yahoo.com>; Sara Reden <sreden@gmail.com>; Dave 

Retz <dretz@comware.us>; Robert <robdafoe@gmail.com>; Evalyn Robins 

<evalynrobbins@hotmail.com>; Dan Rohr <dprohr@gmail.com>; rose 

<chapple.md@verizon.net>; Kelly A Rose <kelly.rose1@verizon.net>; Lee 

Rosenberg <rosey3333@gmail.com>; linda Rosenberg 

<rosey222@gmail.com>;LOUIS RUBINSTEIN <louruby34@yahoo.com>;MARCIA 

RUBINSTEIN <louruby34@yahoo.com>; Ernie Ruiz <teri_ruiz@att.net>; Teri Ruiz 

<teri_ruiz@att.net>; Joan Rutkowski <joanrutkowski@cox.net>; KEITH 

SAARLOOS <Keith@saarloosandsons.com>; oscar sanchez 

<omapsanchez@verizon.net>; John Sanger <RCSanger@aol.com>;Randi Sanger 

<RCSanger@aol.com>; Lillian Seldeen <roxanna@yahoo.com>; Sharon 

<sbarngoddess@aol.com>; Marlene and Jim Sheldon <nonnasparks@verizon.net>; 

G. B. Shepherd <shepherd@west.net>; Donna Small <dsmall2@earthlink.net>; Tom 

Small <tsmall@earthlink.net>; sharon smith <sharksmyth@yahoo.com> Steve Smith 

<ssmithtts@gmail.com>; Tana Sommer-Belin <tana@tanasommer.com>;Randy 

Stabin <randys15@verizon.com>; Vickie Stabin <vickieshu@hotmail.com>; Jon 

Stephen <L79chevelle@yahoo.com>; Janet Stevenson <jas.stevenson@verizon.net>; 

MaryPat Sweeney <rmpsweeney@me.com>; Heather and Bernie Taupin 

<htroundup@me.com>; D Tescher <suurre@gmail.com>; Iris Timmerman 

<ayame@impulse.net>; Philip Vacca <calvaccas@yahoo.com>; Annelies Villarreal 

<travelgal540@yahoo.com>; Douglas Waldron <douglas@thewaldrons.com>; candy 

Waldron <candy@thewaldrons.com>; Brandon Ware <brandonware 9@gmail.com>; 

Delaney Ware <delaneyhays@mac.com>; Eloise Ware <Eloise.Ware@gmail.com>; 

Susette Warynick <susettew@earthlink.net>; larry white <larry@jnlglass.com>; 

Harold Williams <hwilliams@getty.edu>; Brian Wolf <bwolf@hwy246.net>; Dellie 

Woodring <califdell@aol.com>; John Yamasaki <Yamifamily@aol.com>; karla 

zuehlke <karlaz@impulse.net>; Neil Zuehlke <neil@materialfabricators.com>; Lorin 

Bronson; Rev Jerry Bellamy <jerry@bellamyservices.com> 

Your opposition to the project has been noted.
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Response to comments from Bob Crowe 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

The State Scenic Highway designation for Highway 154 extends along the route's 

entire 32-mile length. Scenic vistas (including views from the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge) are not the sole determinant of visual quality along Highway 154 nor its 

Scenic Highway designation. Rather, the varied topography and native vegetation are 

also important contributors to the high visual quality of the corridor. The project 

would only affect approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1/6th of one percent) of the 

total 32-mile mile length of the Officially Designated State Scenic Highway. 

The State Scenic Highway Program (2007) does specifically prohibit the installation 

of new outdoor advertising (billboards) for the purpose of minimizing visual blight.  

In addition, the State Scenic Highway Program states that “the designation of a route 

as an official scenic highway does not substantially alter the type of project proposed” 

(Updated VIA, page 4). The State Scenic Highway Program does not prohibit the 

construction of necessary highway improvements such as this project. The Scenic 

Highway Program does require that projects be “evaluated for visual impact to scenic 

views as part of the environmental process” (Updated VIA, page 4). Consistent with 

the State Scenic Highway Program, the Updated VIA and DSEIR fully evaluate, 

disclose and make findings based on the project’s adverse impact to scenic views. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 
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The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 
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Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 
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8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Tracy Fernandez 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The DSEIR and Updated VIA fully disclose, in both text 

and photo-simulations, that regardless of alternative, the project would result in some 

optical “stacking.” This effect would create the perception of increased view blockage 

caused by the barrier as the viewer travels across the bridge and looks straight ahead. 

The Updated VIA plainly states that: 

With each alternative the barrier would appear most transparent when viewed 

perpendicular to the barrier, such as from the side windows of a vehicle, because the 

individual elements of the barrier would occupy the least amount of visible space 

relative to the view beyond. Views from the front of the vehicle would see the barrier 

at a more acute angle, which would result in the barrier elements appearing closer 

together and blocking a greater percentage of the existing view through it. The 

barrier would appear increasingly more opaque as the view-angle became more 

acute. (Updated VIA page 8) 

In addition, the DSEIR clearly discloses that the barrier’s opacity (regardless of 

alternative) would result in the following adverse effect: 

(T)he construction of a barrier would have an effect on as much as 70 percent of the 

existing view as seen specifically from the bridge deck.” (DSEIR page 20) 

The optical stacking-effect for both project alternatives can be clearly seen in the 

photo-simulations (DSEIR Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5 and 2-6). 

Importantly, the DSEIR and the Updated VIA clearly state that the proposed barriers’ 

view blockage (opacity caused by optical stacking) is not the sole cause of visual 

impact. The DSEIR states that: 

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. (DSEIR page 20) 

The DSEIR and Updated VIA point out that, separate from and regardless of the 

relative optical stacking effect of each alternative, the visual evaluations determined 

that: 
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(T)he 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.” 

(DSEIR page 20), and that “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.” (DSEIR page 20) 

Although not required by CEQA Guidelines or FHWA visual impact assessment 

methodology, photo-simulations are included in the DSEIR and Updated VIA in the 

interest of full public disclosure. The photo-simulations are based on engineering and 

architectural data and utilize the latest industry-standard computer modeling 

applications. The photo-simulations are accurate depictions of the proposed project. 

In addition to the photo-simulations, the DSEIR and Updated VIA analysis 

methodology utilized full-scale physical model segments of the barriers that were 

built and viewed from various angles and distances, as well as from within moving 

vehicles. Members of the ADAC observed and analyzed these full-scale models and 

found, based on this empirical evidence that: 

The Aesthetics Design Advisory Committee concurred that the grid/mesh alternative 

would result in less view blockage than the vertical picket alternative because it 

would avoid the “stacking” effect created when closely spaced vertical pickets are 

viewed from an oblique angle. (DSEIR page 22, Updated VIA page 12) 

Response to comment #2: The project proposes no new source of lighting on or 

around the bridge. The minor amount of potential glare which may have resulted from 

the barrier will be minimized by the application of a low-reflectivity finish, described 

in the mitigation measures (DSEIR page 22, VIA page 13). The required low-

reflectivity finish proposed by the project will minimize potential glare at all times of 

day and night and all seasonal conditions.  

During rainy or foggy conditions, everything will be wet, including pavement, 

vehicles, windshields and windows, existing bridge rail and the surrounding 

landscape. The wetness of the proposed barrier will be visually consistent with the 

wet condition of everything else within view. Direct observation of several of the 

dozens of other bridges in Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties during rainy 

conditions that have fencing or barriers along the bridge rails indicate that any 

potential glare related to headlights would be negligible or non-existent and result in 

no visual impact. 
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The proposed openings in both project alternatives are too large for surface tension to 

allow water to bridge between adjacent members, therefore no increased volume of 

blowing water would result. Direct observation of several of the dozens of other 

bridges in the central coast of California during rainy and foggy conditions that have 

fencing or barriers along the bridge rails show that no visual impacts would occur as a 

result of water collecting on the proposed barrier. 

Views of the night sky would remain intact with implementation of the project. As 

evidenced in the photo-simulations, the proposed barrier would mostly affect views of 

the surrounding landscape, and the sky, during both night and days, would be mostly 

unaffected. The project proposes no new sources of lighting on or around the bridge 

which would potentially affect nighttime views. 

An existing lack of shadows on the bridge deck was not identified by the DSEIR as a 

factor contributing to the high quality of views from the bridge. The thinness of the 

proposed barrier elements (particularly the Grid/Mesh alternative) would minimize 

shadowing. Direct observation of several of the dozens of other bridges in Santa 

Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties that have fencing or barriers along the bridge 

rails indicate that shadowing would be negligible or non-existent and would result in 

no visual impact. 

Response to comment #3: The termination of the barrier at the ends of the bridge 

was analyzed by the design team and the ADAC. An array of 7 small-diameter rods 

will be placed on the outside of the barrier, approximately 20-25 feet in from the end 

of the barriers to prevent access to the outside of the barrier. The rods will be not be 

noticeable as placed on the outside of the barrier and will have no affect on visual 

quality or findings as defined by the DSEIR and VIA. 

Response to comment #4: Based on several field visits, the design team and the 

ADAC determined that darkening or coloring the proposed barrier would cause the 

barrier to be much more noticeable and blend in less with the visual setting. The 

proposed mitigation measure requiring a low-reflectivity finish (DSEIR page 22, VIA 

page 13) was selected by the ADAC because, in addition to being less reflective, it 

would be more visually-neutral in the landscape, considering both hillside and sky 

backdrops. This would allow the barrier to somewhat recede visually causing less 

interference to the scenic vista. 

Response to comment #5: The design team and the ADAC determined that the 

visual benefits of having half as many vertical posts (approximately every 20-feet 
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versus every 10 feet) outweighed the visual disadvantage of having one additional 

horizontal rod, required to maintain panel rigidity. 

Response to comment #6: The Updated VIA and DSEIR identify Significant and 

Unavoidable Class I visual impacts resulting from the project, the most adverse 

finding of impact allowed under CEQA (DSEIR pages 21, 25; Updated VIA page 

12). The full extent and nature of the Significant and Unavoidable visual impact is 

fully discussed and disclosed in the Updated VIA and DSEIR. The visual impacts are 

clearly disclosed as: 

Because of the expected high level of viewer sensitivity associated with the bridge and 

Highway 154, combined with the magnitude of visual change identified by the visual 

quality evaluation ratings, the project is anticipated to result in substantial adverse 

impacts to the visual environment. The impacts would be the result of:  

The partial blockage of high-quality views from an Officially Designated State Scenic 

Highway; and  

The visual incompatibility of the futuristic style barrier with the historic, somewhat 

industrial architecture of the existing bridge structure. (Updated VIA page 12)  

The DSEIR and Updated VIA, based on application of FHWA analysis methodology, 

found that scenic vistas (including views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge) are 

not the sole determinant of visual quality along Highway 154. Rather, the varied 

topography and native vegetation are also important contributors to the high visual 

quality of the corridor. The following summary description is found on page 11 of the 

DSEIR and page 10 of the Updated VIA: 

The existing visual quality within the project area is high. This view quality 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 to the adjacent hillsides provide a dynamic viewing experience for the 

highway traveler. 

The DSEIR and Updated VIA are consistent in their analysis and make an important 

distinction between views experienced while on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, and 
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views experienced elsewhere on Highway 154. The DSEIR (page 20) and Updated 

VIA (page 11), state that: 

The visual quality evaluation ratings done for the project show that a substantial 

change in visual resources would occur as a result of the proposed project. Although 

high-quality views from the highway while not on the bridge would remain mostly 

intact, the construction of a barrier would have an effect on as much as 70 percent of 

the existing view as seen specifically from the bridge deck. 

This statement of fact describes the visual context of the project. The statement 

quantifies the adverse effect of the project while on the bridge itself, and also explains 

the important distinction that as seen from the remainder of Highway 154, existing 

views would not be affected. This visual distinction is important considering that the 

project would only affect approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1/6th of one 

percent) of the total 32-mile mile length of the Officially Designated State Scenic 

Highway. 

Even though the project would only affect approximately 1/6th of one percent of the 

total length of the view along the scenic highway, the DSEIR and Updated VIA 

identify the views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as being of the highest 

quality. The high visual quality of the views is described as follows: 

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. (DSEIR page 11; Updated VIA page 10) 

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. (DSEIR 

page 11; Updated VIA page 3). 

The effects on the high quality views as seen from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as 

disclosed are identified as one of the primary contributors to the Updated VIA and 

DSEIR finding of Significant and Unavoidable Class I visual impacts (DSEIR pages 

21, 25; Updated VIA page 12). 

Response to comment #7: Properties that are listed in, or considered eligible for 

listing in, the National Register of Historical Places are not necessarily highly visible 

to the public. Archaeological sites, underground missile silos, buildings in remote 
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areas, and buildings in areas with restricted access are examples of historic properties 

that are not easily viewed or not viewed by large numbers of people, yet are still 

eligible properties. Visibility does not in itself confer or augment eligibility. The ease 

of viewing the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure, or the number of people 

who avail themselves of the opportunity to view the substructure, is not a factor in 

determining the bridge’s significance. 

Response to comment #8: The individual materials and structural components used 

in the construction of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge were not unique; rather, these 

elements were combined in a particular design, at a particular scale, in a particular 

architectural engineering aesthetic, in a particular location, and using a particular 

welding technology in a way that resulted in an exceptionally successful and beautiful 

bridge form. Caltrans determined that the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is eligible 

under National Register Criterion C for its engineering qualities, and not for the views 

it happens to provide the traveling public. This determination has been accepted by 

both the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation that there are no “historic views” from the bridge deck. The design and 

engineering of the substructure of the bridge are the most important character-

defining features of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The design of the deck and 

railings are character-defining, but are less important than the substructure in 

conveying the engineering significance of the bridge. The State Historic Preservation 

Officer concurred with Caltrans’ eligibility determinations, including eligibility under 

National Register Criteria C and Criteria Consideration G, and under the California 

Register equivalents of these criteria. 

Response to comment #9: Caltrans properly made the decision to evaluate the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge when it was only 43 years old because it was obviously a 

noteworthy structure and because it was central to the proposed project. National 

Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, and 

National Register Bulletin: Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties that 

Have Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty Years both provide guidance on the 

evaluation of more recent properties. Caltrans determined that the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge possessed the “exceptional importance” necessary to meet the 

standards for National Register eligibility under Criteria Consideration G, for 

properties that have achieved significance within the past fifty years. In our eligibility 

determination, Caltrans stated, “The structure’s significance can be viewed with 

historical perspective because the structure illustrates a defined period of bridge 

engineering and architecture in California that, while influential to subsequent bridge 
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engineering and design, reflects the refined development of steel arch bridge 

technology and the aesthetic of the post-World War II Modern era.”  

Response to comment #10: As-built drawings of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

which included the standard Type II railings used on the structure, were reviewed by 

architectural historians for the HRER (and are cited therein). These drawings do not 

support the assertion that views were part of the “deliberate design” considered in the 

decision to use the Type II railings. The bridge design sheets show various standard 

railings including railings that were taller, shorter, and narrower than the Type II 

barrier railings chosen. They did not choose the shortest or smallest standard railing. 

As noted on page 15 of the HRER, the bridge engineers chose the railing to fulfill 

physical and safety requirements of a highway barrier that would successfully be 

incorporated into the design working with the careful load calculations of the 

substructure and deck.  

Similarly, in an article celebrating the construction of the bridge that appeared in the 

September-October 1963 issue of the Division of Highways’ journal California 

Highways and Public Works (discussed in the DSEIR Appendix H, Attachment 1, 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report, p. 15), the bridge engineers mention in one 

sentence that views were a benefit of where the structure had been built, making no 

indication that the standard type railings used on the structure were employed to 

provide improved views. The six-page California Highways and Public Works 

article’s discussion of engineering specifics, particularly about the substructure, and 

its explanation of the bridge’s purpose to improve safety and travel speeds reflect the 

focus of the engineers’ design. 

Response to comment #11: In the California Highways and Public Works article 

referred to in Response to comment #10, above, the “picturesque setting” is coupled 

in the article with a declaration of the structure’s “pleasing appearance,” drawing 

attention to the successful way the structure fits into the canyon — not the wider 

views of the Santa Ynez Valley from the bridge. As noted on page 14 of the 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report, steel arches were considered suitable and 

economic engineering choices for bridges that span steep canyons, as well as being 

aesthetically pleasing. The final paragraph of the California Highways and Public 

Works article reflects the importance of the bridge’s engineering design and the value 

the engineers placed on views of the bridge, not from the bridge. 
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Caltrans’ analysis of the bridge’s historic integrity of setting presented in the HRER 

and Finding of Adverse Effect report is based on the explanation of the term in 

National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 

Evaluation, wherein setting is defined as the “physical environment of a historic 

property” (page 45) (available online at: http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/ 

bulletins/nrb15/). 

The way in which the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is situated in its canyon was noted 

at the time of the bridge’s construction as part of its important aesthetic qualities. 

Alterations to areas in the environment adjacent to the structure, i.e., its immediate 

surroundings, have the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to the historical 

resource. This could occur if a new structure were to obstruct views of the historical 

resource. As noted in the Finding of Adverse Effect, the project to install the suicide 

barrier does not impact the bridge’s surroundings; the conclusion was accordingly 

drawn that the project did not diminish the bridge’s historic integrity of setting. 

Response to comment #12: The mitigation measures presented in the signed 

Memorandum of Agreement are not intended to fully compensate for the proposed 

project’s adverse impacts to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. 

In addition, please note that Caltrans provided the federal Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to review a draft of the Historic 

American Engineering Record report and other draft documents stipulated in the 

Memorandum of Agreement. Charlene Dwin Vaughn, the ACHP Assistant Director 

for Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section, Office of Federal Agency 

Programs, wrote to Caltrans on October 18, 2010, “The quality of the work exhibited 

in all three documents is exemplary. These documents create a lasting record of the 

historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge as an elegant and beautiful engineering marvel. 

The booklet and interpretive displays are informative and well-illustrated, and will be 

a resource for local and state residents. We commend you for a job well done.” 

As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects the historic 

integrity of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and focuses on the aspects that make the 

bridge eligible for listing in the National Register. The Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-type barrier proposed by Caltrans 

strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s concern for public safety and 

preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Mercedes H Eichholz 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 
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Also attached: “Charting the Future of Suicide Prevention.” A copy of 

this booklet is included with the comment letter from Dayna Whitmer.
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Response to comments from Kate Ellis 

 

Response to comment #1: Your support for the vertical barrier alternative is noted. 

Response to comment #2: The horizontal safety net alternative was evaluated in the 

DEIR, FEIR, and Supplemental EIR, however it was not considered feasible on the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety net alternative, including the design 

variations of the net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Laurence Hauben 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

The DSEIR determined that views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are of the 

highest visual quality (DSEIR, page 11). As a result, the DSEIR requires that 

measures be implemented to protect those views to the greatest extent feasible. 

Efforts to minimize adverse visual effects included the formation of an Aesthetic 

Design Advisory Committee (ADAC) for the purpose of making recommendations 

regarding the appearance of the barrier, and to lessen the project’s adverse visual 

effects. The committee was composed of Caltrans staff and local community 

members, including a representative of the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks 

Advisory Commission, architects, landscape architects, and County Public Works and 

Planning staff. Aesthetic Design Committee recommendations are incorporated into 

the minimization/mitigation measures for the project (DSEIR, pages 53 and 54). 

The DSEIR also identifies significant visual impacts resulting from the project due in 

part to its affect on views specifically from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Scenic 

vistas (including views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge), however, are not the 

sole determinant of visual quality along Highway 154 nor its Scenic Highway 

designation. The varied topography and native vegetation are also important 

contributors to the high visual quality of the corridor. The State Scenic Highway 

designation for Highway 154 extends along the route's entire 32-mile length. The 

project would only affect approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1/6th of one 

percent) of the total 32-mile mile length of the Officially Designated State Scenic 

Highway. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 
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the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

The current railing along the bridge is considered standard for the construction period 

of the structure. The suggestion of raising the existing bridge railings in combination 

with constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely cause an additional adverse 

effect by introducing a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity 
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of design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height of the bridge rail would also 

not comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2 

and 9. Thus, inclusion of this aspect of the suggested alternative would further 

decrease the ability of the horizontal net barrier alternative to reduce impacts to 

historic resources. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 
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Response to comments from Steve Hausz, Architect 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

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). 

The money needed to construct the barriers will come from Local Recovery Act 

funds. The Recovery Act funding has been designated specifically for this project and 

cannot be used for any other project.  
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Response to comments from Amy Herman 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. Studies by suicidologists showing that 

physical barriers are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 

2008 DEIR (pages 17-23) and FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology 

have stated that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to 

commit suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Comment noted. 
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Response to comment letters from John McCauley 

 

Your comment has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Daniel Jost 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR pages 10 and 11, the 2009 FEIR pages 11 and 12, and 

Draft Supplemental EIR pages 5-7 and Appendix H Attachments 20 and 39, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible. The horizontal safety net alternative, 

including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected for the reasons 

summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Linda Kastner 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR (pages 10-11), the 2009 FEIR pages 11 and 12, and 

Draft Supplemental EIR pages 5-7, the net alternative was not considered feasible on 

the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, including the 

design variations of the net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized 

below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Caltrans has reviewed information developed for the Golden Gate Bridge Barrier. The 

Golden Gate Bridge is a different type of bridge and is also in a completely different 

setting. When considering the different types of issues inherent for a horizontal net 

barrier design, as discussed above, verses the vertical grid/mesh design, the vertical 

grid/mesh is the preferred alternative. 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   679 

 

 

 

1 

2 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   680 

 

Response to comments from Carol Kenyon 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: SBCAG (Santa Barbara County Association of 

Governments) has not withdrawn its support for the proposed grid/mesh alternative. 

Response to comment #2: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier 

alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in 

the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are included in 

the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect would occur 

whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would be required. 

As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to address the 

added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the installation of 

horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity even further than 

simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 
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the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 
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responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from EP Knowles 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Ethel Larrabee 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Aesthetics are an important part of the project design. As mentioned in the DSEIR 

(pages 21 and 22) and the Updated VIA (page 12), an Aesthetics Design Advisory 

Committee (ADAC) was established regarding the appearance of the barrier and to 

make recommendations to lessen the project's adverse visual effects. The ADAC was 

composed of Caltrans staff and 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. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and DSEIR, the net alternative was 

not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety net 

alternative, including the five design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Leigh Layman 

 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and the DSEIR, the safety net 

alternative was not considered feasible at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the five design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Charles M Lepkowsky, PhD 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

The comment references a “temporary barrier” that was installed for two or three 

weeks, however that barrier was not the Vertical Barrier that this project proposes to 

install. The “temporary barrier” was in fact temporary construction safety fencing 

designed to protect construction crews, it was not designed to prevent people from 

deliberately jumping off the bridge. 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Bridget Lewin 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #2: As discussed in the DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and DSEIR, the 

net alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the five design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

In addition, the 2008 DEIR and 2009 FEIR for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge 

project which are incorporated by reference, did consider a “human barrier” 

alternative which included cameras, signs and call boxes, however that alternative 

was not found to be feasible on its own without the addition of a physical barrier. 

Please see pages 13-15 of the FEIR for additional details. Our findings are consistent 

with the consensus of experts in the field of suicidology, as documented in Chapter 2 
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of the 2009 FEIR including the section titled “Difference of opinion regarding the 

effectiveness of physical suicide barriers vs. ‘human barriers.” 
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Response to comments from Anne Milgrim 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and DSEIR, the net alternative was 

not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety net 

alternative, including the five design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

In addition, the DEIR and FEIR for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge project, which 

are incorporated by reference, did consider a “human barrier” alternative which 

included cameras, signs and call boxes, however that alternative was not found to be 

feasible on its own without the addition of a physical barrier. Please see pages 13-15 

of the FEIR for additional details.  
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Response to comments from Ken and Lloyd Mills 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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). 
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Response to comments from Tracey Rich 

 

Your comments have been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Linda Ryles 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. The analysis of the 

adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier alternatives would cause to the historic 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in the Supplemental Report and in the 

Feasibility Report, both of which are included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, 

respectively). This adverse effect would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting 

(physical modifications) would be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the 

kind of retrofitting necessary to address the added loads and changes in loads on this 

structure caused by the installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the 

bridge’s historic integrity even further than simply adding structures to the sides of 

the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would entail changing the dimensions of 

substructure components like the bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross 

bracing between substructure components could also be necessary during such a 

retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 
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Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 

net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Henry and Constance Scudder 

• Harry R. Snow 

• Cheryl Teats 

• Elise Cane-Van Enoo 

• Laura L. Verdi 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Virginia Markel 

• Bill Tracy 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 
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Response to comments from William Watson 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The current railing along the bridge is considered standard 

for the construction period of the structure. In addition, the suggestion of raising the 

existing bridge railings would likely cause an additional adverse effect by introducing 

a visual element that diminishes the property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, 

and association. Increasing the height of the bridge rail would also not comply with 

the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 9. Empirical 

evidence indicates that raising the height of the existing railing sufficiently to provide 

improved safety for police/rescue as suggested may adversely affect high quality 

views from the bridge. The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it 

does not support the horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with 

increasing the existing bridge rail height. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. 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). Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are 

effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-

23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that 

there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR, and the 

DSEIR, the net alternative was considered but rejected because it was not considered 

feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, 

including the five design variations of the net, was considered but rejected for the 

reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 
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3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Lisa Welms 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are 

effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-

23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that 

there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 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). 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Jim West 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: 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). The money needed to construct the barriers will come from 

Local Recovery Act funds. The Recovery Act funding has been designated 

specifically for this project and cannot be used for any other project.  

Response to comment #2: As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 

DSEIR, the net alternative was not considered feasible at the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the 

net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Ganga White 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The DSEIR acknowledged the high visual quality of the 

Highway 154 corridor and the sweeping views of the valleys below. The DSEIR 

identified significant visual impacts resulting from the project due in part to its affect 

on views, specifically from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Scenic vistas (including 

views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge) are not the sole determinant of visual 

quality along Highway 154 nor its Scenic Highway designation. The varied 

topography and native vegetation are also important contributors to the high visual 

quality of the corridor. The State Scenic Highway designation for Highway 154 

extends along the route's entire 32-mile length. The project would only affect 

approximately 0.2 mile (approximately 1/6th of one percent) of the total 32-mile 

length of the Officially Designated State Scenic Highway. Although some of the 

existing view as seen while crossing the bridge would be affected, many other 

opportunities (such as the formal Vista Point approximately one-half mile west of the 

bridge) would remain along the route for public enjoyment of the high quality scenic 

views. 

The DSEIR determined that as seen from Stagecoach Road below, the project would 

hardly be noticeable because of the distance and view-angle, and that because of the 

barrier's location on top of the bridge, views of the historic steel arch and substructure 

would not be adversely affected. 

Response to comment #2: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #3: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net barrier 

alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is presented in 

the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are included in 
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the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect would occur 

whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would be required. 

As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to address the 

added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the installation of 

horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity even further than 

simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net barriers would 

entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the bridge’s columns, 

towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure components could also be 

necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Golden Gate Bridge does not avoid or eliminate 

a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment does not 

address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge 

and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure is a 

suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting (physical modifications) the structure’s 

character-defining features is not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety 

net will diminish the Golden Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a 

vertical barrier will because it will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the 
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net reduces impact to views from the bridge, which were considered to be a 

significant part of the history of that structure because evidence showed that views 

from the Golden Gate Bridge were a component of its original design. For the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s 

character-defining features at the substructure more than a vertical barrier would. 

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect 

both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic 

structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of 

Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate 

application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in 

the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National 

Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to 

its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some 

bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design 

of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge 

was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a 

vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

In addition, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net 

alternative was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The 

horizontal safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was 

considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 



Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   727 

 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Mary Williams 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Aesthetics are an important part of the project design. As mentioned in the DSEIR 

(pages 21 and 22) and the Updated VIA (page 12), an Aesthetics Design Advisory 

Committee (ADAC) was established regarding the appearance of the barrier and to 

make recommendations to lessen the project's adverse visual effects. The ADAC was 

composed of Caltrans staff and 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. 

It is not clear from this comment which alternative is being referred to. However, if it 

is in reference to a horizontal net barrier, as discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 

FEIR, and the 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative was considered but rejected because it 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the five design variations of the net, was considered but 

rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Eric Wilmanns, MSE 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the DEIR, the 2009 FEIR, and the 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was considered but rejected because it was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring 

Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety net alternative, including the five design 

variations of the net, was considered but rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 
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Response to comments from Duncan Wright 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Both the 2008 DEIR (pages 11-14) and the 2009 FEIR (pages 13-15 and 24-25), 

which are incorporated by reference, did consider a “human barrier” alternative which 

included cameras, signs and call boxes. The “human barrier” alternative was 

eliminated for reasons discussed in these documents, in the Alternatives Considered 

but Eliminated From Further Discussion sections.  

However, a separate project sponsored by the Santa Barbara County Association of 

Governments, 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 would 

say, “In Crisis? We Care Please Call Us” (see the 2009 FEIR at page 128). 
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Section 5.0 Comment Cards from Public Hearings 
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Sam S. Alfano, Retired Outdoor Management Officer, Los Padres National 

Forest, and 91 signature petition 

• Sally Stewart 

• Mary Ann Hepp 

• W. Dibbler 

• Christine Milner 

• Jean Sullivan 

• Shanial Ben-Aderet 

• Mark P. Brickley 

• Anna Campbell 

• Sarah Chalder 

• Andy Cranmer 

Thank you for your comments. Your support for the project has been noted.
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Response to comments from: 

 

• Hyla Fetler 

• Richard Kelty 

Your opposition to the project has been noted.
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Response to comments from Andrew Hankin 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #2: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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). 

Response to comment #3: The DSEIR discusses in depth several types of horizontal 

net barriers and their effects on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. Five categories of 

horizontal net barriers [DSEIR, page 5] were considered as potential alternatives but 

eliminated from further discussion. Two refined designs were developed from these 

five categories of ideas: the Safety Net Alternative and the Cantilever Arc Barrier 

Alternative.  

The Safety Net Alternative is developed in the Supplemental Report, which is 

included in the DSEIR, Attachment 20. The Supplemental Report discusses in depth 

the impacts to the historic integrity of the structure as well as the evaluation of the 

adverse effects of the proposed Safety Net Alternative. 

The Cantilever Arc Barrier Alternative is developed in the Feasibility Study included 

in the DSEIR, Attachment 39. This design, along with the constraints, was developed 

in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Officer. The Feasibility Study 

discusses the impacts to the structure, including the impacts to the historic integrity of 

the structure. 

In summary, horizontal net barriers have been rejected for the following reasons: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 
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3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

Response to comment #4: California Highway Patrol, in partnership with Caltrans is 

working towards improving truck safety on Route 154. This effort is outside the 

scope of the purpose and need for this project. 
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Response to comments from Jarrell Jackman 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. Caltrans fully 

identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its 

analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The Historical 

Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both present 

evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and 

whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic structure’s 

character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of Adverse 

Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate application of the 

criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in the HRER, the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National Register 

Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to its ability 

to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some bridges, 

including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge was 

not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a vista 

point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 
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1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 
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Response to comments from Holly Principe Joseph 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the 

bridge. 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). 



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   775 



 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  �   776 

Response to comments from Jim Marino 

 

Chapter 2 of the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-21) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-22), which are 

incorporated by reference in the DSEIR, discuss many studies by experts in the field 

that show the effectiveness of physical barriers.  
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Response to comments from James G. Mills 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The current railing along the bridge is considered standard 

for the construction period of the structure. The suggestion of raising the existing 

bridge railings in combination with constructing a horizontal net barrier would likely 

cause an additional adverse effect by introducing a visual element that diminishes the 

property’s historic integrity of design, feeling, and association. Increasing the height 

of the bridge rail would also not comply with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, Standards 2 and 9. 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #2: There are other projects on Route 154 designed to 

improve safety along the route. Caltrans is currently developing a safety project for 

the 154/246 intersection. The alternatives being considered for the 154/246 

intersection include a roundabout and a signalized intersection. Centerline rumble 

strips have just been installed (January, 2011) along various segments of Route 154. 

The 154 Group II operational improvements project was also just completed and 

includes elements such as turn pockets for left turn movements from Route 154. Also, 

the California Highway Patrol, in partnership with Caltrans, is working towards 

improving truck safety on Route 154. These efforts are outside the scope of the 

purpose and need for this project. 
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Response to comments from Gerald Rounds 

 

Response to comment #1: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #2: Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2919 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #3: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. 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).  
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Response to comments from Karen Watson 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted.  

As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of the 2009 FEIR for a 

complete discussion. Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are 

effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-

23) and FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that there 

is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 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). 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  
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Response to comments from Judy L Weisman 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The proposed grid/mesh alternative meets the project’s 

purpose, to reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting 

from individuals jumping from the bridge. The purpose is to reduce the number of 

suicides from the bridge. 

Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing 

suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-23) and 2009 FEIR 

(pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that there is evidence 

that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as documented in 

Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net 

barriers would entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the 

bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure 

components could also be necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish 

the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 
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Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 

component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 
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4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #3: Your comment has been noted. 
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Response to comments from Teresa McNeil MacLean 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. Caltrans fully 

identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its 

analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The Historical 

Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both present 

evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and 

whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic structure’s 

character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of Adverse 

Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate application of the 

criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in the HRER, the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National Register 

Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to its ability 

to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some bridges, 

including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge was 

not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a vista 

point directly adjacent to the structure. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 
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7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

DSEIR. 

One of the purposes of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge Suicide Barrier project is to 

“Reduce the exposure to risks for emergency personnel…” In his comment letter (see 

Section 2.0 Santa Barbara County Government and Commission), Sheriff Bill Brown, 

the Santa Barbara County Sheriff Department Chief Law Enforcement Officer, who is 

responsible for responding to emergency calls for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, 

does not support the use of the horizontal alternatives (Safety Net or Cantilever Arc 

Barrier Net).  

The Sheriff’s office has since provided clarification that it does not support the 

horizontal net alternative, even if used in conjunction with increasing the existing 

bridge rail height. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Nicole Pena 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on 

the National Register eligible Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred 

alternative would. Caltrans fully identified and assessed impacts to views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its analysis of project effects to the structure as a 

historical resource. The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding 

of Adverse Effect both present evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge and whether views from the bridge should be considered as 

part of the historic structure’s character-defining features. Conclusions in both the 

HRER and Finding of Adverse Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by 

appropriate application of the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As 

presented in the HRER, the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible 

under National Register Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value 

pertaining to its ability to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. 

Unlike some bridges, including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included 

in the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the 

structure. The bridge was not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or 

in conjunction with a vista point directly adjacent to the structure. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 
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7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Gerry B. Shepherd 

 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

The No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose of this project and therefore has 

not been identified as the preferred alternative. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 

Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 
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component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 
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Response to comments from Larry and Susan Musgrove 

 
Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR pages 10-11, the 2009 FEIR pages 11 and 12, and 

DSEIR pages 5-7, the net alternative was not considered feasible. The horizontal 

safety net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but 

rejected for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net.
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Response to comments from Edward Stanley Blomfield 

 
Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off 

the bridge. Please refer to the Purpose and Need in the Summary and in Chapter 1 of 

the 2009 FEIR for a complete discussion. Studies by suicidologists showing that 

physical barriers are effective in reducing suicides on bridges are referenced in the 

2008 DEIR (pages 17-23) and 2009 FEIR Report (pages 18-25). Experts in the field 

of suicidology have stated that there is evidence that people often do not go to another 

location to commit suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 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). 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.
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Section 6.0 Transcripts from Public Hearings 

 

The following transcripts are from the public hearings held in Santa Barbara on 

Wednesday, January 5, 2011. Responses to comments are provided at the end of the 

certified transcript copies. 
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Response to comment #1 from Nancy K Dunn 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing 

suicides on bridges are referenced in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (pages 

17-23) and FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that 

there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as 

documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Local Recovery Act funds have been designated specifically for the construction of 

this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the bridge facility, has an obligation to 

promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #1 from Andrew Firestone 

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

Response to comments from James Watson, Jr 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: As stated in the 2009 FEIR, the purpose of the project is 

to reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting from 

individuals jumping off the bridge. 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). 

Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing 

suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 DEIR (pages 17-23) and 2009 FEIR 

(pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have stated that there is evidence 

that people often do not go to another location to commit suicide, as documented in 

Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure.  

Response to comment #3: Prior to the project activities being suspended in August 

of 2010 due to the court ruling, a private contractor was on board to construct the 

proposed barrier at cost of $778,900 with a construction window of 75 working days. 
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Response to comment #4: Comment noted. 

Response to comment #5: Caltrans acknowledges the uniqueness and character of 

the existing Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and that the installation of the barrier will 

constitute an adverse effect to the historic integrity of the bridge and result in 

substantial adverse impacts to the visual environment. 

Response to comment #1 from Jerry Rounds 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1 from Steve Feinberg 

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

Response to comment #1 from Jean Sullivan 

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

Response to comment #1 from Jerry Nathan, MD 

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

Response to comments from Colleen Kelly 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 

Response to comment #1: Caltrans did consider a design competition and chose to 

include the public in the design process through the use of an Aesthetics Design 

Advisory Committee which included non-Caltrans community representatives from 

the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory commission, architects, 

landscape architects, and County Public Works and Planning members as well as 

Caltrans experts. 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. 

Response to comment #2: The analysis of the adverse effect that the horizontal net 

barrier alternatives would cause to the historic Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is 

presented in the Supplemental Report and in the Feasibility Report, both of which are 

included in the SEIR (as Attachments 20 and 39, respectively). This adverse effect 

would occur whether or not substructure retrofitting (physical modifications) would 

be required. As presented in the Feasibility Study, the kind of retrofitting necessary to 

address the added loads and changes in loads on this structure caused by the 

installation of horizontal net barriers would diminish the bridge’s historic integrity 

even further than simply adding structures to the sides of the bridge. Horizontal net 
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barriers would entail changing the dimensions of substructure components like the 

bridge’s columns, towers, or arch ribs. Cross bracing between substructure 

components could also be necessary during such a retrofit and would further diminish 

the bridge’s integrity. 

The comment takes note of the safety net alternative chosen for the Golden Gate 

Bridge’s suicide barrier. The comment, however, does not account for two aspects of 

the suicide barrier approved for the Golden Gate Bridge. First, the environmental 

document for the Golden Gate Bridge suicide barrier concluded that all build 

alternatives, including its “Alternative 3” (the horizontal net barrier alternative), 

would cause an adverse effect to the historic bridge. Thus, choosing a horizontal net 

barrier over a vertical barrier for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge does not avoid or 

eliminate a substantial adverse change to the historic structure. Second, the comment 

does not address the many substantial structural differences between the Golden Gate 

Bridge and the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The Golden Gate Bridge’s main structure 

is a suspension bridge, which is a structure that has spans supported by cables draped 

from towers and connected to anchorages on either end of the bridge. The bridge deck 

is composed of a truss structure that is supported by vertical connections to the 

cables. The bridge deck carries the driving surface and sidewalks. Many of the 

Golden Gate Bridge’s prominent character-defining features are situated at or above 

the road deck. The Cold Spring Canyon Bridge is a steel arch that, along with the 

columns and towers, supports the bridge deck’s roadway. As noted in the HRER and 

Finding of Adverse Effect, almost all of the character-defining features of the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge are situated below the roadway deck. 

The structural differences between the Golden Gate Bridge and Cold Spring Canyon 

Bridge are relevant because they explain why a safety net alternative is feasible on the 

Golden Gate Bridge and not feasible for the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The safety 

net on the Golden Gate Bridge will be attached to the bottom chord of the truss that 

carries the bridge deck, and retrofitting the structure’s character-defining features is 

not necessary for the safety net’s installation. The safety net will diminish the Golden 

Gate Bridge’s character-defining features less than a vertical barrier will because it 

will be less intrusive to views of the bridge. Also, the net reduces impact to views 

from the bridge, which were considered to be a significant part of the history of that 

structure because evidence showed that views from the Golden Gate Bridge were a 

component of its original design. For the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, however, a 

horizontal net barrier would diminish the bridge’s character-defining features at the 

substructure more than a vertical barrier would. As discussed above, views from the 
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Cold Spring Canyon Bridge are not a character-defining element of the historical 

resource, and the impacts of the vertical barrier are therefore limited to diminishing 

the bridge’s integrity of design, feeling, and association, as compared to impacts of a 

safety net barrier. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 

1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Response to comment #1 from Sam Alfano 

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

Response to comment #1 from Mark Stouder 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

Response to comment #1: The purpose of the project is to reduce the number of 

suicides at the bridge resulting from individuals jumping off the bridge. Please refer 

to the 2009 FEIR Summary and Chapter 1 for a full discussion of the project’s 

Purpose and Need. 

Studies by suicidologists showing that physical barriers are effective in reducing 

suicides on bridges are referenced in the 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(pages 17-23) and 2009 FEIR (pages 18-25). Experts in the field of suicidology have 
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stated that there is evidence that people often do not go to another location to commit 

suicide, as documented in Chapter 2 of the 2009 FEIR. 

Response to comment #2: Local Recovery Act funds have been designated 

specifically for the construction of this project. Caltrans, as an owner-operator of the 

bridge facility, has an obligation to promote the safe operation of the structure. 

Response to comments from James Marino 

Your comments on the project have been noted. 

Response to comment #1: In the Alternatives section of the 2008 DEIR (page 6 and 

7) and 2009 FEIR (pages 7 and 8), it is stated that experts in the field of suicidology 

and mental health recommend the following configuration to be the most effective 

method to reduce suicides on a bridge: the height should be a minimum of 6 feet; the 

top of the barrier should curve inward from 6 feet or higher; the pickets or members 

should be difficult to climb; and the barrier should run the entire span of the bridge.  

Response to comment #2: The proposed grid/mesh alternative meets the project’s 

purpose, to reduce the number of suicides at the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge resulting 

from individuals jumping from the bridge. The purpose is to reduce the number of 

suicides, not prevent all suicides from occurring. 

Response to comment #1 from Richard Tubis 

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

Response to comment #1 from Maureen Sullivan 

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

Response to comment #1 from Sally Hughes 

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

Response to comment #1 from Ashley Bronzan 

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

Response to comment #1 from Jarrell Jackman 

Your opposition to the project has been noted. 

A horizontal net barrier would have greater impacts on the National Register eligible 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge than the preferred alternative would. Caltrans fully 

identified and assessed impacts to views from the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge in its 
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analysis of project effects to the structure as a historical resource. The Historical 

Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) and Finding of Adverse Effect both present 

evidence and analysis regarding the design of the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge and 

whether views from the bridge should be considered as part of the historic structure’s 

character-defining features. Conclusions in both the HRER and Finding of Adverse 

Effect are supported by evidence in each report and by appropriate application of the 

criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. As presented in the HRER, the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge was determined eligible under National Register 

Criterion C for its engineering design and not for social value pertaining to its ability 

to afford views to travelers in vehicles traversing the bridge. Unlike some bridges, 

including the Golden Gate Bridge, no amenities were included in the design of the 

Cold Spring Canyon Bridge to provide for views from the structure. The bridge was 

not built with sidewalks, belvederes, viewing platforms, or in conjunction with a vista 

point directly adjacent to the structure. 

In designing a suicide barrier, Caltrans’ efforts have focused on minimizing impacts 

to the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge’s substructure. Although the grid/mesh alternative 

will still result in adverse impacts to the bridge, it has been identified as the preferred 

alternative because it minimizes impacts to the character-defining features of the 

bridge. As the steward of our facilities, Caltrans has taken its historic preservation 

responsibilities seriously in proposing a barrier design that respects those aspects of 

the bridge that best express its significance and its National Register eligibility. The 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has given their opinion that “the fence-

type barrier proposed by Caltrans strikes a reasonable balance between the county’s 

concern for public safety and preservation of the aesthetics of the bridge.” 

It is incorrect to assume that a horizontal net would have no impacts on the Cold 

Spring Canyon Bridge or fewer impacts than the preferred alternative would. On the 

contrary, the installation of a horizontal net barrier would have adverse impacts to the 

bridge by obscuring portions of the substructure and by requiring a type of retrofit 

that would change the fundamental engineering of the structure – the engineering that 

makes the bridge eligible. 

As discussed in the 2008 DEIR, the 2009 FEIR and 2010 DSEIR, the net alternative 

was not considered feasible on the Cold Spring Canyon Bridge. The horizontal safety 

net alternative, including the design variations of the net, was considered but rejected 

for the reasons summarized below: 
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1. Unacceptable rescue response time 

2. Increased danger to individuals attempting suicide 

3. Unacceptable risk to emergency response and rescue personnel 

4. Increased impacts to the historic substructure 

5. Liability associated with an attractive nuisance 

6. Design load limitations 

7. Unacceptable risks associated with safety net maintenance 

8. Increased costs associated with need to replace safety net. 

Additional discussion on each of these points is provided on pages 6 and 7 of the 

SEIR. 

Response to comment #1 from Anna Campbell 

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

Response to comment#1 from Joni Kelly 

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

Response to comment #1 from Dan Hoagland 

The open forum public hearing for the DSEIR was conducted in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Caltrans policies. The open forum 

format provided an opportunity for attendees to meet individually with Caltrans staff 

members in order to ask questions and discuss the project, view exhibits and 

handouts, and make environmental comments and formal statements on the CEQA 

document to the certified court reporter, in writing on comment forms, or after the 

hearing by U.S. Mail, email, or personal delivery.  

Response to comment #1 from Pamela Reeves, MD 

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

 


