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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
INTRAOFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO : Robert L. Jones DATE Feb. 8, 1954
FRM : WIlis A Evans
SUBJECT: Navarro River, Mendoci no County -- Jetty Project

VWhile in Sacramento recently | had the opportunity to discuss the Navarro
Ri ver jetty project with both Leo Shapoval ov and Robert Paul . | obtained
the foll ow ng inpressions:

Shapoval ov. In relation to the subject problem Leo feels that the
primary benefit of keeping the nouth of the Navarro River open is that of
all owi ng the young silver salnon direct access to the sea at the tine of

their spring mgration. He feels that when the nouth is closed the young
silver salnmon are required to remain in the |lagoon area until the w nter
rains. Al t hough no loss of life is anticipated during their period in the

| agoon he was prinmarily concerned over the fact that their growth would be
much sl ower that that realized had they been able to spend that period in
t he ocean. | pointed out that if the closure of the bar had a rather
drastic effect on the size of the fish we would undoubtedly have snaller
silver salnmon entering a river such as the Navarro. In general, |
obtained the feeling that he was in favor of having the mouths of such
streams kept open year-round, if possible. He did not enphasize at al
the benefits to adult fish and seemed to agree that they would be unable to
m grate very far upstream under such conditions. If the river flow was
hi gh enough for themto nmigrate on upstream it probably would be high
enough to open the bar

Paul . Bob Paul is not enthusiastic about the possibilities of installing
either jetties or conduits at the nouths on any of our coastal streans.

From the engi neering standpoint it is extrenely expensive. He points, for
exanple, to the Noyo River jetty which was constructed at a cost of nearly a
mllion dollars by the Corps of Engi neers. The cul vert or tunne

underneath the bar seened |ike the nost feasible approach: however, none of
the fisheries nen have been willing to recormmend this type since there is

consi derabl e doubt as to how the fish would ever find the opening.

I would Iike to find out specifically at what nonths of the year the bar is
closed and correlate that with the runoff pattern. Further, | would then
like to see how many nonths during the downstream m gration of silver sal non
and steel head they woul d not have access to the ocean. Li kewi se during the
adult runs how many nonths woul d they not have access upstreanf? It would
appear to nme at this stage of the investigation that the facts are
definitely lining up on the side of our being opposed to the principle of
constructing expensive devices for the purpose of keeping the nouths of

coastal streans open. When all of our data is conpiled | suggest that we
arrange a nmeeting in Mendocino County with all interested parties and try to
cone to a definite decision and understanding with | ocal people. It would

seem desirabl e at such a neeting to have present the Division of Water
Resources engi neer who actually did the field engineering and anal ysis of
this project.
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SUBJECT: Navarro River - Mendocino County - Jetty Project

Subsequent to our trip to Mendocino County and di scussi on of the
Navarro River jetty project with |ocal people, | have had an
opportunity to reviewthe file material. It is quite a sizeable
file and the pertinent information may be summari zed in
chronol ogi cal order as follows:

Year

1880 - A jetty consisting of wooden piling and cribbi ng was con-
structed by the |lunber conpany operating in that area. It
apparently succeeded in keeping the river nouth open, allow ng
passage of logs and small crafts at all tinmes of the year.
Pictures of this jetty are available in our files,

1914 - The jetty was burned at this date and never repl aced.

Thereafter, annually, the sand bar at the nouth conpletely shut
off the river preventing entrance of anadronopus fishes during
the early winter nonths,

192? - Agitation was begun by | ocal people for rebuilding of the
jetty, During 1927 and 1928, |ocal people succeeded in opening
the nouth at periodic intervals by manual neans. At this tine,
certain legislative nenbers were interested in the project, and
it was brought forcibly to the attention of the Fish and Gane,,

1928 - M., John Spencer, of the Division, investigated the
matter and outlined a plan for carrying out this project. During
1928, negotiations were instigated to obtain necessary right-of-
ways from the Al bion Lumber Conpany» At the sanme tinme, the
necessary perm ssion for construction of the jetty was requested
fromthe U S, Arny Engineers, At that tinme, it was estinmated
that the jetty could be replaced for approxi mately $5, 000,
utilizing river tinber and an old wharf nade avail able by the
Al bi on | unber Conpany, Due to the cost of the project, it cane
under the jurisdiction of the State Departnment of Public Works,
It was, therefore, turned over conpletely to that Departnent.
Due to legal difficulties in the wording of the right-of-way
agreenent, satisfactory arrangenments were not nmade with the
Al bi on Lunber Conpany until the end of 1928,



1929 -

1930 -

1950 -
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By May of 1929, |ocal people began: inquiring as to what the
current status of the project was. The preparation of plans for
construction by the Departnment of Public Wrks was conpl eted by
1929.

During the late summer of 1930, the jetty was actually con-
structed by the Departnment of Public Wrks at an estimted cost
of 14500. No actual plans and specifications of this structure
are available in our files. The jetty was extrenely short-Iived.
During Novenber 1930, winter stornms |argely denolished it. My |
gquote froma |ocal news article of the tinme: "I wonder if the
Fish and Gane Conm ssion inspected the jetty that was
constructed at the nouth of the Navarro River this sumer? |f
not it is too late now as the ocean got a little rough | ast

ni ght and scattered it all over the beach. Surely children would
know better than try to stop the ocean with a few small rocks
| oosely piled upon the sand.”

Local indignation directed toward the Fish and Gane Conm ssion
for the destruction of the jetty brought forth articles pointing
the responsibility to the Departnment of Public Wrks.

During the intervening twenty years, apparently little agitation
occurred regarding construction of a jetty. It is our under-
standing that | ocal people would periodically open up the bar in
order to permt access of anadronous fishes. During January of
1950, the matter was again called to the attention of the
Departnment of Fish and Ganme by Senator Biggar. On January 19,
1950, the construction of a jetty on the Navarro River was
submtted to the Wldlife Conservation Board as a proposed
project by the Mendoci no Coast Fish and Ganme Cl ub, Fort Bragg.
During February of that year, M. Gordon referred the matter to
t he Bureau of Fish Conservation for investigation and report,
termng it Project #85. FA(O) - Navarro River Jetty.

It was recomended al nost i mmediately that $10,000 be allotted
fromthe WIldlife Conservation Board funds for carrying out
necessary engi neering studies for this project. The Wldlife
Board declined to all ocate any noneys for engineering and

i ndi cated that they woul d consider construction of the project
after prelimnary engineering had been conpleted. An attenpt was
t herefore made by the Division of Fish and Ganme to transfer
$5000 fromthe 1949-50 budget to the Division of Water Resources
for the carrying out of the necessary engi neering work.

The Departnment of Finance denied the request for transferring of
funds. However, the red-tape was finally unraveled to the



1951 -
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extent that $5000 was transferred to the Division of Water
Resources for the purpose of financing the prelimnary engi neer-
nig studies, By August of 1950, the Division of Natural
Resources was still waiting the transfer of funds to initiate
the work. During the latter part of 1.950, an engineering

i nvestigation was nmade of the proposed jetty*

At this tinme, it was suggested by our Division that possibly a
sea-|l evel tunnel or culvert m ght be nore practical at this

| ocation than a jetty. Therefore, both itens were given con-
sideration by engineers. The report concluded that the initial
cost of constructing a jetty would be approxi mately $350, 000
with an average annual nai ntenance cost of $50,000. They further
concl uded that construction of a sea-level tunnel was not

feasi ble due to the fact that the tunnel would be clogged with
sand periodically throughout the year. After considerate
exchange of correspondence engi neers concl uded that one tunnel
site m ght be avail able where clogging with sand would not be a
probl en* This was sone di stance fromthe nmouth along the north
bank of the stream However, this site was not acceptable to the
Bureau of Fish Conservation, since it was feared anadronous
fishes would not find the small three foot entrance.

Furt her geol ogi cal investigations were nmade to determ ne whet her
the old rock jetty constructed by the State would serve as a
sufficient base for the construction of a conduit. The

engi neers' report concluded that the base was satisfactory, and,
neverthel ess, it was their conclusion also that the nouth of the
structure would fill with sand several tines annually. The

engi neers' report is available in our files.

During October of this year, it was recomended by the Bureau of
Fi sh Conservation that a $40,000 item be included in the current
fiscal budget for the construction of the Navarro River fishway,
or conduit. This apparently was the estimated cost. There is no
i ndi cati on that any nopney was budgeted for this project. How
ever, we are attenpting to fill in the remaining gaps in the
near future,

One point worth noting is that through the entire file there is
no di scussion of the feasibility of the project fromthe

bi ol ogi cal standpoint. It is nerely nentioned that the opening
of the river nouth on a continuous basis would provide better
fishing opportunities for anglers. It would appear that this
phase of the matter requires nore investigation than is
avai l able fromthe files. | ewill|l attenpt to discuss this matter
with our various fisheries
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bi ol ogi sts acquainted with this project in the very near future.
The basic question is, is it desirable to permt entry of adult
anadronmous fishes prior to the time that the natural run-off is
sufficient to create a natural breakthrough of the bar?
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