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Chapter 1. . Introduction

Chapter 1. Introduction
Under the purview of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as assigned by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) pursuant to 23 USC 326, the Humboldt County
Public Works Department (County), is proposing to replace the historic Honeydew Bridge
(Bridge Number 04C-0055) on Mattole Road over the Mattole River. The existing bridge is
structurally deficient and functionally obsolete and does not comply with modern geometric
and seismic standards. The Honeydew Bridge is on Mattole Road between the intersections
of Mattole Road and Burrel Road at the north approach, and Mattole Road and Wilder Ridge
Road at the south approach, in the unincorporated community of Honeydew in southwest
Humboldt County, California.
The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under
its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 326.
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law in 49
USC 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States Government that special effort
should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”
Section 4(f) specifies that the federal Secretary of Transportation may approve a
transportation program or project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or
land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the federal,
state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if:
•
•

There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and
The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of the Interior and, as
appropriate, the involved offices of the Departments of Agriculture and Housing and Urban
Development in developing transportation projects and programs that use lands protected
by Section 4(f). If historic sites are involved, then coordination with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) is also needed.
Responsibility for compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to the County pursuant to
23 USC 326 and 327, including de minimis impact determinations, as well as coordination
with those agencies that have jurisdiction over a Section 4(f) resource that may be affected
by a project action.
If a project meets the requirements of a Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation, the project
may be streamlined by eliminating the requirement to consult with agencies that do not have
jurisdiction over the resource. Additionally, the Section 4(f) evaluation would not require a
draft and final document, nor need to be publically circulated.
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1.1.

Project Background

This Section 4(f) Evaluation was prepared because the County’s proposed Honeydew
Bridge Replacement Project (project) would be funded with federal highway dollars and
because the project would affect a historic bridge that was determined eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 2003 and is considered a historic
property under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (JRP Historical
Consulting, LLC [JRP] 2013).
Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, determined that the project qualifies for evaluation under
the Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for FHWA Projects that Necessitate
the Use of Historic Bridges (Programmatic Section 4(f)), approved July 5, 1983 (see Section
5). This determination was based upon the findings presented in technical studies,
agreements among responsible parties, and consultations with responsible and trustee
agencies and interested parties. The primary documents used to reach this conclusion
include the following:
•

Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR), including the Historical Resources
Evaluation Report (HRER) - Summarizes in detail the identification and evaluation
efforts for cultural resources within the project’s Area of Potential Effects and
requested SHPO concurrence on eligibility determinations relevant to the specific
project (JRP 2013a, b). Appendix A contains the HPSR.

•

Finding of Adverse Effect Report (FAE) - Describes Caltrans’ determination of
adverse effect on the historic Honeydew Bridge (JRP 2017). On November 16, 2017,
SHPO issued a letter concurring with Caltrans’ determination in the FAE that
Honeydew Bridge is eligible for NRHP listing. Based on considerations for costs,
liabilities, environmental impacts, and the potential for substantial delays, the County
determined that retaining the existing bridge and building a new bridge at an
alternative location is not a feasible option. Removing the existing bridge and
constructing a new bridge on the existing alignment is considered the only feasible
option. The FAE (Appendix B) documents the variety of means used to inform and
elicit public comments, and identify additional information pertaining to the history of
the bridge. Outreach and consultation methods included letters, two public meetings
(January 23, 2013 and March 1, 2017), and telephone calls. Parties consulted
included SHPO, the Humboldt County Historical Society, the Clarke Historical
Museum, the Mattole Valley Historical Society, and the Eureka Heritage Society.
Native American groups identified by the Native American Heritage Commission
were also contacted via letters and telephone calls in an attempt to identify and
protect cultural resources. The Honeydew Country Store, at 44670 Mattole Road,
was determined in January 2014 to be ineligible for NRHP listing. (See Appendix B).

•

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) - Documents the agreement between Caltrans,
SHPO, the County, and the Mattole Valley Historical Society executed December 27,
2018 that describes measures to mitigate for the adverse effect of replacing the
historic bridge (the Mattole River/Honeydew Bridge, Bridge Number 04C-0055) on its
existing alignment. The existing bridge was determined eligible for listing in the
NRHP and is a historic property for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA (JRP
2013). The MOA is included as Appendix C.
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•

Other Project Technical Reports - Other technical studies prepared to evaluate
conditions necessitating bridge replacement included a preliminary alternatives
analysis, preliminary engineering studies (civil design, hydraulic modeling of flood
capacity issues and structural design), and environmental reports (including a
fisheries study, wetland delineation, and a natural environment study). Copies of
these studies are on file with Humboldt County in Eureka.
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Chapter 2. Description of the Proposed Project
2.1.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is to provide a regional road crossing over the Mattole River that
meets modern highway design standards, accommodates local and regional transportation
needs, and provides an increased level of public safety for vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicyclists.
The project need stems from a 1997 resolution passed by the County Board of Supervisors
stating the need for a bridge replacement. This resolution was based on the finding from a
Caltrans Structure Maintenance inspection, which identified a low sufficiency rating. The
existing bridge is near the end of its service life and is considered structurally deficient. It
does not comply with modern geometric and seismic standards. The bridge consists of only
one travel lane, lacks a standard shoulder width, and does not provide safe passage for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
Subsequent Caltrans structure maintenance investigations performed in 2014 confirmed the
previously identified structural deficiencies and an additional determination of “functionally
obsolete” due to factors including height, weight, and width limitations. The bridge has a low
clearance height of 14 feet, which limits access to critically needed fire vehicles and heavy
equipment, including equipment that is needed to repair and reopen rural roads in the region
damaged during the winter or following unseasonable severe storms and disasters. The low
vertical clearance has also led to a series of incidents in which large vehicles hit and
damaged the truss structure. The inspection generates a rating as a method for evaluating a
bridge’s overall fitness for the duty that it performs. The rating is based on a scale of 1 to
100, with 1 being the least fit. The Honeydew Bridge received a score of 13.3. Rehabilitation
of the existing bridge to meet modern geometric and seismic standards would be both
technically infeasible and cost prohibitive.
Current average daily travel (ADT) numbers are approximately 300 on the weekend and
roughly 400 during weekdays (Bundschuh 2017). These numbers are expected to increase
to 500 near the year 2020. This level of use for a one-lane bridge contributes to the unsafe
nature of the bridge.

2.2.

Project Location

Honeydew Bridge is on Mattole Road at the Mattole River in the community of Honeydew in
unincorporated southwestern Humboldt County (Figure 1). The existing bridge is just north
of the intersection of Mattole Road and Wilder Ridge Road (Figure 2). For the purpose of the
proposed project, including a temporary detour to be used during construction, the location
is shown on the Honeydew and Shubrick Peak, California U.S. Geological Survey
quadrangle in Townships 2 and 3S, Range 1W, Sections 1 and 36. The approximate center
of the study area is at latitude 40.244210, longitude -124.124925 (World Geodetic System
1984).

2.3.

Project Setting

The County proposes to replace the existing load-limited historic bridge, referred to as the
Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number 04C-0055), on Mattole Road at Mattole River. Because

Page 4

Chapter 2. . Description of the Proposed Project

of the environmental requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); Section
106 of the NHPA (16 USC 470); Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49
USC 303), which includes evaluation of use of historic sites eligible for the NRHP; and
Executive Order 11988 regarding floodplain management, rehabilitation of the historic
bridge was also analyzed. In order to meet the FHWA Highway Bridge Program safety
criteria, the crossing must be functional and structurally sound to industry standards outlined
by Caltrans and the American Associate of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO). The proposed project would consist of a two-lane, two-span structure built within
the existing bridge and roadway approach alignment. The new structure would meet federal
sufficiency and functionality standards. Three build alternatives and a no-build alternative
were considered during the design process.
The existing single-lane bridge is 386 feet long and 17 feet wide, with a vertical clearance of
14 feet, and is posted to limit truck and bus speeds to 15 miles per hour. The bridge has a
wooden deck and wooden side rails. The deck has two wooden wheel bases, each four
boards wide. The bridge contains no shoulders or sidewalks for pedestrians and bicyclists.
The bridge is a critically needed regional route used for emergency vehicle access (for those
vehicles that meet the weight and height limitations of the existing bridge) and for residents.
Regionally available alternative routes are limited and are considerable distances from
Honeydew. The closest alternate route from Honeydew to Highway 101 is via Wilder Ridge
Road through Ettersburg to Redway, approximately 40 miles. Honeydew Bridge is
significant to the local economy as it provides access to agricultural lands and is used by
residents, tourists, delivery trucks, emergency services, pedestrians, and bicyclists. There
are no public transportation services in the project area.
In the vicinity of Honeydew, the Mattole River is relatively winding, wide, and shallow, and is
constrained on the northeast by a steep hillside. The channel contains a substantial amount
of large, immobile rock. The northeast bank of the Mattole River is steep and consists of
rock and colluvium with heavy vegetation above the river bank. Downstream from the wide,
flat floodplain on which the community of Honeydew is situated, the southwest bank of the
river is steep and consists of alluvial deposits with a cover a heavy vegetation. Infrequent
floods in the Mattole River are substantially natural and are not significantly influenced by
land use activities within the drainage basin. Floods have not been known to overtop Mattole
Road.

2.4.

FHWA Design Requirements

The Highway Bridge Program mandatory design criteria require that a rehabilitated or
replaced bridge provide adequate hydraulic capacity to pass a probable 50-year flood event
with 3 feet of freeboard (3 feet of clearance between lowest point of the underside of the
bridge [soffit] and water surface) or the water surface elevation of the most probable 100year flood event with no freeboard, whichever is higher. Additionally, the bridge design must
not increase potential flood risk to upstream infrastructures, including nearby roads, homes,
or businesses. The design must also meet seismic, load-bearing (vehicle weight), and
geometric (such as lane and shoulder width) standards for a local rural road and bridge.
Thus, the crossing must be upgraded to eliminate load restrictions and increase the bridge’s
roadway width to two 11-foot-wide lanes and two 2-foot-wide shoulders.
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2.5.

Project Description – Alternatives

Three build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative are under consideration. Alternative
descriptions are based on information prepared by Morrison Structures, Inc. (2018) and
approved by Humboldt County.

2.5.1. NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No-Build Alternative, the existing bridge would remain in its current substandard
state. Use of the bridge would continue while traffic volumes increase; however, its structural
limitations may increase the bridge’s potential for catastrophic failure (i.e., collapse) because
it does not meet modern safety standards. It would continue to be a barrier to large
emergency response vehicles and other large trucks due to its height, weight, and width
limitations. Because transportation routes and access in this part of southern Humboldt
County are limited by topography, the No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing
public safety hazard and continue to hinder traffic circulation. The No-Build Alternative would
not meet the purpose and need for the project. The existing bridge is illustrated in Appendix
D-1.

2.5.2. PROJECT BUILD ALTERNATIVES
All three build alternatives would follow the same existing roadway approach and bridge
alignment, and all three build alternatives would include a bridge crossing the Mattole River
in a two-span configuration. Common design features would be incorporated into each build
alternative, including final freeboard clearance and alignment. Differences between the
design features would include construction timing, and visual appearance and aesthetic.
Project alternatives where the bridge or its approaches would not meet both the federal 50and 100-year floodplain requirements and the avoidance of significant upstream floodplain
encroachment were not considered. Therefore, the following three project build alternatives
were carried forward for analysis in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and as recommended under NEPA. These three build alternatives are illustrated in
Appendix D (D-2 through D-4).
•
•
•

Alternative 1 - Camelback Bridge. This alternative would be the most similar in
appearance to the existing bridge.
Alternative 2 - Steel Girder Bridge. This is the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3 - Concrete Girder Bridge. This alternative would be a precastprestressed, haunched, spliced girder bridge.)

Common Design Features of the Project Build Alternatives
DESIGN
The replacement bridge would be designed for the HL93, Tandem, and P15 Permit Design
Vehicle loadings as specified in bridge design specifications described in the Seismic
Design Criteria Version 1.6 (California Department of Transportation 2010) and AASHTO
Load and Resistance Factor Design Bridge Design Specifications 8th Edition (AASHTO
2017). The structure must be capable of conveying the base or 100-year flood and passing
the 50-year flood without causing objectionable backwater, excessive flow velocities, or
encroaching on through-traffic lanes, according to the Hydraulic Design Criteria established

Page 9

Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project
Programmatic Section 4(F) Evaluation

in the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual (Caltrans 2019). In addition, AASHTO
requires at least 3 feet of freeboard (clearance) above the 50-year flood or flood of record.
According to the project’s hydrologic analysis (Pacific Hydrologic 2013) the minimum soffit
elevation required to meet these criteria is 335.41 feet.
Each of the build alternatives would replace the existing single-lane, camelback throughtruss bridge with a new two-lane bridge over the Mattole River on the same alignment. The
replacement structure would include two 11-foot-wide lanes, each having a 2-foot-wide
shoulder, for a total clear width of 26 feet. The replacement bridge would consist of two
equal spans, each 187 feet 7.5 inches long, for a total bridge length of 375 feet 3 inches. A
steel H-pile would be used to support the north abutment, and a cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH)
supported pier would be used at the south abutment.
The roadway approaches on both ends of the new bridge would be widened to
accommodate two 12-foot-wide lanes, 4-foot-wide shoulders, and 3-foot-wide unpaved
shoulders. A total of four shortened metal beam guard rails (MBGRs), 50 to 100 feet long,
would be added along Mattole Road on both sides of the bridge. One MBGR would be
added between the Honeydew Country Store/Post Office parking lot and Mattole Road near
the southwest bridge corner. Near the southeast bridge corner, an MBGR would be added
between the adjacent residence and Mattole Road to protect the residence and existing
trees. On the north side of the bridge, MBGR would be installed on both sides of the road,
between Mattole Road and the riparian vegetation along the river banks. New signage
would be added on the north and south bridge approaches.
Under each of the build alternatives, a small interpretive area would be created near the
southwest corner of the new bridge alignment to commemorate the historical significance of
the existing Honeydew Bridge. It is anticipated that this area would include a monument
marker (a plaque), a small kiosk to house interpretive information, and a concrete picnic
table. A 6-foot-wide, paved walkway would lead from the existing parking area near the
store, which would be improved to include two Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant
parking stalls.
CONSTRUCTION
Construction Methods. Construction specifications will be in accordance with the Special
Provisions and the current Caltrans Standard Plans, Standard Specifications, and Standard
Special Provisions at the time the construction contract is awarded.
Construction Sequencing. Because of the short time period of low flows for the Mattole
River, during which construction can occur, two summer seasons would be required to
construct the bridge replacement project regardless of the structure type alternative
selected. The first season of work would involve construction of the deep foundations
required for the new bridge’s center pier and south abutment. During this period, access
would occur either via a private road that descends to the floodplain from Wilder Ridge Road
near the southeast corner of the bridge, or via a downstream temporary detour road (a
portion of the larger temporary detour road that would be required for construction access
during the second season). Large-diameter CIDH-pile foundations would be used for each
alternative, at both the center pier and south abutment. The new bridge pier centerline
would be approximately 11 feet north of the existing pier centerline. This would allow for the
CIDH installations without requiring closure of the existing bridge or affecting the existing
bridge support.
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The second season of work would involve constructing the remainder of the temporary
downstream detour and temporary supports, dismantling and removal of the existing bridge,
and constructing the pier wall, abutments, retaining walls, superstructure, and roadway
approaches. Temporary supports that would be used to remove the existing bridge trusses
could also be used to erect the new bridge. After completion of the second season of work,
the detour bridge and roadbed material from the detour road, construction access road, and
private access road would be removed and the areas of temporary disturbance would be
restored to pre-construction conditions.
Through-traffic flow would be maintained throughout the project construction period. During
the first season, traffic routing would continue to be over the existing bridge. In the second
season, traffic would be routed to the temporary detour.
Right of Way and Construction Easements. Retaining walls would be needed at the south
end of project (near the residence on the east side of the Wilder Ridge Road and Mattole
Road intersection, and near the store on the west side of the intersection) to keep the fill
slopes within the right of way. Construction of these walls would require temporary
construction easements to allow for construction access.
On the north end of the bridge, specifically the northwest corner, roadway approach
construction would require acquisition of permanent right of way and temporary construction
easements because the existing road was determined to be outside of the existing right of
way. A cut slope would be needed outside of the existing right of way on the east side of
Mattole Road from station 12+00 to station 12+75. Temporary construction easements for
the detour and for the construction access road would also be required.
Detour. Each build alternative would require the use of a detour bridge approximately 1,300
feet downstream from the existing bridge. During the second construction season, a
temporary detour route would be constructed by creating a connection between Burrel Road
on the north side of the river and Mattole Road on the south side, bypassing the existing
bridge and the Mattole Road/Wilder Ridge Road intersection. Figure 2 shows the location of
the proposed temporary detour in the project area. The temporary detour route would follow
Burrel Road west for approximately 1,300 feet from its intersection with Mattole Road on the
north side of the Mattole River, where the detour would turn south, crossing over the river
via a temporary low-water crossing bridge (i.e., an 89-foot-long flatcar provided by the
County), before joining an existing, unnamed gravel road on the south side of the river. This
unnamed gravel road connects to Mattole Road approximately 900 feet west of the
Honeydew Store and is used to access a gravel storage area and the river. Detour road
construction would consist of river-run gravel fill over geotextile fabric, with an aggregate
base topping. A railroad flatcar would be used to create the temporary bridge over a narrow
portion of the river, and gravel abutments would be used to support the temporary structure.
Grading in the floodplain would be needed to create the temporary detour. The existing
bridge would not be accessible to the public while the temporary detour was in place. Upon
completion of the new bridge, the temporary detour, including the flat car bridge and
approaches would be removed and the floodplain would be restored to pre-construction
conditions.
Bridge Disassembly. The existing bridge would be temporarily supported, disassembled,
match-marked, and transferred to the County for storage. Flexibility will be allowed in the
contract to permit the contractor to select a preferred dismantling method and sequence.
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Unique Features of Build Alternatives
Construction activities would differ slightly among the alternatives. It is anticipated that
Alternative 2 (the Preferred Alternative) would require 154 days to construct. Alternative 1
would require 163 days, and Alternative 3 would require 183 days.
Alternative 1 most closely matches the current bridge’s design. The lighter steel truss
superstructure would allow for a longer working range for the cranes and minimize the need
for a work trestle over the Mattole River. Alternative 1 would also have the highest freeboard
clearance for hydraulic conveyance among the three build alternatives. During construction,
gravel pads in the margins of the live stream would be necessary.
Alternative 2, the steel girder alternative, would allow for crane working ranges that would be
long enough to minimize the need for a work trestle over the Mattole River. As it would be
for Alternative 1, temporary work pads would be necessary in the margins of the live stream.
For both Alternatives 1 and 2, cranes would be able to work from the north bank or north
abutment and the south gravel bar when placing all of the superstructure sections.
Alternative 3 would use a concrete girder design. This alternative would require a work
trestle to be constructed alongside the north span to shorten the lift radius to within working
range of the cranes.
Identification of Preferred Alternative
After comparing and weighing the benefits and impacts of all practicable alternatives, the
team identified Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative, subject to public review and
comment. The Preferred Alternative meets the project’s purpose and need while minimizing
temporary and permanent impacts on the natural and human environments.
Comparison of Alternatives
The three build alternative designs follow the same alignment and would affect the same
segments of area roads (Mattole, Burrel, and Wilder Ridge Roads). In addition, all three
alternatives would involve removal of the existing bridge. The three build alternative
structures would, however, differ with respect to several key physical characteristics. Table 1
compares these key structural differences.
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Table 1.

Alternatives - Structural Comparison
Proposed Project Alternatives

Feature
Structure Type

No-Build
(Existing Bridge)
Camelback truss
with wood deck

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Camelback Truss

Steel Girder

Concrete Girder

Total Length

375 feet 3 inches

375 feet 3 inches

375 feet 3 inches

Bridge Spans

2

2

2

1

1

1

Superstructure
Depth (inches)

43

125

118

Minimum
Hydraulic
Clearance

10.96 at south
abutment

5.07 feet at the
pier

5.66 feet at the
pier

2

2

2

Traffic Lane
Widths

Two 11-foot-wide
lanes, 2-foot-wide
shoulders; 26 feet
clear width

Two 11-foot-wide
lanes, 2-foot-wide
shoulders; 26 feet
clear width

Two 11-foot-wide
lanes, 2-foot-wide
shoulders; 26 feet
clear width

Roadway
Approaches

Two 12-foot-wide
lanes, 4-foot-wide
shoulders, and 3foot-wide unpaved
shoulders

Two 12-foot-wide
lanes, 4-foot-wide
shoulders, and 3foot-wide unpaved
shoulders

Two 12-foot-wide
lanes, 4-foot-wide
shoulders, and 3foot-wide unpaved
shoulders

163

154

183

Number of Piers

Traffic Lanes

Anticipated Days
to Construct

2.6.

1

1

N/A

Summary of the Alternatives

Of the alternatives that would meet the purpose and need of the proposed project,
Alternative 2 would have the significant advantage of less complicated construction and
shorter construction duration than the other build alternatives. This aspect is important for
ensuring that construction is completed as planned and avoiding complications with highwater conditions. This advantage justifies the higher cost than Alternative No. 3. Table 2
summarizes and compares all of the alternatives including advantages and disadvantages,
some of which will be described in greater detail in subsequent sections of this document.
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Table 2.

Features of Each Alternative

Features of the
Alternative

Advantages of the
Alternative

Disadvantages of the
Alternative

Estimated Costs for
the Alternative (by
Morrison Structures,
Inc., in 2015 Dollars)1

No Build Alternative
No changes.

Would avoid an
existing Section 4(f)
resource (historic
bridge).

Would not improve
emergency vehicles
access.

TOTAL $0
NO COST

Would not improve
public safety.
Would not eliminate
width restrictions (onelane, no shoulders).
Would not eliminate
load limit restrictions
(i.e., vehicles bearing
standard loads could
not use bridge).
Would not eliminate
substandard seismic
structural elements.
Would not rectify
hydraulic structural
deficiencies.
(Insufficient standards
for 50- and 100-year
floods, debris loading,
scour etc.).
Alternative 1 - Camelback Bridge (This alternative would be the most similar in appearance
to the existing bridge)
Would include
construction of a new
bridge on the existing
bridge alignment.
Would remove an
existing Section 4(f)
resource (historic
bridge), store it off-site,
and market it for sale
for the purpose of
preservation.
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Would meet FHWA
hydraulic structural
standards (50- and
100-year floods, debris
loading, scour, etc.).
Would improve public
safety.
Would include
interpretive monument
describing the historic
bridge’s relevance.

Would not preserve
historic connectivity
because the Section
4(f) resource (existing
bridge) would be
removed from its
original setting.
As a truss bridge, this
design would result in
limited vertical
clearance (15 feet, 8
inches).

TOTAL $5.7 million

Chapter 2. . Description of the Proposed Project

Table 2.

Features of Each Alternative

Features of the
Alternative

Advantages of the
Alternative

Disadvantages of the
Alternative

The bridge would be
constructed of
weathering steel, which
would not require future
repainting. This design
is most similar to the
existing bridge and
thus may be
considered to provide
an aesthetic benefit.

As a modern structure,
this design would not
retain the historic
significance of the
existing bridge
associated with its
eligibility for listing on
the NRHP.

Estimated Costs for
the Alternative (by
Morrison Structures,
Inc., in 2015 Dollars)1

Would require
mitigation as identified
Environmental
in the Section 106
disturbance would be
MOA pursuant to
minor because the new consultation with
bridge would be
SHPO, including a
aligned on the existing Historic American
alignment.
Engineering Record
(HAER) recordation as
described in Section II
Treatment of Historic
Properties.
Would require the use
of a temporary bridge
that would result in
additional temporary
impacts.
In order to construct,
would cost
approximately 21%
more than that for the
least-costly build
alternative (Alternative
3).
Alternative 2 - Steel Girder Bridge (This is the Preferred Alternative)
Would include
construction of a new
bridge on the existing
bridge alignment.
Would remove an
existing Section 4(f)
resource (historic

Would meet FHWA
hydraulic structural
standards (50- and
100-year floods, debris
loading, scour, etc.).
Would include
interpretive monument

Would have an
TOTAL $5.6 million
additional pier with less
separation between
piers, thus increasing
the risk of catching
debris (including long
trees during floods) and
having more
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Table 2.

Features of Each Alternative

Features of the
Alternative
bridge), store it off-site,
and market it for sale
for the purpose of
preservation.

Advantages of the
Alternative

Disadvantages of the
Alternative

describing the historic
bridge’s relevance.

undesirable
environmental impacts.

No clearance limit.

As a modern structure,
this design would not
Would have a
retain the historic
slenderer profile than
significance of the
the truss alternatives
existing bridge
(Alternative No. 1),
associated with its
which could be
eligibility for listing on
considered to have less the NRHP.
intrusion into the
natural landscape
Would require
setting than the other
mitigation as identified
truss alternative, thus
in the Section 106
providing an aesthetic
MOA pursuant to
benefit.
consultation with
SHPO, including an
The duration of
HAER recordation as
construction for a steel described in Section II
bridge is estimated to
Treatment of Historic
be approximately 4
Properties.
weeks shorter than for
a concrete bridge.
Would require the use
of a temporary bridge
Has the significant
that would result in
advantage of less
additional temporary
complicated
impacts.
construction and
shorter construction
In order to construct,
duration. This aspect is would cost
important for ensuring
approximately 20%
that construction is
more than for the leastcompleted as planned costly build alternative
and avoiding
(Alternative 3).
complications with
high-water conditions.
This advantage justifies
the higher cost than
Alternative No. 3.
Environmental
disturbance would be
minor because the new
bridge would be
aligned on the existing
alignment.
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Estimated Costs for
the Alternative (by
Morrison Structures,
Inc., in 2015 Dollars)1

Chapter 2. . Description of the Proposed Project

Table 2.

Features of Each Alternative

Features of the
Alternative

Advantages of the
Alternative

Disadvantages of the
Alternative

Estimated Costs for
the Alternative (by
Morrison Structures,
Inc., in 2015 Dollars)1

Alternative 3 - Concrete Girder Bridge (This alternative would be a precast-prestressed,
haunched, spliced girder bridge)
Would include
construction of a new
bridge on the existing
bridge alignment.

Would include
interpretive monument
describing the historic
bridge’s relevance.

Would remove an
existing Section 4(f)
resource (historic
bridge), store it off-site,
and market it for sale
for the purpose of
preservation.

No clearance limit.
Would have a
slenderer profile than
the truss alternatives
(Alternative No. 1),
which could be
considered to have less
intrusion into the
natural landscape
setting than the other
truss alternative, thus
providing an aesthetic
benefit.

Duration of
construction for a
concrete bridge is
estimated to be
approximately 4 weeks
longer than for a steel
bridge.

TOTAL $4.5 million
LOWEST COST FOR
A BUILD
ALTERNATIVE

As a modern structure,
this design would not
retain the historic
significance of the
existing bridge
associated with its
eligibility for listing on
the NRHP.

Would require
mitigation as identified
in the Section 106
MOA pursuant to
Environmental
consultation with
disturbance would be
minor because the new SHPO, including a
HAER recordation as
bridge would be
aligned on the existing described in Section II
Treatment of Historic
alignment.
Properties.
Would require the use
of a temporary bridge
that would result in
additional temporary
impacts.
Table Notes: 1Construction costs include a 10% mobilization cost and 20% contingencies, but do not
include support costs (engineering and permitting), right of way, and construction engineering.
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Chapter 3. Description of Section 4(f) Property
Honeydew Bridge on Mattole Road over the Mattole River was built in 1920 and is a singlelane, wood-deck structure composed of two steel camelback truss spans on a concrete
foundation, which makes it a rare and significant bridge type. The structure’s characterdefining features are the two camelback trusses and substructure, along with the concrete
seat abutments, single concrete pier, and timber deck and railings. The bridge is situated
approximately 30 feet above the Mattole River and is supported by a center pier and
concrete abutments on each bank. The total bridge length measures 386 feet long with a
14-foot vertical clearance.
The truss structure has repeatedly been struck and damaged by oversized vehicles. Several
main truss members and portal cross frames have been replaced, typically with plug
welding. The truss portion of the bridge was last painted in the mid 1970s. The County does
not have funding for a bridge painting program. The maintenance needs of the bridge are
high due to its age, design, and materials of construction. Although the bridge has been
subject to contemporary repairs, it has retained its historic integrity. The extant pressuretreated timber deck and railings replaced an earlier deck and railings as recently as the
1990s (as noted in Caltrans bridge inspection reports). When evaluated, the bridge was one
of only three of this type in the state on public roadways. It was determined eligible for listing
in the NRHP in 2003 and is a historic property for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA
(JRP 2013a).
The County owns the Section 4(f) property (i.e., the existing Honeydew Bridge) and Mattole
Road right of way. To complete the project, the County must negotiate with several private
landowners for temporary easements to allow for construction access, staging, and creation
of the temporary detour. Permanent taking of additional right of way on private land would
be limited to a small area adjacent to the southwest corner of the bridge (near the
Honeydew Country Store and Post Office) for development of the commemerative
monument that would provide historical interpretation information about the historic
Honeydew Bridge.
The Honeydew Bridge is used for single-lane vehicle traffic, and is open to the public.
Current ADT is approximately 300 on the weekend and roughly 400 during weekdays
(Bundschuh 2017). These weekday numbers are expected to increase to 500 near the year
2020. This level of use for a one-lane bridge contributes to the unsafe nature of the bridge.
No other bridges exist in the vicinity, nor are there plans to construct additional bridges.
The Honeydew Bridge is the sole historic property in the area of potential impact. This
bridge was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C in 2003 as a result
of the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory conducted in early 2000s. The bridge was
previously evaluated in 1986, but found not eligible. Caltrans changed its opinion regarding
the bridge because in the span of time between the two evaluations, four bridges of this type
(camelback truss) in the state were demolished, leaving only three including the Honeydew
Bridge. Of the three, only the Honeydew Bridge and the Salinas River Bridge (44C0007)
were built during the period when this type of bridge was popular. Under Criterion C, the
bridge represents an excellent example of its type, period, and method of construction, and
as a rare and significant bridge type (i.e., the Camelback Truss).
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The bridge’s period of significance is 1920 (the year of construction) and although
contemporary repairs to the structure, such as welded members in the portal cross frame,
are evident, the structure retains sufficient historic integrity to convey its historic significance.
The structure’s character-defining features are the two camelback trusses and substructure,
along with the concrete seat abutments, single concrete pier, and timber deck and railings.
The extant pressure-treated timber deck and railings replaced an earlier deck and railings.
Some of the replacements occurred in the 1990s (as noted in Caltrans bridge inspection
reports). Records indicate that the new decking and railings can be considered as in-kind
replacements and as such they contribute to the bridge’s character.
The bridge is a critically needed regional route used for emergency vehicle access (for those
vehicles that meet the weight and height limitations of the existing bridge) and for residents.
Regionally available alternative routes are limited and are considerable distances from
Honeydew. The closest alternate route from Honeydew to Highway 101 is via Wilder Ridge
Road through Ettersburg to Redway, approximately 40 miles. The bridge is significant to the
local economy as it provides access to agricultural lands and is used by residents, tourists,
delivery trucks, emergency services, pedestrians, and bicyclists.
Consideration of bridge replacement began in the early 1970s. Initially there was interest in
relocating the bridge to allow realignment of the approach road on the north side, in order to
bypass several hillslope curves. Ten alternative routes were assessed. Based on this initial
assessment, the preferred location for a new bridge alignment was approximately 1,800 feet
downstream from the existing alignment. The primary rationale for this selection was
meeting the objective of straightening the alignment of the approach road on the north side.
In the late 1970s, the County acquired right of way for a new approach road on the north
side of the Mattole River through dedication on a subdivision map. Right of way was not
secured on the south side of the river. Funding to pursue this option was not secured and
project development was discontinued.
In 1997, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors passed a resolution stating the intent to
replace the bridge based on its lowered sufficiency rating. The low rating was based on a
history of incidents in which oversize vehicles had hit and damaged the structure, as well as
the overall deteriorating condition of the bridge.
In 2011, Humboldt County Public Works initiated technical studies and engineering design
for bridge replacement (discussed below). This work included updated hydraulic analysis,
geotechnical evaluation, and preliminary design for the bridge and road approaches.
The Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project HPSR (JRP 2013a) and its technical
appendices, including the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project HRER (JRP 2013b) were
prepared to describe in detail the significance of the bridge. In 2013, JRP revisited the
Honeydew Bridge and verified that the bridge still retained historic integrity and continued to
meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP that were identified in 2003. The FAE study
prepared in 2017 documents the impacts of each alternative on the qualities that make the
bridge eligible for listing in the NRHP (JRP 2017). The bridge’s unique architectural features
meet the criteria set forth for project compliance under Section 4(f) Criterion C (architecture).
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Chapter 4. Impacts on the Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number
04C-0055)
This chapter describes how each alternative would affect the Honeydew Bridge, the subject
Section 4(f) property. As a historic bridge, changes in noise levels, vegetation, wildlife, and
air or water quality would not affect the Section 4(f) resource. Table 3 at the end of this
section compares the impacts of each alternative on the Section 4(f) property.
All three build alternatives would follow the same existing roadway approach and bridge
alignment. Common design features would be incorporated into each build alternative,
differing only in construction timing. The alternatives would incorporate a few unique
construction activities tied to the structure type; the new bridge’s final freeboard clearance,
which is also a function of structure type; and visual appearance and aesthetic.

4.1.

No Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative the existing Honeydew Bridge would not be modified, and no
construction would occur. There would be no impacts on the identified attributes and
features of the Section 4(f) property (historic bridge); therefore, the No Build alternative does
not constitute a “use” under Section 4(f).

4.2.

Alternative 1 - Camelback Truss Bridge

The impacts of Alternative 1 on cultural resources in the project area and vicinity would be
similar to those described under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative).

4.3.

Alternative 2 - Steel Girder Bridge (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 2 would remove the historic bridge from this location entirely, thereby impairing
the historic integrity of the bridge, which constitutes a demolition “use” of the historic bridge
under the terms of the Programmatic Section 4(f). Specifically, this alternative would affect
the attributes and features identified under NRHP Criterion C (36 CFR 60.4(a)) where the
bridge represents an excellent example of its type, period, and method of construction, and
as a rare and significant bridge type (i.e., the Camelback Truss). If the historic bridge is not
purchased and preserved in a new location, material design and workmanship attributes and
features identified under Criterion C would be impaired. The FAE for the Honeydew Bridge
Replacement Project (JRP 2017) further discusses the impacts in accordance with the
Criterion of Adverse Effect in the regulations that govern compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA [36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(iv) and (v)].

4.4.

Alternative 3 - Concrete Girder Bridge

The impacts of Alternative 3 on cultural resources in the project area and vicinity would be
similar to those described under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative).

4.5.

Other Impacts

“Use” of the Section 4(f) property may result in other impacts related to the natural and/or
human environment.
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Table 3 compares other impacts of each alternative on the Section 4(f) property. Information
presented in the table was derived from several sources:
•

Visual Resources Impact Assessment for Honeydew Bridge (No. 4C-0055)
Replacement Project (Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. [Stantec] 2019a)

•

Draft Natural Environment Study for the Honeydew Bridge (No. 4C-0055)
Replacement Project (Stantec 2019b)

•

Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project
(JRP 2013)

•

Finding of Adverse Effect (JRP 2017)

•

Memorandum of Agreement (Caltrans 2018)
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

No Build Alternative

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

This applies to visual
impacts other than
those identified
under the NHPA.
Scenic resource
impacts are
determined by the
viewer(s). In this
case there is the
view from Mattole
Road and
surrounding areas
towards the existing
bridge and the view
from the bridge.
Alternative 1 would
replace the existing
bridge with a
structure having
similar visual
attributes, unlike
Alternatives 2 and 3.

N/A

Some riparian
vegetation
removal would
be necessary
to
accommodate
the new bridge
and its
roadway
approaches.
The volume
would be
similar for all
build
alternatives.

Avoidance and
minimization
measures, and
mitigation
(when
appropriate)
would be used
to avoid or
minimize
project impacts
on fish and
wildlife.
Potential
impacts would
be similar for
all build
alternatives.

N/A

N/A

Alternative 1 - Camelback Truss Bridge

Bicyclists,
pedestrians, and
motorized vehicles
would continue to
have access to the
bridge during the
first year of the 2year construction
period. In the
second year, a
downstream detour
would be available
for motorized and
non-motorized traffic
over the Mattole
River.
Upon completion of
the replacement
bridge, bicycle,
pedestrian, and
vehicle access
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During the first year
of the 2-year
construction cycle,
the Section 4(f)
bridge would remain
open for motorized
and non-motorized
traffic conveyance
across Mattole
River. In the second
year, a temporary
detour would be
constructed
approximately 1,300
feet downstream
and the Section 4(f)
bridge would be
closed and
dismantled.

Chapter 4. . Impacts on the Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number 04C-0055)

Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

across the Mattole
River would be
provided by the new
replacement bridge.
The Section 4(f)
bridge would be
dismantled, and the
MOA Treatment
Plan would provide
the opportunity for
the bridge to be
purchased,
reconstructed, and
preserved for use
off-site.
The replacement
bridge proposed
under Alternative 1
would have limited
overhead clearance,
which makes this
alternative
inconsistent with the
project’s stated
purpose and need.

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

This would
substantially change
the current visual
character by
introducing new
features that would
be very different
than those of the
existing bridge.
The view from the
new bridge would be
essentially the same
as from the existing
bridge because it
would be within the
existing alignment
and the new
structures would be
of a style similar to
that of the existing
bridge.
Alternative 1 would
be the most
consistent with the
existing visual
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

resource and
aesthetics.
Construction
activities would be
temporary visual
intrusions.
Vegetation clearing
around staging
areas and around
the temporary detour
bridge would open
up views of the
Mattole River
corridor, which
would increase the
potential for glare
from construction
equipment and
floodplain gravel.
Areas temporarily
affected by project
construction would
be restored to preproject conditions.
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Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

Chapter 4. . Impacts on the Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number 04C-0055)

Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Some riparian
vegetation
removal would
be necessary
to
accommodate
the new bridge
and its
roadway
approaches.
The volume
would be
similar for all
build
alternatives.

Avoidance and
minimization
measures, and
mitigation
(when
appropriate)
would be used
to avoid or
minimize
project impacts
on fish and
wildlife.
Potential
impacts would
be similar for
all build
alternatives.

Air
Water
Quality Quality

Under Alternative 1,
the degree of
permanent impacts
on visual resources
and visual quality
would be neutral.
Alternative 2 - Steel Girder Bridge (Preferred Alternative)

Bicyclists,
pedestrians, and
motorized vehicles
would continue to
have access to the
bridge during the
first year of the 2year construction
period. In the
second year, a
downstream detour
would be available
for motorized and
non-motorized traffic
over the Mattole
River.
Upon completion of
the replacement

During the first year
of the 2-year
construction cycle,
the Section 4(f)
bridge would remain
open for motorized
and non-motorized
traffic conveyance
across Mattole
River. In the second
year, a temporary
detour would be
constructed
approximately 1,300
feet downstream
and the Section 4(f)
bridge would be
closed and
dismantled.

This applies to visual
impacts other than
those identified
under the NHPA.
Scenic resource
impacts are
determined by the
viewer(s). In this
case there is the
view from Mattole
Road and
surrounding areas
towards the existing
bridge and the view
from the bridge.
Alternative 2
(Preferred
Alternative) would

N/A

N/A

N/A
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

bridge, bicycle,
pedestrian, and
vehicle access
across the Mattole
River would be
provided by the new
replacement bridge.
The Section 4(f)
bridge would be
dismantled, and the
MOA Treatment
Plan would provide
the opportunity for
the bridge to be
purchased,
reconstructed, and
preserved for use
off-site.

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

be a modern, lowprofile concrete slab
structure that would
change the visual
character of the
community.
However, a structure
of this type would be
less intrusive on the
landscape (i.e., less
memorable) and
would allow for
expanded views of
the surrounding
landscape as viewed
both from the bridge
and from areas near
the bridge.
Construction
activities would be
temporary visual
intrusions.
Vegetation clearing
around staging
areas and around
the temporary detour
bridge would open
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Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

up views of the
Mattole River
corridor, which
would increase the
potential for glare
from construction
equipment and
floodplain gravel.
Areas temporarily
affected by project
construction would
be restored to preproject conditions.
Under Alternative 2,
the degree of
permanent impacts
on visual resources
and visual quality
would be adverse,
as they would be
under Alternative 3.
Alternative 3 - Concrete Girder Bridge

Bicyclists,
pedestrians, and

During the first year
of the 2-year

This applies to visual
impacts other than

N/A

Some riparian
vegetation

Avoidance and
minimization

N/A

N/A
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

motorized vehicles
would continue to
have access to the
bridge during the
first year of the 2year construction
period. In the
second year, a
downstream detour
would be available
for motorized and
non-motorized traffic
over the Mattole
River.
Upon completion of
the replacement
bridge, bicycle,
pedestrian, and
vehicle access
across the Mattole
River would be
provided by the new
replacement bridge.
The Section 4(f)
bridge would be
dismantled, and the
MOA Treatment
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Accessibility

construction cycle,
the Section 4(f)
bridge would remain
open for motorized
and non-motorized
traffic conveyance
across Mattole
River. In the second
year, a temporary
detour would be
constructed
approximately 1,300
feet downstream
and the Section 4(f)
bridge would be
closed and
dismantled.

Scenic
Resources/Visual

those identified
under the NHPA.
Scenic resource
impacts are
determined by the
viewer(s). In this
case there is the
view from Mattole
Road and
surrounding areas
towards the existing
bridge and the view
from the bridge.
Alternative 3 would
be a modern, lowprofile steel structure
that would change
the visual character
of the community.
As it would be under
Alternative 2, this
structure would be
less intrusive on the
landscape than the
existing bridge or
Alternative 1, and
would allow for

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

removal would
be necessary
to
accommodate
the new bridge
and its
roadway
approaches.
The volume
would be
similar for all
build
alternatives.

measures, and
mitigation
(when
appropriate)
would be used
to avoid or
minimize
project impacts
on fish and
wildlife.
Potential
impacts would
be similar for
all build
alternatives.

Air
Water
Quality Quality

Chapter 4. . Impacts on the Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number 04C-0055)

Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Plan would provide
the opportunity for
the bridge to be
purchased,
reconstructed, and
preserved for use
off-site.

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

expanded views of
the surrounding
landscape as viewed
by various viewer
groups (e.g.,
motorists, neighbors,
recreationists).
Construction
activities would be
temporary visual
intrusions.
Vegetation clearing
around staging
areas and around
the temporary detour
bridge would open
up views of the
Mattole River
corridor, which
would increase the
potential for glare
from construction
equipment and
floodplain gravel.
Areas temporarily
affected by project
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Table 3.

Impacts on Resources by Alternatives

Facilities, Functions,
and/or Activities
Potentially Affected
(including
Recreational Users)

Accessibility

Scenic
Resources/Visual

construction would
be restored to preproject conditions.
Under Alternative 3,
the degree of
permanent impacts
on visual resources
and visual quality
would be adverse,
as they would be
under Alternative 2.
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Noise

Vegetation

Wildlife

Air
Water
Quality Quality

Chapter 5. . Applicability of Programmatic Section 4(f)

Chapter 5. Applicability of Programmatic Section 4(f)
Caltrans, as assigned by the FHWA pursuant to 23 USC 326, has determined that the
proposed project meets the criterion of adverse effect under 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(i) of the
2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic
Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California, as follows:
Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property.
The Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project calls for the demolition of the Honeydew
Bridge, which will result in a direct adverse effect on the bridge. The project will not cause
an indirect or cumulative adverse effect on the historic property.
1.

The bridge is to be replaced or rehabilitated with Federal funds.
The FHWA Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program will fund 88.53%
of all project phases (i.e., project engineering, and right of way and construction costs)
and local matching funds will provide the remaining balance.

2.

The project will require the use of a historic bridge structure which is on or is eligible
for listing on the NRHP.
The Honeydew Bridge (Bridge Number 04C-0055) was determined eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP in 2003. Each of the build alternatives requires a Section 4(f)
“use” of the Honeydew Bridge because the proposed project will impair the historic
integrity of the bridge through demolition. The only avoidance alternative is the NoBuild Alternative.

3.

The bridge is not a National Historic Landmark.
This statement is true of the affected Section 4(f) property (Bridge Number 04C-0055).

4.

The FHWA Division Administrator determines that the facts of the project match those
set forth in the sections of this document labeled Alternatives, Findings, and Mitigation.
Caltrans, under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 326, has
determined that the facts of the project match those set forth in this Section 4(f)
document.

5.

Agreement among the FHWA, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) has been reached through procedures pursuant to Section 106
of the NHPA.
Caltrans and SHPO reached agreement through execution of a MOA to address
project impacts, which is provided as Appendix C of this document. In accordance with
36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), Caltrans notified the ACHP of the adverse effect. The proposed
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project does not meet any of the conditions cited in 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1)(i); therefore,
the ACHP did not participate in the consultation.

5.1.

Definition of Use under Historic Bridge Programmatic Section 4(f)

The Programmatic Section 4(f) defines “use” as follows:
Historic bridges covered by this Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation are unique because
they are historic, yet also part of either a Federal-aid highway system or a state or local
highway system that has continued to evolve over the years. Even though these structures
are on or eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, they must perform as an integral part of a
modern transportation system. When they do not or cannot, they must be rehabilitated or
replaced in order to assure public safety while maintaining system continuity and integrity.
For the purpose of this Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation, a proposed action will "use" a
bridge that is on or eligible for inclusion on the NRHP when the action will impair the historic
integrity of the bridge either by rehabilitation or demolition. Rehabilitation that does not
impair the historic integrity of the bridge as determined by procedures implementing the
NHPA is not subject to Section 4(f) (FHWA 1983).
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Chapter 6. Avoidance Alternatives
As required under the terms of the Programmatic Section 4(f) for historic bridges, the
purpose of this chapter is to examine alternatives that would avoid the “use” of a Section 4(f)
resource, and to determine whether such avoidance alternatives are prudent and feasible.

6.1.

Feasible and Prudent Standard

Under Section 4(f), an alternative that completely avoids the use of Section 4(f) property
must be selected unless it would not be “feasible and prudent” to construct it [49 USC
303(c)]. According to 23 CFR 774.17, an alternative is not considered feasible if “it cannot
be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment.”
An alternative is not considered prudent if any of the following are true:
1. It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the
project in light of its stated purpose and need.
2. It results in unacceptable safety or operation problems.
3. After reasonable mitigation, it still causes one or more of the following:
a. Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts
b. Severe disruption to established communities;
c. Severe disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations
d. Severe impacts on environmental resources protected under other Federal
statutes
4. It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an
extraordinary magnitude.
5. It causes other unique problems or unusual factors.
6. It involves multiple factors (in this definition) that while individually minor,
cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.

6.2.

Programmatic Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives

The Programmatic Section 4(f) for historic bridges dictates that the following avoidance
alternatives must be considered:
1. Do nothing (no-build).
2. Build a new structure at a different location without affecting the historic integrity of
the old bridge, as determined by procedures implementing the NHPA.
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3. Rehabilitate the historic bridge without affecting the historic integrity of the structure,
as determined by procedures implementing the NHPA.

6.2.1. AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE 1 - DO NOTHING
Avoidance Alternative 1 is equivalent to the No-Build Alternative. Although it is feasible and
would avoid using the Section 4(f) resource, Avoidance Alternative 1 does not pass the test
for prudence because it does not meet the stated purpose and need of the proposed project.

6.2.2. AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE 2 - BUILDING ON A NEW ALIGNMENT
WITHOUT AFFECTING THE HISTORIC INTEGRITY OF THE OLD BRIDGE
Any new structure that would remove the existing bridge would compromise, under Criterion
C, the historic architectural features that make the bridge unique. However, if the historic
bridge could be dismantled and preserved offsite to the point that there would be no adverse
effect under NHRP Criterion C, then a Section 4(f) use could be avoided.
A new bridge on a new alignment was first proposed in 1972. Several potential bridge
alignments were analyzed for locations 1,800 feet or less downstream from the existing
bridge. One new bridge location was eliminated because it traversed two flat properties on
each side of the river. Alignments were analyzed that followed steeper terrain and affected
less flat land. Such alternatives were eliminated because they would have contained
substandard grades or alignments and would have far higher construction costs due to the
need for significant road realignment work. In addition, a new bridge alignment would have
required substantial amounts of fill to be placed within the floodplain, which would likely
increase flood damage risks. Other potential new bridge locations were eliminated because
they would require a sharp skew angle to the river or be on an 850-foot-radius curve.
Additional reasons for eliminating consideration of a new alignment included the potential
need for an excessively high structure, major modifications to Burrel Road, and impacts on
three homes. A new bridge location would have also had more significant environmental
impacts for which mitigation may not have been feasible, and right of way south of the river
was not secured. For these reasons a new bridge location was not considered for future
analysis.
Proposed alternatives would need to address potential flood events and not increase
backwater surface elevations. Additionally, bridge structures must meet requirements of 23
CFR 650.115 and 650.117 for bridges, structures, and hydraulics. Exceptions to these
standards may only be approved if they are found to be impractical or unreasonably costly
for the proposed project and if they do not result in an increased risk of damage during
floods.

6.2.3. AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE 3 - REHABILITATION WITHOUT
AFFECTING THE HISTORIC INTEGRITY OF THE BRIDGE
Avoidance Alternative 3 would not be practicable given the historic bridge’s structural
inadequacies. The modifications that would be needed to rehabilitate the bridge and make it
consistent with modern geometric, structural, and seismic standards would require
significant changes to the its historic features. The existing bridge is near the end of its
service life and is considered structurally deficient. It does not comply with modern
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geometric and seismic standards and consists of only one travel lane, lacks a standard
shoulder width, and does not provide safe passage for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Subsequent Caltrans structure maintenance investigations performed in 2014 confirmed the
previously identified structural deficiencies and an additional determination of “functionally
obsolete” due to factors including height, weight, and width limitations. The bridge has a low
clearance height of 14 feet, which limits access to critically needed fire vehicles and heavy
equipment, including equipment that is needed to repair and reopen rural roads in the region
damaged during the winter or following unseasonable severe storms and disasters. The low
vertical clearance has also led to a series of incidents in which large vehicles hit and
damaged the truss structure. The existing bridge’s overall fitness rating is 13.3 (based on a
scale of 1 to 100, with 1 being the least fit. Rehabilitation of the existing bridge to meet
modern geometric and seismic standards would be both technically infeasible and cost
prohibitive.
This alternative would not be a prudent avoidance alternative because after reasonable
mitigation, such as HAER recordation of the bridge, the project would result in an adverse
effect on the attributes and features of Section 4(f) resource representing a severe
environmental impact.

6.3.

Summary

Based on the above discussion, the avoidance alternatives 1) do nothing (no-build); 2) build
a new structure on a different alignment without affecting the historic integrity of the old
bridge, as determined by procedures implementing the NHPA, and 3) rehabilitate the
historic bridge without affecting the historic integrity of the structure, as determined by
procedures implementing the NHPA, are impracticable and would not meet the proposed
project’s stated purpose and need.
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Chapter 7. Measures to Minimize Harm to the Honeydew Bridge
This Section 4(f) evaluation and approval may be used for projects only if Caltrans ensures
that the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm, which has been
done when all of the following have occurred:
1. For bridges that are to be rehabilitated, the historic integrity of the bridge is
preserved, to the greatest extent possible, consistent with an unavoidable
transportation needs, safety, and load requirements.
2. For bridges that are being rehabilitated, the point that the historic integrity is affected
or that are to be moved or demolished, Caltrans ensures that in accordance with the
HAER standards, or other suitable means developed through consultation, fully
adequate records are made of the bridge.
3. For bridges that are to be replaced, the existing bridge is made available for an
alternative use, provided a responsible party agrees to maintain and preserve the
bridge.
4. For bridges that are adversely affected, agreement among the SHPO, ACHP, and
Caltrans is reached through the Section 106 process of the NHPA on measures to
minimize harm and those measures are incorporated into the project.
Caltrans consulted with SHPO, the official with jurisdiction over the historic bridge, in
accordance with the terms of Section 106 of the NHPA. In December 2018, Caltrans and
SHPO executed an MOA, which stipulates that if Caltrans proceeds with the bridge
replacement project, Caltrans must ensure that the recordation treatment for the historic
bridge is executed. Consultation with SHPO and the below proposed resolution of adverse
effects satisfies the requirements for demonstrating that all possible planning to minimize
harm to the Section 4(f) resource has occurred. Section 8 provides additional detail
regarding coordination with SHPO.
Before the start of any work that could adversely affect any characteristics that qualify the
Honeydew Bridge as a historic property, Caltrans must ensure that the following recordation
measures are completed by Humboldt County:
1. Photography and Construction Drawings
a. The County shall take large format (4-inch by 5-inch or larger negative size)
photographs showing the Honeydew Bridge in context as well as details of the
historic engineering features. Photographs shall be processed for archival
permanence in accordance with the HAER photographic specifications. Views of
the Honeydew Bridge shall include all of the following:
i. Contextual views showing the Honeydew Bridge in its setting
ii. Elevation views
iii. Views of the Honeydew Bridge pier and abutments
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iv. Detail views of the significant engineering and design elements
b. The County shall make a reasonable and good faith effort to locate historic
construction drawings of Honeydew Bridge. If these drawings are located, the
County shall photographically reproduce plans, elevations, and selected details
from these drawings in accordance with HAER photographic specifications.
c. The County shall ensure that a written historical and descriptive report for the
Honeydew Bridge will be completed. This report will provide a physical
description of the bridge, discuss its construction and significance under NRHP
criteria, and address the historical context for its construction, following the
format and instructions in the Heritage Documentation Programs HAER
Guidelines (National Park Service 2017.
d. Upon completion, archival copies of the documentation as prescribed above shall
be retained by Caltrans District 1 and the County, distributed to the Caltrans
Transportation Historic Library in Sacramento, the California Office of Historic
Preservation, the Fortuna Branch of the Humboldt County Library, the Humboldt
County Historical Society in Eureka, and the Special Collections Unit - Humboldt
Room of the Humboldt State University Library, Arcata.
2. The County will install a commemorative plaque into a rock pedestal or boulder, and
interpretive history kiosk near the southwest corner of the bridge alignment (just east of
the Honeydew Country Store and Post Office. This interpretive site will provide a brief
history of the original bridge, its engineering features, and significance. The SHPO and
Caltrans shall have 30 days to review and comment on the design and text of the new
plaque before it is produced and installed.
3. The County shall offer Honeydew Bridge for sale for reuse in an alternate location to
interested public agencies and non-profits. A marketing plan shall be prepared for the
sale of the bridge, including a notification letter, fact sheet, and list of intended recipients.
Advertisements shall be placed in appropriate newspapers of record. The offer shall run
for 6 months.
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Chapter 8. Coordination for the Section 4(f) Property
8.1. State Historic Preservation Officer/Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation
Caltrans has consulted with the California SHPO in accordance with regulations required
under the implementation of Section 106 of the NHPA specific to the effect of the project on
historic properties.
Caltrans submitted the HPSR, including the HRER, for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement
Project to SHPO in December 2013 in order to request concurrence on eligibility
determinations of cultural resources evaluated for the proposed project. In addition to the
bridge, which was identified in 2003 as being eligible for NRHP listing, these reports also
included an assessment of a private property, the Honeydew Store and residence at 44670
Mattole Road. The HRER determined that this property does not appear to meet the criteria
for NRHP listing pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C of the Section 106 PA. The State Historic
Preservation Officer concurred with this determination in a letter sent to Caltrans on January
23, 2014 (FHWA_2013_1220_002).
Caltrans submitted the FAE and a draft Memorandum of Agreement to SHPO in August
2017. In accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), Caltrans notified the ACHP of the adverse
effect. The proposed project does not meet any of the conditions cited in 36 CFR
800.6(a)(1)(i); therefore, the ACHP did not participate in the consultation.
On November 16, 2017 SHPO sent a letter concurring with Caltrans’ finding of adverse
effect for the bridge (FHWA-2013-1220-002). Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, applied the
Criteria of Adverse Effect, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5 and the Section 106 PA Stipulation
X.C., and determined that the undertaking would have an adverse effect on Bridge Number
04C-0055, regardless of which of the three build alternatives is selected. Enclosed with this
response letter was the fully executed MOA between Caltrans District 1, the County, and
SHPO, with the Mattole Valley Historical Society as a concurring signatory (Appendix C).
The MOA stipulates the actions to be taken to minimize and mitigate for adverse effects of
the bridge replacement project. The MOA will be subject to approval by ACHP prior to the
start of any activities that would affect the historic bridge. Caltrans will be responsible for
submitting the MOA to the ACHP and executing its terms in accordance with Section 106 of
the NHPA and the ACHP’s regulations.

8.2.

Letters and Other Correspondence

Appendix B includes a chronology of events related to general project meetings and Section
106 coordination during the years 2013 through 2017. Also included in Appendix B are
copies of consultation letters received from SHPO in 2013 and 2017.

8.2.1. LOCAL HISTORICAL SOCIETY
On May 24, 2013 JRP sent letters to the Humboldt County Historical Society, Clarke
Historical Museum, Mattole Valley Historical Society, and the Eureka Heritage Society. JRP
received no responses. JRP did not receive any responses from these letters. JRP did
receive a response to a January 28, 2013 letter to interested parties regarding a
preventative maintenance project for the Honeydew Bridge from Laura Walker Cooskey of
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the Mattole Valley Historical Society. Ms. Cooskey contacted JRP via email on February 5,
2013 noting support for preservation of the Honeydew Bridge and asking about the bridge’s
potential replacement. This led to an exchange of emails during February 7 to February 8,
2013 between Ms. Cooskey and Mr. McMorris that included clarification that the project is
for preventative maintenance with replacement of deteriorated components of the structure’s
timber deck and railings. These communications were provided to Humboldt County Public
Works Department.

8.2.2. NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES, GROUPS, AND INDIVIDUALS
On June 18, 2013 Mr. James Roscoe (JRP) sent a letter to the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) requesting a search of the Sacred Lands Inventory File and a current
list of local Native American groups and individuals who may have interest or concerns with
the project. The reply from the NAHC on June 18, 2013 reported that there were no Native
American cultural resources listed for the immediate project area. It also included a list of
Native American contacts for the project area. Mr. Roscoe sent letters to these contacts—
Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria and the InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness
Council—on June 27, 2013 requesting information and help identifying and protecting
cultural resources. The InterTribal Sinkyone Wilderness Council did not respond to written
letter or email. Follow-up phone calls were also made. Erika Collins, the Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer for the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria requested to
accompany the field crew to the project area.

8.2.3. OTHER MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
Humboldt County Department of Public Works held a public meeting regarding the
Honeydew Bridge project on January 23, 2013 at the Honeydew Elementary School. The
meeting was conducted by Chris Whitworth, Deputy Director, Humboldt County Department
of Public Works and attended by about 20 people. In response to the meeting, the County
received one correspondence from Scott and Tina Davies of Honeydew who expressed their
preference for design Alternative 1, the steel truss bridge, because it is similar in
appearance to the current bridge and for its “earthquake and flood stability.”
Also, in response to the meeting, the County received four telephone calls in January 2013.
Mr. Dennis Smith of Honeydew endorsed construction of a new bridge and did not express
preference for any particular design or alternative. Mr. Pete Marshal and Ms. Lois Juodika,
both of Honeydew, expressed concerns that the bridge crossing would be relocated, but
were mollified once informed the new bridge would be built in the same location as the old
bridge. Ms. Juodika also voiced concern that the new two-lane bridge would encourage
speeding. Ms. Jessica Wygal expressed concern about an old oak tree at the bridge
abutment.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment (EIR/EA) and Public Scoping Meeting for the Humboldt County Public Works
Department Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project, Humboldt County, California was sent
by the County to the State Clearinghouse, responsible and trustee agencies, and interested
parties and organizations on February 10, 2017 to inform these parties of the proposed
project and to solicit comments on the scope and content of the environmental information
to be included in the CEQA/NEPA joint EIR/EA. The NOP included notification of the 30-day
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public comment period (February 15–March 15, 2017) and information about an upcoming
public scoping meeting.
On March 1, 2017 the County hosted a public scoping workshop to solicit public comments
on the proposed project for consideration in the environmental review process. The
workshop was held at the Mattole Grange hall in Petrolia and was attended by five members
of the public from the Honeydew and Petrolia areas. County and Caltrans staff, as well as
Morrison Structures Inc. (the project engineer) and Stantec were available to discuss the
project. Comments received included concern by CalFire about emergency vehicle access
during construction; public concerns for potential impacts on biological resources (i.e., bats,
birds, fish, and other aquatic species); and a selection of bridge alternatives, which favored
Alternative 1 because of its similarity to the historic bridge structure. Other comments
supported preservation and rehabilitation of the existing bridge, and safety. Ms. Laura
Cooksey, an area resident and Mattole Valley Historical Society member, was among the
attendees at the scoping workshop. She shared historic photographs and historical insights
of the Honeydew community and the historic bridge, and advocated memorializing the
bridge.
Copies of the public participation correspondence, the 2013 public meeting documentation,
and public comment letters received during the period 2013–2017 are provided in
Attachment B of the FAE (see Appendix B). In addition, a table summarizing comment
correspondence and public comment emails specific to the NOP and the 2017 public
scoping workshop are provided as Appendix E.
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Chapter 9. Least Harm Analysis
When the avoidance alternatives evaluation demonstrates there is no feasible and prudent
avoidance alternatives, then a least harm analysis (Table 4) is completed that compares
each build alternative in relation to the following required Section 4(f) factors:
1. Ability to mitigate adverse impacts on each Section 4(f) resource
2. Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities,
attributes, or features
3. Relative significance of each Section 4(f) resource
4. Views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property
5. Degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need
6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts on resources not
protected by Section 4(f)
7. Substantial differences in costs between alternatives
Table 4.

Least Harm Analysis for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project

Compare alternatives
relative to the
following factors:

New Camelback
Bridge; Remove
Existing Bridge
Alternative 1

New Steel Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 2
(Preferred Alternative)

New Concrete Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 3

1. Ability to mitigate
adverse impacts on
Section 4(f) resource

Mitigation would be the
same as under
Alternative 2.

Mitigation of the impacts Mitigation would be the
on the Section 4(f)
same as under
bridge would be
Alternative 2.
implemented per the
MOA including HAERlevel recordation of the
bridge, installation of a
commemorative plaque
to document historical
importance, and a
marketing plan to sell
the bridge for purposes
of restoration and
preservation.

2. Relative severity of
the remaining harm,
after mitigation, to the
protected activities and
attributes or features

The project impacts
would be severe
because the existing
bridge would be
dismantled and replaced
in its entirety.

The project impacts
would be severe
because the existing
bridge would be
dismantled and replaced
in its entirety.

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.
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Table 4.

Least Harm Analysis for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project

Compare alternatives
relative to the
following factors:

New Camelback
Bridge; Remove
Existing Bridge
Alternative 1

New Steel Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 2
(Preferred Alternative)

New Concrete Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 3

This is the only
Historic connectivity
alternative that would
would be retained.
replicate the
appearance of the
existing historic bridge;
however, this alternative
would not meet the
project’s purpose and
need due to limitations
placed on vehicle
heights.
Historic connectivity
would be retained.
3. Relative significance
of each Section 4(f)
resource;

The same Section 4(f)
resource would be
affected.

The same Section 4(f)
resource would be
affected.

The same Section 4(f)
resource would be
affected.

4. Views of the officials
with jurisdiction over
each Section 4(f)
property

SHPO concurred with
the 2019 FAE. An MOA
was signed by Caltrans,
SHPO, the County, and
the Mattole Valley
Historical Society.

SHPO concurred with
the 2019 FAE. An MOA
was signed by Caltrans,
SHPO, the County, and
the Mattole Valley
Historical Society.

SHPO concurred with
the 2019 FAE. An MOA
was signed by Caltrans,
SHPO, the County, and
the Mattole Valley
Historical Society.

5. Degree to which each The replacement bridge
alternative meets the
would have limited
purpose and need
overhead clearance.
This alternative would
not meet the project’s
purpose and need.

This alternative would
meet the project’s
purpose and need.

This alternative would
meet the project’s
purpose and need.

6. After reasonable
mitigation, the
magnitude of any
adverse impacts on
resources not protected
by Section 4(f)

Permanent impacts
would be in the existing
bridge and roadway
approach alignments,
with the exception of the
commemorative
monument, which would
require the take of right
of way on a small part of
private land adjacent to
the southwest corner of
the bridge. All temporary

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.
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Table 4.

Least Harm Analysis for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project

Compare alternatives
relative to the
following factors:

New Camelback
Bridge; Remove
Existing Bridge
Alternative 1

New Steel Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 2
(Preferred Alternative)

New Concrete Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 3

impacts would be
restored to pre-project
conditions.
Other NHPA Eligible
resources

N/A

N/A

N/A

Floodplain/Hydraulics

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.

The new bridge would
be designed to pass a
100-year flood (Q100)
and without causing
objectionable
backwater, excessive
flow velocities or
encroaching on through
traffic lanes. In addition,
AASHTO requires at
least 3 feet of freeboard
(clearance) above the
50-year flood or flood of
record.

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.

Because the
replacement bridge
would be in the existing
alignment, no
permanent modification
of the floodplain would
be necessary.
Temporary impacts on
the floodplain due to the
detour and construction
would be restored to
pre-project conditions.
Load-bearing capacity
(weight of vehicle),
geometrics (including
lane & shoulder width),
seismic events

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2, with the
exception of limited
overhead clearance on
the replacement bridge
proposed under
Alternative 1.

The new bridge would
meet geometric, loadbearing capacity, and
seismic standards for all
vehicle use (motorized &
non-motorized).

Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.
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Table 4.

Least Harm Analysis for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project

Compare alternatives
relative to the
following factors:
Facilities/Functions
and/or Activities &
Accessibility

New Camelback
Bridge; Remove
Existing Bridge
Alternative 1
Project impacts would
be the same as
described under
Alternative 2.

New Steel Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 2
(Preferred Alternative)

New Concrete Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 3

Bicycle, pedestrian, and Project effects would be
motorized vehicle
the same as described
access on existing
under Alternative 2.
bridge during the first
year of construction
would continue. A
temporary, downstream
detour would be used to
convey motorized and
non-motorized traffic
across the Mattole River
during the second year
of construction. Upon
project completion, the
new bridge would be
available to all forms of
traffic.
The new bridge would
have adequate land and
shoulder widths to safely
accommodate nonmotorized and
motorized vehicles.

Scenic
Resources/Visual

Alternative 1 would be
the most consistent with
the existing visual
resource and aesthetics,
but its overhead
clearance limitations
would make it not
practicable for the
purposes of the
proposed project.

Alternative 2 would
substantially change the
current visual character
by introducing new
features that would be
very different than those
of the existing bridge.
However, the lowerprofile bridge structure
would increase the
visibility of the
Under Alternative 1, the surrounding landscape
degree of permanent
both from the bridge and
impacts on visual
from the vicinity where
resources and visual
the bridge would be in
quality would be neutral. view.
Areas temporarily
affected by project
construction would be
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Table 4.

Least Harm Analysis for the Honeydew Bridge Replacement Project

Compare alternatives
relative to the
following factors:

Substantial differences
in costs between
alternatives.

9.1.

New Camelback
Bridge; Remove
Existing Bridge
Alternative 1

New Steel Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 2
(Preferred Alternative)

restored to pre-project
conditions.

restored to pre-project
conditions.

Cost estimate is
$5,700,000 (in 2015
dollars), which is 2%
greater than Alternative
2 and 21% more than
that for the least-costly
build alternative
(Alternative 3).

Cost estimate is
$5,600,000 (in 2015
dollars), which is 2%
less than Alternative 1
and 20% more than that
for the least-costly build
alternative (Alternative
3).

New Concrete Girder
Bridge; Retain
Existing Bridge
Alternative 3

Cost estimate is
$4,500,000 (in 2015
dollars), which is 21%
less than Alternative 1
and 20% less than
Alternative 2.
This is the lowest-cost
build alternative, but
would require more time
to construct.

Concluding Statement

There are no avoidance alternatives. Build alternatives 2 and 3 would meet the defined
purpose and need to provide a safe, efficient, and cost-effective route. Alternative 1 would
improve public safety, but the limited overhead clearance of the overhead trusses would
continue to limit passage of some large vehicles; therefore, it would not meet the project’s
purpose and need, which includes meeting modern highway design standards and
accommodating local and regional transportation needs. Specifically, the need to replace
the Section 4(f) historic Honeydew Bridge was determined after review of the following
considerations:
•

The bridge is of regional importance to the movement of motorized and nonmotorized traffic in the region.

•

There is a need for a structure capable of conveying emergency response equipment
over the Mattole River, including sizable vehicles and equipment trailers.

•

The existing bridge’s structural deficiencies jeopardize public safety.

In addition, the FHWA Highway Bridge Program mandatory design criteria for a rehabilitated
or replaced bridge requires the following:
•

The crossing provides adequate hydraulic capacity to pass a 50-year flood event
with 3 feet of freeboard [3 feet of clearance between lowest point of the underside of
the bridge (soffit) and water surface] and a 100-year flood event with no freeboard.
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•

It does not increase potential flood risk to upstream infrastructures (i.e., SR96 or
homes/businesses).

•

It meets geometric (such as lane and shoulder width), load-bearing (vehicle weight),
and seismic standards for a local, rural road and bridge (i.e., eliminates load
restrictions and increases the roadway width to two 11-foot lanes and two 2-foot
shoulders and withstands most earthquakes).

•

It considers additional design constraints associated with the steep, rocky canyon;
river hydraulics; and the location and profile of SR96 in the project vicinity.

After including all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resource (Bridge
Number 04C-0055) as described in Section 7 and completing a least harm analysis of all
build options that would meet purpose and need, this evaluation concludes that Alternative 2
would best meet the purpose and need with the least environmental impacts. The reasons
for selecting Alternative 2 as the preferred build alternative include the following:
•

Use of the same mitigation to offset adverse effects on the Section 106
property/Section 4(f) resources as all the build alternatives

•

The same area of direct impact as the other two proposed build alternatives

•

Minimal disturbance in the floodplain and adjacent channel banks

•

The need for minimal alteration of Mattole Road

•

The fewest design modifications for correcting hydraulic capacity deficiencies

•

Changes to scenic resources and aesthetics would be noticeable to those viewers
familiar with the visual character of the historic bridge, but the new, lower-profile
structure would increase the visibility of the surrounding natural landscape.

•

The project design includes construction of a commemorative monument and plaque
that would describe the history of the Section 4(f) bridge.

•

The same amount of impacts on facilities, functions, or activities of the bridge during
construction and the most impacts (removal of historic bridge as a transportation
facility) as all alternatives after construction is completed

•

The same amount of impacts on accessibility during construction

•

Lesser cost than Alternative 3 (by about 20%) (Note: Although Alternative 1 would be
the cheapest to construct, it would not fully meet the project’s purpose and need.)

•

Approximately 4 weeks less construction time than Alternative 3
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Chapter 10. Other Park, Recreational Facilities, Wildlife Refuges,
and Historic Properties Evaluated Relative to the
Requirements of Section 4(f)
This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, and
historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger Section 4(f)
protection either because 1) they are not publicly owned; 2) they are not open to the public;
3) they are not eligible historic properties; 4) the project would not permanently use the
property and would not hinder the preservation of the property; or 5) the proximity impacts
would not result in constructive use.

10.1. Honeydew Country Store and Residence
One additional property at 44670 Mattole Road (APN 107-102-013), known as the
Honeydew Country Store, was evaluated for potential NRHP eligibility as a part of the
project evaluation of historical resources (JRP 2013). This property does not meet the
criteria for listing in the NRHP. These conclusions are pursuant with Stipulation VIII.C of the
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer and the California
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway
Program in California (Section 106 PA).
On January 23, 2014 SHPO sent a letter to Caltrans District 1 concurring with its
determination that this property is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (Appendix B).
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