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2850 Spafford Street 
Davis, California 95618 
 
MEMORANDUM 

 
April 11, 2014 
 
TO: Wirt Lanning, North State Resources  
 Scott Goebl, North State Resources 
 Steve Mellon, Quincy Engineering 
 
FROM: Christopher McMorris, Partner / Architectural Historian 
 
RE: Cache Creek Bridge, County Road 41, Rumsey, Yolo County (Bridge No. 22C0003) 
 
 
I prepared this memorandum at your request to provide preliminary assessment of project 
alternatives for the Cache Creek Bridge in Rumsey, which Yolo County is proposing to 
rehabilitate or replace.  This assessment is intended to provide information regarding project 
effects on the historic bridge from the various alternatives identified to date. My understanding 
of the project alternatives is based on descriptions from the draft Feasibility Report that Steve 
Mellon provided on March 24, 2014, along with single sheet drawings of the retrofit alternative 
and replacement alternative. 
 
JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP) is under subcontract with North State Resources, Inc. 
(NSR) to prepare documentation for project compliance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, as per Title 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 800 (36 CFR 800) 
and Caltrans’ Standard Environmental Reference (SER), including the Caltrans Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The Section 106 
process includes identification of historic properties, assessment of whether a federal undertaking 
would have an adverse effect on historic properties, and steps taken to avoid or mitigate adverse 
effects. The documentation will also be used for project compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as it pertains to historical resources, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. 
 
The Cache Creek Bridge carrying County Road 41 in Rumsey was determined eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is considered a historic property as 
defined in 36 CFR 800. It is my understanding that for all project alternatives under 
consideration the bridge is the only built environment resource located in the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE).  Caltrans determined that the bridge was eligible under NRHP Criterion C for its 
type, period, and method of construction as a rare and significant example of a concrete tied arch 
bridge construction in California. According to Caltrans, the Yolo County Surveyor used the 
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plans for the Stevenson Bridge (23C0092) for the Cache Creek Bridge, the former constructed in 
1923 and the latter in 1930. The bridge is significant for its engineering design and it retains 
historic integrity to convey its significance. Although unstated in the Caltrans documentation 
about the bridge’s eligibility, it is understood that the structure’s period of significance is 1930.  
In compliance with the Caltrans SER and 36 CFR 800, JRP is scoped to prepare a Finding of 
Effects (FOE) report to provide analysis about the County’s preferred alternative and whether the 
project would cause an adverse effect to the Cache Creek Bridge, applying the criteria from 
36CFR800.5. We will be conducting a site visit as part of our work to produce the FOE. 
 
Please note that resources determined eligible for the NRHP are automatically listed in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and thus the Cache Creek Bridge is 
considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA compliance, as per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5. 
 
The Cache Creek Bridge is a reinforced concrete, open spandrel, through, tied, partial parabolic 
arch bridge with two arch spans. The two lane structure has two reinforced concrete T-Beam 
approach spans that were added in 1949 and which aesthetically blend with the original structure. 
The bridge has rounded window style reinforced concrete railings on the main spans, as well as 
matching railings on the approach spans.  The bridge is supported on pier walls with decorative 
buttresses. In addition to the approach spans, known alterations include replacement of the 
railing on north side of west approach after it washed out in 1996.  Review of Caltrans (and 
Division of Highways) Bridge Inspection Reports may provide more information about repairs 
and changes made to the structure over time. 
 
The effects analysis that will be presented in FOE will include identification of the Cache Creek 
Bridge’s character-defining features, which are the structure’s extant physical features that help 
convey the bridge’s historic engineering significance. These features relate to the historic 
property’s period of significance, 1930. Thus, the original components of the bridge that date to 
1930 comprise the structure’s character-defining features, including the two concrete tied arch 
spans, railings, pier walls, and west end abutment.  This encompasses the bridge’s architectural 
features, including the size, shape, and details of the concrete elements, such as the pier wall 
buttresses, panel scoring on the exterior of the bridge deck, railing design, and the components of 
the tied arches (spandrel columns, arches, and cross members). In general, the character-defining 
features of a bridge like this would be those elements visible from the shoreline or from the deck.  
Changes made in the substructure – that cannot be visible from the side or deck of the bridge – 
are usually less impactful to the historic integrity.  Please note that while compatible in design 
with the original structure, the 1949 approach spans are not specifically character-defining to the 
historic bridge. The replacement railing on the west end is also not part of the bridge’s character-
defining features. Definition of the Cache Creek Bridge’s character-defining features may be 
further refined following our site visit. 
 
The analysis in the FOE will address whether the project will adversely affect the bridge’s 
historic integrity such that it can no longer convey its significance.  Analysis regarding historic 
integrity includes review of proposed changes to the bridge itself, as well as to its setting.  An 
adverse effect would occur if the bridge is demolished or if its character-defining features are 
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greatly altered; the latter requiring careful scrutiny of project details. Applying the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation would help avoid an adverse effect on the bridge.  
These standards and their guidelines are available at the National Park Service website at: 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/rehab/rehab_index.htm.  I have advised project teams 
on previous project about using and interpreting these standards for use on historic bridge 
projects.  Please note, “rehabilitation” under these standards is the act of making a compatible 
contemporary use for a historic property while preserving its historic character. In my 
experience, this specific definition is different than the more general meaning it is give when 
used by bridge engineers.  
 
The draft Feasibility Report presents on three alternatives. The following provides preliminary 
assessment of the alternatives and their potential to adversely affect Cache Creek Bridge’s 
historic integrity: 
 
 Alternative 1 –  Existing Bridge Retrofit / Rehabilitation 
 
Alternative 1 has the most potential to not cause an adverse effect.  In this alternative the bridge 
remains in place and various repairs and upgrades will be made to it.  The temporary bridge 
needed for this alternative is unlikely to cause an adverse effect, assuming that there are 
sufficient avoidance measures so that its construction does not impact or indirectly affect (e.g., 
through vibration) the historic bridge. A finding that concludes that this alternative will not cause 
an adverse effect will depend on the design of the individual retrofit elements and their combined 
potential impact on the historic bridge. 
 
Much of the proposed work shown on the drawing of this alternative does not pose an obvious 
adverse effect to the historic bridge. As noted, adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation would help avoid or prevent an adverse effect from occurring. The 
piling, deck refinishing, patching, girder bolsters installation, and wingwall reconstruction are 
unlikely to require alterations to bridge that would significantly diminish its historic integrity, 
including changes to the size, scale, design, and finish of the character-defining features. Fiber 
wrapping the arch ribs, spandrel columns, and portals can likely be accomplished in a manner 
that would not significantly diminish the bridge’s historic integrity. In other projects proposed 
fiber wrapping has been planned to be installed with a finish that helps match the material to the 
extant concrete. Similarly, if refinishing the concrete railing can be accomplish so that its new 
surface matches, or blends well with, the extant concrete, then this component of the project 
would likely not diminish the historic integrity of the bridge.  It is also possible that the bent cap 
bolster could be designed and built in a manner so as not to diminish the bridge’s historic 
integrity.  This might be accomplished with a bolster that, while sufficiently sized, would be 
small and/or installed between girders. 
 
 Alternative 2 –  New CIP Concrete Box Girder Bridge on Upstream Alignment, Closing 

Existing Bridge 
 
Alternative 2 also has the potential to not cause an adverse effect. The bridge would remain, and 
it may be possible to consider construction of the adjacent new bridge to have only limited 

http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/rehab/rehab_index.htm
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impact to the historic bridge’s setting, and I assume construction methods necessary for the new 
bridge would not cause vibration or other indirect effects to the older structure.  Depending on 
the new bridge’s scale and distance from the old bridge, it seems likely that the historic bridge 
would be able to retain sufficient historic integrity to convey its significance. The current CIP 
concrete box girder design seems to be a modestly sized structure with a low profile, which 
would avoid diminishing the older bridge’s historic integrity. There are multiple examples across 
the state where a new bridge has been constructed next to an old bridge.  
 
Please note, it is possible that SHPO may comment that with no repair work proposed on the 
historic bridge that there could be a long-term adverse effect caused by neglect, which is one 
form of adverse effect noted in 36 CFR 800.5.  I understand leaving the historic bridge in place 
poses maintenance issues for the County, but the way in which this alternative is proposed may 
raise this issue. 
 
 Alternative 3 –  Replacement with CIP Concrete Box Girder Bridge 
 
Alternative 3 would demolish the Cache Creek bridge and thus cause an adverse effect to the 
historic bridge.  Under CEQA this would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 
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