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Recap of Existing Bridge Characteristics
Cultural Resource Findings

Site Photos

Inspection Photos

What we heard and what we have reviewed from the last
Public Informational Meeting

Potential Options for Discussions
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Built in 1928

12 foot-span, concrete slab bridge

Mortared cut stone abutments

19’-4” width, face of rail to face of rail

On the State Red List since 2010

Poor condition

#73 on 2015 Bridge Priority List

 AADT of 460 with 10% of that number trucks
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 Architectural Historian: Reviewed the project area to
identify potentially historic buildings or structures

* Bridge was determined to be not eligible for the National or
State Reqister of Historic Places

» Because the bridge was found not eligible, the project would
result in a No Historic Properties Affected Section 106
finding

» Archaeologist: Reviewed the project scope to identify
potential archaeological impacts.
* Proposed scope of project has no/little impact outside of the
roadway or Right-of-Way, no assessment has been planned
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 Information reported to FHWA, NHDOT and NHDHR for
technical review and consultation, including a
Determination of Eligibility

 Interested persons or organizations may request
“Consulting Party” status from FHWA

e Contact Jamie Sikora, 603-401-4870 or
jamie.sikora@fhwa.dot.gov
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FIGURE 4: New Hampshire Highway Department standard design for reinforced concrete slab spans,
October 31, 1924, When the standard was design was used and a separate set of plans were not

prepared. the term "slab standard” was typically noted on bndge project and inventory cards in the
place of a plan number (NHHD. 1924).
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e Repair
The condition of the bridge is too poor to consider repair of the

deck slab as a viable alternative. Also, repair would not address
bridge rail system.

* Rehabilitation
Deck condition is beyond rehabilitation — needs replacement.
Stone abutments can be preserved and protected.
Supplementary abutments to be provided.

o Complete Replacement
* Not being considered.
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e For roads with low traffic volume (< 400 average daily
traffic) traveled by motorists who are generally familiar
with the roadway and geometrics.

» Potential effects of future development that may affect
traffic volume and vehicle mix on the roadway should
also be considered.

« Key elements in selecting an appropriate bridge width
are the width of the adjacent roadway, and the safety
performance of the existing bridge.

* One-lane bridges may be provided on two-lane roads
with ADT less than 100 vehicles per day.




Option 1 — Single Lane bridge,
* Would need to be Town owned after completion

Option 2 — Single Lane bridge with sidewalk,
* Would need to be Town owned after completion

Option 3 — Two Lanes bridge (10’ lanes and 1’ shoulders),

« Smallest lane width completed by DOT on a state road without
historic factors.

 This option best represents the current configuration with
needed bridge rail improvements

Option 4 — Two Lane bridge (11’ lanes and 1’ shoulders),

« Recommended lane widths by DOT to all municipalities for
local roads built using State funds
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 Roadway width, 16’ face of rail to face of rail
* Provides single 12’ lane with 2’-0” shoulders
» Existing bridge is 19°-4” face of rail to face of ralil

» Total bridge width increases (minus 10” per side) to
19'-4”
o EXxisting is 21’-2"
« Stone width varies from 22 to 24 feet
 Accommodates modern crash-tested bridge rail system
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* Provides narrower one-lane roadway, width of 16 feet

plus 5 foot sidewalk on the Lake side
» Existing bridge is 19°-4” face of rail to face of ralil

* Provides elevated, curbed, platform for viewing
and/or fishing

» Total bridge width increases (21" per side) to 24’-8”
o EXxisting is 21’-2"
« Stone width varies from 22 to 24 feet
 Accommodates modern crash-tested bridge rail system
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* Provides wider two-lane width of 2 — 11 foot lanes
» Matches existing roadway width
» Existing bridge is 19°-4” face of rail to face of ralil

» Total bridge width increases (25" per side) to 25’-4"
o EXxisting is 21’-2"
« Stone width varies from 22 to 24 feet
 Accommodates modern crash-tested bridge rail system
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* Provides wider (two-lane) width, 2 — 11’ lanes and 1’ shoulder
« NHDOT Recommended bridge width for municipal projects
» Existing bridge is 19’-4” face of rail to face of rail

» Total bridge width increases to 27°-4”
e Existing is 21'-2”
» Stone width varies from 22 to 24 feet
 Accommodates modern crash-tested bridge rail system

» Causes a 5 foot widening to occur to either side
* Reconfigure existing stones to match width on widen side
» Additional wetland impacts
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Gather input from the Public and Towns

Select Preferred Option to develop further or develop
other options for review

Review project with Natural Resource Agencies to get
their input and comments

Complete NEPA process (National Environmental Policy
Act) for environmental permitting

Develop Preliminary Plans

3rd Public Informational Meeting (Summer 2017) to
present progress and Preliminary Plans
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Contract Plans Completed Spring 2020
Funding in Fiscal Year 2021 (Draft Ten-Year Plan)
Construction Starts in 2021

Estimated Construction Cost $0.6 Million Based on
Rehabilitation and Closed Bridge During Construction







