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PROJECT: CONCORD
BRF-X-5099(021)
12004
Sewalls Falls Bridge
DATE OF CONFERENCE: November 16, 2004
LOCATION OF CONFERENCE: Beaver Meadow School, Concord
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Don Lyford Bill Oldenburg
John Butler Mark Hemmerlein
OTHERS

See attached Sign-Up sheet

SUBJECT: Public Informational Meeting

Don Lyford opened the meeting by explaining that the purpose of the project is to replace the
bridge on Sewalls Falls Road over the Merrimack River. The project was initiated around 1994 and
has been worked on intermittently by the Department and the City since then. This is the first public
meeting. He noted that the bridge is owned by the City of Concord, therefore, the funding for the
project will be 80% Federal funds, 20% City funds.

Bill Oldenburg described the need for the project and the alternatives that have been studied
to date. The existing truss bridge was constructed in 1915 and the trestle extension on the south
(west) side was constructed in 1937. The truss portion is 330 feet long and the trestle portion is 330
feet long, for a total bridge length of 660 feet. The bridge is on the Department’s Red List, which
means it is in poor structural condition, and is posted for a 14 ton maximum weight limit. The
traveled way width on the truss bridge is narrow (approximately 18 feet) and is signed for alternating
one-way traffic. There are no shoulders or sidewalks on the bridge or on Sewalls Falls Road, which
is a safety concern for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The grade on Sewalls Falls Road on the
north (east) approach to the bridge is steep (8%) with abrupt vertical curvature in the profile. The
posted speed limit is 30 mph. The current average daily traffic across the bridge is approximately
3000 vehicles, which is projected to increase to about 4500 vehicles by 2018. Crash records indicate
there is about 1 accident per year at the bridge. A gas line and a City sewer line cross the river on the
existing bridge.

Environmentally sensitive issues and properties in the project area include the following:



e The existing truss bridge is historic. It is eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. Impacting the bridge can only be approved if there is no “prudent and
feasible” alternative that doesn’t impact the bridge.

e The Fish & Game boat launch facility.

e The wooded property opposite the Fish & Game boat launch was purchased or enhanced with
Land Conservation Investment Program (LCIP) funds, which carries strict protective
covenants.

e The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service is concerned with preserving the large pine trees on the
upstream side of the bridge as potential bald eagle perch and roost trees.

o Brook Floater mussels, a protected State species, exist in the river near the bridge.

All four design alternatives share some common features. They all propose to construct a
new bridge that will have two 12 foot wide lanes, 5 foot wide shoulders, and 5 foot wide sidewalks
on both sides. The sidewalks would extend from the Fish & Game boat launch driveway to the
Concord Monitor driveway. Approximately 2300 feet of Sewalls Falls Road would be reconstructed,
beginning near the railroad crossing on the south (west) side of the river and extending across the
bridge to the 1-93 southbound overpass bridge. The proposed width of the roadway is the same as for
the bridge, with sidewalk limits as noted above. The profile across the bridge and on the north (east)
side of the bridge would be modified to meet current criteria for the proposed 40 mph design speed.
This will flatten the steep grade approaching the bridge and result in a 9 to 15 foot raise in elevation
at the north (east) bridge abutment.

The four alternatives (out of 8 originally) were described in detail:
Alternative #4

This alternative would construct a new bridge just upstream of the existing bridge. Traffic
would be maintained on the existing bridge while the new bridge is constructed. The existing bridge
could remain in place for non-vehicular use (pedestrians, bicyclists, snowmobiles). Property impacts
would be primarily to the Concord Monitor (no impacts to parking areas) and the LCIP property.
Difficult environmental issues with this alternative would be the LCIP property impact and impacts
to potential bald eagle perch trees. Current estimated construction cost is $6,000,000.

Alternative #5

This alternative would construct a new bridge just downstream of the existing bridge. As
with Alternative #4, traffic would be maintained on the existing bridge during construction and the
existing bridge could remain in place for non-vehicular use. Property impacts would be primarily to
the Fish & Game facility and to the residential property opposite the Concord Monitor. The boat
ramp turnaround would be impacted to some degree, requiring relocation of the ramp or construction
of a flanking span on the bridge to span over the turnaround. In addition, the boat ramp would be
temporarily out of service during construction to allow for construction access. Car-top boat access
could be maintained. The difficult environmental issue with this alternative is the impacts to the Fish
& Game facility. Current estimated construction cost is $6,000,000.

Alternative #6
This alternative would construct a new bridge in essentially the same location as the existing

bridge, but with a slight upstream shift. The proposed bridge would be constructed in 2 phases,
allowing traffic to be maintained on the existing bridge during Phase 1 and on a portion of the new



bridge in Phase 2. The existing bridge would be removed. Temporary closure of the boat ramp
during Phase 2 of construction may be required. This alternative would take the longest to construct
and would be the most expensive due to the phased construction, but it would reduce impacts to the
Concord Monitor and LCIP property as compared to Alternative #4. Difficult environmental issues
with this alternative would be removal of the historic bridge, impacts to the LCIP property, and
potential impacts to bald eagle trees. Current estimated construction cost is $6,500,000.

Alternative #8

This alternative would construct a new bridge on the same alignment as the existing bridge.
The bridge crossing would require closure during construction. Increased emergency response times
for fire and ambulance services may be an issue. The existing bridge would be removed. Relocating
the sewer and gas lines from the existing bridge to the new bridge would be difficult. It appears that
no property acquisition would be required, but slope and drainage easements would be required on
all four properties adjacent to the bridge. Difficult environmental issues with this alternative would
be removal of the historic bridge, impacts to the LCIP property, and potential closure of the boat
ramp during construction. Current estimated construction cost is $5,800,000.

It was noted that Alternatives 4, 5, and 8 are all estimated to take two construction seasons
(spring through fall) to construct. Alternative 6 is estimated to take three construction seasons
because of the new bridge being built in two phases.

Computer-rendered photographs were presented for Alternatives 4 and 5, showing how the
new bridge would look adjacent to the old bridge. The renderings showed the new bridge as a basic
steel girder/concrete deck design, but it was noted that architectural enhancements would be possible
if the City desires them. Photos of past projects with different types of architectural enhancements
were shown. It was also noted that there has been some discussion about the new bridge being either
a covered bridge or another truss bridge. The Department has constructed one covered bridge
recently in Plymouth (with a much shorter span) and considered one in another location. Based on
these examples, it is estimated that a covered bridge would cost roughly 2 to 3 times as much as a
conventional bridge design.

Don Lyford concluded the presentation, stating that the project is currently programmed in
the Department’s 10 year plan to advertise in the spring of 2007, with construction in 2007 to 2008
(or 2009). If consensus on a preferred alternative is reached after tonight’s meeting, a Public Hearing
could be held as early as next summer.

Discussion:

1. It was asked why the existing bridge is considered historic. Jim Garvin, State Division of
Historical Resources, stated that there are several reasons. It is one of only two remaining
bridges in the State of this particular type of truss design and length. It’s designer, John
Storrs, served as mayor of Concord in the 30s and 40s. There are only a few bridges
remaining in the State that were designed by Storrs, and this is the last one in Concord.

2. A wide range of opinions were voiced on the alternatives presented, as well as some other
alternatives for consideration. The general sentiments are summarized below, with more
specific comments following:



10.

11.

Rehabilitate the existing bridge, keep one-way alternating traffic.
Rehabilitate the existing bridge, build a new one lane bridge next to it.
Build a new covered bridge, with or without removing the existing bridge.
Build a new truss bridge, with or without removing the existing bridge.
Build a new bridge upstream, unspecified type, retain the existing bridge.
Build a new bridge, unspecified type, remove the existing bridge.

Those who recommended rehabilitating the existing bridge generally lived in the area and
didn’t speak about the historic aspect, but felt that the bridge serves to reduce speed, volume,
and amount of truck traffic on Sewalls Falls Road. They also wanted to preserve the rural,
scenic nature of the existing bridge setting. Some were afraid that replacing the bridge would
be the first step toward building a new interchange on 1-93, which would lead to increased
traffic volumes. Don Lyford noted that the traffic pattern implications of this potential
interchange (Exit 16 %) are being evaluated by the Bow-Concord project, a study of 1-93
from 1-89 to Exit 15.

Many spoke in favor of building a new covered bridge. It was noted that a covered bridge
would be aesthetically appropriate in this location, and would still serve as a traffic calming
measure even if it’s two lanes wide. Don Lyford reiterated that a covered bridge is expected
to be much more expensive than a conventional bridge design. The amount of Federal
money that is currently earmarked for this project would not be adequate to cover the
additional cost. Likely the City would need to supply the difference in cost between a basic
bridge and a covered bridge.

Some people felt that preserving the scenic view of the river from the bridge was an
important issue. It was noted that a covered bridge would not provide this.

One person recommended consideration of a new prefabricated truss bridge, noting that it
may be less expensive than a conventional steel and concrete design.

Some people felt that the existing bridge is unattractive aesthetically, and removing it would
be a benefit. They were concerned with future maintenance costs if the bridge is retained
adjacent to a new bridge. Don Lyford noted that the City would retain ownership and
maintenance responsibility of the old bridge.

Some spoke in favor of saving the bridge as a historic resource, and building a new bridge
upstream.

It was suggested that the existing bridge be preserved by moving it to another location. One
location that was noted was over the Contoocook River near Lehtinen Park, former location
of a railroad bridge, providing a connection to an existing trail system.

Several people noted that keeping speed down on Sewalls Falls Road was important. They
felt that a 40 mph design speed is excessive.

A representative from the Concord Monitor was happy to see that none of their parking lot
was being impacted by any of the alternatives, and asked that impacts to their landscaping be
minimized. He noted that there are rapids in the river just upstream of the bridge and didn’t
want to see them impacted by the construction.



12. Mrs. Pinkham, owner of the house opposite the Concord Monitor, stated that she doesn’t
want to see the downstream shift alternative constructed.

13. It was suggested that impacts could be reduced if the sidewalks were eliminated from the
proposed bridge with Alternative 4 or 5, as the old bridge could be used by pedestrians.
Another person suggested adding a sidewalk to the outside of the existing bridge if it is
rehabilitated for vehicular use.

14. Kit Morgan, Concord Conservation Commission, recommended that land along the river be
protected as mitigation if the LCIP property is impacted.

Don Lyford stated that the Department, in consultation with City officials, will review the input
from the meeting and will further investigate the covered bridge and new truss bridge alternatives, as
well as the feasibility of rehabilitating the existing bridge for vehicular use.

Submitted by:

John D. Butler, P.E.
Preliminary Design Supervisor

NOTED BY: D. Lyford, B. Oldenburg

cc: J. Brillhart Roger Hawk, City of Concord
D. Lyford Rob Faulkner, Clough, Harbour & Associates
R. Barry
J. Kieronski
M. Hemmerlein
W. Oldenburg
J. Butler

S:\CONCORD\12004\CONFRPTS\111604P1.DOC



MEETING SIGN-UP SHEET

PROJECT C ONCORD
LOCATION Sewalls Falls beidge
PROJECTNO. _BR € -N- 5099 (02) ~ \200Y4
Federal State
Name Agency Comments
Na i D “in E?w r,;eu,,:" c_(:.ﬁ-— Cou .n?,_ 2o lee Aelordicist

tie fletta oo

= oﬂ’le{bu\ @natoolc
J@/E}ﬁwﬂ% : Aﬁ%/ Lo,

el & Al /?p z. Cbetwen A Timpee Oov £2et BRIDGE 15
229 W W 25 Py AT %/z,y:m
Ol A2 AP
Nan Weich 35t Mountam RI £ Concord | Thialve the cormmunt 1y

Purld a covered bridge
make 1F a hisTunc arée
hot a specdway !

- 2 rJ) ( J wr eve gOME
\:)OQ N‘:'-c ea ’3@,‘3 i . (eJq-c Ve M\J:\t\
\;g % flmw-l(-
e N
" M m r‘€n~a.;} L o
PAS Bos 1 ohad _Lm?/’nc_f w T
7?1/\4—"{1‘(' ﬁf//{lz-“‘?{d
TR S S
M"%'.
P ¥ Gt gyﬁ ail 209 Sewerf F 24 7o beo baded

EX \\-« Q—r N Q‘:f"

- X Gallon P e &rl o618 &r
frereis Pft&:ﬁ!e / H
Lo Lasese. 434 Moo o Goncoro | TUPROUE. SIoHT [TVES oP
APPROACH Ao Moz
Q—Fc"" (Lf""f?B"rﬂﬁt _}'7 J;iﬁibo-’n -(’C( (an(.(’.rn e 7)“- bld 06 P Ave

hu“"\\"f--l (24 o f-ho'-'_ (’ Udjh,
S&T bora I».;."L as ?2\5 shuoptest

v TC |'\-1 s

velyr

Date_Noy, [£ 2004 "

Sheet of




MEETING SIGN-UP SHEET
PROJECT
LOCATION
PROJECT NO.
Federal State
Name Agency. Comments
Im, UAN DO n)jcﬂ /0 FAom e 6:)0’ Co UQRU& bn.;,bq
bk G| Y, Sy gorme g Reghil
, - 57 = @NEGTERE '
SyaviA (ALsA] NH SENATE = STATEHDVSE VPsTReA A PRADGE W/
RESTORED PepesiriAN-0

STECHeN HEWTR .
Dl ot
C':f\u\.i-‘ue C)\“«-%’*
&mk WLC(_ML
Kl |Gt
Roy Sehuriker

< \'\&: 7

Phystrs merri !/
ém She ldden

LCL e

De mane
J

S\L@m r\gt. \ J Al

ATy of Concords NG
¥y fFox Ruw

YL SA‘;\—rRa-T_AQS.N_} L_l.t N
Cmr\{wcf C{«h{ Cowncalov
& flder (veet

Conctord rvesideal

701 ppNIE D
24 _fwf/fs 5/{3 }a"

NH Avdo ben

Fush Sude Do

e hab ex'\sf.r\j Tor |.31\1‘
Trueks o~ build new one
O{uwu']'l"rum

f?re}'!/ fo n__c_‘j be wilhout an
b’rffjﬁ daﬂn‘ry‘ conslructfon —

for emergncy vehicles and
School busses,

The Scenc .;_i_vo ¥y g .:'f s v
o, ‘F'PC'WN"\ an ""»"""-b:l;"«\-l.‘r(.“,
i o br.J(‘s‘; o (l;_ spot weald be <
fea it i pessihle—
porsive - Jo bl auy
Aefing I"‘AT':JI'.\T ﬂ{'tﬁryhﬁ, Sthnye e

(L’cw:r,'l b““r‘ Iy

o mnu b

aMragh é,

Keep Hhe esthihcs ape

Awnb, anee L]C the areo
4 Ju’f\ 4 mpr’d’ @ ém/j?
v t’é'f(un'ud;,g,‘f, HUMPH —

~ e 41 [
VATRET G C dvtfit A 7 VoRT ot

Sheet of

Datepwk(’r'w’ €he f;.‘_;i..‘,\,ﬁ. =




MEETING SIGN-UP SHEET

PROJECT
LOCATION
PROJECT NO.
Federal State
Name Agency Comments
Savncs Frces 2o RoT THE Com cpETE SPEcpLny

STEPHEN TRA-/LZ

"Do—v]'ﬂs -Q':'“-‘-—)

Sim (w0

ﬂyw /44»4"—’-
"ﬁm. /JZRDW

‘aﬂﬁ,dg Az ﬂ

ﬁdemcé 4 Y’L'

Bui REFLLBIS if mrsasi iz
TIEEL. REAACET ms T T tiwvin
A/AT Lol TO HIWVE THE 480 miC-

FT Pevis For2 2 VYmmre s
50_‘_“'“ ﬁ“? /F—L e ST. ]-ﬂf_]:Jn((. k?ﬂw - Lci\\.c_

4;.\.),.\.] J.,-\.c ﬁ-n.. Xy -
,._,u..o ‘?y.ﬂ_ T_‘A My ¢ "lld

fbﬂlt’k“(_v

lochc USER. op Blivge  Ivee QL 4 Figures
‘ﬁ- fice F VR BRIS ff} GF[.?;;;: e

vy ot &R CPTion) Diecide
/,Zz’f“;ff}‘f Vot szl Y (& jfwl DEc 0z

i o3 o, 2a L one

WCJ?L Hrowyte Pt cﬁr—‘:j ;:r‘dﬁfhw-u{“ Jo et r0d

} fm,.n one (hide open T
a Nme, i posss b le )

Uy Hive, o,.l'!“zb,d e “"LSAT'
| pref Mportdd™ Fi'van
hab:“‘h‘f—]

(’./;_ o/ Qp e é,,_‘ {{MC’?‘J—'
C / v{ amﬂ(ﬁ%tﬂ—i}“

?‘

1]

Cowcorndd Rec pDewTl | ohe ﬂﬁvﬁﬁmé‘/e or eyi5[iw
LoecaTiow~ Felocate spsf;u;,
b tPGE To Nealh ewd of

ok Park oven The
£ gtﬁ:’m,é. y A7

kfsﬁt— h“"é"" EJ\--‘M_ /(;"“"pv'v'-’t‘lm'" quv{(‘\df (-;-{Jo«v'\'-ﬁ-\ t-\'a-‘C_l
COwmA . ReloenTe bf‘lf-é( + G becadd 2
3”’8"“ '[ov lo s U!“‘—qu_le
sf-’@vdl"
Sheet  of Date




MEETING SIGN-UP SHEET
PROJECT
LOCATION
PROJECT NO.
Federal State
Name Agency Comments
%i Cotg Cocen lpl %h{ ) Stred
20 M
am
]Pu? ha c({/‘t;w g‘/d/é Rﬂf)' P e oLd
Neetls. (0 7 hmf.{:é’z LA A
Sule Cinlev- | reighiborheod vesidel keep old| brid e d
6 lJOth " }.)Lknld MEW Dr da&/
ﬁ\\mu e @hﬁoers \*,eep oxd bh de
Z"é fw . -n \ 0 SR oo
vt Shockef| Stake Qey e gexgtats
['1'/"”(‘["-?( Wit v '/-'\,- k¥ tr Dot s ays Sg= v . e s 24 1w e PréeSact frr
3 — FPAAcs Mot '-’-( LA /.';\__
\ .j_\ / (}5 )11‘ ree: ;[q.f ‘Stll-uaf"-: b2t Pracs. (}&E( £
,-—\/n 41{ It /»{ vy | TE _S(Vu’ﬁ—‘ "’"t/ v{/;—l[h}.w;4 oA -
T o U DORRY RUS BTWL TuiLg, Nl BUmOE
M,#E:lu‘.n )i ch(d buald. ugsheam lor dq e
@%7 ﬁé/%ﬁ‘z Wzﬁ'/ m?‘:fz’% M&M
W%ﬁ,% Resignt hee i Ct‘c’su/{a(
ﬂ% Reas) LK~ AL fendact oh (CHE
[end
\JE;?ZE\{ -Z{)LLE!Z Na‘c;;[qbof/reﬁMu“ Sounllsifstd — Baéﬁ haw b - up sheam

A, Lo Macksom

Rewdunt™

agbnd}e 5 v erpeusivedo maad adaly

' é‘\"r! w,emos—!fnu.dd? re moved

o

upLlianaty

Sheet of

Date




10

MEETING SIGN-UP SHEET

PROJECT

LOCATION

PROJECT NO.

Federal State
Name .fgency Comments

M e «-_DP-R P" & Iz )/{:Tvc o \\;‘z-,wf. T o\l We & bold o qews
Q_“',Lu e Wil k""l"f_ Nba (j{‘é

@d tev Roth LS Pt Q{L on jeku: doon 3\«'}& Sd-
ek, ool bual
Covesd o1 lose
@,,L‘loje‘ﬁu Cor ﬁw&:f.f

. i | ’

h}n e favker A3 Movent iy R . i Livior ff_,ﬁ,,,b,.sh g fre.
i ltrrr.'}w‘ bridey + mémfa;,-m]-
i+ With one /ﬁg ((555,-,\3_‘

- 4 &

; ]OMLE VINS Fume ST ((0FF WALS | puTse) NEw oucs
Mus o ) BlpeE WiTH THE AN
Worr weQuies e 7
LAVES 4D Lim s
PROGLE Gegoe 2915 €
Sheet of

Date




