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Agenda:

Welcome/Introductions

Elements of Scoping Process

Background - Study Area, Purpose & Need & Previous Studies
Advisory Committee — Members & Roles

Existing Conditions — Bridge Condition & Resource Impacts
Bridge Alternatives

Public Comments*

What’s Next?

Final Questions, Comments

éﬁ’b McFarland Johnson
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Bridge Replacement Development Phases

: Construction
Preliminary Design

Design
Conceptual

Design

é@» McFarland Johnson
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Process
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Purpose & Need Statement

Purpose

eDefine e Develop
Guidelines for Preferred
Evaluation Alternative

eDefine
Objective of

Evaluation

é@» McFarland Johnson
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Purpose:

N\

‘ Improve Bike/Ped Travel

@ iniin/mprove Resource mpacts

&Y McFarland Johnson
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‘ Address Conditional Deficiencies of Bridge
/
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ymmunities Planning Together

Bridge Alternatives Development
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Advisory Committee

McFarland Johnson
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ammunities Planning Together

Scoping Report and Draft Decision

AlE2— Alt 3 — Superstructure
Alt. 1 - Bridge s Replacement w/ Alt 4 — Full Bridge

Rehabilitation Superstructure Substructure Replacement/ABC
Replacement - .
Widening

US Routes 2 & 7 Over Winooski River No Build

Cons on Engineering +
Contingencies

Taotal Construction Costs w/
CEC

Right of Way - r - r ]
Total Project Cost I N A A

ENGINEERING

Matrix

McFarland Johnson
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Communities Planning Together

Decision Matrix

= Widen Existing Lane Widths to Meet Current
Design Guidelines?

= Phased Construction Required?

e Duration of Lane Reduction?

e Improvement to Current Widths?
= Safety Enhancement?

= Impacts to Riverbed?

Resource Impacts = Impacts to Adjacent Parcels?

Durabillity = Improvements Needed in Future?

-
-
E Helgle il siitleiil[(=t = Increase Structure Life?
(U
>

e \What is Total Estimated Cost?

Cost
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Communities Planning Together

Existin;

L US.2&UST
MAIN ST & COLCHESTER AVE

STASE 1] CONSTRUCTION STAGE 1L || STAGE | CONSTRUCTION
! CONSTRUCTION
|

156 5-6" ; 5 5°5"
SHEFT MFMWRRANF | COVERLAY CONCRETE EXISTING GAS MAN
WATERPROGFING | i CLASS AA S T
* 5 CONCRETE / —REURVE i 2lfs* BIT.CONCRETE PAVEMENT
RENVAL | | 1O 3 i REMOVE & REPLACE |

g i s

/ * STAGE IlICONS

EXISTING BRID(

N

\_EXISTING RIVETED STEEL®

GIRDERS AND BRACING

TYPICAL BRIDGE SECTION BRIDGE DECK FROM
SCALE Yyr 10 AND REPLACED
== CLASS A DECK

e Originally Constructed in 1928
e Rehabilitations Performed in 1961, 1975 & 1997

7
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Resource Summary - Existing Bridge

Impacts

Consideration Small Moderate Large
 Wetlands and Surface Waters

* Floodplains

e Hazardous Materials

e Habitat Connectivity

 Threatened/Endangered Species
e Conservation/Rec Lands
» Historical/Archaeological Sites

éﬁ’b McFarland Johnson
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EX|st|ng Conditions — Decision Matrix:

Consideration Good Fair Poor
& [raffic Layout
Temporary Traffic Impacts Not Applicable

. Pedestrian/Bike Access
Resource Impacts

¥ Long Term Structure Durability O
Cost Not Applicable

@b McFarland Johnson
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_ Communities Planning Together

Bridge Alternative 1
Superstructure Rehabilitation w/ Ped./Bike Bridge

6’-0” Sidewalk (Typ)

57'-0" Out to Out

—

4 Travel Lanes @ 10’-6”" = 42’-0"

Varies 57’-0" to 78’-0”

¥ | e ==

Varies 19’-0” to 31’-0" < J
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Bridge Alternative 1 Aerial View
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Alternative 1 - Decision Matrix

Traffic _ « No Change to Current Layout

e Reduction of 4 Lanes for 2-3 Years
 Multiple Traffic Phasing Shifts Rgd.

E « No Change in Current Layout

« Accommodated on Separate
Structure

Vs

Resource Impacts  No Additional Impacts

57 tong lerm structure — * 50 vear Design Life
Durability e Future Rehabilitation Possible

N

N

« Lower Cost Compared to
Replacement

;‘Q” McFarland Johnson

Cost
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Alternative 1 — Decision Matrix:

Consideration Good Fair
&= Final Traffic Layout

Temporary Traffic Impacts

elel

fx Pedestrian/Bike Access O
Resource Impacts

¥ Long Term Structure Durability O
Cost

@b McFarland Johnson
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Bridge Alternative 2

Superstructure Replacement w/ Ped./Bike Bridge
(54-0D0ut to Out N

. [
|dewalk e 4 Travel Les @ 10-6" = 42’-0” > 5'-0” Bike Lane

i [ | BUS 4

>

LT T ]

Varies 58’-0" to 79’-0” Varies 20’-0” to 32’-0”
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Alternative 2 - Decision Matrix

Traffic — « No Change to Current Layout

e Reduction of 4 Lanes for 2-3 Years
e Multiple Traffic Shifts Required

E « Reduced Width From Current Layout

« Accommodated on Separate
Structure

Vs

Resource Impacts  No Additional Impacts

X HEIG) IS SHLETE e 75-100 Year Design Life
Durability

N

N

Cost  Mid-Range Cost Estimate

;‘Q” McFarland Johnson
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Alternative 2 — Decision Matrix:

Consideration Good Fair
&= Final Traffic Layout
Temporary Traffic Impacts
f\ Pedestrian/Bike Access O
Resource Impacts

o _.ong Term Structure Durabillity
Cost O

@b McFarland Johnson
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Bridge Alternative 3: Phase 1

« Widen Pier and construct Ped./Bike Bridge on UPSTREAM Side of Bridge.
« Existing traffic conditions Maintained During Bike/Ped Bridge Construction.
« Move Utilities to Ped./Bike Bridge PRIOR to Full Bridge Replacement.

\\\ ) McFarland Johnson
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_ Communities Plannin g Together

Bridge Alternative 3 — Phase 2

Superstructure Replacement w/ all Transportation Modes on Bridge

< 72’-0” Out to Out >

4 Travel Lanes @ 11’-0” = 44’-0”

8’-0" - > 8'-0"
"Sldewalk>|% r5 -0” Shoulder 50" Shoulder Fﬂ, SidewalkI
" I g




Bride

| |
%

Alternative 3 Aerial View

'}r-\g
“"-.

- ihrg

Y4

o

il

ﬂ New Bridge CL
t .'-.
Winooski !,/ .

=gl i T

8 Burlington B
A1 . . -r' '*



I0NS

t

ICa

Bridge Alternative 3 Alignment Modi




( EHH—rENDEN EDI_INTY RPC
] Toge

Alternative 3 - Decision Matrix

e Full Width Lanes With Shoulders

e Reduction of 4 Lanes for 2-3 Years
« Multiple Traffic Shifts Required

e Full Width Bike Lanes and
Sidewalks Provided

Resource Impacts « Small Permanent Impact Increase

« Temporary Impacts Required

N

X Long Term Structure

Durability e 75-100 Year Design Life

N [

Cost  Higher Cost Estimate

;‘Q” McFarland Johnson
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Alternative 3 — Decision Matrix:

Consideration Good Fair
&= Final Traffic Layout
Temporary Traffic Impacts
f\ Pedestrian/Bike Access

elel

Resource Impacts -
o _.ong Term Structure Durabillity
Cost -

@b McFarland Johnson
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Bridge Alternative 4: Phase 1

« Widen Pier and construct Ped./Bike Bridge on DOWNSTREAM side of Bridge.
« Existing traffic conditions Maintained During Bike/Ped Bridge Construction.
« Move Utllities to Ped./Bike Bridge PRIOR to Full Bridge Replacement.

) McFarland Johnson
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Bridge Alternative 4 — Phase 2

Superstructure Replacement w/ all Transportation Modes on Bridge

< 72’-0” Out to Out >

4 Travel Lanes @ 11’-0" = 44’-0"
8-0 r5 -0” Shoulder 5-0" Shoulder 80"
r8|dewalk “— Sidewalk

m"ﬁ

\
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\ McFarland Johnson




( )EHIT’TENDEN EDUNTY RPC

X 21— NNl
T 1 1

L1 ﬂg W =
[TT 111

Bridge Construction Phasing:
Accelerated Bridge
Construction

Bridge Closure Time Can
Be Reduced to Weeks

2:\\> McFarland Johnson
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/ Communities Planning Together

Bridge Construction Phasing: Accelerated Bridge Construction
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Alternative 4 - Decision Matrix

Traffic —  Full Width Lanes With Shoulders

« ABC Option Allows Possibility of
Reducing Traffic Impacts to Weeks

E Full Width Bike Lanes and
Sidewalks Provided

Vs

Resource Impacts

Long Term Structure
X Durability

Small Permanent Impact Increase
Temporary Impacts Required

N

75-100 Year Design Life

N

Cost

Higher Cost Estimate

;‘Q” McFarland Johnson
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Alternative 4 — Decision Matrix:

Consideration Good Fair Poor
&= Final Traffic Layout
Temporary Traffic Impacts -
f\. Pedestrian/Bike Access
Resource Impacts -
o _.ong Term Structure Durabillity
Cost -

@b McFarland Johnson
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Decision Matrix Summary:

Consideration Atl Alt2 Alt3 Alt4
&= Final Traffic Layout
Temporary Traffic Impacts O
f\. Pedestrian/Bike Access O O
Resource Impacts O O
¥ Long Term Structure Durability O
Cost O - -

@b McFarland Johnson
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What’s Next?

* Winooski City Council Meeting: June, 2018
 Burlington City Council Meeting: June, 2018
e Draft Scoping Report: July, 2018

* Final Scoping Report: August, 2018

Qé..ﬁ McFarland Johnson
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Questions?

;‘Q” McFarland Johnson
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