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This document contains the comments received by MassDOT during 
the comment period associated with the Section 106 process.   
 
The following comments were received prior to the May 12, 2011 
report entitled: Addendum to Bridge Alternatives Evaluation and Life 
Cycle Cost ComparisonsFinal Altrnatives: 
 
These comments are appended to the rear of this document. 
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Mark Shamon/Boston/URSCorp 

07/29/2011 05:16 PM

To

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Chatham - Mitchell River Br comments from the Friends 
of the MRB

From: Norman Pacun [mailto:clamknife@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2011 10:04 AM
To: Santiago, Damaris (FHWA)
Cc: Stephenson, Pamela (FHWA); joseph.pavao@state.ma.us; Kevin.M.Walsh@state.ma.us; Norman 
Pacun
Subject:

                               FRIENDS OF THE MITCHELL RIVER WOODEN DRAWBRIDGE

C/O 14 SUNSET LANE

CHATHAM, MA 02633

April 25, 2011

CERTIFIED - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED (copy also being sent by email)

Ms. Damaris Santiago

Environmental Engineer

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration, Massachusetts Division

55 Broadway, 10th Floor

Cambridge, MA 02142                                                                                    Re: Chatham, MA-Mitchell
River Bridge Project



Dear Ms. Santiago:

The undersigned Friends of the Mitchell River Wooden Drawbridge is a designated Consulting Party 
pursuant to the process being conducted by your Agency under the provisions of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the applicable Regulations thereunder (36 CFR Part 800).

By letter of March 21, 2011, your Agency provided the various consulting parties with a copy in CD 
format of the Repair/Rehabilitation Feasibility Report ("Report") for the above referenced Mitchell River 
Bridge Project, as prepared by MassDOT, Highway Division. At the undersigned’s request, we were 
furnished under cover of a letter dated March 23, 2011, with a hard copy of such Report, consisting of 58 
pages of text and fifteen separate Appendices.

We have now completed our initial examination of such Report and in accordance with the provisions of 
the applicable Regulations (Sec. 800.11 et. seq.) and our status as a Consulting Party, wherein we have 
previously shown a demonstrated interest in this undertaking, and further in accordance with our oral 
comments made on the record at the initial Consulting Parties meeting held on January 25, 2011, we 
hereby formally request that your Agency and MassDOT provide the undersigned and the other 
Consulting Parties with the documentation specified on the attached Schedule A to support the 
determinations and findings set forth in such Report and thereby to allow ourselves and other Consulting 
Parties to properly understand the basis of the Report.

As set forth on Schedule A, we have referred to the specific determinations and findings contained in the 
Report, the page or pages on which they are found, and the documentation we are requesting from you 
and MassDOT to support their determinations and findings. Where such support is in the form of primary 
source documents which can be made available to us in written form or by way of the internet, we would 
request that we be given copies initially in written form. Also, we request that responses to individual 
requests for documentation be forwarded to us as soon as they are available, rather than as a single 
package upon your completion of our entire request.

Since the Report is exceptionally lengthy, please be aware that we may have additional requests for 
documentation and support as we complete our review.

Please also note that upon the completion by MassDOT of its review and finalization of an alternatives 



evaluation and life cycle cost report and its being furnished to the consulting parties, as described in your 
letter of March 21st, you should anticipate that we may have similar requests for documentation to 
support the findings and determinations made therein, unless such documentation is included with or 
attached to the Report itself.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at 
the above address or by telephone at 508 945 1627.

Sincerely,

Norman Pacun

For the Friends of the Mitchell River Wooden Drawbridge

cc: Pamela Stephenson

Joseph Pavao, Jr.

Kevin Walsh



SCHEDULE A TO LETTER OF APRIL 23, 2011 
 
 
1. On Page 2 of the Report, it is stated that “Although the bridge is currently safe, anticipated 
deterioration in the near future is expected to reduce the load carrying capacity to a threshold 
where load restrictions will be required.” On Page 13 of the Report, it is acknowledged that 
in January 2011, the Town reduced the posted speed across the Bridge to 15 mph; however, 
the Report omits reference to the decision of the Town, at the same time, to reduce the posted 
load over the Bridge to automobiles and light trucks. (As of April 21, 2011, signs have been 
posted by the Town with respect to both speed and loads.) 
 

Given the reduced speed and loads as referred to above, please provide supporting  
 documentation for the following statements: 
 

A. That further speed and load reductions “will be required” in the “near future”. 
B. The specifc dates or estimated range of dates that are referenced as being in the 

  “near future”. 
C. The specific dates or estimated range of dates that are referenced in the 
statement that “Without corrective action, the condition of the timber is ultimately 

  expected to reach a level where the bridge will be unsafe to carry traffic.” (Page 
2.) 
 

 
2. On Page 3 of the Report, it is stated that “...some of the consequences and deficiencies 
individually may be considered minor,...” 
 

Please identify which of the alleged deficiencies shown “individually may be considered 
 minor”. 
 
3. On Page 3 of the Report, it is stated that “Modern strengthening methods such as fiber 
reinforced polymer (FRP) sheets or pile jackets are expensive relative to the cost of the timber,  
do not have a long-term performance history for use in salt water environments, and may 
introduce visual impacts.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation that “FRP sheets or pile jackets are expensive 
relative to the cost of the timber”, including specific dollar amounts known or estimated 
as to the individual and total cost of such jackets; the performance history that is relied on 

 in the Report that is not “long-term”, as well as any other performance history for such 
 pile jackets; and the “visual impacts” which are referred to, whether favorable or 
 unfavorable. 

 
4. On Page 52 of the Report, it is stated that “The FHWA has a policy that bridges replaced 
using federal funding be designed with a minimum service life of 75 years.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation of such FHWA policy and any FHWA  
 Regulations or other written authority to which this policy refers or which is referred to 
by  this policy. 
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5. On Page 52 of the Report, it is also stated that “Currently, it is not practical to design a timber 
bridge in this environment for a minimum 75 year service life.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation for this statement and also the minimum year 
service life that a timber bridge in this environment can be designed for and the 

supporting 
documentation for same.  
 

6. On Page 52 of the Report, it is stated that “...it is anticipated that the [timber] bridge will need 
to be replaced two or three times over a 75 year life cycle period.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation for this statement. 
 

Please also provide supporting documentation with respect to the claimed 20-30 year 
minimum service life of a timber bridge, as follows: 

 
A. The species of timber being used. 
B. The pressure-treating and/or other preservative treatment being used 
with respect to such species. 
C. The documentation supporting the claim that timber will only have a 
20-30 year minimum service life, giving effect to the statement at page 
53 of the Report that “the anticipated service life associated with each 
scope of work is shown as a range that envelopes the likely best case to 
the worst case scenario. 

 
7. On Page 52 of the Report, it is stated that “...it is possible for a timber bridge with a 20 to 30 
year minimum service life (following major repair, rehabilitation or replacement) to have an 
overall 
life cycle cost that is similar to a concrete and steel bridge with a 75 year service life.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation for the statement that a concrete and steel 
 bridge has a 75 year service life. If such 75 year period is based on estimates, please 
 provide the estimated range of service life, both minimum and maximum, including the 
 likely best case and worst case scenario for concrete and steel, as well as any  
 documentation which disputes or questions such service life. Please also provide  
 supporting documentation as to any warranties or guaranties which are to be given by 
 MassDOT and/or FHWA to the Town of Chatham with respect to such 75 year service 
 life. 
 
8. On Page 50 of the Report, it is stated that “Due to a wide variety of factors that contribute to 
deterioration, it is difficult to estimate with accuracy the remaining service life of timber 
members. 
However, experience with similar bridges in similar environments in Massachusetts provides 
some 
guidance in this area.” Following this on Page 51 is a chart entitled “Summary of Timber 
Elements Service Life”. 
 

Please provide supporting documentation for this statement, including the “similar 



bridges 
in similar environments” referred to, the age of such bridges and its timber members, if 
known, and any other relevant information. 

9. On Page 50 of the Report, it is stated that “Recent use of tropical timber on similar bridges 
and 
environments in Massachusetts (e.g. Powder Point Bridge, Duxbury) has not demonstrated a  
significant improvement in the service life of the timber and thus are not considered here.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation with respect to the “similar bridges and 
environments” referred to, the age of such bridges and its timber members, if known, and 
the specific tropical woods used. If any of such similar bridges and environments have 
shown any improvement in the service life of the timber used, please provide all relevant 
information with respect thereto. 

 
10. On Page 50 of the Report, it is stated that “Similarly, there is insufficient evidence with 
Accoya wood, glass infused wood and other recent advances in timber products to support that 
this material can provide longer service life on bridges in this environment.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation with respect to the evidence that you have 
reviewed regarding the types of wood described that has led to your conclusion that 
such evidence is “insufficient”. 

 
11. On Page 51 of the Report, it is stated that “Although there are many examples of timber 
bridges where the service life has been extended in excess of 100 years, most of these bridges 
are covered bridges located in non-coastal locations.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation with respect to those bridges which are  
 uncovered in coastal locations and whose life has been extended in excess of 100 years, 
 including the age, location, type of timber used, and all other relevant information. 
 
12. On Page 51 of the Report, it is stated that “Although technically feasible, prolonging the  
service life of a timber bridge beyond 30 years in this environment requires a significant 
financial 
investment and maintenance committed by the community and agreements by permitting 
agencies 
to support these efforts. Furthermore, now that it has been determined that the existing bridge is 
historic, the Town has a responsibility to maintain the bridge in a manner that will prevent 
continued deterioration.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation setting forth the amount of the “significant 
financial investment and maintenance” and the specific “agreements by permitting 

agencies 
to support these efforts.” Please further provide supporting documentation showing the 
specific “responsibility” of the Town to “maintain the bridge in a manner that will 

prevent 
deterioration” that has been brought about by the determination that the bridge is  

 “historic”. 
 



13. On Page 52 of the Report, it is stated that “funding under the Accelerated Bridge Program 
only covers the cost of the initial project (not future construction projects)”, so that “the Town 
would be responsible for the cost of future repair, maintenance, rehabilitation and/or replacement 
work.” It is further stated that “Even though a timber bridge can have similar overall life cycle 
costs as a concrete and steel bridge, it is likely that the Town would be responsible for a larger 
proportion of the life cycle cost.” 
  

Please provide supporting documentation confirming that the Accelerated Bridge 
Program 

only covers the cost of the initial project and not future construction projects, and that the 
Town would solely be responsible for the cost of future repair, maintenance, 

rehabilitation, 
and/or replacement. If any waivers or exemptions to this requirement are available, 

please 
provide supporting documentation with respect to the same. Please also provide  

 supporting documentation with respect to it being “likely” that the Town would be 
 responsible for a “larger proportion of the life cycle cost”, and the amount of such 
 proportion and the basis for such conclusion. 
 
14. On Page 52 of the Report, it is stated that “Funds for the Accelerated Bridge Program are 
only available through Fall 2016. As such, construction for the bridge must be complete before 
this date in order for the project to be eligible for these funds.” 
 

Please provide supporting documentation that all funding for the Accelerated Bridge 
Program must be physically spent and the bridge work must all be completed before the 
“Fall 2016" for the project to be eligible for these funds. Please provide further 

supporting 
documentation that if bridge work is not 100% completed by the “Fall 2016",  

 notwithstanding the reasons therefore, that no additional funding can legally be paid by 
either MassDOT or FHWA. Please provide supporting documentation which defines the 
meaning of “Fall 2016". If any waivers or exemptions as to this requirement are 

available, 
please provide supporting documentation with respect to the same. 
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