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1.  Call to Order

The Chester Main Street Project Committee held a Special Meeting on Thursday, November 15, 2012, at the Chester Town Hall, 203 Middlesex Avenue, Chester, Connecticut.  Chairman Joplin called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.


2.  Seating of Members

The following members were present and seated - Michael Joplin, Steven Tiezzi, Virgil Lloyd, John Schroeder, John King, Charlene Janecek, Jim Zanardi, Chuck Mueller, John Divis and Leslie Strauss.  Others present included First Selectman Ed Meehan, Dave Stahnke from Trans Systems, members of the D.O.T. team and various members of the public.


3.  Review of Bridge Design in the middle of the Village to formulate recommendation to D.O.T.

Chairman Joplin noted this Committee has had two struggles - what is allowed and what is not allowed in terms of engineering of the bridge and what D.O.T. Is willing to do and what Trans Systems is going to take the liability of.  The other is design which is distinct from engineering and technical requirements. 

 He noted the first half hour will be about engineering and technical aspects.  Joplin noted there are 4 or 5 iterations of the design.  Dave Stahnke noted he shared those iterations with D.O.T. But only in the last few days.  Joplin noted he would like Stahnke to tell the Committee what the parameters are of the design choices.  Is there anything that is prohibitive from either a cost or technical point of view.  If all of the choices are available for the Committee's choosing, then tell us that and we'll argue about the design.  They are not here to engage in the design of the bridge but whether or not everything could be done if we choose to request it.

The second half hour will be Brian Kent guiding us through these design options and from the point of view of an architect who thinks of aesthetics, function and town planning, what are the virtues and shortcomings of each.  

The rest of evening is for this Committee to reach a conclusion.  Resources are being used here and the Committee is supposed to be writing a Master Plan, not designing a bridge abutment.  Money has been spent and we are on a budget.  Joplin noted if the Committee continues to get hung up on a bridge which really doesn't even look like a bridge, but rather we are talking about the abutments, how much will we spend by the time we get to the Post Office.

Joplin reiterated the Committee must reach a conclusion tonight.  If a conclusion is not reached tonight, there will probably be ramifications from D.O.T. On the time line of this bridge.  They have a meeting with utilities next week about moving utility poles which have to be moved with reference to the design of the bridge.  The reconstruction of this bridge has been slipping at least 3 or 4 years so it can't slip any longer.  Joplin noted the Committee is not leaving this meeting until there is a recommendation to D.O.T.

Chairman Joplin noted some questions to Mr. Stahnke were which iterations were or were not feasible and why, what about taking no matter what is designed and things of that sort.  These questions have to do with engineering and technical aspects of the bridge, not design.

Dave Stahnke noted they met about 5 weeks ago in the field with adjacent property owners and had a good meeting.  What came out of that meeting was the maximum extension of the sidewalks both on the east and west of the street which would have the worst impacts of all the alternates he has seen as far as the width, the takes, the impacts to the adjacent foundations.  There are a couple of basements underneath the sidewalks now that they didn't know about until that meeting.  From that meeting, they developed preliminary plans.  They then met with D.O.T.  There is a utility meeting scheduled week after next and the geotechs are already lined up.  Brian Kent has sent several other iterations in the last few days.  All those iterations were less impacts then the maximum build out they were working from.  Stahnke noted what he has seen over the last few days is doable compared to what they were actually proceeding with and less impacts.  

Steven Tiezzi asked if the construction of the bridge would be the same for all the options.  Stahnke replied yes, nothing would really change.  Stahnke noted they are looking at building new abutments behind the existing stone abutments there.  They would drill a series of micro piles that are low impact to the adjacent foundations.  They would drill down to bedrock underneath, vertical piles right in back of the existing abutments.  That would be the new support mechanism for the bridge.  They would cast a new abutment cap which is nothing more than a concrete wall behind the existing abutments.  The existing superstructure would be removed and replaced.  There would then be a lot of work doing the closure walls.  There is an issue with one property where there is an extension of a basement in the State R.O.W.  That would have to be rebuilt to a certain extent.  That would be the worst alternate.  All the other alternates pull those walls closer to the curb line away from the buildings.  Stahnke indicated those are all doable and probably less impact from the full build out we were looking at.

John Schroeder asked Mr. Stahnke to clarify the abutment which he did.  He noted the existing abutment is just dry grouted stone.  Sarah Jansen asked if that was her side.  Stahnke noted that side is different.  It is a closure wall.

Steven Tiezzi explained what micro piles are.  It was noted all this work is performed behind the brook.  The stone wall doesn't get touched at all.  There is no work in the water.  Joplin noted the micro piling process means it gets done faster and facilitates continuous work.  Jansen asked if it was applicable on both sides.  The reply was yes.  Schroeder asked if the existing wall stays.  Stahnke replied yes.

John King asked if the integrity of that wall would stay during construction.  Stahnke noted they have done this a lot and they can drill through stone walls without any effect.  It is a non impact.  The geotechs are looking at it now as to how to tie it back into the abutment and be sure it is stabilized.  

Chuck Mueller asked if there was anything about the minor variations for the Committee to decide about that has a meaningful impact on project schedule.  Stahnke noted they are looking at closing to vehicular traffic after January for about 5 months.  They are also looking at maintaining pedestrian access from one side of the bridge at all times.  It will be totally closed to vehicular traffic for up to 5 months.  Schroeder noted the merchants haven't had a chance to comment on that.  Stahnke noted that was covered during the public information meeting and he thought there was consensus on that.


John King asked if the D.O.T. was considering early authorization for utility relocation.  Stahnke replied yes and that will be a topic of the utility meeting on November 28th.

Schroeder reiterated he didn't know if the merchants were fully aware the road would be totally shut down.  Leslie Strauss stated she thought they were because if there was one lane open that increases the time by months and months.  Joplin reviewed the 3 options that had been proposed with regard to vehicle closure.  

Mr. Stahnke next reviewed property takes.  He noted there are property takes in all the alternates.  It depends on the limit of the overbuild and how much is involved.  That would include 4 properties.  Schroeder asked if one of the alternates was the one he came up with.  Stahnke replied yes.  Virgil Lloyd asked if the property takes relate to the superstructure or dimensions of the sidewalks.  Stahnke replied it is the superstructure and abutments that support it, but obviously the wider the sidewalk the more property takes.  Jansen asked if the takes were structural or aesthetics.  Stahnke noted to build out the sidewalk which may be considered aesthetics has structural implications.  Jansen noted there was a take that helps to support the bridge.  Stahnke replied that was not a take, but within the highway R.O.W.  He noted part of Jansen's room is within the highway line.  Stahnke reiterated the more the sidewalks are extended, the more the taking.  Tiezzi asked if that section of the bridge could be built without touching that porch.  Stahnke replied that would be difficult.  They will be surveying that area soon.  Stahnke noted it is not uncommon to find basement extensions within the roadway R.O.W.  He indicated the R.O.W. takes vary between alternates.

Stahnke noted it was not possible to replace the bridge in the manner the D.O.T. intended without taking property.  There is a utility pole that has to go beyond the R.O.W.   There is a plan to take property even if built the narrowest it could be.

Stahnke noted micro piling outside the R.O.W. Is not an issue because the micro piles are in back of the abutments.  It is really a width issue.  He also noted staying out of the watercourse would avoid DEEP shutdowns.  

The effect on Sarah Jansen's property was reviewed.  Stahnke noted they are looking at rebuilding the entire slab in the Jansen basement area.  That would have to be done to get the geometry correct and code compliant.  There will still be an impact if it is moved back in.  He didn't have all the details yet.  Joplin asked what about at grade.  Stahnke noted that is the roof of this area and is a structural slab supported on a stone wall. Joplin asked if that would be replaced.  Stahnke replied yes, at least part of it.  There isn't any way to avoid that as its too far out in the street right-of-way.  Jansen noted if you start removing those posts it would all have to be replaced.  Stahnke noted they know where the curb line is which is roughly the limits of the wall so they know where the extension of that is.  He also noted it would be of benefit to Ms. Jansen to replace it and rebuild it to make it code compliant.  It would make it more useable.  Steven Tiezzi asked if the project could be done without significant disruption to the slab.  Stahnke noted that was questionable.  

Stahnke noted the construction time of 5 months was absolutely realistic for at least the closure of the roadway.  There will be other impacts both before and after that time frame.  He noted if only half the roadway were shut down at one time, the project lengthens.  It was unanimous that closure was desirable to everyone.  Stahnke noted the life span of the new bridge is 75 to 100 years.  There may need to be maintenance in about 35 to 40 years.  The current bridge was built in 1920.

With regard to real stone veneer and historic lighting, Stahnke noted he felt the D.O.T. would be amicable to some of that.

Chairman Joplin asked if there were any specific questions for Dave Stahnke regarding engineering and technical aspects.

Chuck Mueller, Charlene Janecek, John King, Steven Tiezzi, Jim Zanardi, John Divis, and Virgil Lloyd all had no questions.

Leslie Strauss asked how the position of the bridge might affect the sidewalk area.  She asked if there was flexibility in how the bridge gets positioned.  Stahnke noted that doesn't affect the structural portion that much except for the limits that the structure has to support that stuff.  It's up to the Committee as to what type of parapets to use.  It appears its all doable.

John Schroeder noted if a curved parapet wall was chosen doing a reinforced concrete wall with back up would be easiest.  He asked if it would be a stone veneer on just one side, the street side, or both sides.  Stahnke noted it could be on both sides.  

Sarah Jansen noted her concern is the overbuild and how it would attach to the front of her building.  She understood going behind the cement makes all the sense in the world.  She was good with that.  The part she was leary about was connecting to the front of her building.  Its a post and beam structure with 30' of chestnut beams.  It's been through a couple hurricanes and the entire foundation was lost.  Its riding a little lower and been that way for awhile.  Not something she wants to jack up again.  To attach or extend out with the take for the extra sidewalk, where and how would that attach to her structure.  Stanke noted they wouldn't structurally tie it in to the building.  He noted framing plans have already been developed and could be reviewed in more detail.  It would be totally independent of that building.  They would build an entirely new structure not tied into the Jansen building.  He further noted the new abutment would have to be tied back in to the approach wall.  Details have already been developed for this.  Mr. Stahnke noted the superstructure would be tied back into the abutment wall which would be independent of the closure walls underneath at all 4 corners.  Jansen noted her concern was vibration.  She has resurfaced and replastered all the walls and ceiling in the last year and half.  She also has antique glass in all the windows.  If the wall is continuous, there will more impact on vibration to the house and that is one of her major concerns.  Stahnke noted they would work out all those details.  There would be a survey done of the property before construction and if there is any damage, the contractor would be responsible for fixing anything that might possibly happen.  Construction techniques are used that minimize a lot of that.  

John Schroeder asked how far out that survey would go, just to the 4 adjacent properties.  Stahnke noted he didn't see any reason to go beyond those 4 properties touching the bridge.

John Schroeder asked if there was any issue coming up 30” with the stone wall and then doing a metal railing about that.  Stahnke replied no.

Dave Cutler, D.O.T. Bridge Section, noted they need 42” for parapets for pedestrians.  If it was just vehicular traffic, it would be 32”.  Below 32” there would have to be a crash tested railing.  Stahnke noted the crash zone is 10 to 12 feet off the edge of travel way and this is way outside of that.  Cutler noted the open railing has to be designed more for pedestrians than vehicular traffic.

Chairman Joplin noted what he was hearing was that if there was a stone wall, it could be a real stone veneer 32” tall with a railing at the top to 42” and the railing would not have to be crash tested.  

Sarah Jansen asked to clarify a point that in order to do the triangle that would be the outside taking there would be a beam over to Carol Lewitt's building.  Stahnke replied yes.  She noted her only problem was that is her property and she is not willing to give it up.  It will be a big taking.  She understands the internal one and that it will cause havoc on the sidewalk.  There will be a lot of problems when that gets ripped up.  She totally is against adding any extra stress or pressure on the outside, river side of her building.  Jansen noted she has gone over her deed and does own half way to the other property and it will be a major take which she is not willing to give up.  She noted she has owned this building for 35 years and has put too much into it.  She was not willing to give it away.  She further noted if this was up for the taking she will be compensated, either by the Town or the D.O.T. and she will not be easy.  She reviewed some of the work she has done to the building.  Jansen noted she doesn't want the money.  She wants to be able to see the river and will stand by that decision.  She noted that is an extra and not necessary.

Chairman Joplin noted this meeting was about engineering aspects.  

Steven Tiezzi asked how far it could be cantilevered.  Stahnke noted probably 3 or 4 feet.

Chairman Joplin asked if there were any engineering questions for Stahnke or the D.O.T.

Leslie Strauss asked if the relocation of the utility poles will be permanent.  Stahnke noted there is a utility meeting coming up and the utility company will make that decision.  He explained what has to be done with the utility poles, but noted ultimately that is the decision of the utility company.  It is hoped the relocation will be permanent.  

John Schroeder asked if utility pole location could be coordinated with lamp post locations.  Brian Kent noted it was his understanding two poles are being taken out and relocating one.  This is a benefit in terms of removing obtrusive poles closest to the bridge on the east side.  Steven Tiezzi noted the Committee needs to be able to work with utility companies on pole locations at this early stage.  Two poles will be removed and one relocated.  It will change conditions for some property owners that needs to be addressed.  Sarah Jansen noted the biggest problem with the pole in front of her house is that it is the major tie bring in all 4 sections.  She met with a CL&P representative relative to this and the location of that pole is still up in the air.  The pole is currently stressed because it is being pulled in so many directions.  She noted the CL&P rep told her if the pole is moved farther down in front of her building they won't have the tie line they have now.  Discussion ensued relative to moving the poles.

John King asked what the FDP date was.  The reply was March 26, 2014.

John Schroeder asked if core sampling was part of this project.  The reply was yes, two borings have already been done.  Information on the stratification of pavement will be passed along to the Committee.

Chairman Joplin asked if the members knew enough at this point to make a decision if D.O.T. and Stahnke leave the meeting.  Leslie Strauss asked if all the iterations are within the D.O.T.'s budget and feasible.  Dave Cutler noted he hadn't seen the iterations, but didn't feel anything was outside the realm of the estimation of this project.  

Sarah Jansen asked if they felt they would be able to purchase property for the extras and was that in the budget as well.  Dave Cutler noted they will only purchase the property if we need to build the bridge anything outside of that.

It is noted for the record D.O.T. reps left the meeting at this time.

Brian Kent reviewed all design options, existing conditions and proposed conditions.  Mr. Kent started his review with the west side, showing existing bridge railing, side walk, bridge parapet.  He reviewed the radius that would accommodate fire truck access.  There is no question the corner has to move away from the street.  He reviewed the front view noting the existing open railing needs chain link fencing.  He noted the gap is dysfunctional with respect to the new curb line so it has to change.   Across the street is a concrete structural slab with a void underneath.  He reviewed the corner of the bridge and stone wall down to the stream as well as the guide wire from the utility pole anchored into the river.  He next showed a view looking down the side walk with the existing bridge abutment and railing on the right and the curve on the left.  Anything added to this space will make it tight.  Chuck Mueller asked what curb changes are being talked about in this location.  Kent reviewed curb changes.  Kent noted the use of this space currently is for wayfinding, seating at the bench and for passage.  The next view he reviewed was looking into the space between the two buildings.  The next view was the latest version of Trans Systems design of the bridge showing the existing bridge and the proposed bridge.  

Mr. Kent next reviewed Option 1.  He noted he was asked to explore the potential for improving the pedestrian realm on Main Street and its adjacent streets within the center district.  From looking at urban design context, it was their opinion that expanding the sidewalk is of benefit to the public on the sidewalk.  That was the chief objective, but not the only objective.  At this stage of the Master Plan, this is a conceptual level.  At the bridge there is a compressed time line so decisions have been accelerated.  We jumped from conceptual into almost construction documents and making quick decisions on what is optimum for pedestrians on Main Street.  They have looked at the potential to improve seating on the east side of the bridge and having a small space for gathering and wayfinding area out of the main flow of the sidewalk.  On the west side, they achieved the objective of the larger radius and incorporating a principal building of downtown Chester on to the streetscape.  A principal objective is to bring this building which is one of the most attractive buildings in downtown, but is visibly separated from downtown in their opinion, by the current configuration of the bridge.  In this scenario, the reorientation of the parapet opens the downtown streetscape up to this building.

Mr. Kent next reviewed Option 2 exploring the curved parapet on the west side.  Kent noted this reflects the suggestion of Helene Johnson, property owner, who sent Kent a drawing of her suggestion.  Steven Tiezzi asked if the basement space could be maintained on the west side similar to the other side.  Dave Stahnke replied no.  The abutment would be extended with a closure wall.  He indicated they could try it, but it is totally unusable.   

Brian Kent noted the difference between Option 1 and 2 is a straight parapet and a shorter section of bridge rail.  Kent noted they would like to enlarge opportunity for pedestrians to sit and enjoy the river below.  In their point of view pedestrian space on the sidewalk is more appealing and useful if there is an open rail to look at the river below.  He reviewed the grade change in front of the Jansen property between the bridge deck and the new stoop.  There will be more steps than there are today.   

Mr. Kent reviewed 3 dimensional views of both the east and west sides.

John Schroeder reviewed his proposal.  He noted both sides of the street would have the similar configuration.  To address the needs and desires of the property owner, a leg comes out from the building to a nice gentle curve.  He noted there is plenty of room on both sides for tables on the sidewalk.  In this scenario, extra space is gained that is not there now.  His reason for this design was that a nice gentle curve with stone veneer would fit in nicely with the streetscape.  The stone would be rounded river stone with a stone cap with metal railing taking it up to 42”.  He noted one would not be able to see through this configuration.  This general configuration allows for more views of the river than coming straight across.  The sidewalk would be at least 10 feet or more.  Sarah noted it is 9 feet now.  The railing could be bronze, silver or anodized metal.  Schroeder reiterated the river stone ties in with the rest of walls in town.

John Schroeder noted all 3 options provide for more sidewalk space.

Chairman Joplin noted the Committee has heard from Trans Systems, D.O.T. and Brian Kent for 3 options.  

There was discussion regarding the drawing submitted by Helene Johnson.  It was noted Option 2 is the same as Helene's.  

Sarah Jansen noted she had another option similar to John Schroeder's option which she reviewed.

It was noted Option 2 was Helene's drawing.  It was also noted Dave Stahnke based his plan on Helene Johnson's drawing when they met at the site.

Chuck Mueller noted any kind of stone wall would be a colossal mistake downtown.  The reason the river stone is there is because it is a retaining wall.  There are two major issues about stone that make it wildly out of place.  

Chairman Joplin noted there are two decisions to make - 


1) Plan view - where is the railing of the wall with respect to both Sarah's corner and Helene's corner.  What is the horizontal geometry?  What does it look like?


2) What is the material you make this out of?  Do you put up a wall on Helene's building exactly as Option 2?  Shape has to also be decided.  Is it railing or is it stone?  Charlene Janecek noted it has to be something one can see through.

Motion by Mueller, second by Tiezzi, to approve Option 2 at least or the west of the river in so far as it seems to be acceptable to Helene and allows the front of that building to participate more visually.  Chairman Joplin asked if this also pertains to the east side but open for discussion.  Mueller replied yes.

Discussion on west side.  Leslie noted she likes the idea this coincides with what the abutting property owner wishes taking into account a lot of stakeholder input.  She liked the curving and the roundness feels good.  She noted Al Bisacky was not present but submitted an email with comments.  His comment was that the “bridge rails should be open so that the shortest among us can easily see the water.  Children should not be denied the opportunity to watch the river flow by but rather given the opportunity and encouraged to do so.”  Leslie was in favor of Option 2 on the west side.  She liked the idea of an anodized railing and something that blends in and is crash proof.

John Schroeder noted if we do a metal railing versus a stone wall, then we are stuck with the metal railing seen by Mr. Kent in Massachusetts.  Mr. Kent noted there are other types of railings.  Stahnke reiterated it has to be 42” high and be code compliant.  There was a lot of discussion regarding the railing.  Virgil Lloyd noted the Committee definitely needs to decide on the horizontal geometry at this meeting, but more time to review parapet treatment.  John Schroeder noted we are limited in the choices if we go with metal railing, maybe half a dozen.  He noted there would be a metal railing, then a granite curb, then another metal railing and then a concrete sidewalk.  So many different materials in such a small stretch and it gets cluttered, busy and not very pleasant.  John Schroeder noted he was trying (with Helene's building) to try and tie in with the leg on the opposite side for continuity.  He noted Helene did her sketch but it's probably more conceptual than practical (although he did say he wasn't speaking for her).  Sarah Jansen noted that historically there would not have been a curve at that location, but a straight leg.  There was brief discussion regarding straight versus curve.

Chairman Joplin noted there were some encouraging remarks for the open railing system.  There was disagreement on where the arc should terminate - directly at the corner of move it out towards the street by 2 to 3 feet.  

John Schroeder noted on the other side there is a railing and a stone wall and both sides should be considered when making these decisions.  There was further discussion regarding whether it should be an open or closed rail.  

Mr. Kent noted open railings are because these rivers are scenic places and they don't have solid parapets for a reason.  Chairman Joplin took a straw poll of members on who preferred the open railing versus the stone wall.  John Schroeder and John King preferred the stone wall while everyone else preferred the open railing.

Chairman Joplin reviewed the two concerns of Sarah Jansen having to do with her front door exiting on the pedestrian way and the proposed stone wall.  Ms. Jansen enjoys exiting that door and looking down to the brook and seeing a lot of the stone work that has been done there.  That new triangle area would allow for probably two benches.  The question is, is that what we want.  Do we want to acquire that area for the sake of the pedestrian aspect of this community or not.  Joplin noted Carol Lewitt wrote a strong email approving this design.  She wanted to move the bottom part right back to the corner of the building but that is structurally impossible for various reasons.  The choice is (in Option 2) to keep that space as designed or have discussion about that space and clarify whether the top will be rail or stone wall.  

Sarah Jansen submitted 3 pages of a Petition signed by owners and businesses in the center of town.  She noted they really want to save the stone bridge and one of things they want to do is to be able to see it.  She enjoys the view of the stone work from above and down below and many others do too.  They want to save the authenticity and look of the town.  If you change the historic look of the town, a lot of people who live in town will be unhappy.    All those people have signed this petition.  

Steven Tiezzi noted the Committee has proven it is interested in the historical character of the town and that's why the proposed railing on the west side is to match as close as possible what is there now.  The character is not changing, the quality of it is being enhanced.  The intent has always been to preserve and enhance.  Jansen noted character develops over time, it's not something that's placed in a town.  People love it the way it is.  Character happens over time.  Things are being done on Planning & Zoning to make the sidewalk usable for everyone.  A lot can be developed with what there is and it doesn't need to go to extremes.  

John Schroeder noted the numerous comments for enhancement with the open railing are interesting because in moving the sidewalk the view of the river is being taken away.  Moving the sidewalks out will eclipse the views of the river, especially on the right hand side.  He noted using his plan would allow for a much larger radius and viewing angle of the river.  There is desire on one hand and contradiction on the other.  Tiezzi noted if someone wants to view the river, they will stand there and view it and not be driving by.  To have a bench there would allow for someone to sit and not have people bumping into them.  It's not a huge amount of space.  

Chairman Joplin noted he was at that D.O.T. meeting and there were two things that saved the stone bridge - shortening the construction time with micro pilings and not entering the water because this has to be done in 6 months or less.  At that point, there was no reason to take the stone work out of the bridge.  Joplin noted the discussion is about saving that triangle.  The top of the triangle is about 8 feet at most and coming across to the Lewitt's building is less than 20 feet.  That's 100 square feet.  He didn't feel this was in any way a major change.  

Chairman Joplin read into the record the Petition submitted by Jansen.    “We, the undersigned cherish the unique character of our historic New England town.  Therefore, any development plan should consider:  1.  Natural stone structures; in character with our Pattaconk Bridge, retaining walls, buildings, foundations, planters, etc.  2.  Intimate sidewalks, per Code, with granite curbing.  3.  Maximize Main Street Parking.  4.  Participation of Village Merchants and concerned citizens.”  Joplin noted he would sign the petition and that it does not address the topic being discussed at this meeting which is whether or not an idle area should be created to put benches in to overlook the stream.  That's what this meeting is about.  To facilitate people to stand there and basically to pause and enjoy the stream.  Jansen noted that is right and right now she pauses and enjoys the stream.  Schroeder noted the merchants say they appreciate the stone.  John Divis asked Stahnke to point out where the State owns.  He suggested the plan be to just go wherever the State owns, then there is no taking or aggravation.  The plan was reviewed as to ownership lines.  

John Schroeder noted if a metal railing is used, it will be an industrial looking material.  He didn't feel a metal railing could be used on the east side.  Schroeder noted for the record that the railing version is going to be industrial and not quaint.  The stone version would be quaint and is in keeping with the town and other stone walls in town.    

There was much discussion as to what the angle of this triangle would be from the Jansen building to the Lewitt building.  Tiezzi noted then the recommendation is to cantilever as far as possible (maybe 3 or 4 feet) to the Lewitt building as far as structurally possible.  

Virgil Lloyd noted he wasn't sure how the west side of the bridge would be.  There was discussion as to whether there should be a curve and if it should be attached or off the building.  Schroeder noted there is no historical data that bridges have been curved or straight.  He noted his option (Option 3) ties in nicely with all buildings and is arched a little.  

It was noted what has been referred to as Option 2 was received by Brian Kent from Helene Johnson's representative after a meeting at the site.

The following motion was reiterated by Chairman Joplin and confirmed by Mr. Mueller  and Mr. Tiezzi as being the motion.

Motion by Mueller, second by Tiezzi, to approve Option 2, defined and modified as 

follows -

On the west side, there will be a curve as shown on Option 2, the terminal point of the curve will be the corner of Helene Johnson's building as shown on Option 2 and the material is open rail system further to be defined as we move forward.

On the east side, the open rail system which is now perpendicular to the side wall of the Local Beet building will run on the right-of-way line, that line to be determined by a civil engineer.  It will be an open rail system and the other point south could, with the agreement of the owner of the Villager building, be swung to the east a few feet, whatever Trans Systems feels can be cantilevered for more square footage for a bench or gathering place over the brook.

Voting in favor - Mueller, Janecek, Strauss, Lloyd, Joplin, Tiezzi, Divis, Zanardi.  Opposed - King, Schroeder.  Motion Carried.

It was agreed that was enough information to take to D.O.T. for them to proceed.  Brian Kent will mark up the plan as described and they will take that.  

Motion by Janecek, second by Strauss, to pay invoice dated 10/17/12 of Kent and Frost in the amount of $11,834.10.  Voting in favor - Mueller, Janecek, Strauss, Lloyd, Joplin, Tiezzi, Divis, Zanardi, King, Schroeder.  Opposed - none.  Motion Carried.


4.  Next Meeting

The next meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, November 27, 2012, to review prepare for a meeting the following day with the utilities companies to discuss moving utilities.  Chairman Joplin noted this was not a mandatory meeting.

The next two meetings will be on December 4th and then December 18th.


5.  Adjournment

Motion by Tiezzi, second by Mueller, to adjourn at 9:30 PM.  Voting in favor - Tiezzi, Mueller, Divis, Zanardi, Lloyd, Strauss, Janecek, King, Schroeder, Joplin.  Opposed - none.  Motion Carried.

Respectfully submitted,
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Judith R. Brown, Recording Secretary

attachment – Bisacky Email for November 15th Meeting

