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History 

 “Yellow River Bridge” originally constructed in 1908 just north 
of Chippewa Falls 
 

 Moved to current location in  
   1916-1919 and  given the name 
    “Cobban Bridge” 

 
 Rehabilitated in 1995 

(Source: Library of Congress) 
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Presentation Notes
1916-1919:  new foundations built
Early 90’s:  bridge was closed
1995:  Rehabilitation included new foundations, new beams under deck, and new deck





Purpose 

 Provide a long-term safe and efficient link 
 

 Remain sensitive to natural and cultural resources 
 

 Meet the traveling public’s needs 
 

 Provide a cost effective alternative 
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Presentation Notes
Last bullet point:  in other words, economical life-cycle cost



Need 

 The bridge is in poor structural condition 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Poor sufficiency rating (31/100) – ratings below 50 warrant replacement through the FHWA Highway Bridge Replacement and Reconstruction program.
Identified Structural Deficiencies – condition ratings determined by bridge inspectors, and appraisal ratings evaluate a bridge in relation to the level of service it provides
The Cobban Bridge has a structurally deficient superstructure (the part of the bridge that is directly responsible for carrying the road)




Need 

 Outdated design 
 Width, weight, height, and speed restrictions 

 Nearest Chippewa River crossing is 6 miles away 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Existing fracture critical members (lack of redundancy in its design)
Identified functional deficiencies
System Linkage/Social Demands
Solicit others??



Preliminary 
Alternatives 

 No build (do nothing or remove existing bridge) 
 

 Rehabilitate existing bridge 
 

 Build a new bridge 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) and WEPA (Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act) require a full range of alternatives to be considered.
The essential purpose of NEPA is to ensure that environmental factors are weighted equally when compared to other factors in the decision making process undertaken by federal agencies.



No Build Option 

 2014 ADT = 219 vehicles per day 
 3.9% trucks forecasted 
 Least expensive 
 Does not address poor bridge 

condition 
 Does not address functional 

deficiencies 

 
 
 



Bridge Rehabilitation 
Options 

Widen bridge to two lanes 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Important thing to remember with all rehabs is that we must maintain the historical integrity of the bridge.  What is historical integrity? Basically we want to keep the bridge visually looking the same as it did when originally built.  So for example, we could replace a member with a new member shaped the same way as the previous one but wouldn’t want to replace it with one twice the size.  
-A need of this project is improve the crossing to meet today’s standards 
-Widening the existing bridge would meet this need 
-existing bridge is dashed; would move one truss and then add additional deck to reconnect the bridge 
-The bridge would weight a lot more – more than the existing truss could carry.  



Bridge Rehabilitation 
Options 

One lane pairs 
 

 

Cobban Bridge, WI  Skinner’s Falls Bridge, PA 
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Presentation Notes
-Second rehab option
-construct an adjacent structure to meet need of project (two way traffic-ped. accommodations) 
-rehabilitate the bridge to remove all load postings 
-over of magnitude cost by comparison to similar bridge
	-showed deterioration on bridge previously/very similar condition to this bridge
	-geometry almost identical 
	-this was used to determine an order of magnitude cost to rehab the bridge 
Important to remember this option would still have deficiencies, i.e vertical clearance



Bridge Rehabilitation 
Options 

 Rehabilitate the Cobban Bridge as a pedestrian bridge 

 
 

 
 

(Source: AASHTO LRFD Guide Specifications for the 
Design of Pedestrian Bridges) 
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Presentation Notes
Although the goal of the project is to provide a vehicular crossing, we also looked into an option for the existing bridge if a new bridge was built in a different location.  
-with proximity to Old Abe state trail, looked at the feasibility of a ped. crossing
-Current design codes for ped bridges state they must be designed for 90PSF loading – DOT Requirement
-Where does that loading come from? (show photo) 
	-Although loading like this in our location is unlikely, design must be for worst case scenario, i.e. a canoe race may fill the bridge 
-Unfortunately, the Cobban bridge was never designed to carry this significant type of loading so this is not a feasible option while maintaining the historical integrity of the bridge  





Preliminary Build Alternative 
Corridors – Alternative 1 
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Presentation Notes
*See Preliminary Alternative Map Exhibits*
1 -  good for transportation linkage, Cornell School District prefers this option for a school bus route as it lines up well the southern end of their district.
2 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings
3 – equidistant from upstream and downstream crossings, causeway is already there (DNR’s 2nd preference to no build)
4 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings, DNR prefers downstream location to upstream
5 – good for transportation linkage

Chippewa County Sheriff’s Patrol Division prefers a location equidistant from Jim Falls and Cornell.






Preliminary Build Alternative 
Corridors – Alternative 2 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
*See Preliminary Alternative Map Exhibits*
1 -  good for transportation linkage, Cornell School District prefers this option for a school bus route as it lines up well the southern end of their district.
2 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings
3 – equidistant from upstream and downstream crossings, causeway is already there (DNR’s 2nd preference to no build)
4 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings, DNR prefers downstream location to upstream
5 – good for transportation linkage

Chippewa County Sheriff’s Patrol Division prefers a location equidistant from Jim Falls and Cornell.






Preliminary Build Alternative 
Corridors – Alternative 3 
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Presentation Notes
*See Preliminary Alternative Map Exhibits*
1 -  good for transportation linkage, Cornell School District prefers this option for a school bus route as it lines up well the southern end of their district.
2 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings
3 – equidistant from upstream and downstream crossings, causeway is already there (DNR’s 2nd preference to no build)
4 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings, DNR prefers downstream location to upstream
5 – good for transportation linkage

Chippewa County Sheriff’s Patrol Division prefers a location equidistant from Jim Falls and Cornell.






Preliminary Build Alternative 
Corridors – Alternative 4 
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Presentation Notes
*See Preliminary Alternative Map Exhibits*
1 -  good for transportation linkage, Cornell School District prefers this option for a school bus route as it lines up well the southern end of their district.
2 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings
3 – equidistant from upstream and downstream crossings, causeway is already there (DNR’s 2nd preference to no build)
4 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings, DNR prefers downstream location to upstream
5 – good for transportation linkage

Chippewa County Sheriff’s Patrol Division prefers a location equidistant from Jim Falls and Cornell.






Preliminary Build Alternative 
Corridors – Alternative 5 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
*See Preliminary Alternative Map Exhibits*
1 -  good for transportation linkage, Cornell School District prefers this option for a school bus route as it lines up well the southern end of their district.
2 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings
3 – equidistant from upstream and downstream crossings, causeway is already there (DNR’s 2nd preference to no build)
4 – current bridge can remain in service while new one is being built, still equidistant from next crossings, DNR prefers downstream location to upstream
5 – good for transportation linkage

Chippewa County Sheriff’s Patrol Division prefers a location equidistant from Jim Falls and Cornell.






Comparison of Impacts-No Build/Rehab 
Options 
Comparison Factor No Build Rehab 1: Widen 

Bridge 
Rehab 2: One Way 

Pairs 

Project Length (Lane Miles) 0 0.6 0.8 

Construction Cost: ($Mil) $0 >$15 >$13 

Farms Affected 0 2 2 

Additional Wetland (Acres) 0 0 1.0 

Area From Farm Operations Required 
(Acres) 

0 
2.4 3.8 

Other Area Converted to Right of Way 
(Acres) 

0 
3.6 6.2 

Total Land Impacted (Acres) 0 6 10 

Relocations 0 1 2 

Potentially Eligible Historic Properties (not 
including Cobban Bridge) 

0 0 2 

Archaeological Sites 0 3 2 

Old Abe State Trail Affected No No Yes 



Comparison of Impacts-New Build Options 
Comparison Factor 1      

(180th) 
2 

(South) 
3 

(Existing) 
4  

(North) 
5 

(200th) 

Project Length (Lane Miles) 1.2 0.8 0.6 0.8 1.1 

Construction Cost: ($Mil) $7.0 $5.1 $3.5 $5.9 $7.4 

Farms Potentially Affected 3 2 2 2 4 

Additional Wetland (Acres) 0.8 1.0 0 0.8 1.0 

Area From Farm Operations 
Required (Acres) 

3.8 3.8 2.4 3.5 9.4 

Other Area Impacted (Acres) 8.2 5.2 3.6 6.5 3.6 

Total Land Impacted (Acres) 12 9 6 10 13 

Relocations 5 1 1 2 5 

Potentially Eligible Historic 
Properties (not including 
Cobban Bridge) 

1 1 0 2 0 

Archaeological Sites 1 2 3 2 2 

Old Abe State Trail Affected Yes Yes No Yes No 



Project Timeline 

 Development of alternatives – Fall 2014 
 Analysis of alternatives – Winter 2014/2015 
 Selection of a preferred alternative – Spring/Summer 2015 
 Completion of environmental document – Winter/Spring 2016 

 Anticipated construction date – Not currently scheduled 



Contacts 

Bruce Gerland, P.E. 

AECOM Project Manager 

715.342.3010 

bruce.gerland@aecom.com 

200 Indiana Avenue 

Steven’s Point, WI 54481 

 

Rob Krejci, P.E. 

Chippewa County Project Manager 

715.728.2610 

rkrejci@co.chippewa.wi.us 

801 East Grand Avenue 

Chippewa Falls, WI 54729 
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