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  Photos - Provide clear, original color photographs of the entire project area keyed to a site plan.  These photos should indicate: 
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• Areas of prior ground disturbance (removal of original topsoil; filling and plowing are not considered disturbance)
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PIN: 8761.44 

COUNTY ROUTE 25A OVER KINDERHOOK CREEK (BIN 3342250) 
COLUMBIA COUNTY, NY 

 

 

 

1. Project Description 

 

A. General Project Description and Project Objectives 

The proposed project is a Locally Administered Federal Aid bridge replacement project of County Route 

25A over Kinderhook Creek (BIN 3342250) in the Town of Stuyvesant. The purpose of this project is to 

eliminate all structural deficiencies of BIN 3342250 by providing a structure designed to current structural 

and safety standards that provides a 75-year service life in a manner that is cost effective and 

environmentally sensitive. The preferred alternative to achieve this is complete bridge replacement. 

The proposed structure will consist of a single span over Kinderhook Creek and will accommodate two 11 

ft lanes, two 3 ft shoulders and a raised 5 ft sidewalk on the east side. The shoulder width was originally 

proposed to be 5 ft but was reduced to 3 ft based on feedback received from the community. The 

proposed structure will include a new steel multi-girder superstructure and two new concrete abutments. 

Use of aesthetic treatments, such as incorporating elements similar to the existing bridge, and reusing 

and/or recreating the decorative railings will be investigated. Also based on input received from the 

community, bridge railing will be used instead of the originally proposed concrete parapets. 

Additionally, a kiosk is proposed to be installed in the park owned by the Town of Stuyvesant adjacent to 

the bridge that will contain a description of the history of the bridge, along with photos taken at various 

eras of the crossing at the site. Certain elements of the trusses may also be displayed in the park. 

The existing horizontal and vertical alignment will be used. The approaches will be reconstructed to 

accommodate the additional travel lane and wider shoulders which will require minor embankment fill.  

The 5 ft sidewalk will terminate at the north and south end of the bridge. Curb ramps will be provided at 

each end of the sidewalk. See Attachment B for the approximate limits of work and proposed bridge 

section. 

Construction is anticipated to begin in the Spring of 2026 and last for approximately 18 months. 

 

B. Existing Conditions 

The existing bridge was constructed in approximately 1899 and carries a single lane of traffic with a curb-

to-curb width of 17 ft. A cantilevered sidewalk is located on the east side of the bridge, terminating at the 

approaches.  

The original bridge is a thru-truss superstructure supported by masonry abutments founded on bedrock. 

In 1992, in response to the continuing deterioration of the trusses, the bridge was significantly retrofitted 

to include the addition of a supporting arch within each truss, providing additional structural capacity. It 

should be noted that the retrofit occurred after the historic register listing (see Section 2 below) and 

significantly altered the appearance and character of the bridge. See Attachment F for plans from the 

1992 project.  



 

The existing bridge is in poor to serious condition. The current General Recommendation resulting from 

the 2023 inspection is “3”. According to the Bridge Manual a rating of “3” signifies a “considerable 

deterioration of some or all bridge components. The bridge many no longer be able to support original 

design loads. Load posting may be needed. There may be considerable section loss on primary and 

secondary members.” The bridge is currently load posted for 12 tons and has six active Yellow Structural 

Flags. 

The project is located in the Hamlet of Stuyvesant Falls. There are residential neighborhoods with mostly 

single-family homes located to the north and south of BIN 3342250. One commercial property is located 

on the north bridge approach at the intersection of County Route 25A and New Steet. Stuyvesant Falls 

Park is located immediately east of the project area on the south side of the Kinderhook Creek. Access to 

this park is provided on Lindenwald Avenue. Additionally, the Stuyvesant Falls trailhead for the Empire 

State Trail is located approximately 200’ north of BIN 3342250. 

Project area photos are included in Attachment D. 

2. Steps Taken to Identify Historic Properties 

CHA Consulting Inc. reviewed the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

(NYSOPRHP) Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) to determine the location of properties listed 

in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within or adjacent to the proposed project. This review 

revealed that the proposed project is located within the Stuyvesant Falls Mill District (NR 90PR04667). 

This area includes the following properties/structures located immediately adjacent to the project: 

 

• BIN 3342250 (USN 02117.000023) 

• Van Allen Brick Cotton Mill (USN 2117.000018)  

 

The CRIS also indicated that the proposed project site is partially located within an archaeological survey 

(Survey Number: 06SR56945). This survey encompasses a portion of County Route 25A, beginning at the 

southern bridge approach and continuing south for approximately 500’. The proposed project site is 

located within an archaeological buffer area. 

 

See Attachment E for the CRIS database search results and NRHP entry with photos. 

 

To support this submission the following are included as attachments: 

 

3. Attachments 

 

A. Project Location Maps 

B. Conceptual Plan 

C. Photo Location Map 

D. Project Area Photos 

E. CRIS Database Search Results and NRHP Entry with Photos 

F. Plans from the 1992 retrofit/rehabilitation project  

G. Alternatives Analysis with matrix and assumptions 

H. Area of Potential Effect (APE) plan 



 

I. Property Impacts Table 

J. Public Information Meeting Presentation 

K. Public Information Meeting comments 

L. Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee comment memo. 

M. County resolution in support of replacement with a two-lane, multi girder structure 

N. Letter from the Town of Stuyvesant board supporting a new two lane bridge 

O. Responses to Comments Received from The Town of Stuyvesant and/or the Stuyvesant Town 

Bridge Committee Subsequent to the 8/8/24 Public Informational Meeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Attachment A: Project Location Maps 
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Attachment B: Conceptual Plan 
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Attachment C: Photo Location Map 
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Attachment D. Project Area Photos                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 
 

 

Photo 1: County Route 25A looking south adjacent to Frisbee Lane 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PHOTO 1: Looking west along Sunnyside Road towards Washington Avenue. 
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Photo 2: County Route 25A looking north adjacent to Frisbee Lane 
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Photo 3: County Route 25A Looking west at Frisbee Lane 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

County Route 25A over Kinderhook Creek 

PIN 8761.44 
Village of Stuyvesant Falls  

Columbia County, NY 
Sheet 3 Project No. 078555 



 
 

 

Photo 4: New Street looking west 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

County Route 25A over Kinderhook Creek 

PIN 8761.44 
Village of Stuyvesant Falls  

Columbia County, NY 

Sheet 4 Project No. 078555 

 



 
 

 

Photo 5: New Street looking east towards County Route 25A 
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Photo 6: New Street looking south at Allied Heathcare Products, Inc. commercial building 
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Photo 7: County Route 25A looking south at BIN 3342250 
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Photo 8: Looking north at the intersection of County Route 25A and New Street 
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Photo 9: Looking west at the intersection of County Route 25A and New Street 
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Photo 10: County Route 25A looking north at BIN 3342250 
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Photo 11: Looking east at the intersection of County route 25A and Lindenwald Avenue 
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Photo 12: Looking south at the intersection of County Route 25A and Lindenwald Avenue 
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Photo 13: County Route 25A looking west at the Stuyvesant Falls Hydroelectric Station access road. 
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Photo 14: County Route 25A looking north near the Stuyvesant Falls Hydroelectric Station access road 
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Photo 15: County Route 25A looking east at residential building (22 County Route 25A). 
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Photo 16: County Route 25A looking south adjacent to the Stuyvesant Falls Hydroelectric Station access road 
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Photo 17: Lindenwald Avenue looking north at the Stuyvesant Falls Park 
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Photo 18: Lindenwald Avenue looking west 
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Photo 19: Lindenwald Avenue looking west at residential building (10 Lindenwald Avenue) 
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Attachment E. CRIS Database Search Results and NRHP Entry with Photos 
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Attachment F. Plans from the 1992 retrofit/rehabilitation project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





































































 

 

Attachment G. Alternatives Analysis with matrix and assumptions 
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 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

PIN 8761.44: CR 25A over Kinderhook Creek; Bridge Replacement or Major Rehabilitation 

Village of Stuyvesant Falls; Town of Stuyvesant; Columbia County, NY 

 

Introduction 

This project involves replacement or major rehabilitation of the subject bridge which is owned by 

Columbia County. The following analysis includes a purpose and needs statement, including the project 

objectives, a description of the proposed action and an evaluation and comparison of the alternatives 

that are being considered.  

Purpose and Need 

The existing bridge consists of a one lane, 203-foot span, Pratt through truss bridge, with stone masonry 

abutments.  The bridge is in poor condition and requires remedial actions. The history of the bridge 

includes: 

• Originally built in 1899, the bridge is one of many surviving iron bridges that were built by the 

Berlin Iron Bridge Company. It is a modified Pratt through truss bridge, not a parabolic or 

lenticular truss bridge for which the company is better known.  

• The bridge is listed as an extant structure of the Stuyvesant Falls Mill District, which was added 

to the National Register of Historic Places in 1976. 

• It received a major rehabilitation in 1992-1993 adding an arch/hanger/floor beam reinforcement 

system, which included additional floor beams and a new concrete-filled grating bridge deck. The 

addition of the arches significantly altered the appearance and structural behavior of the original 

truss bridge. Additionally, steel hanger rods were installed between each truss panel point, 

resulting in twice as many rods as the original bridge.   

•  In 2014, the county commissioned another study and analysis which resulted in the bridge 

being posted for 12 tons.  

• In 2015, the county contracted out major truss repairs which allowed the load posting to be 

removed. 

• In 2022, as a result of continuing deterioration, the bridge was posted again for 12 tons. 

• During the October 2023 inspection, the bridge was assigned a General Recommendation of 3, 

which indicates considerable deterioration of some or all bridge components. Note that the 

2024 inspection report is not available at this time. 

• Also during that inspection, six yellow structural flags were issued for significant deterioration of 

various components. 

The following are the current major deficiencies: 

• Spalling/cracking of the deck surface 

• Significant loss of steel section and holes in stringers (primary load carrying element) 

• Significant loss of steel section and holes in floorbeams (primary load carrying element) 

• Moderate loss of steel section on vertical hanger rods (primary load carrying element) 
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• Significant loss of steel section on vertical hanger channels (primary load carrying element) 

• Moderate loss of section to bottom chord and bottom chord connections at panel points 

(primary load carrying element) 

• Compression joint seal has failed at the Begin Abutment 

 

This project is needed to improve the structural functionality and load carrying capacity of the existing 

bridge to allow legal loads to use it. The project is also needed to improve the geometric functionality by 

increasing the width to allow two lanes of traffic. This is particularly important for emergency service and 

farm vehicles as they currently cannot use the bridge due to load and width restrictions.   

Replacement of the existing one lane bridge with a new one lane bridge is not being considered as it 

does not meet two of the requirements stated in NYSDOT's “One Lane Bridge Policy” contained in 

Appendix 2B of the NYSDOT Bridge Manual. The first requirement not met is there needs to be less than 

300 vehicles per day currently using the bridge and also that it is predicted that in 20 years, less than 500 

vehicles per day will be using the bridge. Recent traffic counts and standard forecasting procedures show 

that neither of these are met. 

The second requirement that is not met stipulates that an analysis over the latest three-year crash 

history shall reveal no more than one reported crash; with no crash being reported as being directly 

attributable to the narrowness of the existing one lane bridge. The analysis completed for this project 

revealed two crashes in the project area with one being attributable to the narrowness of the existing 

one lane bridge during that period. 

Additionally, the policy lists several “desirable conditions” which should be met but are not absolute 

requirements. One condition is that local authorities should have no substantive objection to a one lane 

bridge. In fact, both the Columbia County Board of Supervisors and the Town of Stuyvesant Town Board 

have documented support for a two lane bridge (see Attachments M and N). 

Another desirable condition is that the existing two way approach roadway should be one lane wide and 

operating as a one lane road. The existing approach roadway is two lanes wide and operating as a two 

lane road. 

 The objectives of the project are: 

1. Address structural deficiencies. 

2. Provide bridge meeting current standards. 

3. Provide a bridge without user restrictions.  

4. Provide a bridge with extended service life. 

5. Provide a bridge that minimizes future maintenance. 

6. Provide a sidewalk meeting current standards. 

7. Provide adequate room for bicycles.  

8. Honor the historic character of the existing bridge. 

9. Minimize environmental and community impacts. 

 

Alternatives Considered: 
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The following alternatives are being considered (also see attached alternatives matrix for comparison): 

Alternative 1: Null or Do Nothing: 

This alternative allows the bridge to continue to deteriorate with the eventual need to close it to all 

traffic. This alternative does not meet the objectives. 

Alternative 2: Major Rehabilitation:  

This alternative entails performing repairs to the many connections and elements that have active yellow 

structural flags, in addition to the numerous elements that would be considered a high priority to repair 

for the bridge to have an estimated service life of 25 to 30 years.  

A crucial aspect of this alternative is to thoroughly clean and paint all elements and members in order to 

provide long term protection from corrosion. However, due to the structural details for the trusses and 

arches, there are many inaccessible areas where multiple members are joined together by rivets or pins. 

Many of these areas provide critical connections; the repair and application of a paint system in these 

areas without complete disassembly would be extremely difficult and may not ultimately be successful.  

This alternative would not meet Project Objectives 2-7 and is therefore considered imprudent. 

Additionally this alternative is not supported by the Columbia County Board of Supervisors nor by the 

Town of Stuyvesant Town Board (see attachments M and N). 

 

Alternative 3: Complete Replacement on Existing Alignment (Sub-Alternatives A through D): 

This alternative will provide a new structure with a minimum service life of 75 years on the same 

alignment as the existing bridge. Traffic would be detoured around the site during construction.  

The replacement bridge could include a variety of superstructure types including steel or concrete 

girders, or steel trusses. Use of steel girders with a concrete deck would be preferred as it is structurally 

redundant, cost effective and requires relatively little future maintenance (Alternatives 3B through 3D). 

Trusses or arches on the other hand (Alternative 3A), require significant maintenance efforts largely due 

to exposure of the primary members to corrosive deicing salts. The upfront (construction) costs of these 

types of structures would also be much greater than the preferred type.  

This alternative meets, or has the potential to meet, all of the project objectives. There are various 

options available to meet Project Objective #8. Each option can be employed on its own or combined 

with other options. These include: 

• Retaining the existing historic railing on the approaches (Alternative 3B).  

• Saving and displaying various truss elements in the adjacent park. An example is the end portal 

bracing with the historic plaques attached (Alternative 3B). 

• Creating a commemorative display in the park with photos and a narrative describing the history 

of the bridge and its importance to the community (Alternative 3B). 

• Dismantle the existing trusses, refurbish/replace truss members and reconstruct the trusses as 

decorative elements only; attached to the new fascia girders. This option would be significantly 

more costly than the other options and would be risky to implement, given the fragile nature of 
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the truss members and the extreme care that would be needed to reconstruct them (Alternative 

3C).   

• Install new truss elements as decorative elements only (Alternative 3D).   

• Dismantle the existing trusses and store the truss members for possible future use. 

• Advertise that the bridge will be donated to another entity or municipality that has interest in 

preserving it in some manner.  

 

Alternative 4: New Bridge on Adjacent Alignment: 

This alternative will provide a new structure with a minimum service life of 75 years on an alignment 

adjacent to the existing bridge, requiring CR 25A to be rerouted. Traffic would be maintained on the 

existing one lane bridge during construction and would be retained as a pedestrian crossing after 

construction. The new alignment would be as near as possible to the existing bridge in an attempt to 

minimize impacts, however there would still be significant environmental and community impacts to the 

surrounding area.  

As a result of the existing road geometry, and to avoid impacts to the large structures in the northwest 

quadrant, the realigned CR 25A would be to the east of the existing bridge. Construction of the new 

bridge and approaches in this area would create temporary and permanent wetland impacts, as well as 

significant impact to the residence in the southeast quadrant, likely requiring acquisition and demolition 

of the dwelling.  

Additionally, with the existing bridge retained as a pedestrian crossing, the County offered to transfer 

ownership to the Town, as it would no longer carry a county route. The Town of Stuyvesant does not 

have the economic resources or capabilities to maintain the bridge in the future. The town bridge 

committee agrees that transfer of ownership is not feasible as noted in their memo (see Attachment O).   

Proposed Action: 

At this time, Alternative 3B is the proposed action as it meets, or has the potential to meet, all of the 

project objectives, and is the most cost effective with the lowest future maintenance needs while still 

honoring the existing bridges historic character. 

  

 

 

 



Stuyvesant Falls Bridge (BIN 334250), CR 25A over Kinderhook Creek

Alternatives Matrix

Columbia County

Alt. Description
Proposed 

Span 

Length

Bridge 

Roadway 

Width

Maintenance 

of Traffic

Load 

Posting 

Required

ROW Impacts

Reconstruction 

Length Based On 

Roadway Grades & 

Profile Adjustments 

SHPO Considerations
Penstock 

Impacts

Constructio

n Timeline

Construction 

Complexity/ 

Risk Level

Initial Capital Cost
Life Cycle Cost 

(50 Years)3

Meets Project 

Objectives 

(Out of 8)

Anticipated 

Service Life

Level of 

Maintenance 

Required

Comments

1 Null or Do Nothing N/C N/C None 12 Tons None N/A None None None Low None None < 10-Yr

Does not meet any of the Project 

Objectives and is removed from further 

discussion

2 Rehabilitate Existing Structure 

Maintain 

Existing

(202'-3")

Maintain 

Existing     

(15'-2")

Offsite Detour N None None

• Retains NRHP eligible truss with 

significant modifications to 

historic integrity/accuracy
None 1 season High

$6.0M 

(paint existing 

trusses)

$8.5M

 (metalize existing 

trusses)

 $52.9M 

(paint existing 

trusses)

$55.3M

(metalize existing 

trusses) 

2 of 8
25-yr 

(New bridge 

after 25 yrs)

 High - Annual 

Maintenance 

required 

-  NYSDOT Rehabilitation vs. Replacement 

Worksheet included in the Bridge Manual, 

shows Replacement is best option, though 

it states "Subjective factors shall be 

thoroughly examined and considered."            

- High complexity due to difficult access to 

portions of trusses and general nature of 

rehabs                     

3A

Complete Replacement on Existing 

Alignment with Truss 

Superstructure and New 

Abutments.

215'-0"   32'-0" Offsite Detour N

TE's/Potential 

PE's
North Appr. = 350'        

South Appr. = 250'

• Removes NRHP eligible truss, 

and replace with new truss - 

dissimilar in appearance. 

Mitigation may include 

interpretive display 

Utility 

protection 

during 

excavation

2 seasons Moderate

$19.7M 

(new painted truss)

$21.4M 

(new metalized 

truss)

$60.8M 

(new painted truss)

$59.4M 

(new metalized 

truss)

6 of 8 75-yr

Moderate to 

High - Annual 

Washing 

required

3B

Complete Replacement on Existing 

Alignment with Steel Multi-Girder 

Superstructure and New Abutments 

- Incorporating Some Historic 

Elements (Approach Railing) and 

Creating Interpetive Display  .

210'-0" 32'-0" Offsite Detour N

TE's, Potential 

PE's, and FEE 

Takings

North Appr. = 350'        

South Appr. = 250'

• Removes NRHP eligible truss. 

Mitigation includes Incorporating 

some historic elements 

(approach railing) and creating 

interpetive display  .

Utility 

protection 

during 

excavation

2 seasons Low

$10.5M 

(Steel Rail)

$11.2M

 (Stone Barrier)

$43.9M 

(Steel Rail)

$44.6M

 (Stone Barrier)

7 or 8 of 8 - 8 if 

creating 

interpretive 

display is 

considered 

honoring 

historic 

character

75-yr Low

-Many options available for display 

including partially reassembling trusses in 

another location.  

3C

Complete Replacement on Existing 

Alignment with Steel Multi-Girder 

Superstructure and New Abutments 

Using Original Trusses as Visual 

Elements.

210'-0"   32'-0" Offsite Detour N

TE's, Potential 

PE's
North Appr. = 350'        

South Appr. = 250'

• Retains NRHP eligible truss with 

significant modifications to 

historic integrity/accuracy

Utility 

protection 

during 

excavation

2 seasons + High 

$14.9M 

(painted trusses 

with steel rail)

$15.4M 

(metalized trusses 

with steel rail)

$54.8M 

(painted trusses 

with steel rail)

$53.6M 

(metalized trusses 

with steel rail)

8 of 8 75-yr Moderate 

- Reusing existing trusses may not be 

feasible due to age/condition. They may 

not hold up to disassembly and 

reassembly.                                

 - May be > 2 seasons due to installation of 

trusses. 

3D

Complete Replacement on Existing 

Alignment with Steel Multi-Girder 

Superstructure and New Abutments 

Using New Truss Elements at 

Fascias (height approx 10') .

210'-0" 32'-0" Offsite Detour N
TE's/Potential 

PE's 
North Appr. = 350'        

South Appr. = 250'

• Removes NRHP eligible truss, 

replaces with new 

superstructure. Mitigation 

includes Using New Truss 

Elements at Fascias .

Utility 

protection 

during 

excavation

2 seasons + High

$12.2M 

(painted truss 

elements)

$12.4M (metalized 

truss elements)

$45.7M 

(painted truss 

elements)

$46.9M (metalized 

truss elements)

7 or 8 of 8 - 8 if  

using new 

truss elements 

at fascias is 

considered 

honoring 

historic 

character

75-yr Moderate 

- High complexity due to installation of 

new trusses at fascias. 

 - May be > 2 seasons due to installation of 

trusses. 

4

New Off-alignment Bridge and 

existing Bridge to be retained by 

Town for Pedestrian/ Bicycle use. 

Existing truss to be painted as part 

of new bridge contract.

220'-0" 26'-0"2

Maintain 

traffic flow on 

existing bridge 

until new 

bridge opens

N

TE's/PE's and 

FEE Takings w/ 

Relocation of 

Residence

North Appr. = 400'        

South Appr. = 600'

•  Retains NRHP eligible truss 

with significant modifications to 

structural integrity

• New/increased ground 

disturbance in previously 

undisturbed ground.

Significant 2 seasons + Moderate

$13.4M 

(new steel girder 

bridge)

$2.0M 

(paint existing 

bridge, no repairs)

$42.8M 4  

$7.7M 5 8 of 8 75-yr

 Low for 

County; 

Moderate to 

High for Town 

 Town of Stuyvesant Historic Bridge 

Committee has determined that future 

maintenance costs to the Town are cost 

prohibitive and is removed from further 

discussion

Notes:
1. CHA has not evaluated the suitability of reusing the existing abutments to support a new superstructure.

2. Assume 11' lanes and 2' shoulders, and that all bike/pedestrian traffic would be directed to the retained truss.

3. Assumes repainting of steel and deck repairs 20 years after construction and recoating/deck replacement after 40 years (for painted structures). For metalized structures, one recoating is assumed at 35 years. Amounta are given in future dollars. 

4. Lifecycle costs for new highway bridge and painting of existing truss as part of the contract. New bridge to be maintained by County.

5. Lifecycle costs for existing truss bridge, to be maintained by Town. Assumes $200k maintenance every 10 years and one additional repainting in 2061.
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Matrix Assumptions 

 

A. All replacement alternatives are for two lane structures. 

B. Life cycle costs include initial capital costs. 

C. All costs have been given in future dollars, using 3% per year inflation rate. 

D. All maintenance costs have been group in 10 year increments. Actual maintenance may occur at 

shorter intervals.  

E. All replacement structures assume new abutments. 

 

Alternative 2 – Rehabilitate existing truss, for a 25-year extension of service life. 

1. After 25 years, replace existing bridge with painted multi-girder structure. 

a. New structure is two lanes, same as proposed in Alt 4. 

2. The benefits of metalizing the existing trusses may be realized if slated for replacement after 25 

years.  

3. Life Cycle Costs 

a. Trusses (painted or metalized) 

i. Washing and maintenance every 5 years 

b. New girder bridge 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/deck rehab after 25 years. 

 

Alternative 3A – Replace existing truss with new two lane truss bridge. 

1. Truss span may be longer to eliminate skew. 

2. This alternative would have steel railings. 

3. Life Cycle Costs 

a. Painted truss 

i. Maintenance and washing every 10 years.  

ii. Deck rehab/repaint of truss after 25 years. 

iii. Deck replacement/painting after 50 years. 

b. Metalized truss 

i. Maintenance and washing every 10 years.  

ii. Deck rehab after 25 years. 

iii. Recoat trusses after 40 years. 

iv. Deck replacement after 50 years. 

 

 

Alternative 3B – Replace existing truss with new two lane multi-girder bridge. 

1. This structure is the same size as the one shown in Public Meeting #1. 

2. This structure is assumed to have painted girders. 



3. Life Cycle Costs 

a. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

b. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

c. Repaint girders/replace deck after 50 years. 

 

Alternative 3C – Replace existing truss with new two lane multi-girder bridge, and erect existing trusses 

outboard of the new structure 

1. This structure is the same size as the one shown in Public Meeting #1. 

2. This structure is assumed to be painted girders. 

3. The trusses are assumed to be supported on the abutments, not hung off the new bridge. 

4. The trusses would be disassembled, sent to a fabricator for cleaning/repair and painting or 

metalizing. 

a. This cost of refurbishment is hard to quantify. It would be highly dependent on the 

location of the fabricator and their workload at the time.  

5. The refurbished trusses would be erected with new struts between them over the new 

multigirder bridge. 

6. The trusses would not include the 1992 retrofit arches, nor the floorbeam or deck system of the 

existing bridge. 

7. Life Cycle Costs 

a. Painted rehab truss 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

iii. Repaint replace deck after 50 years. 

b. Metalized rehab truss 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

iii. Recoat “trusses” after 40 years. 

iv. Repaint girders/replace deck after 50 years. 

 

Alternative 3D – Replace existing truss with new two lane multi-girder bridge, and erect decorative 

“trusses” outboard of the barrier. 

1. This structure is the same size as the one shown in Public Meeting #1. 

2. This structure is assumed to be painted girders. 

3. The “trusses” are assumed to be supported on the bridge deck, outboard of the barriers. 

4. Life Cycle Costs 

a. Painted decorative “truss.” 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

iii. Repaint replace deck after 50 years. 

b. Metalized decorative “truss” 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

iii. Recoat “trusses” after 40 years. 

iv. Repaint girders/replace deck after 50 years. 



 

Alternative 4 – Keep existing truss bridge as a pedestrian/bike conveyance. Erect new steel girder bridge 

upstream of existing bridge. 

1. The existing truss would be painted under the new bridge construction contract, but no repairs 

made. 

2. The new adjacent girder bridge would: 

a. Be two lanes. 

b. Be small in cross section (no sidewalks/bike shoulders) 

c. Painted girders 

3. The existing truss ownership would be transferred to the Town upon completion of the contract. 

All future maintenance costs would become the Town’s responsibility.  

4. There would be extensive highway realignment on both sides of the creek. 

5. Life Cycle Costs 

a. County girder bridge 

i. Bridge maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint/rehab deck after 25 years. 

iii. Repaint girders/replace deck after 50 years. 

b. Town truss bridge 

i. Bridge Maintenance every 10 years 

ii. Repaint after 25 years. 

iii. At the 50-year mark, only maintenance is assumed. However, extensive bridge 

rehab or demolishment costs are possible. These costs have not been calculated 

at this time. 



 

 

Attachment H. Area of Potential Effect (APE) plan 
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Attachment I. Property Impacts Table 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TM Owner/Address Date of Construction Easement Type Description of Work on the Property

63.3-1-25.1

Allied Heathcare Products, Inc.

46 New St, Stuyvesant, NY 12173 1827 FEE, TE

Reconstruct the intersection of CR 25A and New Street. Reconstruct driveways to meet new 

proposed grade of New Street. Removal of existing bridge abutments. Installation of 

proposed abutments and wingwalls. No impacts to the existing buildings are anticipated. A 

portion of the existing chain link fence located near the northwest abutment will be 

removed and replaced.

63.3-1-25.2
Town of Stuyvesant

N/A (vacant)
n/a FEE, TE

Reconstruct bridge approach roadway, construct proposed bridge abutment and wingwalls, 

new curb and sidewalk, reconstruct existing parking area, and replace existing roadway 

closed drainage system. Tree clearing will be required for the proposed bridge abutment 

and wingwall. No impacts to the park structures are anticipated.

63.3-1-65

Peter J. Kelly

210 Lindenwald Avenuet, Stuyvesant, 

NY 12173

n/a FEE, TE
Reconstruct existing driveway to meet the proposed grade of Lindenwald Avenue. No 

impacts to any structures are anticipated.

63.3-1-66
Peter J. Kelley

N/A (vacant)
n/a FEE, TE

Reconstruct existing driveway to meet the proposed grade of Lindenwald Avenue and 

reconstruct Lindenwald Avenue. No impacts to any structures are anticipated.

63.3-1-68
Peter J. Kelley

N/A (vacant)
n/a FEE

Reconstruct Lindenwald Avenue and the intersection of CR 25A and Lindenwald Avenue. No 

impacts to any structures are anticipated. Tree clearing will be required.

63.3-2-1.1
Erie Boulevard Hydropower, L.P.

N/A (vacant)
n/a FEE, TE

Reconstruct bridge approach roadway, remove existing bridge abutment, construct 

proposed bridge abutment and wingwalls, and replace existing roadway closed drainage 

system. Tree clearing will be required.

PIN 8761.44 COUNTY ROUTE 25A OVER KINDERHOOK CREK (BIN 3342250)

PROPERTY IMPACT TABLE



 

 

Attachment J. Public Information Meeting Presentation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Public Information Session 

1

ROUTE 25A OVER KINDERHOOK CREEK

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT/REHABILITATION

AUGUST 8, 2024



Public Information Session 

2

ROUTE 25A OVER KINDERHOOK CREEK

VILLAGE OF STUYVESANT FALLS

BRIDGE REPLACEMENT/REHABILITATION

PIN 8761.44

AUGUST 8, 2024



• Welcome and Introduction              Ray Jurkowski, P.E., Columbia County 

       Commissioner of Public Works 

• Project Overview                Tony Papile, P.E. – (Consultant) Project Manager  

• Purpose and Format of the Meeting     

• Project Location and Limits       

• Project Objectives        

• Federal-Aid Project Development Process      

• Project Status & Schedule 

• History of Bridge and Current Conditions 

• Project Design Considerations 

• Question and Answers (General) 

• Break-out Session  (Specific) 

PRESENTATION OUTLINE

3



PROJECT OVERVIEW

4

• Locally Administered Federal Aid Project 

• Federal, State & County Funding 
– Federal = 80%

– State = 15%

– County = 5%

– Reimbursement program

• Who is Responsible? 

– County = Sponsor 

– NYSDOT & FHWA = Oversight 



PURPOSE AND FORMAT OF TODAY’S MEETING

5

• Present Project

– Presentation

– Board 

– Fact Sheet

• Obtain Feedback

– Sign In

– Comment Forms – Please return in two 
weeks for inclusion in Design Report



PROJECT LOCATION AND LIMITS

6

Project
     Location

Limit of Work 
(Typ.)



PROJECT OBJECTIVES

7

• Address Bridge Structural Deficiencies 

• Provide a Bridge Meeting Current Standards

• Provide a Bridge Without User Restrictions 

• Provide a Bridge with Extended Service Life 

• Provide a Bridge that Minimizes Future 
Maintenance 

• Provide a Sidewalk Meeting Current Standards 

• Provide Adequate Room for Bikes 

• Honor Historic Character of Existing Bridge



FEDERAL-AID/NYSDOT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

8



FEDERAL-AID/NYSDOT

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

9

Four Stages of Project Development 

I. Scoping/Data Collection & Analysis

II. Preliminary Engineering 

III. Detailed Design 

IV. Construction



PROJECT STATUS – TASKS COMPLETED TO DATE

10

I. Scoping / Data Collection & Analysis

• Survey / Mapping 

• Environmental Screenings

• Traffic Operational / Accident Analysis 

• Development of Alternatives 

• Begin Historic Resource Coordination (Extensive)

• Public Informational Meeting #1



PROJECT STATUS – WHERE WE’RE GOING

11

II. Complete Preliminary Engineering

• Summarize Comments

• Complete Historic Resource Coordination  

• Finalize Preferred Alternative 

• Draft Design Approval Document 

• Public Informational Meeting #2

• Final Design Approval Document 

• Design Approval 



PROJECT STATUS – WHERE WE’RE GOING

12

III. Detailed Design 

• Public Informational Meeting #3

• Develop Detailed Design Plans 

• ROW Acquisition (where necessary) 

• Advertisement, Letting, Award 

IV. Construction 



13

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project Scoping/Data Collection & Analysis (Complete) 

Preliminary Engineering

            Detailed Design

                      Winter ‘25   Fall ‘25

                                                       

Fall ‘23             Winter ‘25 

Construction (Including Materials Procurement)
Spring ’26   Fall ’27 



HISTORY OF 

THE BRIDGE
• 1899- Original Construction

• Berlin Iron Bridge Company

• 1976  - Stuyvesant Falls Historic 

Mill District status awarded to 

area. 

• Bridge is one element of this 

district

• 1980 – Several structural 

elements replaced due to 

deterioration

• 1990 – Bridge closed due to 

deteriorated elements and 

several red flags

• Reopened Dec 1990 with 10T 

posting after repairs
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HISTORY OF 

THE BRIDGE
• 1991 - Bridge closed again 

due to deteriorated elements

• 1992 - Significant County $$ 

spent on:

• Inspection

• Analysis

• Retrofit Design

• 1993 - MAJOR retrofit to 

structure, adding arch within 

the original truss.

• Dramatic change in the 

look and historic 

accuracy of the bridge.
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HISTORY OF 

THE BRIDGE
• 2014 – County commissioned 

another study 

• Resulted in 12 T posting

• 2015 – Major truss repairs  

• More County $$ ($300K +/-)

• 2016 – Load posting removed as 

result of repairs

• 2022 – Posted again for 12 T due 

to continuing deterioration and 

updated analysis

16
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CURRENT CONDITIONS

General Recommendation = “3”

• Scale is from 1 – 7

• 7 = New

• 1 = Collapse imminent, 

close bridge

How is a “3” Rating Defined?

• Considerable deterioration of some or all 

bridge components. 

• The bridge may no longer support original 

design loads

• Load posting may be needed

• There may be considerable section loss on 

primary or secondary members. 

Source: NYSDOT Bridge Inspection Manual (2017)



• Main structural components are the truss chords and floorbeams.
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FLOORBEAM

TRUSS

CURRENT CONDITIONS – BELOW DECK



• This type of bridge is considered structurally non-redundant and is only as 

strong as its weakest component.
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Section Loss - Loss of 
material thickness. 

A perforation 
represents 100% SL 

(localized).

CURRENT CONDITIONS – BELOW DECK

TRUSS

FLOORBEAM



• And there are a variety of weakened components….
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CURRENT CONDITIONS – BELOW DECK

TRUSS

FLOORBEAM



• …throughout the structure.
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CURRENT CONDITIONS – BELOW DECK

FLOORBEAM



• Some areas are readily accessible

22

REPAIRS?

FLOORBEAM

TRUSS

CONNECTION



• Many are not.
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1 ½” diameter rod
(for scale reference)

REPAIRS?

TRUSS



• Minor issues, generally in acceptable condition.
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CURRENT CONDITIONS – ABOVE DECK



• In conclusion, what you see when driving or walking across the bridge is not 

indicative of the real issues, which are occurring below deck.
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CURRENT CONDITIONS - SUMMARY



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
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PROJECT PROFILE
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BRIDGE SECTION
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POTENTIAL HISTORIC TREATMENTS
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Refurbish and 
Relocate Portal 

Bracing Including 
Historic Plaques 

Retain and Refurbish 
Historic Architectural 

Railings



DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS
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DETOUR



QUESTIONS?
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Attachment K. Public Information Meeting comments  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 























































































































































































































































































 

 

Attachment L. Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee comment memo. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee Comment Memo - November 14, 2024

ATTN: Commissioner Raymond Jurkowski
178 Route 23B, Hudson, NY 12534

FROM: Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee
5 Sunset Dr, Stuyvesant, NY 12173

Town Supervisor: Ron Knott
Town Clerk: Melissa Naegeli
Bridge Committee Members: Cody Williams, Bill Vick, Tim Trowbridge, Bill Schneider,

Keegan Oneal, Steve Montie, Doug Mayer, Kristina Kwacz,
Peter Donahoe, Justine Daum

Meeting Dates: #1: 9/3/2024, #2: 9/26/2024, #3: 10/24/2024

August 8th Public Comment Analysis
The Bridge Committee reviewed and discussed the public meeting comments received by
Raymond Jurkowski following the August 8th public design presentation. Comment responses
capture many of the concerns and priorities voiced about the project from within the community.

The following is an analysis of the 96 submitted comments by the August 22, 2024 deadline.
Nine of the letters were signed by two people, often husband and wife teams:

● 68 responses (71%) came from residents of Stuyvesant or Stuyvesant Falls, and 19
(20%) were from people in nearby communities in Columbia County including
Kinderhook, Valatie, Ghent, Hudson, or Chatham. Six comments were received from
outside the county or provided no address.

● Many authors mentioned connections to the bridge other than living nearby, including
walking and cycling on the nearby Albany-Hudson Electric Trail, birdwatching, swimming
nearby and an interest in the history and scenery of the area.

● 67 (70%) writers voiced disappointment in the level of public engagement on the project.
● A majority of letters, 71 (74%), wanted more information on alternatives to bridge

replacement, including options for rehabilitation.
● 64 (67%) had concerns about increased traffic, traffic speeds, and safety.
● 58 (60%) called for a pause in the project to allow time for the community to discuss

alternative design options.
● 59 letters (61%) explicitly expressed a preference for a one lane bridge over a two lane.
● 37 (39%) acknowledged the need for a bridge capable of accommodating heavy

vehicles such as fire trucks.
● 74 (77%) noted the value of the bridge to the Mill Historic District.
● 62 (65%) expressed concerns about the impact of the August 8th design on local parks,

the environment, and the quality of life in the Falls.
● 3 (3%) letters expressed a preference for the county to move forward with their August 8,

2024 bridge replacement proposal.
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General Comments
● The Bridge Committee agrees that any proposed bridge design should accommodate

the full weight and safe passage of Fire Engines, School Buses, and Farm Equipment.
● On August 8th the County and CHA presented a timeline and project structure that

includes minimal public engagement for a bridge design project. No pre-design meetings
with the community were held prior to August 8th, despite the great willingness, high
interest, and diverse project concerns from Stuyvesant and area residents. Although
three Stuyvesant Bridge Committee meetings have been helpful to obtain more
information about the project from the County, the Committee is wary to claim that our
comments here comprehensively represent our neighbors’ comments, concerns, and
aspirations for the bridge project. To this end, we have recommended that the county
implement a revised bridge design process that better involves the community and
project stakeholders prior to Draft Design Report (DDR) submission. This proposal is
articulated in the attached “Public Participation - Proposed Process” and “Design
Charrette Workshop Draft Proposed Invitee List” documents.

○ By 1) collaboratively establishing project goals and objectives in light of
community priorities, 2) engaging key historic resource and infrastructure agency
stakeholders, 3) developing design alternatives based on a design charrette that
includes community feedback and polling from a public survey, and 4) addressing
community traffic safety concerns in advance of DDR submission, the county’s
financial resources will be better leveraged in the long-term and the project at
lower risk of delays and required revisions.

○ A Charrette Workshop with key agency and nonprofit representatives would also
allow the County to explore joint funding opportunities that have not yet been
considered (e.g. private/nonprofit funding, joint grants, alternative contracting
methods to design/bid/build). This could be particularly helpful to support project
elements related to historic preservation.

Regarding the August 8th CHA Design Presentation and Physical Bridge Characteristics
● CHA and the County have not effectively addressed traffic safety and traffic calming

measures to the satisfaction of the Bridge Committee
○ There is currently an “S” curve in the roadway approaching the existing bridge.

Many residents appreciate that this existing bridge-centerline to
roadway-centerline relationship acts as a built-in traffic calming element, causing
vehicles to slow before approaching the single-lane bridge. The proposed 8/8
design (and all proposed Alternatives #3-#6 in the Matrix) would straighten the
Eastern approach to the bridge by 200 feet and the western roadway approach
would be straightened by 100 feet. With the proposed 215’ bridge length
included, this means the length of straight, line-of-sight roadway is increasing
from 202’ at the existing bridge to 515’ in the proposed plan. The community
and bridge committee are seriously concerned that this roadway straightening will
increase vehicle speeds on the approach to 25A.

○ Community members are concerned that the proposed bridge design is
overbuilt and is needlessly wide. The widened bridge, combined with proposed

2 of 7



roadway straightening, will be both unnecessarily expensive and would likely
induce higher vehicle speeds. A shared lane facility for bicycles may be more
appropriate for the context than designated bicycle lanes.

○ Community members are concerned that increased vehicle speeds resulting from
the August 8 design will make unsafe road conditions for local and visiting
pedestrians and cyclists accessing the nearby Albany-Hudson Electric Trail.

● Further to the 59 comment responses in favor of a single-lane bridge, many community
members continue to voice that they want the County to include a design alternative
for single lane bridge replacement in the DDR. As of November 13, 2024, 258
individuals have signed a petition calling for the rehabilitation of the single-lane bridge.
Arguments in favor of a single-lane design alternative can be made using the subjective
considerations (historic, cultural) articulated in NYSDOT’s own bridge design manual.

● The committee acknowledges that there are some within the community who may agree
with the 3 written comments in favor of the August 8th two-lane bridge replacement. Said
comments cite economic, traffic flow, and fiscal responsibility concerns. A revised public
process that includes a survey and additional community meetings (as proposed in the
attached “Public Participation - Proposed Process” document) would provide an
opportunity for these arguments to be heard and discussed.

● The community has had a mixed but generally negative response to the aesthetic
elements presented August 8th. The precedent bridge design that was presented (Frank
D. Bell Memorial Tri-States Bridge in Port Jervis) is a generic design with characteristics
that do not suit the Stuyvesant Falls bridge’s existing appearance nor its location within a
NRHP-registered historic district. Design elements presented such as stone parapets
and lamp posts do not adequately integrate with the prevailing design elements and
materials in the Mill District. Any new aesthetic elements should acknowledge the
material language and appearance of 19th century industrial remnants in the NRHP
district.

○ Some residents have expressed that metalwork decorative railing elements that
repurpose or recreate the existing railings would be more appropriate. Stone
veneer could be used on any new abutment faces to mimic the attractive existing
stone abutments.

○ Relevant imagery to convey existing bridge and district design elements:
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● The County has included two accidents and police incident reports as part of its “Traffic
Memo” issued for Bridge Committee review. One of these accidents was a single-vehicle
crash with an impaired driver that did not occur on the bridge. The driver was making a
right-hand turn from 25A onto Lindenwald and was not making an attempt to cross the
bridge. The Bridge Committee reviewed this issue and, being familiar with the area and
intersections, have recommended that this be removed from the Bridge traffic memo and
the study area offset limited to the extents of the bridge itself.

Regarding Alternatives Matrix (October 16, 2024)
The County put forward two documents produced by CHA for review by the Town Bridge
Committee: “CR 25A over Kinderhook Alternatives Matrix.xlsx” and “Matrix Assumptions.docx”

General Comments
● The proposed alternatives #3-#6 all embody the August 8th roadway design. They do

not adequately address resident concerns regarding traffic safety (see notes above on
August 8 design).
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● Fulfillment of 8 “Project Objectives” is used as an evaluation metric between options.
The Stuyvesant community was not involved in setting project objectives, nor the
subjective standards by which a specific objective is determined to be “fulfilled”.
The county-provided objectives are very general and leave much room for subjective
interpretation. Several of the determinations made by the County in the Matrix regarding
objective fulfillment could be argued as in conflict with NYSDOT’s own “Context
Sensitive Solutions” guidelines and bridge design manual parameters for subjective
consideration of historic and cultural factors. For an iconic bridge and historic asset such
as the Stuyvesant Falls Bridge, the community and other project stakeholders should be
involved in setting both the project objectives and their evaluative criteria.

● The alternatives provided in the Matrix were not specific design scenarios
requested by the Stuyvesant community. The alternatives were essentially listed in
the scope of work description for the CHA consultant team, and the Bridge Committee
simply requested that this information be provided. A pre-design workshop or charrette
with key stakeholders would be standard practice to develop an initial set of suitable
alternatives for detailed consideration. For example, no option for construction of a
new/replica single-lane truss was given. Only the large 2-lane design was considered,
and each of alternatives #3-6 include extensive road straightening and widening that
residents are concerned will increase vehicle speeds.

● Many community members have asked that a single lane replacement option be
presented by the county, but this was not included as a matrix Alternative. A
single-lane replacement that combines the adaptive reuse approach in Alternative 5
could be a viable replacement option that satisfies both community concerns and historic
preservation guidelines.

○ The Bridge Committee understands that single lane replacement would require a
variance from NYSDOT based on subjective historical, cultural, and contextual
factors. This has been done for other historic truss bridges in the state such as
the recent rehabilitation project in Brockport, NY.

○ The entire existing truss and railing components could be dismantled, cleaned
and hot dip galvanized for reassembly on top of a single-lane multi-girder bridge
(similar to Alternative 5). The original truss components would not be relied on to
carry any vehicle load, therefore, should be durable for 100 years. Some heavily
deteriorated components may need to be replaced in kind.

○ If a decorative truss is reconstructed, the Bridge Committee agrees that it should
embody the original historic design without the 1990’s reinforced arch.

○ The community would be interested in a visual depiction or artist’s rendering of
what this option would look like.

● A specific breakdown of maintenance costs (baked into life cycle costs) would be
helpful to weigh considerations between options. No detailed breakdown is provided for
these items listed in the Matrix Assumptions document, therefore it is difficult for anyone
reading the documents to evaluate the maintenance burden between options.

● The matrix should state that the initial capital cost includes all pertinent expenses
confirmed by Mr. Jurkowski on 10/24, such as: design, inspection, load rating,
construction, inspection and permitting.
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● In the opinion of the Bridge Committee, project information the county has presented
to-date does not adequately mitigate the adverse impacts on the Nationally
Registered Stuyvesant Falls Mill Historic District. Complete demolition of the
bridge–the most significant publicly-owned contributing factor to the district–would have
a profound negative impact on the historic and aesthetic integrity of the area. Any of the
community’s and SHPO’s concerns on elimination of this historic structure should be
addressed in a face-to-face meeting before the DDR is submitted.

● The nearby Mill buildings, also in the historic district, could be a desirable long-term
development opportunity and economic generator for the area. Demolition of the bridge
may render the area less desirable to potential investment.

Alternative 2
● The price for a replacement multi-girder bridge was included in the life-cycle cost for this

option, which precludes the Committee from properly comparing it to other alternatives.
This option should be evaluated on its own merit and the 75-year life cycle assessment
detached from any assumption regarding replacement. The 25-year interval appears to
be the estimate for when the next round of extensive repairs would be needed. The
bridge can continue being repaired and maintained beyond that 25-year outlook.

● Alternative contractual approaches for this rehabilitation option could help manage cost,
and these have not been pursued by CHA as an avenue for cost savings. For example,
a contractor could be selected based on qualifications very early in the design process,
and the consultant and contractor work together to come up with the most cost-effective
approach to reach the desired level of rehabilitation. FHWA supports this alternative type
of contract for unique projects such as this one.

● Committee members have received independent confirmation from a qualified
engineering professional that this options should not be flagged as having “high annual
maintenance” if the rehabilitation is done correctly. Annual bridge washing, and proactive
spot painting should suffice.

Alternative 3
● No substantive comments regarding a new two-lane truss bridge, other than to note that

community members would be interested in seeing photos of a comparable precedent
project.

● Community members have expressed interest in understanding the cost for a
replica/comparable single-lane girder bridge to match the existing. Existing historic
abutments and existing roadway alignment could be utilized to manage cost.

Alternative 4
● This alternative was confirmed by Mr. Jurkowski as identical to the August 8th design

(see relevant comments above).
● The August 8th fact sheet listed the Alternative 4 project cost as $5.1M, whereas the

updated matrix includes a higher price of $11.2M. A clearer articulation for the jump in
projected cost should be provided.
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Alternatives 5+ 6
● The options could be viable and meet community support, particularly if developed as

single lane (see general comments above).
● Committee agrees with Supervisor Knott’s letter regarding the need for the County/CHA

to present similar precedent projects and a visual design rendering to describe the
appearance of this option.

Alternative 7
● Not considered a desirable outcome at this time.

—END—
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Attachment M. County resolution in support of replacement with a two-lane, multi girder 

structure  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



^I^esfolution

Poarb of ̂ uperbtsforsi

Countp of Columbia

iBteto gorU

Resolution No. 484-2024

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS AND THE COLUMBIA

COUNTY ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT, AND ITS CONSULTANTS CHA TO SUBMIT TO

THE NYS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION A PROJECT SUBMITTAL PACKAGE FOR

THE COMPLETE REPLACEMENT OF THE EXISTING STUYVESANT FALLS BRIDGE

WITH A NEW TWO LANE, MULTI-GIRDER SUPERSTRUCTURE AND NEW ABUTMENTS

AS THE COUNTY'S PREFERRED DESIGN OPTION

UPON, recommendation of the Public Works Committee, at a meeting held on the ZO''' day of November, 2024; and of
the Finance Committee, at a meeting held on the 26^ day of November, 2024;

WHEREAS, Columbia County has jurisdictional responsibility of the Stuyvesant Falls Bridge [BIN 334250) carrying
Columbia County Route 25A over the Kinderhook Creek; and

WHEREAS, the County, as the project sponsor, has received funding through NYSDOT and the project has been listed
on the NYSDOT State Transportation Improvement Flan (STIF) as project F1N#8761.43; and

WHEREAS, the County held an initial public informational meeting on August 8th, 2024 to introduce the project to
the public that included but was not limited to the project objectives, proposed scope, cost and anticipated schedule;
and

WHEREAS, the County accepted written comments for a period extending two weeks (2) after the after the
informational meeting; and

WHEREAS, at the request of the Town of Stuyvesant, the County Engineering department delayed submission of the
reliminaiy design report allowing the Stuyvesant Falls Bridge Committee, a local municipal advisory committee to
convene to review the County's project, to provide additional comments; and

WHEREAS, the County Engineering department attended a pair of meetings with the Stujrvesant Falls Bridge
Committee, to discuss the project; finding from a previous conditions and alternatives engineers report prepared by
Ryan Biggs, dated May 14, 2014; provide traffic and accident data; share information regarding the NYSDOT bridge
design manual regarding limitations of single lane bridges; and prepared an alternative analysis and comparison table;
and

WHEREAS, the alternative analysis included, but was not limited to, evaluating right of way impacts. State Historic
Freservation Office Considerations (SHFO), existing penstock impacts, construction timeline, initial capital cost, fifty
(50) year life cycle cost, ability to meet project objectives, anticipated service life, and level of future maintenance; and

WHEREAS, on October 24th, 2024 the County Engineering Department received a request from the Town of
Stujn^esant Historic Bridge Committee to consider a modified public participation process; and

WHEREAS, the Columbia County Fublic Works Committee was provided a copy of the alternative analysis and
comparison table, and said table was reviewed and discussed during their regularly schedule monthly meeting on
October 16th; and

WHEREAS, the County Engineering Department received correspondence from the Town of Stuyvesant Town Board
dated October 24, 2024 as well written comments from the Town's Stuj^esant Falls Bridge Committee dated
November 14, 2024; and



Resolution No. 484-2024(page 2)

WHEREAS, the Columbia County Public Works Committee received, reviewed the considered correspondence
received by the Town of Stuyvesant Town Board and the Town's Stuyvesant Falls Bridge Committee; and

WHEREAS, at its normally scheduled, November 20th, 2024 meeting members of the Public were allowed to speak
on the issue of the Stujn/esant Falls Bridge project; and

WHEREAS, the County recognizes that the project is required to undergo a Section 106 and 4(f} review involving the
assessment of adverse effects and use of historic properties; and

WHEREAS, in consideration of the above;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT

RESOLVED, that authorization is given to the Commissioner of Public Works and the Columbia County Engineering
Department, and its Consultants CHA to submit to the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
project submittal package (PSP) for the complete replacement of the existing Stuyvesant Falls Bridge (BIN 334250)
with a new two lane, multi-girder superstructure and new abutments as the County's preferred design option; and be
it further

RESOLVED, that the project incorporate some historic elements of the original bridge, to the extent practical, and that
an interpretive display be created to provide historic information regarding the original bridge structure; and be it
further

RESOLVED, that the design package submitted to the NYSDOT include comments received from the public, the Town
of Stuyvesant Town Board, and the Stuyvesant Falls Bridge Committee; and be it further

RESOLVED, that this contract is subject to the review and approval of the County Attorney's office; and be it further

RESOLVED, that certified copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Columbia County Attorney,^Columbia County
Treasurer, and posted to the Board of Supervisors website.

Approved:

Robe^tjrTTtzsimmons, County Attorney

c ̂
o ̂

VI £
(U o
cd u

STA TE OF NEW YORK)
COUNTY OF COLUMBIA} ss;

This is to certify that I, undersigned Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Columbia, have compared the foregoing resolution with the
original resolution, now on file in the office of said clerk, and which wos adopted by said Board of Supervisors on the 11"'day ofDecember, 2024
and that the same is true and correct transcript of such original resolution and of the whole thereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said Board of^uperyfs^ this 12"' day ofDecember, 2024.

Kelly S. Baccah, ofthe Board



Date: ff  // j Simple Majority

Vote

2024

Regular:

Special:

Resolution

Supervisor S. Maj. #AYE/#NAYE #Abstain #AYE #NAYE #Abstaln Town

MacArthur 5
/

0 0 0 Ancram

Weigelt 20 / 0 0 0 Claverack

Ooms 26 ^/ 0 0 0 Kinderhook

Simmons 17 / 1' 0 0 0 Ghent

Staats 7 \/ 1,/ 0 0 0 Clermont

Adams 5 V l>i 0 0 0 Canaan

Woif 11 y T' 0 0 0 Copake

Collins 13 y 0 0 0 Chatham

Reilly 5 0 Q 0 Gallatin

Eldridge 15 / 0 0 0 Greenport

Helsley 7 0 0 0 Germantown

Dvorchak 6 >/ 0 0 0 Hillsdale

Lagonia 5 0 0 0 Austerlitz

Cousin 3.8 ^  0 0 0 Hudson 1st

Miah 3.8 ^ ; 0 0 0 Hudson 2nd

Chameides 3.8 0 0 0 Hudson 3rd

Mussmann 3.8 0 0 0 Hudson 4th

Scalera 3.8 0 0 0 Hudson 5th

Guzzi 12 0 0 0 Livingston

Houghtling 8 0 0 0 New Lebanon

Mure!! 9 >// 0 0 0 Stockport

Knott 6 0 0 0 Stuyvesant

Skoda 4 0 0 0 Taghkanic

Total 200 I33.y

1

0 0 0

0

Simple Majority )8S-^
101 Adoption/Quorum

Kelly S Baccaro

Clerk of the Board



 

 

 

 

Attachment N. Letter from the Town of Stuyvesant board supporting a new two lane bridge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 

Attachment O. Responses to Comments Received from The Town of Stuyvesant and/or the       

Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee Subsequent to the 8/8/24 Public Informational Meeting 
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Responses To Comments Received from The Town of Stuyvesant and/or the 

Stuyvesant Town Bridge Committee Subsequent to the 8/8/24 Public 

Informational Meeting 

 

1. Comment: Provide more information on alternatives to bridge replacement including 

options for rehabilitation. 

Response: Based on the comment, seven alternatives were developed and evaluated 

and the Alternatives Analysis and Comparison table was developed and provided to the 

committee. 

2. Comment: 61% of the comments received expressed a preference for a one-lane bridge 

over a two-lane bridge. 

Response: Replacement of the existing one-lane bridge by another one-lane bridge 

would not meet all the requirements listed in the NYSDOT One-Lane Bridge Policy 

(Appendix 2B of the NYSDOT Bridge Manual). The first requirement not met is there 

needs to be less than 300 vehicles per day currently using the bridge and also that it is 

predicted that in 20 years, less than 500 vehicles per day will be using the bridge. Recent 

traffic counts and standard forecasting procedures show that neither of these are met. 

The second requirement that is not met stipulates that an analysis over the latest three-

year crash history shall reveal no more than one reported crash; with no crash being 

reported as being directly attributable to the narrowness of the existing one lane bridge. 

The analysis completed for this project revealed two crashes in the project area with one 

being attributable to the narrowness of the existing one lane bridge during that period. 

Additionally, the policy lists several “desirable conditions” which should be met but are 

not absolute requirements. One condition is that local authorities should have no 

substantive objection to a one lane bridge. In fact, both the Columbia County Board of 

Supervisors and the Town of Stuyvesant Town Board have documented support a two 

lane bridge (see Attachments M and N). 

Another desirable condition is that the existing two way approach roadway should be 

one lane wide and operating as a one lane road. The existing approach roadway is two 

lanes wide and operating as a two lane road. 

Additionally, both the attached County Resolution No. 484-2024 and the October 24th, 

2024 letter from the Town of Stuyvesant indicate the preference for a new two-lane 

bridge. 

3. Comment: Traffic safety and traffic calming measures have not been effectively 

addressed to the satisfaction of the bridge committee. 
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Response: The intersection on the west approach of the bridge will be converted from a 

Y intersection to a T intersection thereby facilitating vehicles on Woods Lane Coming to a 

complete stop before turning onto the bridge. 

Additionally ground mounted speed limit signs as well as solar powered radar speed 

signs will be installed. 

4. Comment: The proposed bridge design is needlessly wide as it provides for designated 

bicycle lanes. 

Response: The 5 foot wide shoulders presented in the public meeting will be reduced to 

3 foot wide. 

5. Comment: Design elements presented in the public meeting, such as stone parapets and 

lamp posts, do not adequately integrate with the prevailing design elements and 

materials in the Mill district any new aesthetic elements should acknowledge the 

material language and appearance of 19th century industrial remnants in the historic 

district. 

 

Specifically, some residents have expressed that metal work decorative railing elements 

that repurpose or recreate the existing railings would be more appropriate and stone 

veneer could be used on any new abutment phases to mimic the attractive existing 

stone abutments. Additionally, relevant imagery to convey existing bridge and district 

design elements should be included. 

Response: The proposed design will be modified to delete the stone parapets and lamp 

posts on the bridge and utilize railing meeting current design standards to allow  views 

of the falls upstream. Decorative railing elements that repurpose and/or recreate the 

existing railings will be incorporated behind the bridge railing. The new abutments will 

include stone facing and relevant imagery will be incorporated as presented in the public 

meeting. 

6. Comment: The August 8th fact sheet listed the Alternative 4 project cost as $5.1 million 

whereas the updated matrix includes a higher price of $11.2 million. A clearer 

articulation for the jump in projected cost should be provided. 

Response: The figure presented in the fact sheet for the public information meeting on 

August 8th was an error. The bridge length used for the estimate was incorrect. When 

the correct length is used the estimate is approximately $11 million. 

7. Comment: Provide a bump-out from the sidewalk on the upstream side to provide a 

viewing area for the falls.  

Response:   

This will be considered and will likely be included. 
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8. Comment: Provide an artist's rendering of the proposed bridge and aesthetic/historic 

treatments.  

Response:   

This will be considered. 
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