
DETERMINATION OF EFFECT REPORT
Harrison Avenue Bridge Project
S.R. 6011, Section 273 over Roaring Brook, S.R. 3022 and 
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad

City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania

ER # 07-8035-069

Prepared for:

 Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
Engineering District 4-0
55 Keystone Industrial Park
Dunmore, Pennsylvania 18512

Prepared by:

  A.D. Marble & Company
375 East Elm Street
Suite 200
Conshohocken, Pennsylvania 19428

July 2011 DRAFT

krthompson
Rectangle



 

 
DETERMINATION OF EFFECT REPORT 

 
 
 

Harrison Avenue Bridge Project 
 

S.R. 6011, Section 273 over Roaring Brook, S.R. 3022 and Delaware, 
Lackawanna & Western Railroad 

 
City of Scranton 

Lackawanna County, Pennsylvania 
 
 
 

ER # 07-8035-069 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
Engineering District 4-0 

55 Keystone Industrial Park 
Dunmore, Pennsylvania 18512 

 
Prepared by: 

 
A.D. Marble & Company 

375 East Elm Street 
Suite 200 

Conshohocken, Pennsylvania 19428 
 

 
 

July 2011



i 

ABSTRACT 
 
This report documents the analyses that comprise a Determination of Effect Report carried out in 
association with S.R. 6011 over Roaring Brook, S.R. 3022 and Delaware, Lackawanna & 
Western Railroad (Harrison Avenue Bridge Project). The work was conducted by A.D. Marble 
& Company of Conshohocken, Pennsylvania, for the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
(PennDOT) Engineering District 4-0 of Dunmore, Pennsylvania, and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA). The project is located in the City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, 
Pennsylvania. The purpose of this Determination of Effect Report is to document the potential 
effects of the proposed project on historic properties (i.e., those resources listed in or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places [National Register]) located within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE). 
 
A.D. Marble & Company conducted a Historic Resources Survey for the Harrison Avenue 
Bridge Project during the summer of 2010. Background research revealed that the Harrison 
Avenue Bridge (listed in the National Register in 1988); the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
Railroad (determined National Register eligible in 2006); and the Lackawanna Valley 
Railroad/Laurel Line (determined National Register eligible in 2000) are the previously 
identified historic properties located within the APE. A.D. Marble & Company confirmed 
through field investigations that these resources retained sufficient integrity to be listed in the 
National Register. Four additional properties assessed during the 2010 architectural survey were 
recommended not eligible for listing in the National Register by PennDOT. The Pennsylvania 
Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) concurred with these recommendations, as per 
letters dated August 16, 2010 and October 12, 2010.  
 
As the project has the potential to affect a National Register-listed structure, a study was 
conducted to determine the feasibility of rehabilitating the structure in a manner that would meet 
the project purpose and need. It was determined that bridge rehabilitation would be significantly 
more costly than bridge replacement. There is also a high degree of uncertainty with regard to 
the future life and future costs of a rehabilitated structure. Therefore, bridge replacement is being 
advanced as the preferred alternative. 
 
The proposed Harrison Avenue Bridge Project has the potential to affect historic properties 
within the APE. Under the direction of 36 CFR 800.5 and 800.6, the Definition of Effect and 
Criteria of Adverse Effect was applied to this undertaking. This analysis resulted in a finding that 
the proposed project will have an Adverse Effect on historic properties within the APE, as 
replacement of the Harrison Avenue Bridge will alter the characteristics that qualify the bridge 
for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that will diminish the resource’s integrity and 
its ability to convey its engineering and historic significance.  
 
Background research using the Cultural Resources Geographic Information System (CRGIS) 
determined there are no previously identified archaeological sites or investigations within the 
APE. Based on an examination of historic mapping, it was concluded the project is located in a 
densely developed urban setting where the ground has been previously disturbed. Due to the low 
potential for unidentified archaeological sites, no additional archaeological investigations were 
conducted.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) proposes to undertake long-term 

improvements to maintain S.R. 6011 (Harrison Avenue), which crosses over S.R. 3022 (the 

Central Scranton Expressway); Roaring Brook; and the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 

Railroad (DL&W). The existing Harrison Avenue Bridge was constructed in 1922 and is a three-

span reinforced concrete arch structure (Photograph 1). The 200-foot main, or central, span over 

Roaring Brook is comprised of four concrete arch ribs and columns that support the deck of the 

structure (Photograph 2). Smaller, 75-foot barrel arches span the expressway and railroad, which 

parallel both sides of the gorge (Photographs 1, 3, and 4). Historically, the bridge served as a 

prominent visual gateway to the city and connector of two historic neighborhoods; today, the 

crossing continues to be a vital link between neighborhoods, businesses, hospitals, and other 

services on both sides of the Roaring Brook Gorge, serving over 17,000 vehicles and a 

significant volume of pedestrian traffic each day (Figure 1). The crossing is also crucial to 

emergency vehicles. This route and location warrant a high-level structure that will provide 

long-term safety and serviceability. 

 

The bridge is structurally deficient and is currently in an advanced state of deterioration. In 2007, 

several columns in the central span were reconstructed and deck joints were repaired and sealed 

as part of an emergency repair contract. These repairs were made as interim measures in order to 

maintain structural integrity until full rehabilitation could be carried out. Despite these repairs, 

the bridge is presently posted with 15-ton truck and 25-ton combination load limits. The repair 

work yielded additional information on the bridge conditions, such as level of deterioration. In 

2008, a conditions survey and feasibility study were conducted in order to investigate options for 

long-term maintenance of the crossing. The recommendations of the conditions survey included 

serious concerns with regards to a rehabilitation alternative; therefore, a bridge replacement 

alternative was investigated in the subsequent feasibility study. In the evaluation of the 

replacement and rehabilitation alternatives, to the maximum extent possible, reconstruction of 

the approach roadways was limited to minimize impacts to adjacent properties. Investigations for 

maintaining traffic during construction were also undertaken. 
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Photograph 1: East elevation of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing Span 1 (barrel arch) and Span 2 (spandrel arch) 
over Central Scranton Expressway and Roaring Brook Gorge, respectively. Note replacement railing. 

 

 

Photograph 2: West elevation of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing Span 2 (spandrel arch) over Roaring Brook 
Gorge.
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Photograph 3: East elevation of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing Span 3 (barrel arch) over the DL&W.  

 

 

Photograph 4: West elevation of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing pier and Span 2. 
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Project Location Map

S.R. 6011, Section 273, Harrison Avenue Bridge
City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, PA
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As presented in the feasibility study, bridge rehabilitation would be significantly more costly 

than bridge replacement. There is also a high degree of uncertainty with regards to the future life 

and future costs of a rehabilitated structure (Dewberry-Goodkind 2010). Based on these 

considerations and conclusions from a comparison of bridge replacement versus bridge 

rehabilitation, the bridge rehabilitation option was dismissed, and replacement is being advanced 

as the preferred alternative. The rehabilitation and replacement options were presented to the 

public during a public meeting held on March 10, 2011. The replacement option was generally 

supported by the majority of the public and the main concerns involved displacements, 

relocation of Duffy Park, and safety for local and through traffic. The design of the replacement 

alternative will be developed in coordination with the consulting parties who have requested 

context sensitive design for the bridge. 

 

One National Register of Historic Places-listed (National Register-listed) property is located 

within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed project: the Harrison Avenue Bridge 

was listed in the National Register in 1988 (see Figure 2). The bridge crosses over the National 

Register-eligible DL&W on the north side of Roaring Brook Gorge and is just east of the 

National Register-eligible Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line, which runs along the south 

bank (Figure 2). Photographs 1 to 8 show the overall appearance of the bridge. Photograph 

locations are shown on Figure 2. 

 

A.D. Marble & Company conducted a Historic Resources Survey within the Harrison Avenue 

Bridge Project APE during the summer of 2010. A Historic Resource Survey Form (HRSF) 

addendum to the Hill Historic District was prepared to determine if the nearby National Register-

eligible district might extend to the APE on the north side of the bridge. HRSF forms were also 

prepared for the Colonel Frank J. Duffy Memorial Park (Duffy Park), 920 Front Street, and 26 

Crown Avenue on the south side of the bridge; all are illustrated in Figure 2. None of these 

resources was determined eligible as a result of the 2010 survey; therefore, this effects 

assessment is limited to the three previously evaluated resources within the APE: Harrison 

Avenue Bridge (National Register-listed), the DL&W (National Register-eligible), and the 

Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line (National Register-eligible), all of which retain 

sufficient integrity to convey their historic and/or engineering significance. 
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Photograph 5: East elevation of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing Span 1 over Central Scranton Expressway. 

 

 

Photograph 6: Northeast corner of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing original railing and 1973 replacement railing 
topped by protective fence. 
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Photograph 7: Deck and bridge railing, view from southeastern corner. The curb-to-curb width of the existing 
bridge is 30’-0”. 
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Photograph 8: Delamination of concrete along the east edge of Span 1. 
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The purpose of the Determination of Effect Report is to document the potential effects of the 

proposed project on historic properties located within the APE. The Determination of Effect 

report was prepared in accordance with federal and state laws that protect significant cultural 

resources including historic and archaeological sites. Federal and state mandates for cultural 

resources include: the Federal Highway Act of 1966, as amended in 1968; the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969; the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; 

Executive Order 11593; the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974; and the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania State Act Number 1978-273, amended as Act Number 1988-72. 

This legislation requires that the effects of any federal- or state-assisted undertaking on 

historically significant buildings, structures, districts, objects, or sites be taken into account 

during the project planning process. Significant resources are those listed in or eligible for listing 

in the National Register. 

 



2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED  

 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge Project is being carried out to undertake long-term improvements 

to maintain S.R. 6011 (Harrison Avenue), which crosses over S.R. 3022 (the Central Scranton 

Expressway), Roaring Brook Gorge, and the DL&W. The existing Harrison Avenue Bridge is a 

three-span reinforced concrete arch structure that is in a state of deterioration. The crossing 

serves as a vital link between neighborhoods, businesses, hospitals, and other services on both 

sides of the Roaring Brook Gorge and serves vehicular, pedestrian, and emergency vehicle 

traffic. The nearest crossing to the bridge is located over 0.5 mile away and is not pedestrian 

friendly.  

 

2.1 Existing Conditions 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge is a three-span reinforced concrete arch structure. The bridge has a 

total length of approximately 406’-8” between the outermost expansion joints. Span 1 

(southernmost) crosses the Central Scranton Expressway (Photograph 1), and Span 3 

(northernmost) crosses the DL&W (Photograph 3). The outer spans are elliptical filled-spandrel 

barrel arches with a 75-foot span and 15-foot rise above the springing line. Span 2 (central) 

crosses the Roaring Brook Gorge and consists of four open-spandrel arch ribs (Photographs 2 

and 4). The Span 2 arch ribs are three centered arches with a span of 201’-8” and rise of 46’-3.5” 

above the springing line. The original ornamental barriers were replaced by vertical wall barriers 

and a protective fence during the 1973 rehabilitation (Photographs 6 and 7). 

 

The bridge deck has a curb-to-curb width of 30’-0”, with 5’-0” sidewalks and 1’-3” barriers on 

both sides, for a total out-to-out bridge width of 42’-6” (Photograph 6). The deck in Span 2 has a 

10” thick structural slab, which is stepped in cross section and covered by fill and overlay 

materials. The depressed center portion of the deck was originally designed to accommodate a 

street car track, which was never installed. The Span 2 deck is supported by reinforced concrete 

T-beams and concrete arch beams that bear on the spandrel columns. The deck in Spans 1 and 3 

consists of bituminous overlay material over a 9” cement concrete base course that was placed 

on fill material above the reinforced concrete arches. 
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The spandrel columns that support the deck above the arch ribs in Span 2 vary in height from 

approximately 30’-2” near the ends of the span to 3’-6” near mid-span. The arch ribs of Span 2 

are supported by stepped-base piers that are 20’-0” thick and 61’-6” wide (Photograph 4). The 

piers originally supported 25-foot high obelisks at the street level, which were removed during 

the 1973 rehabilitation. Each of the piers has a 13’-6” wide arched opening at the base. 

 

The abutments have wing walls that step out from the sides of the abutment and are curved out to 

a maximum width of 58’-0.” Segments of the original railing remain on the wing walls 

(Photograph 6). The 10’-7” high obelisks that were originally on the abutments were removed 

during the 1973 rehabilitation. 

 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge has a history of structural problems, beginning in 1937 when 

unexpected cracking on the bridge was reported. The first rehabilitation of the bridge was carried 

out in 1946 and included removal of the existing wearing surface, base course, and earth and 

cinder fill down to the structural slab. A concrete base course replaced the fill in the depressed 

portion of the slab, which was originally designed for a street car track, and an asphalt wearing 

course was applied. In 1964, the Central Scranton Expressway was built below Span 1, and a 

steel bin-type retaining wall was constructed along the Expressway above Roaring Brook to 

support the roadway. 

 

Between 1972 and 1973, the bridge underwent a major rehabilitation. What was expected to be 

“a routine repair job” uncovered hidden defects in the bridge such as corroded reinforcement and 

internal voids in the concrete (Spivey 1998:13-14). The resulting rehabilitation included the 

replacement of the deck, deck joints, sidewalks, original barriers, repairs to the spandrel arch 

beams, the removal of the obelisks or pylons, and the installation of a new drainage system and 

fencing. The removal of the tall pylons on the central piers and the original bridge railings were 

the most visible changes to the bridge when the rehabilitation was completed in 1973. 

 

In 2007, repairs were made under an emergency contract to restore a number of severely 

deteriorated spandrel columns in Span 2. The repairs consisted of reconstruction or replacement 

of spandrel columns adjacent to the crown in Span 2, and replacement of the deck joints and 
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sliding plates in Span 2. These repairs were completed as interim measures intended to maintain 

structural integrity until full rehabilitation or replacement of the bridge could be carried out.  

 

2.2 Project Purpose and Need 

S.R. 6011 is classified as an arterial transportation route on the roadway network and carries 

over 17,000 vehicles per day as well as pedestrians between the densely developed 

neighborhoods of South Scranton and East Scranton. The purpose of the project is to provide a 

structure that safely maintains connectivity within the roadway network for travelers along S.R. 

6011. The Roaring Brook Gorge, Central Scranton Expressway, and the DL&W together form a 

400-foot wide chasm that is spanned by the Harrison Avenue Bridge. The bridge is used by 

vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians and runs northwest to southeast across the eastern portion of 

the City. Although pedestrian counts are not available, observations and comments from local 

residents indicate frequent use of the Harrison Avenue Bridge by pedestrians and bicyclists. The 

nearest crossing to the bridge carries S.R. 0307 between Moosic Street and Jefferson Avenue is 

over 0.5 mile to the northwest and is not accessible to pedestrians.   

 

Harrison Avenue is a route used extensively by ambulances and other emergency service 

vehicles. Hospitals on the north side of the bridge include the Mercy Hospital of Scranton, the 

Moses Taylor Hospital, and Community Medical Center, all within 2 miles of the bridge. The 

Harrison Avenue Bridge is a vital link between these hospitals and residents south of the bridge. 

The bridge is also located on local school bus routes. 

 

The following project needs have been identified: 

 

 Eliminate the structural and safety deficiencies of the existing bridge. The existing 

bridge has advanced levels of deterioration. Due to safety concerns surrounding the 

effects of the deterioration on structural capacity, the load posting has been reduced to 

15-ton truck and 25-ton combination limits. These load postings are restrictive to 

commercial truck traffic and are significantly below PennDOT’s current design load 

levels. 
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 Minimize costly future maintenance and repairs. The existing bridge has extensive 

repair needs. A major contributing factor has been cumulative damage from leakage of 

water draining through joints, cracks, and other permeable areas of the deck. 

Maintenance activities to reduce the damage caused by this leakage are difficult and 

expensive to implement on a regular schedule. Both major repair and routine 

maintenance of the bridge are complicated by the difficulty of access to the underside and 

lower portions of the structure; the structure crosses a deep gorge with active 

transportation routes running along either side. 

 

 Minimize impact to vehicular and pedestrian traffic during the project. Harrison 

Avenue is an arterial route that carries over 17,000 vehicles per day. The route is used 

extensively by ambulances and other emergency service vehicles, as well as pedestrians, 

making the bridge a vital link between the neighborhoods, schools, businesses, hospitals, 

and other services on both sides of the Roaring Brook Gorge. The nearest crossing to the 

bridge is over 0.5 mile away and does not accommodate pedestrians. Due to the lack of 

alternate crossings in the area, a long-term detour would have serious impacts to vehicles, 

pedestrian traffic, and emergency service providers. Any project to upgrade the structural 

and safety deficiencies of the bridge must include a satisfactory method of maintaining 

vehicular and pedestrian traffic during construction. 

 

2.3 Alternatives Analysis 

A detailed condition survey of the bridge was completed in 2008 to determine the extent of the 

deterioration and identify the repairs necessary to remove the weight limit posting and extend the 

life of the bridge. The engineering studies included an in-depth inspection and laboratory testing 

of material from the bridge. The in-depth inspection found that the upper portions of the bridge, 

including the deck, deck beams, and deck arches, have suffered extensive deterioration, such as 

loose or disintegrating concrete and severely corroded reinforcement bars (Photographs 8 to 17). 

Deck joints are misaligned both vertically and horizontally. Many of the vertical spandrel 

columns that support the deck over the arches were found to have deep cracks and areas of 

broken and disintegrating concrete with exposed reinforcement bars at crucial locations 

(Photograph 13). The arches and lower portions of the bridge are in better condition than the 
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Photograph 9: General view of the underside of the north half of Span 1 showing exposed reinforcement bars. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Photograph 10: East face of Span 1, near pier, showing concrete deterioration and repair. 

Exposed Rebar 

Exposed Rebar 
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Photograph 11: Underside of deck of Span 2 at joint 2 between ribs 2 and 3, showing deterioration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photograph 12: Loss of concrete at lower portion of column, typical of Span 2. 

 

Deck joint

Delamination 
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Photograph 13: Span 2, arch beam, showing deterioration and a number of previous concrete repairs. 

 

 

Photograph 14: Exposed reinforcement bars and spalling on the east face of Span 3. 

Previous patch



Harrison Avenue Bridge Project  18 
Determination of Effect Report 

 

Photograph 15: Deterioration of corner of abutment. 

 

 

Photograph 16: Displaced construction joint at wing wall. 
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Photograph 17: Deterioration at concrete pier. 
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deck and columns, but also have areas of deteriorated concrete and corroding reinforcement bars 

(Photograph 14). There is also evidence of concrete loss and displacement at the abutments and 

wing walls (Photographs 15 and 16). 

 

Concrete core samples drilled from the arches and columns were examined and tested by a 

laboratory to determine material conditions, such as concrete strength, chloride levels, and 

aggregate flaws. The lab tests revealed that high chloride levels (typically caused by long-term 

exposure to road salts) are causing corrosion of the steel reinforcing bars in the concrete, and that 

the concrete is vulnerable to freeze-thaw damage from winter weather cycles.   

 

In the feasibility study, PennDOT used the information from the bridge condition survey to 

evaluate the long-term options for the Harrison Avenue Bridge, including three alternatives 

provided below. 

 

2.3.1 No Build Alternative 

This alternative consists of completing only minor repairs to the structure to prolong its service 

life. The no build alternative would result in no environmental impacts. However, this alternative 

would not address the substandard sufficiency rating or weight limit restrictions of the bridge 

structure; therefore, this bridge would remain structurally deficient and functionally obsolete.  

 

The findings from the condition survey indicate that if only minor repairs are made, the 

remaining life of the bridge would be very limited and the bridge would eventually need to be 

closed to traffic. This option would enable the continued deterioration of the structure and 

ultimately would result in an adverse effect under Section 106. A permanent detour would be put 

in place and would result in increased travel times for the local community and emergency 

services and restricted access across the Roaring Brook Gorge. This alternative clearly does not 

meet the project goals of maintaining a safe crossing for travelers on Harrison Avenue and 

eliminating structural and safety concerns. 
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2.3.2 Rehabilitation Alternative 

This alternative involves investing in major structural repairs and partial reconstruction to 

eliminate the weight limit posting and make the necessary long-term improvements to maintain 

the crossing. The existing Harrison Avenue Bridge has no alignment or clearance deficiencies 

that would rule out rehabilitation and the existing bridge width does not preclude rehabilitation. 

Although a replacement bridge would be wider than the existing structure, bridge width is not 

considered a major deficiency of the existing bridge. The current curb-to-curb width of 30’-0” is 

compatible with the transportation needs at the site. 

 

Rehabilitation of the Harrison Avenue Bridge would be an extensive project involving complete 

removal and reconstruction of the bridge members above the arches: the railings, sidewalks, 

deck slab, beams supporting the deck, and the vertical spandrel columns. In addition, repairs 

would be made to cracks and deteriorated areas on the lower parts of the bridge: the arches, 

piers, and abutments. The bridge rehabilitation would likely avoid an adverse effect to the 

Harrison Avenue Bridge, assuming that the rehabilitation would be carried out in accordance 

with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by using like materials and retaining character-

defining features. Reconstructed portions would use reinforced concrete, similar to the original 

construction materials, and significant features such as the open spandrels and exceptionally long 

main span would be retained. Because rehabilitation would involve complete reconstruction of 

the upper portions, it is likely that design elements of the original structure (such as the obelisks 

and railings similar in appearance to the original railings) could be restored to the bridge. 

 

Under the rehabilitation alternative, the bridge crossing would need to be closed to all traffic for 

the duration of the project to allow reconstruction of the upper members and provide sufficient 

space for work activities. Because a detour route would be extremely disruptive for local traffic, 

a temporary “run-around” was considered as a way of maintaining traffic along Harrison Avenue 

(Figure 3). The temporary run-around would consist of a temporary bridge and roadway that 

would accommodate two lanes of traffic with a single sidewalk on the downstream side of the 

temporary bridge. Although the temporary run-around avoids rerouting Harrison Avenue traffic 

to an alternate crossing within the city, it would likely displace a minimum of one home at the 
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Figure 3 
Temporary Run-Around for Bridge 

S.R. 6011, Section 273, Harrison Avenue Bridge,  
City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, PA 
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northwest corner of the bridge. In addition, Duffy Park would be temporarily closed during 

construction. Construction is anticipated to require more than one year to complete.   

 

Although rehabilitation would extend the life of the historic Harrison Avenue Bridge, serious 

concerns regarding the long-term results and feasibility of this alternative remain. Some of the 

main issues are: 

 

 The new portions of the bridge – sidewalks, barriers, deck, and support beams and 

vertical columns – would be expected to last for 100 years. However, the remaining life 

of the existing arches that would support these reconstructed members is uncertain, and is 

likely much less than 100 years. 

 

 The quantity and quality of steel reinforcement in the concrete is crucial to the strength 

and durability of the bridge. However, the existing arch ribs and arch barrels contain less 

reinforcement than called for by today’s standard practice. Furthermore, some of the 

reinforcement is actively corroding and there is no way to effectively stop the corrosion 

from progressing. 

 

 The rehabilitated bridge would still need to be carefully inspected and monitored in the 

future. Access for inspection and monitoring of this type of structure is very difficult. 

 

The estimated construction cost for rehabilitating the existing Harrison Avenue Bridge is over 

$17,300,000. The design service life of the reconstructed deck could be reliably predicted to be 

well over 50 years; however, the future service life of the arch ribs and arch barrels cannot be 

predicted with a high degree of reliability. Moreover, it is not uncommon to encounter 

unforeseen repair areas on large rehabilitation projects such as this one. Unanticipated conditions 

encountered during construction could significantly increase the cost and construction time. The 

nearby Lackawanna Avenue Bridge in Scranton, an open-spandrel reinforced concrete arch 

bridge originally constructed in 1941 and replaced in 2009 by a new steel plate girder bridge, is 

an example of how hidden deterioration can affect the restoration of a reinforced concrete 

structure. The plans for the Lackawanna Avenue Bridge project called for removing the upper 
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portions of the original bridge, making repairs to the original concrete arches, and constructing 

the new steel girders and concrete deck to span over the original arches. The intention was for 

the original arches to remain in place, although they would provide no structural support for the 

new bridge. During construction, however, the concrete of the arches was found to be in such 

poor condition that they could not be successfully repaired, and instead were demolished. 

 

Since the rehabilitation alternative has a high degree of uncertainty with regards to life span and 

future costs, this would be a high risk investment; therefore, the rehabilitation alternative is not 

the preferred alternative for the project. 

 

2.3.3 Replacement Alternatives 

As shown on Figure 4, a replacement alternative would involve a realignment of Harrison 

Avenue between Moosic Street and Linden Street, with the new bridge located west of the 

existing structure. This realignment would allow traffic to be maintained on the existing bridge 

during construction of the new bridge. Since the existing structure will be utilized while the new 

bridge is built, vehicular and pedestrian traffic would be maintained during construction with 

some phasing of the intersection during the tie-in construction. There is the potential that a short-

term, one-way detour would be put in place for southbound traffic during the tie-in construction. 

This would entail a 1.7-mile detour (Figure 5). It is anticipated that the project will take two 

construction seasons; the new bridge would be constructed during the first, and removal of the 

existing bridge would occur during the second. 

 

It is estimated that the realignment would result in three residential displacements in the 

northwest quadrant of the project and the relocation of Duffy Park on the south side of the bridge 

to the location of the existing roadway (Figure 4 and Photograph 21). At the north end of the 

reconstructed bridge, approach reconstruction would extend to near Linden Street. Roslyn Street 

would be extended to S.R. 6011, and sidewalks would be reconstructed along each side of S.R. 

6011. At the south end, it is anticipated that Duffy Park would be reconstructed on the east side 

of the relocated S.R. 6011, in the area of the existing S.R. 6011. A street connection to the 

residences in the southeast quadrant would be constructed adjacent to the relocated Duffy Park. 
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Figure 4 
Conceptual Alignment for Bridge Replacement 

S.R. 6011, Section 273, Harrison Avenue Bridge,  
City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, PA 

Existing Bridge 

New Bridge 

M
oo

si
c 

S
tr

e
e

t 

25



Harrison Avenue Bridge Project 
Determination of Effect Report 

 

 

Figure 5 
Potential Detour Route 

S.R. 6011, Section 273, Harrison Avenue Bridge,  
City of Scranton, Lackawanna County, PA 
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New abutments and piers would be constructed on the slopes adjacent to the DL&W and the 

Central Scranton Expressway but outside of the associated right-of-ways. 

 

The design for the new bridge is under development. As part of mitigation for Section 106, the 

design of the replacement structure would be developed in coordination with the consulting 

parties in order to incorporate architectural treatments that would restore the character and 

prominence of the crossing as a gateway to the city and connector of two established 

neighborhoods.  

 

The estimated cost of this alternative is approximately $14 million, approximately 25 percent 

lower than the cost of the rehabilitation alternative. Also, unlike the project cost of the 

rehabilitation, the cost of this alternative does not have the potential to significantly increase due 

to unknown factors encountered during construction. Replacement of the bridge would correct 

the structural and functional deficiencies of the structure with an estimated design life of at least 

100 years. This improvement would also meet all of the project needs. However, this alternative 

would involve environmental impacts: three residential displacements at the northwest quadrant 

of the bridge instead of one and the relocation of Duffy Park. In addition, this alternative would 

involve greater impacts to the Harrison Avenue Bridge; removal of the structure would 

constitute an adverse effect under Section 106.  

 

A summary of the cost and impacts of the rehabilitation and replacement alternatives are 

provided in Tables 1 and 2. 

 

Table 1. Alternative Cost Comparison.  
 Bridge Rehabilitation Bridge Replacement 

Structure Construction Costs $8,398,000 $6,381,000 
Roadway Construction Costs 879,500 $2,536,5001 
Temporary Run-Around to Maintain Traffic $2,700,000 Not Applicable 
Total $17,317,000 (2) $14,051,0002 

1 Includes removal of the existing bridge. 
2 Construction costs include an additional factor for unknown contingencies, inflation of current costs to the 
estimated let year 2014, and estimated costs for construction engineering and inspection. 
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Table 2. Alternative Impact Comparison.  
 Bridge Rehabilitation Bridge Replacement 

Utility Impacts 

Underground None or Minimal 
Relocation of natural gas, sanitary 
sewer, water lines 

Overhead 
Temporary relocation of electric 
and telephone lines 

Temporary and/or permanent 
relocation of electric and 
telephone lines 

Right-of-Way Impacts 
Estimated Residential Displacements 1 3 

Duffy Park 
Temporary closure for duration of 
bridge rehabilitation 

Relocation due to roadway 
realignment 

Method of Maintaining Traffic 
During Construction 

Temporary run-around Existing Bridge 

National Register-Listed or Eligible 
Historic Site 

No adverse effect (if rehabilitation 
meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards) 

Adverse effect (removal of 
existing bridge) 

 

As the rehabilitation alternative has a high degree of uncertainty with regards to future life and 

future costs, this alternative is recognized as a high risk investment. Given the cheaper cost and 

lower risk of the replacement alternative, this is the preferred alternative for the project. 



3.0 THE AREA OF POTENTIAL 
EFFECT
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3.0  THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

 

3.1 Definition of the Area of Potential Effect 

The authors of this report used various sources to identify and evaluate historic resources within 

the APE, in accordance with the regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 

amended, and guidelines outlined in the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 

Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716). The APE is defined as “the geographic 

area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the 

character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist” (36 CFR Part 800.16[d], 

2001).  

 

The APE associated with this project includes the geographic area within which the proposed 

Harrison Avenue Bridge Project in the City of Scranton may directly or indirectly alter the 

character or use of identified National Register-eligible or listed resources. The APE for the 

proposed project includes all areas containing National Register-listed, eligible, or potentially 

eligible cultural resources whose character and/or setting could be directly, secondarily, or 

cumulatively affected by the proposed undertaking. All potential impact types (including direct, 

audible, visual, atmospheric, and cumulative) were considered during the development of the 

APE.  

 

The APE largely extends to include residential properties that front on the east and west sides of 

Harrison Avenue between Moosic Street to the south and Linden Street to the north. The APE 

extends further to the west from the center line of the bridge to include the proposed alignment 

of the replacement structure. Photographs 18 to 21 depict current conditions within the APE and 

the proposed improvements. Figure 2 illustrates the APE and photograph locations. 

 

On the south side of the bridge, Harrison Avenue joins Crown Avenue at the intersection with 

Moosic Street. Single family homes are located along the west side of Crown Avenue, which 

dead-ends at the Expressway. The Colonel Frank J. Duffy Memorial Park, which was dedicated 

in 1940, is a City-owned park located immediately south of the bridge along Harrison Avenue 

and includes a statue, the Spirit of the American Doughboy, to memorialize World War I 
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Photograph 18: The three residential properties that would be displaced by the construction of the new bridge are 
shown on the left side of the photograph. None of these properties was determined eligible as a result of the historic 
resources survey. 
 
 
 

 

Photograph 19: View along Harrison Avenue on the north side of the bridge showing the residential properties and 
sidewalks that line the street. 
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Photograph 20: Duffy Park, located between Harrison Avenue and Crown Avenue, on the south side of the bridge. 
Harrison Avenue is to the right of the photograph. 

 

 

 

Photograph 21: The area in the foreground is located on the south side of Harrison Avenue directly across Duffy 
Park and is also under ownership of the city. Plans call for the relocation of the park and statue to the vicinity of the 
existing roadway upon completion of construction. 
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veterans. The park comprises approximately 0.271 acre and does not contain any structures 50 

years in age or older (Photograph 20). Although the main portion of the park lies between Crown 

Avenue and the west side of Harrison Avenue, the land on the east side of Harrison Avenue is 

owned by the City and is associated with the park (Photograph 21). 

 

On the north side of the bridge, Harrison Avenue is lined with a mixture of single-family, duplex 

and apartment dwellings (Photographs 18 and 19). The dwellings represent ubiquitous forms and 

styles characteristic of early-twentieth-century residential neighborhoods. Many do not retain 

integrity from the period of construction and feature replacement materials, such as exterior 

siding, windows, and doors. On-street parallel parking is located in front of these homes, and 

alleys at the rear of the parcels provide driveway access.   



4.0 DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC 
PROPERTIES
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES  

 

4.1 Harrison Avenue Bridge 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge, also known as the “South-East Scranton Viaduct,” was listed in 

the National Register of Historic Places in 1988. The bridge was designed by prominent engineer 

A. Burton Cohen, the designer of the DL&W’s Tunkhannock Viaduct. Due to delays in funding, 

the bridge was constructed by the Anthracite Bridge Company of Scranton 20 years after its 

initial design, between July 1921 and September 1922. Erection of the bridge was overseen by 

William Shrunk, the City’s bridge engineer. Completion of the Harrison Avenue Bridge marked 

the culmination of efforts by local citizens and the City to develop a monumental structure to 

link two economically and geographically disparate communities. The bridge has sustained a 

number of repairs, spanning the years 1937 to 2007. The removal of the original pylons on the 

central piers and the original bridge railings (Photograph 22) during the 1973 rehabilitation was 

the most visible change to the bridge’s historic appearance (Spivey 1998). 

 

The bridge was listed in the National Register in 1988 under Criterion C in the area of 

engineering as a monumental example of an open-spandrel bridge, with the central span 

measuring over 200 feet in length. According to the 1998 documentation prepared for the 

Historic American Engineering Record, the bridge is considered to be “a symbol of the city’s 

progressive era in the early twentieth century.” Therefore, it is clear the bridge also meets 

National Register Criterion A for local significance in the area of politics and government. The 

character-defining features of the bridge are the arches, use of spandrel arches, piers, wing walls, 

and abutment. Despite the removal of the pylons from the end and central piers of the bridge 

during the 1973 rehabilitation and continued deterioration, the bridge retains sufficient integrity 

of materials, design, and workmanship to convey its historic appearance. The structure also 

retains its historic location over the Roaring Brook Gorge and its setting between two physically 

separated neighborhoods. The National Register boundary includes the footprint of the bridge 

and encompasses the piers and abutments, as shown in Figure 2.  
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Photograph 22: Historic photograph of Harrison Avenue Bridge showing pylons located at end and central piers, 
which were removed during the rehabilitation that was completed in 1973 (Source: Lackawanna Historical Society). 
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4.2 Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad  

The former DL&W runs along the north bank of Roaring Brook within the APE. The line was 

originally constructed in the 1850s to transport iron products to market, but it later evolved into a 

major transport for hauling anthracite coal from the Lackawanna Valley to the surrounding 

regions. The portion of the line within the APE was determined eligible in 2006 under Criterion 

A for its role as one of the major railroads that shipped coal from northeastern Pennsylvania to 

areas throughout Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey. The line was also determined 

eligible under Criterion C for its prolific use of concrete in the construction of its associated 

buildings and structures (Clemenson 1991). 

 

4.3 Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line  

The Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line (Lackawanna & Wyoming Valley Railroad) runs 

along the south bank of Roaring Brook west of the Harrison Avenue Bridge. The line was an 

electric street car that operated from 1903 to 1952 and then switched to freight service until 

1976. The demise of the company was closely aligned with the collapse of the anthracite 

industry in the Lackawanna Valley after 1940. In 1964, the Central Scranton Expressway was 

built over a portion of the Laurel Line. The line was determined eligible in 2000 under Criterion 

A for the role it played in connecting Wilkes-Barre and Scranton, two important cities during the 

growth period of interurban lines and anthracite production.  

 

The visible portion of the line is located outside of the APE and includes the track on the south 

bank as well as the tunnel portal adjacent to the Central Scranton Expressway. The 4,750-foot 

tunnel was constructed to eliminate a grade and sharp curve. The tunnel extends to a second 

portal between Elm and Locust streets in the south side of Scranton, also outside of the APE. 

The only portion of the line within the APE is a small section of the tunnel located over 100 feet 

belowground (Perry 1989).  

 



5.0 STATUS OF ARCHAEOLOGY
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5.0 STATUS OF ARCHAEOLOGY 

 

Background research using the Cultural Resources Geographic Information System (CRGIS) 

determined there are no previously identified archaeological sites or investigations within the 

APE. Based on an examination of historic mapping, it was concluded that the project is located 

in a densely developed urban setting where the ground has been previously disturbed. Due to the 

low potential for unidentified archaeological sites, no additional archaeological investigations 

were conducted.  

 



6.0 METHODOLOGY
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6.0 METHODOLOGY 

 

It is necessary to assess potential project impacts because a National Register-listed property 

exists within the APE. A.D. Marble & Company assessed project impacts based upon the 

guidelines specified in the Section 106 Regulations, as published in the Federal Register, and by 

the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). 

 

6.1 Definition of Effect 

An Effect is defined as an alteration to the characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for 

inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register. The two possible results of identification and 

evaluation are explained below. 

 

6.1.1 No Historic Properties Affected  

If the agency official finds that either there are no historic properties present, or that there are 

historic properties present but the undertaking will have no effect upon them as defined in 

Section 800.16(i)1, the agency official shall provide documentation of this finding, as set forth in 

Section 800.11(d)2, to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)/Tribal Historic Preservation 

Office (THPO). The agency official shall notify all consulting parties, including Native 

American tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations, and make the documentation available for 

public inspection prior to approving the undertaking. If the SHPO/THPO or the ACHP (if it has 

entered the Section 106 process) does not object within 30 days of receipt of an adequately 

documented finding, the agency official’s responsibilities under Section 106 are fulfilled.  

 

6.1.2 Historic Properties Affected  

If the agency official finds that there are historic properties that might be affected by the 

undertaking, or the SHPO/THPO or the ACHP objects to the agency official’s finding under 

paragraph (d)(1) of this section, the agency official shall notify all consulting parties, including 

                                                 
1 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
2 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
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Native American tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations, and invite their views on the effects 

and assess adverse effects, if any, in accordance with Section 800.53.  

 

6.2 Criteria of Adverse Effect 

An Adverse Effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, the 

characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National 

Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, 

materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying 

characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to 

the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for inclusion in the National Register. 

Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable impacts that could be caused by the 

undertaking and that may be cumulative, may occur later in time, or may occur farther removed 

in distance. Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;  
(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 

maintenance, stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of 
handicapped access, that is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable 
guidelines;  

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location;  
(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within 

the property’s setting that contributes to its historic significance;  
(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the 

integrity of the property’s significant historic features;  
(vi) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control 

without adequate and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure 
long-term preservation of the property’s historic significance. (Section 
800.5[a]4) 

 

6.3 Results of Assessment of Adverse Effect 

6.3.1 No Adverse Effect 

The agency official shall maintain a record of the finding and provide information on the finding 

to the public on request, consistent with the confidentiality provisions of Section 800.11(c). 

                                                 
3 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
4 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
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Implementation of the undertaking in accordance with the finding as documented fulfills the 

agency official’s responsibilities under Section 106 and 36 CFR Part 800, Section 800.115. If the 

agency official will not conduct the undertaking as proposed in the finding, the agency official 

shall reopen consultation under Section 800.5(a).  

 

6.3.2 Adverse Effect  

If an adverse effect is found, the agency official shall consult further to resolve the adverse effect 

pursuant to Section 800.66. Section 800.6 of the regulations implementing the National Historic 

Preservation Act describes the resolution of adverse effect. The procedures for resolution include 

continuing consultation with the agency and the SHPO, resolving adverse effects, and preparing 

a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)/Letter of Agreement (LOA).  

 

                                                 
5 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
6 As found in 36 CFR Part 800. 
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7.0 APPLICATION OF DEFINITION OF EFFECT AND CRITERIA OF ADVERSE 

EFFECT 

 

Under Section 106, an effect is defined as an “alteration to the characteristics of a historic 

property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 CFR Part 

800.16[i]). The effects that a proposed undertaking will have on a historic property are predicted 

based on the distinguishing characteristics of the property and the design and anticipated 

consequences of the undertaking. This section describes the effects of the replacement 

alternative, which is the preferred alternative. For the purposes of this report, an effect can be 

either direct or indirect. Direct impacts may involve physical alterations or the acquisition of 

land from a National Register-listed or eligible resource. Indirect impacts would include both 

visual and/or audible impacts to a National Register-listed or eligible resource.  

 

7.1 Harrison Avenue Bridge 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge is the one National Register-listed property that exists within the 

APE. The bridge was listed in the National Register in 1988 under Criterion C for engineering 

significance as a monumental example of an open-spandrel bridge, with the central span 

measuring over 200 feet in length. The bridge is also eligible under National Register Criterion 

A for local significance in the area of politics and government. The character-defining features 

of the bridge are the arches, use of spandrel arches, piers, wing walls, and abutment. The aspects 

of integrity most important to the bridge’s ability to convey its historic and engineering 

significance include integrity of setting and location over the Roaring Brook Gorge and integrity 

of design, materials, and workmanship. 

 

Based on an application of the Definition of Effect, it is recommended that the proposed project 

will have an Effect on the historic property because it will alter the characteristics that qualify the 

property for inclusion in the National Register. The bridge will be removed and replaced with a 

new structure to the immediate west. 
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Table 3. Results of Effect Evaluation for the Harrison Avenue Bridge. 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 

An Effect may occur when there is alteration to 
the characteristics of a historic property qualifying 
it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National 
Register as defined in Section 800.16(i). 

The National Register characteristics of the Harrison 
Avenue Bridge will be altered by the proposed project, as 
construction of a replacement structure will result in 
removal of the existing bridge. 

Finding:  

Based on application of the Definition of Effect, the 
proposed action is recommended to have an Effect on the 
Harrison Avenue Bridge because it will directly alter 
physical features that contribute to the district’s 
significance. Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.11(e), the Criteria 
of Adverse Effect must be applied. 

 

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.11(e), the Criteria of Adverse Effect must be applied to the above-

listed resource. Based on the application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, it is recommended 

that the project will have an Adverse Effect on the Harrison Avenue Bridge, as the proposed 

design will result in removal of the bridge.  

 

Table 4. Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect for the Harrison Avenue Bridge. 

An Adverse Effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a 
historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish 
the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have 
been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the National Register. 
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in 
time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. 

Criteria of Adverse Effect Evaluation 

Adverse Effects on historic properties include but 
may not be limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part 
of the property; 

The bridge will be removed, therefore the project will 
involve physical damage to the entire property. While the 
concrete structure cannot be salvaged, the bridge plaques 
will be retained for placement on the future structure. 

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, 
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and provision for 
handicapped access that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

The project will alter the resource’s integrity of design, 
workmanship, and materials in a manner inconsistent with 
the Secretary’s Standards.  

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic 
location; 

The bridge will be removed from its historic location.  

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use 
or of physical features within the property’s setting 
that contribute to its historic significance; 

The bridge will no longer serve as a critical crossing and 
will be removed from its historic setting.  

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible No visual, atmospheric, or audible elements will affect the 
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elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features; 

integrity of the bridge, as it will be removed. 

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its 
deterioration, except where such neglect and 
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance to an Indian 
tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and 

The project will not result in the neglect of the property. 
The proposed improvements will enable long-term 
maintenance of this critical crossing. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of 
Federal ownership or control without adequate and 
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to 
ensure long-term preservation of the property’s 
historic significance.  

The project will not involve the transfer, lease, or sale of a 
Federal property.  

Finding: The proposed project is recommended to have an Adverse Effect on the Harrison Avenue Bridge. 

 

7.2 Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad 

The railroad that runs along the north bank of Roaring Brook within the APE is the former 

DL&W. The portion of the line within the APE was previously determined eligible for listing in 

the National Register under Criterion A for its role in the movement of coal from the 

Lackawanna Valley to cities to the east. 

 

The DL&W was determined eligible under Criterion A as a significant transportation resource 

for its role in the movement of coal from the Lackawanna Valley to cities on the East Coast. 

While some elements of the railroad, such as wood ties and metal rails, have been replaced, the 

DL&W remains on its historic alignment. The resource includes the right-of-way of the railroad 

within the APE, which contributes to the integrity of the larger linear resource.  

 

Direct construction impacts to the line will be avoided, as it remains under active use. Relocation 

of the roadway alignment and construction of the north abutment will require permanent right-

of-way acquisition of a small portion of the line, within the National Register boundary. In 

addition, construction of the pier, erection of the superstructure, and demolition of the existing 

bridge will likely necessitate temporary construction easements. Coordination with the railroad 

during construction will be necessary for intermittent interruptions of service. The line will 

remain active during and after construction. The area of right-of-way acquisition will be limited 

to small portions of this larger linear resource and will not affect any character-defining features. 
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Therefore, the project will not affect the characteristics that qualify the line for inclusion in the 

National Register (Table 5). 

 

Table 5. Results of Effect Evaluation for the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad. 
Definition of Effect Evaluation 

An Effect may occur when there is alteration to the 
characteristics of a historic property qualifying it 
for inclusion in or eligibility for the National 
Register as defined in Section 800.16(i). 

The National Register characteristics of the DL&W will not 
be altered by the proposed project. 

Finding:  

The proposed action is recommended to have No Effect on 
the DL&W. Minor area of right-of-way acquisition will be 
required, but direct impacts to the resource will be avoided 
so that the line can continue under operation. Given the 
presence of the pre-existing bridge over the railroad, the new 
structure will not detract from the integrity of setting and 
feeling of the railroad. As the National Register 
characteristics of the DL&W will not be altered, it is not 
necessary to apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect. 

 

7.3 Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line  

The Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line (Lackawanna & Wyoming Valley Railroad) runs 

along the south bank of the Roaring Brook west of the Harrison Avenue Bridge and operated as 

an electric street car between Wilkes-Barre and Scranton from 1903 to 1952. The demise of the 

company was closely aligned with the collapse of the anthracite industry in Lackawanna Valley 

after 1940. The line was determined eligible in 2000 under Criterion A for the role it played in 

connecting the two cities during the growth period of interurban lines and anthracite production.  

 

The visible portion of the line is located west of the APE and includes the track on the south 

bank as well as the tunnel portal adjacent to the Central Scranton Expressway. The associated 

4,750-foot tunnel was constructed to eliminate a grade and sharp curve. The tunnel extends to 

the south to a second portal between Elm and Locust streets, also outside of the APE. The only 

portion of the line within the APE is a small section of the tunnel located over 100 feet below 

ground (Perry 1989).  

 

Based on an engineering investigation specific to the tunnel, and given the tunnel’s depth 

belowground and the nature of the proposed improvements in the vicinity, the resource does not 

have the potential to be directly impacted by construction activities associated with the project 

(Table 6). 
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Table 6. Results of Effect Evaluation for the Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line.  
Definition of Effect Evaluation 

An Effect may occur when there is alteration to the 
characteristics of a historic property qualifying it 
for inclusion in or eligibility for the National 
Register as defined in Section 800.16(i). 

The National Register characteristics of the Lackawanna 
Valley Railroad/Laurel Line will not be altered by the 
proposed project. 

Finding:  

The proposed action is recommended to have No Effect on 
the Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line, as the 
proposed replacement structure does not have the potential to 
impact the associated tunnel. Therefore, it is not necessary to 
apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect. 

 

 

  



8.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
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8.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 

Efforts were made to identify potential Section 106 consulting parties, including the transmission 

of an invitation email on July 16, 2010, via the ProjectPATH website and a mailing dated 

September 15, 2010. Ultimately, 40 individuals/organizations were invited to become consulting 

parties for the project, and 17 responded that they wished to participate. A copy of the invitation 

email and letters as well as copies of those response forms that were completed and returned are 

included in Appendix C. 

 

An initial meeting to inform City officials about the project was held in July 2010. The meeting 

concluded by noting that the Rehabilitation Feasibility Study would be provided to the 

consulting parties and to the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC). See 

attached meeting minutes in Appendix C.  

 

In the fall of 2010, PennDOT distributed a project newsletter that outlined the purpose of the 

project; the history of the bridge; the results of the conditions survey and feasibility analysis; and 

the public involvement, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 106 processes.  

 

A consulting party meeting was held on February 10, 2011. Invitations to the meeting were sent 

to all consulting parties. The meeting introduced the Section 106 process to the consulting 

parties and discussed the bridge inspection and repair history of the bridge, as presented in the 

conditions assessment report. The results of the feasibility study were presented by Dewberry, 

the project engineer. The engineers explained that while the project was initially planned as a 

rehabilitation project, Dewberry’s recommendation was replacement of the Harrison Avenue 

Bridge due to concerns that developed as the feasibility study progressed. However, PennDOT 

had not yet selected a preferred alternative for the project. The findings of the historic structures 

identification survey were also discussed; copies of the HRSF forms prepared for the project 

were provided to the consulting parties prior to the meeting.  

 

The consulting parties’ opinions on eligibility of the identified resources and the rehabilitation 

verses replacement alternatives were solicited. Several consulting parties expressed an interest in 
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seeing the structure rehabilitated or reconstructed in a manner that would restore its character 

and prominence as a gateway to the city and connector of two historic neighborhoods. If 

replacement was to be chosen as the preferred alternative, the consulting parties expressed an 

interest in the addition of architectural treatments that would enable the bridge to look 

distinctive. Kitty Henderson of the Historic Bridge Foundation offered to provide examples of 

other designs of bridges of similar scale, design, and length that PennDOT could reference for 

this project and did so subsequent to the meeting. Discussion included the possible formation of 

a design advisory committee to further discuss and evaluate architectural treatments for a 

replacement structure.  

 

A public meeting was held on March 10, 2011, and the consulting parties received invitations to 

the meeting via email. The meeting provided an overview of the project and design details 

related to the rehabilitation and replacement alternatives and provided an opportunity for the 

public to provide comment. Members of the teams conducting the design and cultural resources 

investigations were on hand to answer questions. The replacement option was generally 

supported by the majority of the public. The main concerns involved displacements, relocation of 

Duffy Park, and safety for local and through traffic. General discussions were held with 

individuals on the Section 106 process and the identification of historic properties. There were 

some concerns raised about the historic aspects of the bridge. Information on public involvement 

activities, including the meeting minutes, relevant handouts, and comment forms are included in 

Appendix C.  

 

Copies of this Determination of Effect Report will be sent to the approved consulting parties for 

review and comment concurrently with the PHMC submission.  



9.0 MINIMIZATION
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9.0 MINIMIZATION 

 

Despite an initial project goal of rehabilitation, a detailed conditions assessment and feasibility 

study found that the most prudent and feasible alternative for long-term maintenance of this 

crossing is replacement.  

 

PennDOT plans to consider alternative design options to the standard replacement bridge 

structure. Development of the replacement structure’s design will be carried out in coordination 

with the consulting parties. The coordination effort will address the consulting parties’ expressed 

interests in a structure that is of similar scale and incorporates sufficient architectural treatments 

to recognize the crossing as a gateway to the City. Development of a design in coordination with 

the consulting parties will be included as a mitigation measure in the forthcoming MOA/LOA, 

which will outline measures for mitigating the loss of the existing National Register-listed 

structure. Another potential mitigation measure is the removal and recycling of the plaques 

located at either end of the bridge (Photograph 23). 

 

In addition, efforts have been made to avoid direct impacts to the Lackawanna Valley 

Railroad/Laurel Line, a National Register-eligible railroad that runs beneath the southern span of 

the bridge; and the DL&W, a National Register-eligible railroad that runs beneath the northern 

span of the bridge.  
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Photograph 23: Bridge plaque in wing wall of bridge. As part of mitigation, the bridge plaques could be salvaged 
and placed on the new structure. 

 



10.0 CONCLUSION
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10.0 CONCLUSION 

 

This Determination of Effect Report was prepared for PennDOT and FHWA. It documents the 

analysis of potential impacts of the proposed Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, located in the City 

of Scranton, Lackawanna County, to properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the 

National Register.  

 

Three historic properties are located within the APE established for the project. Application of the 

Definition of Effect and the Criteria of Adverse Effect indicates that the project will have No Effect 

on the DL&W and the Lackawanna Valley Railroad/Laurel Line as measures have been undertaken 

to avoid direct impacts to these resources. Despite an initial project goal of rehabilitation, a detailed 

conditions assessment and feasibility study found that the most prudent and feasible alternative for 

long-term maintenance of this crossing is replacement. As replacement will require the removal of 

the National Register-listed Harrison Avenue Bridge, it is recommended that the project will result 

in an Adverse Effect. Development of a design in coordination with the consulting parties will be 

included as a mitigation measure in the forthcoming MOA/LOA. 

 

Since the project is located in a densely developed urban setting where the ground has been 

previously disturbed, archaeological investigations to identify belowground features that might 

be eligible for the National Register were not conducted. 
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Dewberry-Goodkind, Inc. 

101 Noble Boulevard 
Carlisle, PA  17013-4109 

717 240 0344 
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www.dewberry.com 

 

MEETING REPORT 
 
Harrison Avenue Bridge Project 
SR 6011, Section 273 over Roaring Brook, S.R. 30122 and Delaware, Lackawanna & Western 
Railroad 
City of Scranton 
Lackawanna County, PA 
March 10, 2011 Public Meeting 
 
Prepared by: Dewberry-Goodkind, Inc. (Gary Frenette, Lee Smith) 
 
Attachments: Public Meeting Sign-In Sheet 
  Comment Form Summary 
  Comment Forms Received 
  Copies of Display Boards 
  Copy of Powerpoint slides from presentation 
  Newspaper Articles: 
   Scranton Times, March 11, 2011 
   Scranton Times, March 13, 2011 
 
 
A Public Meeting was held at the Scranton High School, City of Scranton, PA on March 10, 2011 to 
present and discuss the Harrison Avenue Bridge Project.  The Public Meeting consisted of 
informational displays held from 6:30 pm to 7:00 pm followed by a presentation held from 7:00 pm to 
approximately 8:15 pm. 
 
The following project team members attended: 
 
PennDOT District 4-0   A.D.  Marble & Company 
Charles Reuther    Colleen Kelly 
James May    Russell Stevenson 
Kevin Atkins 
Greg Augustine    Dewberry-Goodkind, Inc. 
Kevin Mock    Gary Frenette 
Kris Thompson    Lee Smith 
 
Sign-in sheets listing the attendees of the Public Meeting are attached.  In addition to the project team, 
53 attendees signed in at the Public Meeting. 
 
A series of display boards were on exhibit.  The displays included:  plan views of the project area, 
conditions of the existing bridge, concerns with bridge rehabilitation as a long-term project solution, 
conceptual alignments for bridge replacement and conceptual structure types for bridge replacement. 
 
A comment form with a questionnaire and space for comments was provided.  Attendees were 
requested to fill out the form and leave it in a collection box at the meeting or mail it in. 
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Summary of the Information Displays – 6:30 pm to 7:00 pm 
 
Display of Project Information 
 
The display boards were set up for the public to view and discuss with the project team prior to the 
start of the presentation.  Copies of the displays are attached to this report. 
 
Summary of the Presentation – 7:00 pm to approximately 8:15 pm 
 
Presentation 
 
The presentation included a discussion of the environmental clearance process and environmental 
issues, results of the bridge condition survey, project alternatives under consideration and the 
anticipated project time line.  A copy of the Powerpoint slides included in the presentation is attached.  
Following the presentation, the meeting was then opened to questions and comments. 
 
Questions and Discussion 
 

 Question:  Where are the three homes that will be displaced with the replacement option? 
 Response:  They are all in the northwestern quadrant of the project area.  The first three homes 

in that quadrant would be affected by the alignment on the west side of the existing bridge. 
 

 Question:  How will the contractor access the bridge location during construction due to the 
steep slopes of Roaring Brook? 

 Response:  The anticipated access would be along the Railroad right-of-way and the 
Expressway; one side of the expressway would be closed at a time.  To access the area over 
the gorge, large cranes would likely be used along the railroad or along the expressway to 
erect the steel. 

  
 Question:  Can a new/temporary bridge be built from Arthur Avenue, across the gorge, to 

Moosic?  This route would be shorter for emergency vehicles. 
 Response:  We haven't considered that option, but can look into it. We focused closer to the 

existing bridge. 
  

 Question:  When will PennDOT reach a decision for the direction of the project? 
 Response:  A timeline of the project was displayed.  A design will be selected in Spring 2012, 

the process of obtaining environmental clearance and design approval will be completed in 
Summer of 2012, final design will occur from Summer 2012 through Summer 2013, 
advertisement for bids in 2013 and construction starting in 2014. 

  
 Comment: At the Section 106 Consulting Party meeting, Richard Leonom spoke strongly 

about Harrison Avenue being a gateway to East Scranton.  He also spoke about old bridges in 
Europe and their ongoing maintenance; he seemed to be in favor of the rehabilitation option. 
The Harrison Avenue Bridge has not been maintained which created the state of disrepair the 
bridge is currently in.  

  
 Question:  Please discuss the third alternative that was displayed on the display boards during 

the open house. 
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 Response:  In March 2010, various alternatives were evaluated on either side of the existing 
bridge. The alignment shown during the Powerpoint presentation (west of the existing bridge) 
has been advanced further because it appears to have fewer impacts.  The other alignments for 
replacement have not been advanced. 

  
 Question:  Instead of demolishing the existing bridge, could you use it as a pedestrian bridge? 
 Response:  There would still be concerns about the viability of repair and maintenance for the 

long term.  On the Lackawanna Avenue Bridge, the plan was to leave the arches in place 
below the new beams and deck; however, during construction it was found that the damage 
was too severe and they did not stand in place.  This is a possibility with Harrison Avenue. 

  
 Question:  Would the old bridge be demolished if a new structure is built? 
 Response:  Yes, because of maintenance issues and future demolition complications.  

Postponing demolition would only increase costs and difficulty of demolition. 
  

 Question:  How long will it take to build a new bridge? 
 Response:  It is estimated to be a two-year project.  There is a possibility for the construction 

to be completed in one year, and the contractor would be encouraged to have it completed in 
the shortest possible duration. 

  
 Question:  Who makes the final decision on which alternative is selected? 
 Response:  PennDOT and FHWA will make the final decision.  Dewberry has made a 

recommendation to PennDOT to replace the structure.  The environmental process will be 
followed, and the input of the public and consulting parties is important throughout the 
decision making process.  We urge you to complete the comment cards.  Again, it was noted 
by a PennDOT representative that when they tried to preserve the arches on the Lackawanna 
Bridge, the advanced deterioration caused the arches to fall themselves.  There will likely be 
future public meetings and all comments will be taken into consideration during the decision 
process. 

  
 Question:  In the northwestern quadrant, what will happen to the home in the back of the 

homes abutting Harrison Avenue that will be acquired?  Harrison Avenue provides the 
driveway access to these rear homes. 

 Response:  As the alternatives are refined, this and similar specific impacts will be identified 
and resolved. 

  
 Question:  Can the slides be placed on a website? 
 Response:  Yes, the slides will be placed on PennDOT's website. 

  
 Question:  What will happen to Crown Avenue? 
 Response:  As design progresses, the details along Crown Avenue will be worked out. We 

recognize that parking is an issue along Crown and that some form of parking access is 
needed. 

  
 Question:  Have you evaluated the Crown Avenue tunnel? 
 Response:  The tunnel was surveyed from the portal along Crown Avenue. As design 

progresses, the location of the tunnel will be reviewed to ensure we are clear of the tunnel. 
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 Question:  As design progresses, can you evaluate pulling the replacement bridge further away 
from Crown Avenue to create more frontage for the residents along Crown? 

 Response:  Yes, that can certainly be investigated. 
 
With no further questions or comments, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15 pm. 
 
 
Q:\50003929\50003931\Adm\Community Relations\Public Meeting No 1\Public Meeting Summary\Harrison Ave mtg .doc 
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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

 
DATE OF MEETING: February 10, 2011 
 
LOCATION AND TIME: City Hall, 2nd Floor, Governors Room, 6:30pm 
   
PROJECT: S.R. 6011, Section 273, Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, City of Scranton, 

Lackawanna County 
 
SUBJECT: Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting  
 
PARTICIPANTS:     See attached list  
 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the Section 106 regulations and 
process with the identified Section 106 consulting parties for the project. Meeting agenda 
is attached.  
 

1. K. Thompson began the meeting by discussing the intent of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. Per Section 106, consulting parties need to 
meet the test of having a demonstrated interest in the project whether it be a 
legal, economic, or historic property interest. The level of consultation is 
dependent on the historic resources present in the project area. The Harrison 
Avenue Bridge is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. K. 
Thompson indicated that 40 individuals/organizations were invited to become 
consulting parties for the project and 17 responded that they wished to be a 
consulting party. A Bridge Feasibility Study was prepared and will be 
discussed in detail throughout the meeting. Prior to the meeting, the 
consulting parties were offered the opportunity to review the feasibility study 
and other supporting documents.  

2. Following the explanation of the purpose of the meeting, introductions of the 
project team and consulting parties occurred. 

3. G. Frenette referred to a PowerPoint presentation and began discussing the 
project description and status. The Engineering Studies focused on the 
following: condition survey to determine repair and rehabilitation needs; 
development of rehabilitation considering the historic character of the bridge; 
limiting reconstruction of the approach roadways; and determining an 
acceptable method to maintain traffic during construction.  

4. Early on in the project Dewberry met with PennDOT to discuss the critical 
conditions of the columns. PennDOT recognized the need for interim repairs 
to spandrel columns and the repairs were completed during Summer-Fall 
2007. Repairs completed under a “sole source” contract (no competitive 
bidding) due to the emergency nature.  
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5. The objective of the interim repairs was to eliminate safety concerns with 
condition of columns and to preserve condition until full rehabilitation. The 
repair work yielded additional information on the bridge condition such as 
deck deterioration.  

6. A Condition Survey occurred in 2008 and resulted in field inspection,  core 
samples from bridge,  laboratory testing of core samples, and load capacity 
analysis (“Load ratings”). The conditions survey led to a Feasibility Study and 
alternative recommendations to PennDOT in September 2008. The 
recommendations of the Condition Survey included serious concerns with 
rehabilitation and an alternatives comparison that favored bridge replacement. 
This led to re-scoping of Engineering and Environmental Studies and the 
expansion of the study area to investigate bridge replacement. 

7. G. Frenette noted that a meeting with City officials occurred in July, 2010. A 
public newsletter was distributed in December, 2010, and a public meeting 
will be held in March, 2010 (date to be announced). 

8. B. Frederick began a discussion on the purpose of Section 106. One of the 
first items completed during the Section 106 process is the definition of the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) or the area within which a project may have an 
effect on historic properties. An effect would result in an alteration in 
character or use of a historic property. This area is defined in consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and used as the study area 
for the cultural resources studies. The area of potential effect for above ground 
resources includes potential visual effects; thus, it is larger than the project 
footprint. B. Frederick referenced project mapping which identified the APE.  

9. B. Frederick then described the identification of historic properties step of the 
Section 106 process. Historic properties include those resources that have 
been listed in the National Register or determined eligible for listing in 
coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office. To be listed on or 
determined eligible a resource must meet National Register criteria. 
Generally, a resource must be 50 years in age or older, have historic or 
architectural significance, and retain sufficient integrity to convey the period 
in history for which it is significant. Three resources within the APE were 
previously determined listed or eligible: Harrison Avenue Bridge (listed), 
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad (eligible), and Lackawanna 
Valley Railroad/Laurel Line (eligible). She noted despite the removal of 
obelisks and the railing from the bridge as part of a 1970s rehabilitation, the 
bridge retains sufficient integrity to convey its historic and engineering 
significance. 

10. A survey of above ground resources within the APE was conducted. She 
explained the survey began with an examination of previous documentation 
on file at the SHPO and other local repositories. Field recordation of the 
resources occurred and research into property histories was conducted to 
determine their historic development. Using the information collected in the 
field and during research, state- level survey forms were prepared which 
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included descriptions, histories and detailed evaluations of National Register 
eligibility. She presented the resources that were further evaluated for 
National Register significance in the APE. 

a. Hill Historic District (northwest of the APE) was previously delineated in 
2000 and determined eligible for its historical associations with the 
development of Scranton in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century 
and for its notable collection of architectural styles. A.D. Marble & 
Company was asked to prepare an addendum form to determine if the Hill 
Historic District could extend down the hill to include the area on the 
north side of the bridge as the se dwellings were from the same period of 
time (late nineteenth to early twentieth century). The survey found that the 
dwellings in the APE on the north side of the bridge were historically 
different in a number of ways and determined that they are not part of the 
Hill Historic District.  

b. Three resources on the southeast side of the bridge were surveyed and 
evaluated for National Register significance. The Colonel Frank J. Duffy 
Memorial Park, which is located at the intersection of Moosic Street, 
Harrison Ave and Crown Ave, includes .5 acres, flag pole and statue of a 
World War I soldier. The sculpture is not actually a replica of Colonel 
Duffy but one of a nationwide series of sculptures. While the statue is in 
good condition, it was recommended not eligible as background research 
revealed neither the park nor the statue were constructed as part of a 
public fund drive or city initiative but was privately funded by the VFW 
post. As the statue is one of a number that were massed produced under a 
patent by the sculptor during the 1920s and 1930s, it is not considered 
significant for its design features.  

c. 920 Front Street and 26 Crown Avenue are American Foursquare 
dwellings that were evaluated for their historic and architectural 
significance. Due to alterations, including rear additions and changes to 
the windows and/or siding, these dwellings were recommended not 
eligible.   

d. The PHMC made a field view to the project location and agreed that there 
was no extension of the historic district down the hill into the APE as well 
as with the other eligibility recommendations. 

e. Since the project is located in a previously disturbed area, it was 
determined that archaeological studies to identify below ground features 
that might be eligible for the National Register would not be necessary. 

11. A question was raised about the Duffy statue and whether local significance 
was researched. B. Frederick responded that while the VFW funded the 
building of the statue, there were no local records/public fund drives to 
support this. B. Frederick asked that if anyone has further information on the 
statue and park to please provide it to the project team. K. Mock stated that 
just because the park is not eligible per National Register criteria does not 
mean that the park does not have importance; if the park is impacted, 
PennDOT will move the statue and relocate it. G. Augustine noted that the 
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park is protected by Section 4(f), another federal legislation. K. Thompson 
stated that the form prepared to document Duffy Park is located on the PATH 
site and invited the consulting parties to review the form and to provide more 
information on its local signification if that information is available.  

12. G. Frenette discussed the bridge inspection and repair history of the bridge 
and provided a detailed discussion of the May 2008 In-Depth Inspection. The 
below points were noted:  

§ The underside of Span 1 exhibits exposed rebar and white staining. This 
indicates “top down” deterioration due to water and road salts leaking through 
the deck and fill material over the arch barrel. Much of the deterioration is 
near the deck joints which allows water to penetrate the concrete. 

§ The underside of Span 3 exhibits more extensive spalling and cracks than 
Span 1. Black carbon deposits from the railroad are evident on the span. The 
previously placed patches on the concrete are failing and breaking away.  The 
failure of these patches shows the difficulty of making the patches last a long 
time. 

§ Span 2 deck elements showed extensive deterioration such as spalls, 
disintegration, corroded rebar, cracks. The most severe deterioration occurred 
at and near deck joints; deck joints were misaligned vertically and 
horizontally. Loose concrete was evident in the deck. 

§ The underside of Span 2 shows deterioration on the bottom. This is indicative 
of the deck being penetrated from the top down by water and deicing salt. The 
rebars are exposed and concrete is breaking off.  

§ The spandrel columns in column lines 4 and 5 of Span 2 were reaching a 
critical condition prior to emergency interim repairs (2007). Overall, the 
exterior columns were more deteriorated than interior columns. The concrete 
is breaking away (spalling) from the corners of columns and exposed rebar 
was evident, particularly near the tops and bottoms. The columns do not have 
many reinforcing bars compared with modern design, which uses more bars to 
create a cage that contains the concrete, preventing as much concrete from 
breaking away. Some areas of the spandrel columns where spalling has not 
occurred have a distinct hollow sound to them, which indicates that the 
concrete is breaking internally and will eventually spall away.  

§ The deck joints allow expansion and contraction movements to occur.  Since 
the deck joints have uneven openings and are tight in some places, forces can 
develop which can affect the columns. 

§ The spandrel column repairs made by the contractor in 2007 were very 
difficult and time-consuming to complete. The work space below the deck 
was very confined, the old concrete had to be removed from the column 
without damaging other portions, and new rebars had to be spliced with the 
old rebars and doweled in to the existing concrete. 
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§ One of the issues with repairing reinforced concrete is that a good connection 
is needed between the new material and existing portions.  If the new concrete 
is placed against old loose concrete, the connection will be prone to 
deterioration and failure.  Where damaged concrete is removed, it is important 
to be able to reach a limit of solid existing concrete to place the new repair 
against. 

§ N. Bisignani noted that she did not see why the bridge cannot be repaired or 
rebuilt in the same place. She noted it was a Gateway to the City and connects 
two historic neighborhoods. 

§ R. Leonom noted that this bridge is a gateway and could return pride to the 
area. Modern bridges have no character and requested that the  proposed 
Harrison Avenue Bridge be built with character and that it needs to be a visual 
landmark. J. Moore and W. Evans expressed their concurrence with R. 
Leonom’s statement. 

13. G. Frenette discussed the Core Sampling and Lab Testing Program. Some 
cores were in good condition and did not show evidence of being affected by 
salt; however, other samples showed evidence of damage. The concrete 
strength was generally good, but the test results of some samples were much 
lower than others. The variation of the strength results raises some concern 
about the consistency of the concrete quality. Chloride testing revealed 
widespread penetration and concentrations that are considered high enough to 
accelerate corrosion of the rebar, although the rate of corrosion cannot be 
accurately predicted. 

14. G. Frenette continued his presentation in discussing the Load Rating Analysis. 
In Span 2, the interior arch ribs carry most of the traffic load, and the exterior 
arch ribs carry almost none of the traffic load.  A more even distribution of the 
traffic load among the four arch ribs would be preferable. The ribs and barrels 
have adequate capacity for the self-weight of the structure and the traffic 
loads, but the analysis indicates that the ribs and barrels are overstressed when 
temperature forces are included. A question was asked about whether precast 
arch ribs were possible. G. Frenette indicated that both precast and cast in 
place were possible; however, precast were not as common. A question was 
asked as to what temperature forces affect the structure. G. Frenette indicated 
that the range of both heat and cold causing the structure to expand and 
contract.  The forces are caused by restraining the movement. 

15. The scope of work necessary for a bridge rehabilitation was discussed by G.  
Frenette.  Rehabilitation would inc lude reconstruction of the portions above 
the arch barrels (Spans 1 and 3) and above the arch ribs (Span 2).  The upper 
portions of the piers and abutments would also be replaced.  Repairs would be 
made to the arch barrels, arch ribs and lower portions of the piers and 
abutments. 

16. G. Frenette discussed the Watsontown Bridge Rehabilitation as an example of 
a successful rehabilitation of a reinforced concrete arch, and explained why 
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rehabilitation is feasible on one bridge and not another. On the Watsontown 
Bridge, it was possible to remove deteriorated concrete with solid concrete 
remaining at the removal limits.  The reinforcing bars were in good condition 
and new bars could be spliced with existing bars and doweled in to solid 
existing concrete.  The structure was finished in two construction seasons with 
a full detour. Rehabilitation included reconstruction of entire portions of the 
bridge above the arches.  

17. G. Frenette noted that for Harrison Avenue, the potential detour is 1.7 miles. 
To avoid the detour, a temporary runaround could be designed for the bridge 
rehabilitation alternative to carry both vehicle and pedestrians. The cost of the 
rehabilitation is estimated at would be $12 million. 

18. There are a number of concerns with rehabilitation.  One is the unknown 
cause of unusual structural displacements in Span 2. The cracks and 
deterioration noted early during life of bridge may be related to these 
displacements.  Other related conditions, in addition to the misalignment of 
transverse deck joints, may include the structural distress in columns and the  
arches at column bases. Other concerns are that the traffic load in Span 2 is 
carried almost entirely by two interior arch ribs, and that there is a lack of 
reinforcement in arch barrels and arch ribs for ductility and serviceability. 

19. R. Leonom suggested building members down the middle of the arch to add 
strength. G. Frenette indicated that this is possible and could be designed.  

20. G. Frenette explained that there are uncertainties about the existing chloride 
levels, and it is difficult for effective repairs to critical locations. There is no 
way to address actively corroding rebar and the target life of arch 
rehabilitation is questionable. New concrete construction is expected to last 
for 100 years, and it is uncertain whether the rehabilitation could achieve 50 
years. Other concerns include difficulty of future inspection, maintenance and 
repair.  These factors add up to a high risk of investment. 

21. A discussion with the consulting parties occurred. Questions were raised as to 
what architectural features would be added to the bridge. W. Evans noted that 
he would like to see the pre-1972 design. K. Atkins stated that certain 
architectural features could be incorporated into the design. W. Evans stated 
that at this point, he is not willing to give up on the rehabilitation option.  N. 
Bisignani stated that the design of a new bridge should consider incorporating 
architectural features up to a cost at least comparable with bridge 
rehabilitation. She also inquired if there was an elevation view of the standard 
replacement option that could be shared. K. Thompson noted that once the 
feasibility analysis is complete, if rehabilitation is eliminated, then discussion 
of architectural details of the replacement alternative will be developed in 
consultation with the consulting parties. 

22. A question was asked abut how safe the bridge is at the present time. K. 
Atkins stated that the bridge posting will continue to go lower. If more 
deterioration affects the bridge load capacity, the bridge could be closed.  
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23. A question was asked about how often the bridge is inspected. D. Elmer noted 
that the bridge is inspected every 6 months.  

24. K. Atkins stated that the method to maintain traffic, using either a temporary 
bridge or a detour, is a key issue for this project. Another key issue is the 
uncertainty of removal limits once construction is started.  If good existing 
concrete is not found at the removal limits, it may not be feasible to save the 
remaining structure. 

25. G. Augustine stated that the overall goal is to avoid a detour and maintain 
traffic through the project area. N. Bisignani stated that PennDOT will incur 
the cost with either option. G. Augustine stated that in a replacement scenario, 
the current bridge could be used to maintain traffic while a new bridge is 
constructed adjacent to it.  

26. S. Zacher asked if replacement is the selected alternative whether PennDOT 
could look at different designs for the bridge. K. Atkins stated that this was 
possible. K. Henderson agreed with S. Zacher’s comment. The consulting 
parties’ consensus was that the new bridge needed to look architecturally 
distinctive. W. Evans noted that the 1972 design resulted in a disgrace on the 
upper deck. K. Mock noted that a replacement option allows for more 
architectural treatment options and a design advisory committee could be 
created to further discuss the treatment.  

27. N. Bisignani expressed her concern over the MOA and mitigation stipulations. 
She cited the Steamtown Mall construction project as an example and issues 
with HUD not following through on mitigation commitments. K. Thompson 
assured the consulting parties that FHWA is the lead federal agency for this 
project and they have a renewed commitment to carry out the measures. K. 
Atkins noted that if PennDOT does not follow-through on the MOA 
stipulations, then they lose funding for the project. 

28. The discussion about restoring/rehabilitating the original bridge continued. G. 
Frenette noted that with the rehabilitation, the arches would need to be 
retained. If the arches are not repaired, the bridge would have to be rebuilt 
from the ground up. The arches provide a platform for reconstruction of the 
upper portions. Reconstruction of the entire arch span would require re-
evaluation of the construction impacts.  

29. J. Moore was concerned that the rehabilitation option was presented as a 
“doom and gloom” and positive points about rehabilitation were not pointed 
out. G. Frenette noted that the bridge project began as a replacement and 
concerns developed as went though feasibility analysis. Dewberry’s 
recommendation to PennDOT is replacement as a result of this process. 

30. P. Nape inquired about the existing weight restrictions on the bridge and how 
it was enforced. G. Frenette responded that the legal load limits on a bridge 
with no posted limits are 37 tons for a single truck and 40 tons for a semi 
tractor trailer; the Harrison Avenue Bridge is posted for a 15 ton truck limit 
and a 25 ton semi. K. Atkins noted that PennDOT is not the enforcement 
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agency and he would make a few calls to ensure that the bridge postings are 
being adhered to. 

31. R. Leonom asked if the bridge could be replaced above the arches and 
supported by separate beams. K. Atkins noted that this would destroy the 
historic integrity. K. Mock noted that this could also add extra stress to the 
arches. D. Elmer stated that this is similar to what was done on the 
Lackawanna Avenue bridge, and the original arches fell down. 

32. S. Zacher noted beams through the middle would have an adverse effect and 
asked K. Henderson to supply examples of other designs of bridges of similar 
scale, design, and length from throughout the country that PennDOT could 
use for this bridge.  

33. K. Thompson asked for all consulting parties to provide comments. PennDOT 
will take the comments into consideration. As the project progresses, the 
consulting parties will be involved in the various design options. The meeting 
minutes will be posted to the PATH site and the comments provided will 
become part of the public record. A public meeting will be held and after that 
time, a decision will be made. She noted that after the public meeting in 
March, the alternative to be selected will be determined. The consulting 
parties will receive invitations to the meeting via email.  

34. R. Leonom inquired if the cost of the demolition of houses and city park 
relocation was included in the cost breakdowns provided in the presentation. 
G. Frenette noted cost of acquisition was not factored into the costs in the 
presentation. 

 
There were no additional questions or comments, and the meeting was adjourned at 8:30 
p.m.  
 
Please submit any comments or revisions to these minutes to Colleen Kelly via e-mail at 
ckelly@admarble.com or via fax at 484.533.2599 within 5 business days.  
 
Reported by,  
A.D. Marble & Company 
 

 
Colleen M. Kelly 
Project Manager/Environmental Planner 
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Erin Carson

From: Thompson, Kristina L [krthompson@state.pa.us]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2011 8:05 AM
To: Kitty Henderson
Subject: RE: Harrison Ave Bridge

Kitty,

That would be fine by me. I'd be glad to pass any contact information along.  I suspect Gary's the kind of guy that is 
always willing to build up his knowledge bank, and even if it's not something he's able to apply to this project, he'll have it 
for future ones.

Thanks so much,
Kris

Kristina Lammi Thompson | Regional Architectural Historian
PA Department of Transportation
BOD/EQAD| Districts 4 & 5
1002 Hamilton Street | Allentown PA 18101
Phone:  610.871.4459 | Fax:  610.871.4122
www.dot.state.pa.us

-----Original Message-----
From: Kitty Henderson [mailto:kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2011 2:34 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: Harrison Ave Bridge

Kris
My inquiries about replacement bridges has resulted in a number of people saying that a lot of these type bridges can be 
saved it you are willing to do it.  In particular, Oregon has a great record of trying to save concrete arch bridges.  If you 
google concrete arch bridge rehabilitation oregon, you get a lot of examples.  Would it be of help if I contacted Oregon 
DOT to see if someone there might talk to Greg about rehab--engineer to engineer? I am not trying to undermine the 
knowledge of Dewberry-Goodkind, but maybe the experiences of other DOTs might shed some light on the concerns 
raised.

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director
Historic Bridge Foundation
PO Box 66245
Austin, Texas 78766
512/407-8898
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
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Erin Carson

From: Kitty Henderson [kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2011 2:34 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: Harrison Ave Bridge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Kris
My inquiries about replacement bridges has resulted in a number of people saying that a lot of these type bridges can be 
saved it you are willing to do it.  In particular, Oregon has a great record of trying to save concrete arch bridges.  If you 
google concrete arch bridge rehabilitation oregon, you get a lot of examples.  Would it be of help if I contacted Oregon 
DOT to see if someone there might talk to Greg about rehab--engineer to engineer? I am not trying to undermine the 
knowledge of Dewberry-Goodkind, but maybe the experiences of other DOTs might shed some light on the concerns 
raised.

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director
Historic Bridge Foundation
PO Box 66245
Austin, Texas 78766
512/407-8898
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
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Erin Carson

From: Kitty Henderson [kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com]
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 6:43 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: New Bridge

http://www.cement.org/bridges/br_awards.asp
This link goes to a page with several years of concrete bridge awards.

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director
Historic Bridge Foundation
PO Box 66245
Austin, Texas 78766
512/407-8898
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
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Erin Carson

From: Kitty Henderson [kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com]
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 6:40 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: New bridges

http://www.cement.org/newsroom/bridgeawards20040930.asp#creve
Kris,
The email link above list winners of concrete design for 2004.  I am having some trouble finding more recent, but I bet 
between the two of us we can find more recent design awards.  

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director
Historic Bridge Foundation
PO Box 66245
Austin, Texas 78766
512/407-8898
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
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Erin Carson

From: Kitty Henderson [kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com]
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 6:32 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: New Bridges

Kris
As I gather information on new bridges, re:  Harrison Ave, I am going to send the information.  Here is an article from 
WSDOT.

http://www.aspirebridge.com/pdfs/magazine/issue_07/state_WA_sum08.pdf

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director
Historic Bridge Foundation
PO Box 66245
Austin, Texas 78766
512/407-8898
kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
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(continued) 

 

 

The Harrison Avenue Bridge is a three-span 

reinforced concrete arch structure that carries State 

Route 6011 (S.R. 6011, or Harrison Avenue) over S.R. 

3022 (the Central Scranton Expressway), Roaring Brook gorge and the Delaware, Lackawanna & 

Western Railroad (DL&W).  The 200-foot main span over Roaring Brook gorge is comprised of four 

concrete arch ribs and columns which support the deck of the structure.  The smaller 75-foot barrel 

arches span the expressway and railroad, which parallel both sides of the gorge. 

Over 15,000 vehicles and a significant volume of pedestrian traffic utilize the Harrison Avenue 

Bridge each day.  This arterial transportation route provides a vital link between the neighborhoods, 

schools, businesses, hospitals and other services on both sides of the Roaring Brook gorge.  The 

bridge is also used extensively by ambulances and other emergency service providers. 

With the bridge deteriorating due to advanced age, long-term improvements are needed to maintain 

a safe crossing for travelers on Harrison Avenue.  To accomplish this goal, the Pennsylvania 

Department of Transportation (PennDOT) is exploring several alternatives, detailed in this 

newsletter. 

 

A. Burton Cohen, a prominent engineer who also 

designed the DL&W's historic Nicholson Viaduct 

Bridge in Wyoming County, was selected by the City of Scranton to design the Harrison Avenue 

Bridge.  The City awarded the construction contract to the Anthracite Bridge Company, a Scranton-

based firm, and the bridge was completed in 1922.  The design and construction 
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methods used for the Harrison Avenue Bridge are similar to the recently replaced Lackawanna 

Avenue Bridge, which was also designed by Cohen and built about 20 years later.   Completion of the 

Harrison Avenue Bridge marked the culmination of the city’s desire to develop a monumental 

structure and to link two economically and geographically disparate communities, East Scranton and 

South Scranton.  The bridge remains a symbol of the city’s progressive era in the early twentieth 

century and because of its size and historical significance, the Harrison Avenue Bridge was listed on 

the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1988. 

Over its life, the Harrison Avenue Bridge has undergone several alterations.  In 1937, unexpected 

cracks on the bridge were reported, and the city council began to consider necessary repairs.  The 

first major rehabilitation of the bridge was performed in 1946 and included the removal of the 

original roadway surface, base course, and earth and cinder fill over the barrel arches.  In 1972 and 

1973, another major rehabilitation was carried out.  What began as “a routine repair” project became 

a more extensive reconstruction, as the contractors found hidden defects in the bridge such as 

corroded reinforcement and internal voids in the concrete.   The removal of the original pylons on the 

central piers and removal of the original bridge railings were the most visible changes to the bridge 

when the rehabilitation was completed in 1973. 

PennDOT completed emergency repairs to the bridge in December 2007 to maintain its structural 

integrity until long-term improvements can be carried out.  Due to its deteriorated condition, the 

bridge posting was lowered to 15-ton Truck and 25-ton Combination weight limits.

 

Engineers have completed a detailed Condition Survey of 

the bridge to determine the extents of the deterioration 

and identify the repairs necessary to remove the weight 

limit posting and extend the life of the bridge.  The 

engineering studies included an in-depth inspection and 

laboratory testing of material from the bridge.  The in-

depth inspection found that upper portions of the bridge, 

including the deck, deck beams and deck arches, have 

suffered extensive deterioration such as loose or 

disintegrating concrete and severely corroded reinforcing 

bars.  Deck joints are misaligned both vertically and 

horizontally.  Many of the vertical spandrel columns that 

support the deck over the arches were found to have deep 

cracks and areas of broken and disintegrating concrete 

with exposed reinforcement bars at crucial locations.  

The arches and lower portions of the bridge are in better condition than the deck and columns, but 

also have areas of deteriorated concrete and corroding reinforcement bars. 

Concrete core samples drilled from the arches and columns were examined and tested by a 

laboratory to determine material conditions, such as concrete strength, chloride levels and aggregate 

flaws.  The lab tests revealed that high chloride levels (typically caused by long-term exposure to 

road salts) are causing corrosion of the steel reinforcing bars in the concrete, and that the concrete is 

vulnerable to freeze-thaw damage from winter weather cycles.  These laboratory test results provide 

further information to evaluate the bridge’s condition.  

Deterioration of Vertical Spandrel Column in Span 2 
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(continued) 

PennDOT is using the information from the bridge 

Condition Survey to evaluate the long-term options 

for the Harrison Avenue Bridge, including these alternatives: 

• “Do“Do“Do“Do----Nothing” AlternativeNothing” AlternativeNothing” AlternativeNothing” Alternative    ----    This alternative consists of completing only minor repairs to the 

structure to prolong its service life.  The findings from the Condition Survey indicate that if 

only minor repairs are made, the remaining life of the bridge would be very limited and the 

bridge would eventually need to be closed to traffic.  This alternative clearly does not meet 

the project goal of maintaining a safe crossing for travelers on Harrison Avenue. 

• Rehabilitation AlternativeRehabilitation AlternativeRehabilitation AlternativeRehabilitation Alternative – This alternative, described in more detail below, involves 

investing in major structural repairs and partial reconstruction to eliminate the weight limit 

posting and make the necessary long-term improvements to maintain the crossing. 

• Replacement AlternativeReplacement AlternativeReplacement AlternativeReplacement Alternativessss – Bridge replacement alternatives, also described in more detail 

below, would also involve significant investment.  A new bridge, which could be constructed 

at the same location as the existing structure or on a new alignment, would have a design life 

of at least 100 years. 

 

Rehabilitation of the Harrison Avenue Bridge would 

be an extensive project involving complete removal 

and reconstruction of the bridge members above the 

arches – the railings, sidewalks, deck slab, beams supporting the deck and the vertical spandrel 

columns.  In addition, repairs would be made to cracks and deteriorated areas on the lower parts of 

the bridge – the arches, piers and abutments.   

Under this alternative, the bridge would need to be closed to all traffic for the duration of the project 

to allow reconstruction of the upper members and provide sufficient space for work activities.  

Construction is anticipated to require more than one year to complete.  Because a detour route would 

obviously be extremely disruptive for local traffic, a temporary “run-around” is being considered as a 

way of maintaining traffic along Harrison Avenue.  The temporary run-around would consist of a 

temporary bridge and roadway, as shown below.  Although the temporary run-around avoids 

rerouting Harrison Avenue traffic to an alternate crossing within the city, it would likely displace a 

minimum of one home at the northwest corner of the bridge. 

 

 

Temporary Run-Around for Bridge Rehabilitation 

Harrison Avenue 

Temporary Run-Around 
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(continued) 

Although rehabilitation would extend the life of the historic Harrison Avenue Bridge, serious 

concerns regarding the long-term results and feasibility of this alternative remain.  Some of the main 

issues are: 

• The new portions of the bridge – sidewalks, barriers, deck and support beams and vertical 

columns – would be expected to last for 100 years.  However, the remaining life of the 

existing arches that would support these reconstructed members is uncertain, and is likely 

much less than 100 years. 

• The quantity and qaulity of steel reinforcement in the concrete is crucial to the strength and 

durability of the bridge.  However, the existing arch ribs and arch barrels contain less 

reinforcement than called for by today’s standard practice.  Furthermore, some of the 

reinforcement is actively corroding and there is no way to effectively stop the corrosion from 

progressing. 

• The rehabilitated bridge would still need to be carefully inspected and monitored in the 

future.  Access for inspection and monitoring of this type of structure is very difficult. 

The estimated construction cost for rehabilitating the existing Harrison Avenue Bridge is over 

$17,000,000.  Moreover, on large rehabilitation projects such as this it is not uncommon to encounter 

unforeseen repair areas.  Unanticipated conditions encountered during construction could 

significantly increase the cost. 

 
 
Bridge replacement alternatives are also being 

studied for the project.  Replacement at the existing 

location requires use of either a detour or temporary 

run-around for Harrison Avenue traffic, similar to the Rehabilitation Alternative.   

Replacement of the bridge on a new alignment, however, would allow Harrison Avenue traffic to use 

the existing bridge during construction.  One concept being investigated is to construct the new 

bridge immediately to the west of the existing bridge, with reconstructed roadway approaches 

between Moosic Street and Linden Street.  It is anticipated that this realignment would result in 

three residential displacements immediately northwest of the bridge and the reconfiguration of 

Duffy Park at the south end of the bridge.  Impacts to other homes and properties along the project 

are also being studied.  Other locations for the new bridge, such as on the east side of the existing 

bridge, appear to result in greater impacts than the location shown below. 

 

Conceptual Alignment for Bridge Replacement   
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Although the replacement structure would be a modern design (possibly consisting of steel plate 

girders supporting a reinforced concrete deck), the design could include architectural treatments to 

reflect the character of the existing bridge.  These may include concrete surface treatments, 

decorative lighting hardware, and historical markers.   

A new bridge would be designed to last for at least 100 years and would include design features to 

eliminate the long-term inspection and maintenance issues associated with rehabilitation of the 

existing bridge.  Unlike rehabilitation, there would be no assumptions regarding the remaining life 

of the structure or quality of the concrete, since modern design methods and construction materials 

would be utilized.   

The photograph below shows the roadway over the existing bridge, while the drawing illustrates a 

cross-sectional view of the conceptual replacement structure.   

 

View of Harrison Avenue Roadway over Existing Bridge 

 

Cross-Sectional View of Conceptual Bridge Replacement - Three-Span Steel Plate Girder Bridge 

The estimated construction cost for the conceptual replacement alternative is approximately 

$14,000,000, which is about 20 percent less than the estimated cost of the rehabilitation alternative. 

30’-0” Curb to Curb 
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(continued) 

The table below compares some of the impacts 

associated with the Rehabilitation and Replacement 

Alternatives.  The items listed are some, but not 

necessarily all, of the factors which will be considered in selecting the recommended project solution. 

 
COMPARISON OF BRIDGE REHABILITATION AND BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

 
 Bridge Rehabilitation Bridge Replacement 

Estimated Construction Cost $17,317,000 $14,051,000 

Estimated Residential 
Displacements 
 

1 3 

Impacts to National Register 
Listed or Eligible Historic Sites 

No adverse effect (if bridge is 
rehabilitated according to the 

Secretary of Interior’s standards) 
 

Adverse effect 
(removal of 

existing bridge) 

Duffy Park 
 

Temporary closure during project Permanent relocation 

Method of Maintaining Traffic 
During Construction 

Temporary Run-Around Existing Bridge 

 

PennDOT will continue to evaluate the effects of the 

project, and will develop the project design to avoid 

or minimize adverse impacts as much as possible.  

Public involvement during the design process is a key method for PennDOT to fully understand the 

impacts of project alternatives and to ensure that the project meets the needs of the community. 

An initial meeting to inform City Officials about the project was held in July 2010.  PennDOT is 

presently making plans to hold a public meeting in the coming months.  The location and date of the 

meeting, along with other details, will be announced soon.  This meeting will be an opportunity to 

view information about the project, discuss details with the design team, and provide comments.  

Following this public meeting, PennDOT will plan additional meetings and opportunities for public 

and community involvement, which may include meetings with special interest groups and 

stakeholders, in addition to one or more meetings for the public at-large.  Future newsletters and 

press releases will provide further developments and updated information. 

 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

(NEPA), all transportation improvement projects such 

as this bridge project must be evaluated for impacts to 

natural resources, community resources and cultural resources.  The Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) is mandated with the authority and responsibility of ensuring that project 

impacts are thoroughly evaluated and properly addressed prior to commitment of federal funding.  

The intent of NEPA is to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to these resources. 
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Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires all federal agencies to 

evaluate the effects of project undertakings to historic properties.  Since the Harrison Avenue Bridge 

is a historic property listed on the NRHP, FWHA is required to address the project’s effect to the 

bridge.  Section 106 also provides for the involvement of Consulting PartiesConsulting PartiesConsulting PartiesConsulting Parties.  Consulting Parties are 

defined as “Certain individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking… 

[who] may participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to 

the undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effect on historic 

properties.”  Consulting Parties provide input on project information and findings during key points 

throughout the process.  The regulations emphasize that the “views of the public are essential to 

informed Federal decision-making in the Section 106 process.”  PennDOT is inviting individuals and 

organizations, with interests in the project that meet the Section 106 definition, to become 

Consulting Parties for the Harrison Avenue Bridge Project. 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, protects publicly 

owned land within parks, recreation areas and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites 

whether publicly or privately owned.  Section 4(f) resources within the project area include the 

Harrison Avenue Bridge, listed on the NRHP, and Duffy Park, a public recreation park.  Under 

Section 4(f), an alternatives analysis is performed to identify alternatives that avoid the use of 

Section 4(f) resources.  Each project alternative will be evaluated to determine if it meets the 

identified project needs, whether it is a feasible alternative, and if it is prudent. 

Presently, the project is in the Preliminary Design and Environmental Clearance phase.  During this 

phase, the design team is conducting studies to determine potential project impacts on the 

community, the natural environment and the historic bridge.  The objective during this phase is to 

identify the project alternative that meets the project needs and complies with the above regulations.  

PennDOT will incorporate efforts to minimize impacts to the resources, as well as the development of 

specific measures to mitigate project impacts.  The culmination of the preliminary project phase will 

be Environmental Clearance and Design Approval.  Following this milestone, PennDOT will proceed 

with final design of the project, obtain necessary permits and acquire right-of-way and any 

temporary easements from properties adjacent to the project.  The estimated timeline for these 

activities is shown below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AAAAnticipatednticipatednticipatednticipated    PPPProjectrojectrojectroject    TTTTimelineimelineimelineimeline    
    

Initial Public Meeting   Winter 2010/11 

Consulting Party Review and Meetings   Winter 2010/11 through Summer 2011 

Public and Community Involvement / Opportunities to Comment  Winter 2010/11 through Winter 2011/12 

Future Public Meeting to Present Selected Design   Spring 2012 

Environmental Clearance & Design Approval   Summer 2012 

Final Design   Fall 2012 through Fall 2013 

Right-of-Way Clearance Fall 2013 

Construction   2014 
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AAAAdditionaldditionaldditionaldditional    IIIInformationnformationnformationnformation    

Your comments and questions are always welcome.  Please contact Charles Reuther at PennDOT’s 

Engineering District 4-0 Office: 

     Charles Reuther, Project ManagerCharles Reuther, Project ManagerCharles Reuther, Project ManagerCharles Reuther, Project Manager    

                    PhonePhonePhonePhone        570570570570----963963963963----4334433443344334    
                    EmailEmailEmailEmail        creuther@state.pa.uscreuther@state.pa.uscreuther@state.pa.uscreuther@state.pa.us    
                    Mail AddressMail AddressMail AddressMail Address    PennDOT PennDOT PennDOT PennDOT Engineering District 4Engineering District 4Engineering District 4Engineering District 4----0000    
                            55 Keystone Industrial Park55 Keystone Industrial Park55 Keystone Industrial Park55 Keystone Industrial Park    
                            Dunmore, PA  18512Dunmore, PA  18512Dunmore, PA  18512Dunmore, PA  18512    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      PennDOT Engineering District 4PennDOT Engineering District 4PennDOT Engineering District 4PennDOT Engineering District 4----0000    

      55 Keystone Industrial Park 

      Dunmore, PA 18512 









































From: Kitty Henderson
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: Fwd: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, Lackawanna County, PennDOT District 4-

0
Date: Monday, September 27, 2010 10:40:48 PM
Attachments: SR 6011-273 Consulting Party Response Form.doc

ATT00002..htm

Dear Ms. Thompson,
The Historic Bridge Foundation is writing to request consulting party status on the
above referenced bridge.  As per our arrangement with Penndot, this email serves as
our official request.

Kitty Henderson
Executive Director

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Thompson, Kristina L" <krthompson@state.pa.us>
Date: July 19, 2010 6:59:41 AM CDT
To: Kitty Henderson <kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com>
Subject: RE: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue
Bridge Project, Lackawanna County, PennDOT District 4-0

Kitty,

Replacement is one of the options that is being investigated along with
rehabilitation. There has been an in-depth inspection completed, and we
are working forward from there. We are still in the eligibility stages of the
project, so it's early on in the Section 106 process. A rehabilitation
feasibility report will be produced. I think this is likely one that would be
worth your time, in terms of significance of the bridge and community
value/support.  I'm attaching the CP response form in case you decide to
request CP status.

Did you find the extra I added to the scoping form useful on your end
(the photographs and the AGL survey sheet)? I'm trying to determine
what information is the most helpful to include beyond what is on the
scoping form itself.

Take care,
Kris

Kristina Lammi Thompson | Regional Architectural Historian
PA Department of Transportation
BOD/EQAD| Districts 4 & 5
1002 Hamilton Street | Allentown PA 18101
Phone:  610.871.4459 | Fax:  610.871.4122
www.dot.state.pa.us

-----Original Message-----
From: Kitty Henderson [mailto:kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com] 

mailto:kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
mailto:krthompson@state.pa.us
mailto:krthompson@state.pa.us
mailto:kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/

Section 106 Consulting Party Response Form


S.R. 6011, Section 273

[image: image1.png]PENNDOT‘




Harrison Avenue Bridge Project

Lackawanna County


		TO:

		Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

		DATE:

		



		Engineering District 5-0

		



		Attention:  Kris Thompson

		Phone: 610-871-4459



		1002 Hamilton Street

		Fax: 610-871-4122



		Allentown, Pennsylvania 18101
Email:

		krthompson@state.pa.us





		FROM:

Name:

		

		Telephone:

		



		Address:

		





Street


		

		

		

		

		





City
State
ZipCode


		Email:

		



		________




		Yes.  I, or my organization, would like to be a consulting party in the Section 106 process for the S.R. 6011, Section 273 project.  



		

		will be represented by





(Organization)


		





(Representative)


(Please provide mailing address of representative if different than address provided above).


		________




		No.  I, or my organization, do(es) not wish to participate as a consulting party for the S.R. 6011, Section 273 project.  Please note that this does not preclude you/your organization from requesting to participate as a consulting party, nor will it preclude consideration of comments from you/your organization as the project progresses.



		

		Individual’s or Organization’s Interest


Please Check Appropriate Box(es)



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		1. legal interest



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		2. economic interest



		 FORMCHECKBOX 


		3. historic property(s) concerns



		Briefly justify your interest:

		



		



		

		Do you know of another potential consulting party for this project?


Please list their name and phone number or address below.



		



		













Please return this form in the pre-addressed envelope provided, or via email/fax.












Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 4:36 PM
To: Thompson, Kristina L
Subject: Fwd: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue Bridge
Project, Lackawanna County, PennDOT District 4-0

Kris
Is this a potential replacement project?  
Kitty



From: Barbara Frederick 
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 8:51 AM 
To: Colleen Kelly 
Cc: Emma Young 
Subject: FW: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, Lackawanna County, 
PennDOT District 4-0 
 
Attachments: PDOT E-POSTING - Lackawanna County - SR 6011 Sec 273 - MPMS#07838 - ER#07-
8035-069 - Scoping on Listed Bridge.pdf 
FYI 
  

From: Thompson, Kristina L [mailto:krthompson@state.pa.us]  
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 7:27 AM 
To: Emma Young; Barbara Frederick 
Subject: FW: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, Lackawanna County, PennDOT 
District 4-0 
  
For your files. 
  
Kristina Lammi Thompson | Regional Architectural Historian 
PA Department of Transportation 
BOD/EQAD| Districts 4 & 5 
1002 Hamilton Street | Allentown PA 18101 
Phone:  610.871.4459 | Fax:  610.871.4122 
www.dot.state.pa.us 
  

From: PennDOT Clearinghouse [mailto:Clearinghouse@preservationpa.org]  
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 3:14 PM 
To: MacDonald, Alexander M; bill_brookover@nps.gov; jdziak@gmail.com; 
president@wallenpaupackhistorical.org; kitty@historicbridgefoundation.com; kbeadenkopf@louisberger.com; 
benacklisa@comcast.net; klines6019@aol.com; nathan@historicbridges.org; michael.stewart@temple.edu; 
rgeidel@navarrowright.com; SSuter@stellee.com; sbuonopa@bucknell.edu; terri.paroute6@penn.com; 
golden6727@aol.com; lackawannahistory@gmail.com; heritage@lhva.org; pitoniaks@lackawannacounty.org; 
info@eldcps.org; lrca@lrca.org; nsolfanelli@lhva.org 
Cc: Thompson, Kristina L; Mock, Kevin W; clearinghouse@preservationpa.org 
Subject: Consulting Party Solicitation for Harrison Avenue Bridge Project, Lackawanna County, PennDOT District 
4-0 
  
This email is a solicitation to potential consulting parties for the Harrison Avenue Bridge Project.  
  
PennDOT Engineering District 4-0 is considering options to improve the Harrison Avenue Bridge’s load 
capacity and safety. The bridge spans the Central Scranton Expressway, Roaring Brook, and an active 
railroad line to connect two residential neighborhoods in downtown Scranton. This three span open-
spandrel concrete arch bridge was constructed in 1921-1922 and is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. 
  
Attached is a digital submission from Kristina Thompson, the Above Ground Cultural Resource 
Professional for District 4-0. Please contact Kristina Thompson at krthompson@state.pa.us to 
request consulting party status on this project.  
  
To access the server which contains the supporting documentation for these notices please visit: 
http://hssadm4.chss.iup.edu/ 
Enter the following case sensitive username and password.  

Page 1 of 2

6/27/2011file://S:\PROJECTS\P-995\Historic Resources\Reports\effect report\Appendix C\FW Cons...



Username: Projectfiles 
Password: Download 
  
For more information, and instructions to access the FTP server which contains additional 
documentation, please visit Preservation PA's website at: 
http://www.preservationpa.org/programs/clearinghouse/theclearinghouse.php 
  
Please feel free to contact Preservation Pennsylvania at clearinghouse@preservationpa.org with any 
questions.  

Preservation Pennsylvania 
257 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17101 
717-2342310 ext. 18 
clearinghouse@preservationpa.org  
  
  
  

Page 2 of 2
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Dewberry 

MINUTES OF MEETING 

 

To: Attendees 
 
From: Gary Frenette 
 
Date: July 14, 2010 
 
Re: Harrison Avenue Bridge Rehabilitation 

S.R. 6011 Sec. 273 
Lackawanna County 

 July 9, 2010 Meeting – Review of Project Scope and Status / Kick-off to Move Project Forward 

 Dewberry Project No. 50003929 
 

 
A meeting was held at 1:00 pm on July 9, 2010 at the PennDOT District 4-0 office.  The following people 
attended: 
 
Name  Representing      Phone  Email 
       
Charles Reuther PennDOT District 4-0 Project Manager    570-963-4334 creuther@state.pa.us 
Kevin Atkins PennDOT District 4-0 Liaison Engineer   570-963-3190 katkins@state.pa.us 
Kris Thompson PennDOT Regional Architectural Historian   610-871-4459 krthompson@state.pa.us 
Greg Augustine PennDOT District 4-0 Environmental Manager   570-963-4070 gaugustine@state.pa.us 
Peter Dunford PennDOT District 4-0 Environmental Unit   570-963-4070 peter.dunford@wilkes.edu 
Lori Reed City of Scranton OECD and HARB    570-903-9134 lreed@scrantonpa.gov 
Mark Seitzinger City of Scranton Director – Lic., Permits & Inspection, BCO 570-903-9092 mseitzinger@scrantonpa.gov 

Debbie Noone PennDOT District 4-0 Assistant District Executive – Design 570-963-4045 dnoone@state.pa.us 
Harold Hill PennDOT District 4-0 District Bridge Engineer   570-963-4091 hshill@state.pa.us 
Susan Hazelton PennDOT District 4-0 Portfolio Manager   570-963-3028 shazelton@state.pa.us 
Joe Cassaro PennDOT District 4-0     570-963-3324 jcassaro@state.pa.us 
Keith Williams PennDOT District 4-0 Traffic Engineer    570-963-4819 keiwilliam@state.pa.us 
Brian Swanson City of Scranton      570-706-1890 bswanson@pennoni.com 
Jeffrey Brazil City of Scranton Department of Public Works   570-903-9100 jbrazil@scrantonpa.gov 
Tom Davis City of Scranton Fire Department    570-348-4132 
Gary Frenette Dewberry-Goodkind, Inc.     717-961-5055 gfrenette@dewberry.com 
Pat Gerstner Dewberry-Goodkind, Inc.     717-961-5057 pgerstner@dewberry.com 

 
SUMMARY OF MEETING DISCUSSION 

 
Dewberry gave a Powerpoint presentation showing the results of the bridge condition survey and 
recommendations for the project.  The information on the existing bridge included:  past history of the bridge, 
results of Dewberry’s May 2008 in-depth inspection, lab tests and core sampling, and load ratings.  Based on 
the results of these studies, Dewberry has recommended bridge replacement instead of bridge rehabilitation.  
Problems with bridge rehabilitation include: 
 

• The only portions of the existing bridge which could be salvaged and rehabilitated are the arch barrels 
(Spans 1 and 3), the four arch ribs (Span 2) and the lower portions of the piers and the abutments. 

• The arch barrels (Spans 1 and 3) and arch ribs (Span 2) have high chloride levels.  There is no sure way 
to arrest the on-going corrosion of reinforcing steel.  The future life of the structure is uncertain if 
rehabilitated and repaired. 

• It would be difficult to make effective repairs to splice in new reinforcement bars to the spalled areas of 
the arches. 
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Dewberry 

• A major concern with rehabilitation of Span 2 is that most of the vehicle live load is carried by the 
interior arch ribs; the exterior ribs below the sidewalks carry a much smaller portion of the traffic load.  
Damage and deterioration to the interior ribs therefore has a much greater impact on the structural 
capacity of the span than for a barrel arch or other type of structure with greater load path redundancy. 

• The arch ribs, columns and other structural elements are sparsely reinforced, including both 
longitudinal and tie reinforcement. 

• There is both lateral and vertical displacement at the transverse joints in the deck and T-beams in Span 
2.  The cause of this displacement is not definitely known; however, excessive rib shortening is 
suspected. 

 
A conceptual bridge replacement adjacent to the existing structure was compared with bridge rehabilitation: 
 

• Dewberry’s preliminary construction cost estimate (dated 2008) for bridge rehabilitation is $15,445,000 
and for bridge replacement is $11,699,000.  Right-of-way costs are not included. 

• Bridge replacement would allow maintenance of vehicle and pedestrian traffic on the existing structure.  
Rehabilitation would require a detour over 2 construction seasons or utilization of a temporary run-
around.  Detour impacts would not be tolerable, so the use of a temporary run-around is included in the 
comparison of impacts for bridge rehabilitation versus replacement. 

• Utility impacts for bridge rehabilitation would be minimal.  Bridge replacement would involve 
relocation of underground facilities (natural gas, sanitary sewer and water) and overhead lines (electric 
and telephone). 

• Bridge rehabilitation would involve at least one residential displacement (due to the temporary run-
around) and temporary use of Duffy Park.  Bridge replacement would involve at least 3 residential 
displacements and relocation of Duffy Park.  Duffy Park is located south of the bridge along Harrison 
Avenue.  If agreeable to the City of Scranton, the relocation of Duffy Park would not be considered a 
Section 4(f) impact. 

 
Bridge replacement would result in an adverse impact to the existing historic bridge. 
 
Harold Hill noted that the cost estimate for bridge rehabilitation includes only the known repair needs from the 
inspection.  The actual cost could rise significantly during construction when the full extent of the damage and 
deterioration becomes known. 
 
Greg Augustine commented that an in-depth inspection study is crucial to define the scope and goal of the 
project:  rehabilitation or replacement.  This approach is in line with Secretary of Transportation Biehler’s 
desire to weigh the future costs of a rehabilitation project against the uncertain design life of rehabilitation due 
to difficulty in knowing the full extent of existing damage.  The studies completed to-date have concluded that 
bridge replacement is the preferred long-term alternative.  
 
For bridge replacement, the type of bridge would likely be a reinforced concrete deck on steel plate girders.  An 
estimated web depth of the bridge girders would be approximately 8 feet.  Setting the girders over the deep 
gorge of Roaring Brook would be a factor influencing the size of the girders, including the size of the segments 
hauled to the site and spliced together to form the span.  The bridge will likely be a 3-span structure with the 
span lengths and locations of piers and abutments similar to the existing bridge. 
 
From the plan view layout of the conceptual bridge replacement, it is estimated that 3 residential displacements 
would directly result from the project.  This is the minimum number of displacements, however, and additional 
displacements could also result as the design is further developed. 
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Kris Thompson outlined the process that is being followed for the National Register-listed historic bridge.  A 
formal rehabilitation feasibility study will be completed.  In order to avoid an adverse impact to the historic 
bridge, the rehabilitation work would have to be in line with the Secretary of Interior’s standards for historic 
integrity.  The feasibility study will be made available for review by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum 
Commission (PHMC) as well as responsible consulting parties.  A Determination of Effects on the historic 
resource will be completed, and if it is determined that an adverse impact to the historic resource will result, a 
Memorandum of Agreement will be developed that will outline agreeable mitigation. 
 
Jeffrey Brazil commented that he resides in the neighborhood south of the bridge, and that he would expect that 
residents will not be opposed to replacement of the bridge instead of rehabilitation, especially since the existing 
bridge would continue to carry traffic during construction and a detour would not be required. 
 
Greg Augustine noted that impacts to Duffy Park will need to be evaluated under Section 4(f) of the 
Transportation Act, and the City’s input will be important if relocation of the park is necessary.  The relocation 
will have to result in no reduction of the park area, and no permanent degradation of the park. 
 
Jeffrey Brazil noted that Duffy Park is presently located along both sides of S.R. 6015.  If the park is relocated 
and the adjacent streets are aligned so that the park lies completely on one side of S.R. 2015 without being 
severed by any street, the changes could improve the park. 
 
Draft historic resource surveys completed by A.D. Marble (subconsultant to Dewberry) have recommended that 
there are no eligible historic resources that would be affected by the project, except for the bridge. The World 
War I doughboy statue in the park is not eligible, although it has local significance.  The statue is one of only 8 
remaining statues out of 100 that were originally cast from pennies that were collected by war widows. 
 
Jeffrey Brazil will be the initial contact for A.D. Marble to gain additional information on Duffy Park for 
determination of Section 4(f) eligibility and impacts. 
 
The next steps in developing the project will be: 

- Completion of the Rehabilitation Feasibility Study and review by PHMC and consulting parties. 
- Further development of the bridge replacement concept to identify impacts to adjacent properties and 

Duffy Park. 
- Conduct a public meeting to present the results of the inspection and rehabilitation study, and explain 

that bridge replacement is being considered as an alternative to rehabilitation.  Adjoining property 
owners, local officials and emergency service providers will receive invitation by direct contact, and the 
meeting will be advertised in advance for the public at large. 

 
PennDOT would like to hold the public meeting at a location close to the project area which is accessible to 
physically disabled persons.  Possible locations include local schools (John J. Audubon Elementary School), 
University of Scranton or City Hall.  The Clarion Hotel would have generous parking areas, but facility rental 
cost would be disadvantageous. 
 
When PennDOT has set the time frame for the public meeting, Jeffrey Brazil will be contacted to help 
coordinate arrangements for the location and scheduling of the meeting. 
 
Greg Augustine would like to identify a small focus group consisting of key City officials and others.  The 
focus group will help ensure that PennDOT identifies and addresses local issues and concerns. 
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Keith Williams commented that pedestrian traffic will need to be maintained along both sides of Harrison 
Avenue, except in the northwest quadrant of the existing bridge, where construction activity will preclude 
pedestrian access.  Pedestrian crossings to maintain traffic on the east side will be needed. 
 
Dewberry will determine the location of the Laurel Line tunnel on the south side of the expressway and 
ascertain that the project will not affect the tunnel.  It was suggested to conduct a pre-construction inspection of 
the tunnel during final design as a benchmark to determine any damages during construction. 
 
 
These minutes should be considered a reasonably complete and accurate summary of the discussion and 

conclusions during the meeting.  Please provide any clarifications or additional items within 10 days of 

receiving these minutes. 

 
 
 
 
Q:\50003929\50003931\Adm\Correspondence\Meetings\mtg min 7 09 10.doc 



APPENDIX D:
QUALIFICATIONS OF RESEARCHERS



Colleen M. Kelly 
Project Manager/Environmental Planner 
 
 
Ms. Kelly is a project manager experienced in managing all aspects of NEPA documentation including, 
Section 106 studies, hazardous waste studies, noise and air studies, and socioeconomic studies. She is 
experienced in preparing technical studies and documents to meet NEPA clearance. She has managed 
numerous projects involving Environmental Evaluations (EAs) and Categorical Exclusion Evaluations 
(CEEs), as well as worked on Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) level documents for transportation 
projects throughout the Mid-Atlantic region. Ms. Kelly has completed Section 4(f) Evaluations, 
Environmental Assessments, Farmland Evaluations, and Phase I Environmental Site Assessments. Ms. 
Kelly has successfully coordinated with various resource agencies, including the USACE, PADEP, US 
EPA, USFWS,  FHWA, and PHMC.     
 
 
Education    
 
2009 M.S. Community and Regional Planning, Temple University Ambler 
 
1998 B.S. Environmental Science/Biology, Marywood University, Scranton, PA 
 
 
Professional Experience  
 
2000 – Present A.D. Marble & Company  Project Manager 
 
1998-1999 Property Solutions Environmental Scientist 



Barbara Frederick 
Senior Architectural Historian 
 
Barbara Frederick is a senior architectural historian with over 15 years of experience in cultural resources 
management, including positions in both the private and public sectors. She has extensive experience in 
the preparation of historic resources surveys, National Register nominations, historic contexts, assessment 
of effect documents, EIS documents, public involvement and education, and HABS/HAER recordations. 
Ms. Frederick has worked throughout the Mid-Atlantic region surveying thousands of properties 
including architectural, agricultural, industrial, and engineering resources. For two years, Ms. Frederick 
worked for divisions of the National Park Service, including the National Historic Landmarks Survey. 
She is particularly knowledgeable of the qualifications necessary for both National Historic Landmark 
and National Register listings. Ms. Frederick exceeds the National Park Service’s professional 
requirements as specified in the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. 
 
 
Education 
 
1996 B.A., Historic Preservation, Mary Washington College, Fredericksburg, Virginia 
 
1997 Pacific Northwest Preservation Field School, Silverton, Oregon 
 
  
Professional Experience 
 
2001 – Present     A.D. Marble & Company, Inc. Sr. Architectural Historian 
 
1999 - 2001          John Milner Associates, Inc. Architectural Historian 
 
1997-1998            NPS, National Historic Landmarks Survey Program Assistant 
 
1996-1997            NPS, Museum Management Program        Collections Automation Assistant 
 
1996                     NPS, George Washington Memorial Parkway  Historic Preservation Specialist 
 
1994                     Massey-Maxwell Associates Cultural Resources Surveyor 
 
 
Papers and Publications 
 
2004 “Old Order Amish of the Pequea Valley.” Paper given at the Pioneer America Society 

Conference on the Cultural Landscape of Southeastern Pennsylvania. 
 

2003 “Buildings, Boundaries, and Bridges: Using GIS and Relational Databases in Historic 
Resource Surveys” Transportation Research Board, Winter. 

 
1996 “Railroads and Reapers:  Agricultural History of Mid-Nineteenth Century Spotsylvania 

County.”  Statistical analysis of agricultural censuses.  Published in the Journal of 
Fredericksburg History, Fall 1996 issue.  Senior Research Project, Mary Washington 
College, Department of Historic Preservation. 

 



Emma K. Young Diehl 
Architectural Historian 
 
Ms. Young Diehl is an architectural historian with over seven years of experience in cultural resource 
management, including positions in both historical research and historic preservation. She has extensive 
experience in the preparation of historic resources surveys, as well as National Register of Historic Places 
nominations. Her primary responsibilities consist of conducting historic architectural surveys and 
research, evaluating architectural resources for National Register eligibility, documenting architectural 
resources, and writing assessment of eligibility and effect reports. She has identified, evaluated, and 
documented numerous individual resources and historic districts, including residential, industrial, 
commercial, civic, and agricultural resources throughout the Mid-Atlantic region. She has also prepared 
Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) 
documentation as part of the Mid-Atlantic HABS program. Ms. Young Diehl is knowledgeable of federal 
and state regulations and guidelines concerning the treatment of historic properties, including but not 
limited to Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the identification and evaluation of historic resources; and State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) guidelines for several states in the Mid-Atlantic region. Ms. Young Diehl 
exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural Historians.  
 
Education 
 
2005 M.A., University of Delaware, Historic Preservation 
2003  B.A., Pennsylvania State University, History 
2002 University of Aberystwyth, Wales, United Kingdom, Study Abroad 
 
Professional Experience 
 
August 2005 - Present   A.D. Marble & Company Architectural Historian 
 
Educational Experience 
 
August 2004 -July 2005 Center for Historic Architecture and Design Research Assistant 
 
August 2003-June 2004   Delaware State Historic Preservation Office  Preservation Intern 
 
Summer 1999-2005  National Park Service, Gettysburg Historian and Archives Intern 
 
Papers and Publications 
 
2009 “Alice Orme Smith,” in Shaping the American Landscape: New Profiles from the 

Pioneers of American Landscape Design Project, Charles Birnbaum and Stephanie Foell, 
eds. , University of Virginia Press. 

 
2005 “Fronting the American Dream: The Porch as an Icon of American Architecture.”  

Master’s Thesis. University of Delaware, School of Urban Affairs and Public Policy, 
Historic Preservation.  

 
2003 “Crème de la Crème: Delaware’s National Historic Landmarks,” Preservation Delaware, 

Winter 2004 issue. 
 
2003 “Thay will Remember Gettysburg: Rupp House and Tannery.” Monograph published by 

the Friends of the National Parks at Gettysburg, January 2003. 



Shauna J. Haas 
Architectural Historian 
 

Ms. Haas has ten years of cultural resource experience focusing on the research and documentation of 
historic structures, districts, and cultural landscapes, as well as the development patterns and design of 
cities, towns and regions. She has completed architectural descriptions and historic contexts for 
documentation and evaluation projects on rural, urban, and suburban cultural resources. She has also 
completed multiple reconnaissance and intensive level surveys in New York, Illinois, Maryland, and 
Pennsylvania. Ms. Haas has worked in both the public and private sector in Illinois, Louisiana, 
Massachusetts, New York, Florida, Maryland, and Pennsylvania. She has participated in projects for the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, PennDOT, and FEMA, as well as several local government, 
academic, and private sector organizations. She meets the Secretary of the Interior Standards for 
Professional Qualifications (36 CFR 61). 
 
 
Education 
 
2004 M.A., Cornell University, Historic Preservation Planning 
 
2000 B.A., University of Illinois, Urban and Regional Planning 
 
 
Professional Experience 
 
2005 - Present A.D. Marble & Company Architectural Historian 
 
2004-2005 ATCS, PLC, Dulles, VA Planner II, Long Term Recovery 

 
2003 Lyndhurst (NTHP), Tarrytown, NY Restoration Crew 

  
2000-2002 Town of Dartmouth, MA, Planning Board Assistant Town Planner 
 
 
Training 
 
Fall 2006 Cultural Resources Workshop NJSHPO; Trenton, NJ 
 
Spring 2007 Section 106 in the New Regulatory Environment          PennDOT, Harrisburg, PA 
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