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Courriel: ;_-.ruh.m.":-‘ sympatico.ca,
Site Web: www _prubm.org

Mr. Peter Buckland Montréal, July 23™ 2015
Buckland& Taylor

101 - 788 Harbourside Drive

Morth Vancouver, British Columbia,

CAMNADA, VTP 2RY

Object Saguenay River Crossing Feasibility Study Your ref: 1463
Dear Sir

We are wriling you relaling to your Saguenay River Crossing Feasibility Study you did in
January 1999. | must say thal we were extremely impressed with the professionalism of
your report and regret that the project was not pursued because of certain abnormalities
in the treatment of your documents at this end, We also read your current brochure and
never cease to be amazed with the projects you are undertaking including the new
Tappan Zee Bridge. Thus, in agreement with “La Société du Pont sur le Saguenay”,
presided by Mr. Piemme Breton in the early 2000°s and with whom you have already
exchanged correspondence, we are writing you to clanfy our position on this matter.

Attachment -1a & b

We never understood why after submitting three bridge projects as references, the first
being done by the MTOQ in 1979, the second by LGL in 1979 and the third, by us in 19886,
that you were instructed to perform an analysis on the first of these plus two other (P3
and P5) which were virtually impossible to realize because of awkward topographical
considerations or extensive clear spans.

Attachments-2a & b:

Permit us to elaborate cur position in 1986 when we submitted a project titled “Exposé
d'un Projet de Pont sur la Riviere Saguenay” which consisted as being one of your
reference documents whean you did vour analysis back in the late 90's

In essence, that year, with two professional engineering outfits, we fried to conceive a
tower less bridge by anchoring the main cables via pylons and directly into the
mountaintops.

However we do now realize that the technology of today may not permit this type of
approach.

Thus, in our presentation we always camied a more conventional option of a suspension
bridge with a clear span of 1150 meters at 70 meters above the mean water line. In
essence we took LGL's 1979 project and lowered the bridge down to the 70 meter level
from their 150 meter level indicated in their report. A standard that you strongly
recommended in your report and which failed to be observed. (In your report it was
stated that this type of structure should not exceed 80 meters above the water line).
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We understood at the outset that a high bridge would have many difficullies and that is
why we tried to find a site which permitied a desired level of 70 metres by meandering
the access roads around the mountains instead of ploughing through with endless
tunnels. (See an extract of the original routings and profiles in attachments). Yes, our
approach did require a short 600-meter tunnel on one bank the topography requiring it
but this was complately eclipsed by the others.

Attachments-3a & b:

On the altermate proposal sheet we were astonished on the lack of continuity of the
previous reports for locating bridge options with the introduction of lengthy tunnels for
the upstream options. In essence one must understand that the plateau elevations on
either side of the fjord vary between 150 and 250 meters above the mean waterlineg and,
to the uninformed, explains why lengthy tunnels would be required to attain the 70 meter
level with 5% slopes for the inclines as required by the MTQ. In our research, we did find
a way to attain the desired levels as previously illustrated.

Howewver, in the estimates, the rules of three were used against our approach. The P1
option was estimated at three times the value it should have been for two main reasons.
(77403, instead of 260MS, as noted on the spreadsheet),

1- Based on the estimates you provided for option P3, P4 and PS we exirapolated
the value at being 174M3% instead of 2345M for a 1150 meter clear span with 250
meters of approach-decks. MNote, that the P2 option, with a 1200 meter clear
span, was comectly estimated at 187M%, so, what happened with the P1 estimate.
Qut of interest we used your 44 000/inear meter of approach deck multiplied by
the length and noted that all your estimates as well as the P2 estimate was
verifiable by the mean square method. (See noles al bottom of table). So P1
being a 11,50 meters (in units of 100 meters) squared gives 132,25 adjusted to
134M$ plus 11M$ for side spans plus 20% contingency to give our 174M$
estimate as it was applicable to all of the other four options.

2- As mentioned, by meandering the approach road around the maountains we only
nesded a 600 meter tunnel for 45M3% half the amount quated for the 1200 meter
tunnel of ophon P4.

For roadwork estimates we took the unit prices per kilometer of road works in the other
estimates o come 0 a value of 1,6M3 per kilometre.

Mole that this type of estimation by extrapolation or numeric predictions and tendencies
could have been done by any senior high school or freshman college student.

However, within the five short years after the issuing of the 1999 report the value of the
P4 oplion established at 370M$ was again tripled to close to a billion dollars by passing
the bridge over the mountains to avold tunnelling at that location. OF course the project
was shelved because of the inaccurate estimating and tunnel fears we have in Québec.

Strange coincidence that since then, long span 15 to 18 meter wide bridges have been
realized in Sweden (Hoga Kosten) and Morway featuring the 1310 meter clear span
Hardangerbrau two lane (with cycling track) bridge opened in 2013 in the amount 250M3%
+/- and the 1145 clear span bridge in Marvik, again two lanes, now being realized by
your sister firm COWI, for an amount of 250M$ +/- for the bridge only (to be confirmed).
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Attachment-4a & b:

We are sending you, for your perusal, our revised routing and detailed plan and levels of
approach of proposed location of bridge to confirm the technical feasibility that indeed
the bridge can be done with a 1150 meter clear span with the road-deck at 70 meters
above the water line at the towers (Bridge must also have a slight upward camber at the
central hinge this pushing up the level at that point some 3 to § melers).

Based on the new information provided and considering the two-lane option as per the
Morwegian oplions, we believe that the whaole project can now be done at around 4005M
(250M$ - bridge 50M$ - tunnel and 100M$ - roadways) which translates as 20M3 per
year financial annuilies at 4%, plus 4M$ to 6MS annual maintenance costs (around
25M$% per year against the 325M to 345Mfyear estimated to replace the present ferry
service with bigger ships. Note that these new boats can be moved to other ferries in
Québec al any lime.

We expect to meet the Transport Minister of Québec within a few weeks to explain hirm
how the last proposed option{ over one billion dollars) has to be put aside and that it is
in the public interest to evaluate the feasibility of the P1 option proposed by LGL in 1979
considering the polential of saving public money while giving a non-interrupted road
access to the Québec North Shore region and to the most eastern province of Canada.

In concluding, it is really unfortunate that your valuable work was nol put to advantage
and would appreciate if your COWI fim could confirm the true cost of the Narvik bridge
itself excluding approach roads, (viaducts and tunnels).

With this, we would like to take the opportunily to ask you if it could be at all possible to
meet with you at your head office in Vancouver to further discuss possibilities to

reactivate the project. To say the least, we are convinced we can put the project back an
track with your ireplaceable expertise,

Best regards,

b

Pierre Brisset Arch (MOACHAT382 in retirement)
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Saguenay River Crossing BUBKLAND
Feasibility Study & TAYLOR

_ Lo,
INTRODUCTION Bridge Engineering

® HRelevés Bathymétriques et Sismigues 1877 Tome I,

& Lien & Travers la Riviére Saguenay Reliant Baie Ste-Catherine & Tadoussac,
Rapport d'Etape,

e Evaluation Globale d’'un Projet de Pont sur la Riviere Saguenay, Mars @/
1978, HMTQ

e Lien & Travers la Riviére Saguenay Reliant Baie Ste-Catherine a Tadc:ussa::,@
—— e -
Avrl 1978, 4L

A
® Exposé d'un Projet de Pont sur la Riviére Saguenay, Avril 1986 &AL @/
—_—
® Relevés Géophysiques & Tadoussac Contrat: 2140-98 QZ06, Aclt 1888,

e Analyse de Fréguence des Vents de la Station de L'lie Rouge Pour le Projet
de Pont Suspendu sur la Riviére Saguenay, Septembre 18388.

Fig. 2.1: Proposed Bridge Alignments










1280

T - i . E
I'.
11560
— e '
1100
[l

142

110

[

- ; : g e
.
sres
20
N e L
h — —
i.c
— i
e T e
ek g R BBl nf
FaH
' B —

e
[ehatie; hoog - 1 8000

wipi . = 10k, Q00



14 000
& 450
1 550m
1 &00m
23, dlom

G8

Irspsnssemant | Amorissemant i Emtrgtaeny Coparnusn Total
Toms TiT90m 950 —PELGEE003 20598 B35a708 132 150 5 S TeEBIIES
Tunnei  GOOm 45,0 W8S TS0 0005 SERLBI9S 1TUEBEONS 6048 875 5 -5 FITIHTIAS
Structure 250m 60 S255250% 032725 12738035 42M200% -5 ZISIGS
Pont 1 400m 174 0--28000 600 5 2754 GOES BTDUIB6S 25250003 «5 14AM0BAES
Total 24 km Z60,0 774 471 750 5 B5T2ATES ZBTEE IS =1} -5 47soasmas

Codt de capltsl  JB371 TEE$ Fonclionmemen! 953283
Option P2 - Pont en aval oe ia ligne hydrodlectrigus
IFvestdsament  AMORiSsament e Errehe Cpemton T
“Fouw 15597 S0 % E T GEE §1T505 -§ 1172008
Tunnel B0E B35 000 5 TI29E4BS I2SIDEETS 750335 -5 ar219TSEs
Srrutiute 9 TE7 5005 MEzH S IEIG44S 1zz 300 % % £01 B0R S
Pant 157 000 000 § 2014045 BESI5I2E 2ETE0S -5 114924165
Totl B18 010 OO0 5 G086 4745 304173393 10 121 #06 3 .3 SD485TI5S
Coft éscapitsl 403538135 Fonclionnement 10121 8063
Option P3 - Pont dans Faxe 2y cap Blanc et de la points & [ Creix
IFESTSSRMTT  AMOnSsamsnt [l Entrwtisan Coemson Total
Ao THTA0005 755 740 5 TEATZS 35 500 5 -3 EBC 1125
Tumne 521 250000 5 51352675 193324505 85156255 -5 J2OSAdass
Pomt 234 000 000 S 27346883 BT01 1865 2925000% -§ J2M0BRES
Total TE3 223 000 5 §145 7055 283801095 BAATE2S S -3 470143395
Coltdecapital 3ITS526814§ Fonclionnement S48TEXS3
ermmsmmer | Ao ierant Irterdt Erration Dottt Toml
“"Rown 10761 000 5 5 1675 &00 143 5 63 300 5 -5 0B S105
Tunnal | 200m BE250 0005 10153548 3207 18R % 10T8125% -5 ESI0BTS
Sruzse 206625005 243 2A3% 7883233 PR -5
Pon 530000005 2E783T0S Sa0T eI S 3 162 500 % -5 155485635
Tomi 25E213as 137533305 25622065 -5 ZI6sTE20%
Coltde cagital. TB3S5 4845 Fonchonpewmen: A4SED20ES
Option PS5 - Pont dans Faxe de la points Noire ot de 2 peinte Fouge
Imvestsement | Aol eme Iranrat Crtraten Ciotraton Toml
Forw 104640005 305 540 5 B9 099 5 B 2005 -5 R =k
Pont 402 4 -5%F-000 000 3 4481255 1401857BS 4TI2500% -5 DIEENIS
Total 412 9 BOv-a54 D00 S ATI3TEES TAADTGIT S 4758 7005 -3 23581 1433
Coldtde capital 15181 4435 Fonclionnement STEOTOORS
Option PE - Jetés of pont & haubans dans F'estusire
Ewestssemen!  Amorissormnant IarE Entrotion Opermmon Towm
Bown 03200008 0213 IS BE OO0 S "§ M0 TEAS
Jutde &t pont £43 500 000 § GINE195S 202088075 6TIITHNS -§ 3394017565
Toml SI 00N S 67292308 2058355185 G878 7E0S “E 4I5S
Colt decapitsl 271227725 Fonctionnement BETSTI0S
CONSORTIUM Etude o'opportunil, raverses du Saguendy
NATURAM-GENIVAR 219

Figure 3a




Saguenay River Crossing BUCKLAND G
ibility Stud
i Sty S TAYLOR. 29
COSTS & QUANTITIES Bridge Enginesring
71 COST SUMMARY
Table 7.1: Cost Summary
ALIGNMENT  c3(P-%) c4 (F-s) E(P-3)
L=i43n L= 1A =120
rem  |unir| otv. | cost | oTY. | cost | cost®
ANCHORAGE |, |6500 [$16.3 £.000 |szu.u 6,500 is15.3
PYLONS m? |35.000 [s525 | 62,000 [$93.0 |31,000 |3465 |
GIRDER L 11,400 |357.0 17.800 |$282.0 10,6800 |$53.0
CABLE x 9.400 iﬂﬂ.ﬁ 15,300 |$114.8 | 9.000 |387.5
SUB-TOTAL $196.3 $316.8 $183.3
NORTH APP. |m2 |5.390 |$5.? 5,880 |$‘IB,B 4,410 [57.9
|
SOUTH APP. |2 |2.450 [$4.4 4,410 |s?,9 1.960 !53.5
SUB-TOTAL s aowvee 101 | gapaun 3185 | 240k 3114
CONTINGENCY #42.1 $67.1 $38.9
{20%}
TOTAL $252.5 54024 $233.6
a. Costs are expressed in millions of doliars.
The summarized costs include separate sub-totals for the construction capital
costs of the suspended spans and the approaches. Engineering, project
management, administration and guality assurance costs, including those of
the Ministry of Transportation of Cuébec, are added separately as a 20%
contingency.  Engineefing costs encompass wind tunnel {2erodynarmic}
investigations, detailed geotechnical studies, development of design criteria
documents, preliminery design and the like.
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Qur Reference: 39830-spst--dwb.docx
Our File: 9830-spst-001-l-dwb

By Email - Original by Mail

2015 August 28

La Société du Pont sur le Saguenay & Tadoussac
Hétel de Ville de Forestville

1, 1ére avenue

Forestville, Québec, GOT 1E0

Attention:  Mme Micheline Anctil sidente

Dear Madame,

Re: Bridge on the Saguenay River near Tadoussac

This lefler is to confimm our discussions this week regarding the feasibility of a proposed bridge
aver the Saguenay River near Tadoussac, Quebec. We are familiar with the proposed crossing
from our feasibility study of 1999. We have reviewed your letter of 2015 July 15 which is
attached and have the following comments.

We understand the proposed main bridge is arranged as shown in Figures 4a and 4b of your
lelter, and has the following basic characteristics:

= A suspension bridge having a clear-span of 1145 meters

= Height of deck above water of —60 meters at mid-span

= Deck width of =18 meters and carying two lanes of traffic and a pedestrian/bike path
= Side spans between 150 to 250 meters in length

The proposed suspension bridge is very similar to existing suspension bridges such as Hoga
Kusten Bridge in Sweden, and Hardanger and Halogaland Bridges in Norway listed below. The
costs quoted are at date of bid, convered using the historic exchange rate at the bid date.

| Hoga Kusten Hardanger Halogaland l.
Main span (m) 1210 1310 1145
Deck width (m) il . 18 18
| Lane configuration ; 4 lanes 2 lanes + pedibike | 2 lanes + pedibike
Height above water (m) 4D 55 40 1
Construction start year | 1897 2008 2013 :
Cosl at start year | 1.18 Kr ($C 200M) | 1.358 Kr ($C 250M) | 1.41B Kr (SC 250M) |
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Ciur fimm is very familiar with these bridges having worked on the designs for the Hoga Kusten
and Halogaland Bridges. There is no question regarding the feasibility of such a span.

The arangement proposed would permit construction of the towers on land either side of the
Saguenay River. The price would aliow for a suspension bridge in full compliance with
recognized Morth American long span bridge standards. Advancements in design methods for
service life and careful attention to the operations and maintenanca program woukd alzso permit
the structure to be designed to reliably achieve a 200 year senvice lifie.

It is our opinion based upon the bridge charactenstics described above that the proposed two
lane suspension bridge with 2 total length in the order of 1295m lo 1335 m could be
constructed at a cost in the range of 250 million to $300 million $CAN. The estimated cost is
based upon the use of an orthotropic steel box girder deck which would be sourced
internationally to obtain the most competitive prices, similar 1o the Scandinavian bridges listed
above,

We would be pleased to host you and further discuss the project here in Vancouver, or meet
with you in Quebec,

Yours truly,

BUCKLAND & TAYLOR

HDW
Don W. Bergman

Vice President, Major Projects

oo . Pierre Breton, Vice Président, La Société du Pont sur le Saguenay a Tadoussac
M. Pigrre Brisset
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