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PART I: ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY

Introduction

The subject project involves the replacement of the existing US Route 4 bridge (058/127) over the Connecticut
River between Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont. The state line follows the low water line on the
west side of the river. The State of New Hampshire owns 92% of the existing bridge and the Town of Hartford,
Vermont owns the remaining 8%. The project area in New Hampshire is located within the City of Lebanon Urban
Compact.

This project follows an advance contract (A000(825), 14957A) that consisted of installing a temporary bridge just
downstream from the existing bridge. Due to substantial deterioration, the existing bridge was posted at a 10-ton
load limit in the Fall of 2008. The temporary bridge was installed as an advance contract in order to temporarily
restore this crossing for all legal loads during the design and construction of the subject project. The temporary
bridge was opened to traffic in December 2009. The temporary bridge does not address the subject project’s goals
and is not designed to serve as a permanent crossing. Furthermore, the western approach to the temporary bridge
is located on private property, and a temporary easement for the use of this property was secured for only four
years.

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4332(2)(c)), as implemented in 23
CFR 771.117(d)(3), this Environmental Study/Section 4(f) Evaluation addresses the construction of the above
noted project. This environmental study has been prepared using a systematic, interdisciplinary approach to assess
the engineering considerations and environmental effects of the subject project.

Purpose & Need

The purpose of this project is to provide an economic, safe, and adequate Connecticut River crossing for bicycles,
pedestrians, and motorized vehicles that will meet current and future transportation demands. The existing US
Route 4 bridge (058/127) and its approaches have substandard geometrics and the bridge currently has reduced
load carrying capacity.

The existing bridge was built in 1936, with a major rehabilitation completed in 1976. The bridge spans
approximately 386 from the NH abutment to the VT abutment. The bridge consists of two riveted High Pratt
Through Trusses and one riveted Warren Pony Truss placed on stone abutments and piers with concrete caps. The
bridge is supported by piers from a previous bridge that was built at this location, as evidenced by the widened
cantilevered pier cap. The abutments are located at the edge of the water and two piers are located in the river.
The bridge is 24’-0” curb-to-curb with a 5’ sidewalk attached off the downstream side. The vertical clearance of
the bridge is 13°-9” at the high trusses (posted 13’-6").

The US Route 4 bridge is 73 years old and has experienced considerable structural deterioration since its last
rehabilitation in 1976. The history of maintenance and repairs performed to the bridge is outlined in Table 1. The
bridge has substantial corrosion throughout the bottom chord and truss system, and a NHDOT inspection
completed in the fall of 2008 gave the deck and superstructure a condition rating of 3 out of 9 (serious condition)
(Exhibit K). This inspection indicated that the bridge is no longer capable of safely supporting legal loads and the
bridge was subsequently posted at a 10-ton load limit. Some repairs were made in 2008; however, deterioration of
the bridge was extensive and the 10-ton posting was retained (Figure 1). Based on the total weight of all bridge
components, it is estimated that approximately 80% of the bridge requires replacement. This bridge is the #4
priority on the Department’s Red List, which includes any bridge that is still safe for travel but is deficient enough
to warrant more frequent inspections, or any bridge that is load-posted. Additionally, this bridge has a Federal
Sufficiency Rating (FSR) of 0.0 out of 100 due to the bridge’s poor condition, reduced load capacity, and narrow
width. For these reasons, the bridge is considered structurally deficient and functionally obsolete. Even in like-
new condition, the bridge would have an FSR of only 66 because of the bridge’s poor geometric features. The
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National Bridge Inventory (NBI) coding guide requires a minimum
curb-to-curb width of 25’-9” when traffic volume exceeds 5,000 vehicles per day.

There are four major concerns with the bridge and its approaches:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The curb-to-curb width of the bridge is 24’-0” (two 12’ travel lanes), which results in little horizontal
clearance between the edge of the travel lane and the bridge rail (Figure 2). Existing curb-to-curb width of
the bridge approaches varies from 24°-0” to 25’-6”. AASHTO design recommendations contain some
flexibility for Urban Minor Arterials, with 12’ considered the most desirable width for travel lanes. Design
guidelines for shoulder width recommend 8’ shoulders when traffic exceeds 2,000 AADT and where
sufficient right-of-way exists. Shoulders may be reduced to 4’ on bridges over 200’ in length, which is
also the minimum width guideline for accommodating bicycle traffic (see item 4 below).

The vertical clearance of the bridge is 13’-9” at the high trusses. Trucks traveling across the bridge have
hit the high trusses on at least two different occasions, resulting in damage to the portal framing. NHDOT
design standards recommend a vertical clearance of 14°6”. The high trusses also contribute to poor sight
distance at the Prospect Street intersection.

The bridge approaches have poor geometry, resulting in poor sight distance and contributing to accidents
(Figures 3-4). At a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour (mph), the minimum sight distance should be
290 for left turns, 335° for right turns, and 200° for stopping. Of the four drives/roadways nearest the
bridge, only Stateline Sports meets the minimum sight distance for both left and right turns onto US Route
4. The sight distance for left turns is 210° out of the Listen lot and 180’ out of Prospect Street, and the
sight distance for right turns out of the Westboro Yard is 185’.

The bridge is a poor crossing for pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The bridge has only one sidewalk, which is
attached off the downstream side (Figure 2). Sidewalks are currently located on both sides of US Route 4
in Hartford (except between Prospect Street and the bridge), and the south side of US Route 4 in Lebanon.
Pedestrians walking on the north side of the roadway must cross vehicular traffic to access the sidewalk on
the south side of the bridge, which contributes to concerns for pedestrian safety in this high traffic, urban
location. In addition, the narrow width of the bridge does not safely accommodate bicyclists. To cross the
bridge, bicyclists must walk their bicycles on the sidewalk along the south side of the bridge or ride in the
travel lanes with vehicular traffic. US Route 4 is a State Bicycle Route and there is strong local support for
an improved bicycle crossing at this location. By AASHTO guidelines, paved shoulders should be at least
4’ wide to accommaodate bicycle travel, and greater than 4’ wide where there is a high percentage of truck
traffic. The US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation (March 2010) states
that “every transportation agency has the responsibility to improve conditions and opportunities for
walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportation systems.”
Transportation agencies are “encouraged, when possible, to go beyond minimum design standards [and] toO
integrate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on new, rehabilitated, and limited-access
bridges.”



Table 1. Maintenance History for US Route 4 Bridge 058/127

1960 Repaired endposts and rails; cleaned, primed, and painted

1965 Painted; repaired backwalls; removed wearing course; patched and sealed deck; placed new wearing
course; repaired wing walls

1976 Replaced concrete deck, deck joints, steel stringers, and lower lateral bracing; straightened portals at
the NH pier and the VT abutment

1980 Installed conduit, pulled in new wire conductors, and installed two new lights

2002 Removed and replaced damaged sidewalk spindles; deck overlay

2005 Repaired various deteriorated locations on floor beams; removed hot top deteriorated concrete and
patched at three locations; placed plywood and bunks on NH side first bay and removed spider staging

2008 Repaired various gusset plates and deteriorated locations on bottom chord

Figure 1. Examples of corrosion and deterioration of existing bridge
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According to the US Census Bureau, the 2008 population of Lebanon and Hartford was 12,806 and 10,696,
respectively. According to The Lebanon NH-VT Micropolitan Statistical Area — A Geo-demographic Review
(2006), this region experienced a population increase of 15% between 1999 and 2004 and the population of both
municipalities is projected to continue increasing. According to the Lebanon Master Plan, the City of Lebanon
serves as the regional economic center for the Upper Valley region of New Hampshire and Vermont and has been
identified as part of the urban core of a multitown, multi-county agglomeration known as the Lebanon, NH — VT
Micropolitan Statistical Area. This “micropolis” is identified by strong economic integration and interdependence.
Lebanon is the center of the Upper Valley’s labor market, providing 50% of the available jobs in a 24-town region.
The home-to-work commuting patterns identified in the 2000 census illustrate the important economic linkage
between Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT. Of the top five communities from which residents commute to Lebanon,
Hartford ranks second behind Lebanon. Of the top 5 commuting destinations for Lebanon residents, Hartford ranks
third. The US Route 4 bridge is an essential link between Lebanon and Hartford. The average weekday traffic
over the bridge in 2005 was 16,297 vehicles per day, while traffic volumes on Saturday and Sunday were 13,919
and 9,995, respectively. The US Route 4 bridge is located on two Advance Transit bus routes that serve the Upper
Valley region in New Hampshire and Vermont. These buses run hourly and, according to the Advance Transit
website, up to 67% of passengers on these two routes are commuters.

The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) crossing the bridge in 2008 was 13,840, with projected increases to
14,980 in 2012 and 22,260 in 2032. In 2008, AADT consisted of 6.5% trucks, which is slightly higher than the
New Hampshire average of 5.9% on Urban Minor Arterials. The NHDOT Bureau of Traffic determined traffic
crossing the bridge consists of 77.72% passenger cars and motorcycles, 15.77% light trucks (0-14,000 Ibs), 5.5%
medium trucks (14,000-33,000 Ibs), and 1.01% heavy trucks (>33,000 Ibs).

Interstate 89 crosses the river two miles to the south of US Route 4. Until January 2010, weight limits on the
Interstate Highway System in Vermont were more restrictive than those in place for Vermont state roads (trucks
over 80,000 Ibs could not use the Interstate in Vermont); however, Congress approved a one-year pilot project in
January 2010 that lifts this weight restriction. It is not known if this weight restriction will eventually be
permanently lifted. US Route 4 is part of the Vermont commercial truck network established by Title 23 V.S.A.
Section 1432. Local trucking and gravel companies regularly use the US Route 4 bridge to travel between Hartford
and Lebanon. The only other non-interstate crossing in the vicinity of the US Route 4 bridge is on NH Route 10A
in downtown Hanover, a detour of approximately 11 miles.

US Route 4 is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. The speed limit through the project area is currently posted
for 30 miles per hour (mph). The existing bridge is located between two major signalized intersections: Route
4/Route 10 approximately 0.2 mi. east and Route 4/Bridge Street approximately 0.18 mi. west (Exhibit A). Minor
non-signalized intersections exist closer to the bridge: Crafts Ave/Commercial Dr/Route 4 approximately 0.08 mi.
east (Figure 3) and Prospect St/Route 4 approximately 0.05 mi. west (Figure 4). In addition, residential and
commercial driveways are located off US Route 4 in the vicinity of the bridge. A railroad underpass is located just
over 300" west of the existing bridge. Based on accident data from 1998 through 2005, the Department identified
the section of US Route 4 between Crafts Ave and the Vermont state line as having accident rates during that
period that warrant further investigation. Accident rates are based on the number of accidents, traffic volumes, and
length of road. Of the state’s 4,598 miles of roadway, approximately 169 miles have accident rates high enough to
warrant further investigation.

Locally, the project area is zoned as “Central Business District” in both Lebanon and Hartford. In New Hampshire,
there are four businesses in the immediate vicinity of the project. The Four Aces Diner is located at the eastern end
of the project area on the south side of US Route 4. The access road to the Westboro rail yard is located on the
south side of US Route 4, just to the east of the bridge. Place Company, a cement company operating under an
agreement with the Claremont-Concord Railroad, utilizes the Westboro access road to gain access to their facility
at the Westboro rail yard. This access road is used as a one-way entrance into the cement facility. Stateline Sports
and Portland Glass share a driveway that is located across from the Westboro access road on the north side of US
Route 4. In Vermont, Listen Community Services is located on the south side of US Route 4 (also known as Maple
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Street in Hartford) immediately beyond the bridge. Two apartment buildings are located to the north of US Route
4 immediately beyond the bridge; these are accessed from Prospect Street.

In addition to existing businesses in the project area, there are three developments proposed for the near future: a
city park and boat launch in the southeast quadrant; a new shop and community center for Listen Community
Services in the southwest quadrant; and a new mixed-commercial development with five new buildings on Prospect
Street in the northwest quadrant where the two apartment buildings are currently located.  Each of these
developments is likely to result in increased traffic and turning movements in the vicinity of the bridge.

Figure 2. Facing west toward existing bridge

Figure 3. Standing at Crafts Avenue in NH facing west toward bridge



Figure 4. Facing east toward Prospect Street and bridge

Proposed Action - Modified Online Alignment

The proposed project will replace the existing US Route 4 bridge on a modified online alignment (Exhibit B1). The
proposed alignment will closely match existing alignment from Stateline Sports and east. West of Stateline Sports,
the alignment will be shifted to the north to better line up with the railroad underpass. Project limits will extend
from the east side of the railroad underpass to the intersection of Crafts Avenue/Commercial Avenue. Property
impacts will consist of a permanent easement and the removal of one apartment building at the intersection of
Prospect Street and US Route 4 in Vermont (Parcel 12), and strip right-of-way acquisition in New Hampshire. In
order to match existing drives and roadways, the proposed roadway profiles will approximately match the existing
bridge profile.

The proposed bridge is a three-span structure with haunched steel girders. The existing piers and abutments are not
aligned properly for the proposed alignment and will need to be removed. The bridge will have two piers in the
river and the abutments will be placed further back from the riverbank. The bridge will consist of two 12’ travel
lanes, 5” shoulders on each side, and a 5.5’ sidewalk on each side.

Specific actions will include the following:

= Removal of apartment building (Parcel 12), if building has not yet been removed by Prospect Street

Development, and acquisition of permanent easements. (The private development planned for approximately 8

acres along Prospect Street necessitates the removal of the apartment buildings at 17 Maple Street and 19

Prospect Street (Parcel 12). This may be done by the developer prior to construction of the subject bridge

project.)

Removal of existing bridge in its entirety.

Construction of two new concrete piers and abutments.

Construction of new bridge on modified online alignment.

Placement of riprap for scour protection at new abutments and piers and along river banks.

Construction of 5.5” wide sidewalk on north side of US Route 4 from Crafts Avenue west to the bridge and

from the bridge west to Prospect Street.

= Reconstruction of 5.5” wide sidewalk on south side of US Route 4 from Commercial Drive to the railroad
underpass.

» Realignment of Westhoro Yard access road approximately 50 feet to the west. The drive will include
curbing, a widened sidewalk to accommodate bicycle traffic, and be graded to match the proposed
park.



» |nstallation of closed drainage systems on each side of the bridge, with a drainage basin to treat runoff
in the vicinity of the Westboro access road and a storm separator in Hartford in the northwest

quadrant.
= Removal of temporary bridge and approaches.

This alignment will result in a horizontal curve radius of 750" in VT (currently 396’) and 900’ in NH (currently
1042’). The K value for sag vertical curve will be improved from 16.7 to 37. Design speed will be 35 mph with a
posted speed of 30 mph (existing design speed is 30 mph). Realignment of the bridge and approaches will improve
intersection sight distances in the vicinity of the bridge. At a posted speed limit of 30 mph, the minimum sight
distance should be 290’ for left turns and 335’ for right turns. The sight distance will be improved for left turns out
of Prospect Street (from 180’ to greater than 400”), left turns out of the Listen driveway (from 210’ to 280), left
turns out of the Westboro Yard (from 300’ to greater than 400’), and right turns out of Westboro (from 185’ to
280).

The cost of the proposed action is approximately $10.8 million (see Table 3).
Alternatives to the Proposal

Alternative 1 — “No-Build”

The condition of the existing US Route 4 bridge is deteriorating, and maintaining even its current reduced posting
of 10 tons is becoming problematic. The “No-Build” alternative does not address safety concerns, structural and
geometric deficiencies, bicycle travel, or the reduced weight limit of the existing bridge. The cost of maintaining
the existing bridge in its current condition would be an estimated $11.8 million over the next 75 years (Table 3).

The US Route 4 bridge is considered an essential link between Lebanon and Hartford. The Average Annual Daily
Traffic (AADT) crossing the bridge in 2008 was 13,840, with projected increases to 14,980 in 2012 and 22,260 in
2032. In 2008, AADT consisted of 6.5% trucks, which is slightly higher than the New Hampshire average of 5.9%
on Urban Minor Arterials. The average weekday traffic over the bridge in 2005 was 16,297 vehicles per day, while
traffic volumes on Saturday and Sunday were 13,919 and 9,995, respectively. Interstate 89 crosses the river two
miles to the south of US Route 4. Until January 2010, weight limits on the Interstate Highway System in Vermont
were more restrictive than those in place for Vermont state roads (trucks over 80,000 Ibs could not use the
Interstate in Vermont); however, Congress approved a one-year pilot project in January 2010 that lifts this weight
restriction. It is not known if this weight restriction will eventually be permanently lifted. The only other non-
interstate crossing in the vicinity of the US Route 4 bridge is on NH Route 10A in downtown Hanover, a detour of
approximately 11 miles. At its current weight limit of 10 tons, heavy trucks cannot use the bridge, which places an
economic hardship on local trucking businesses.

The temporary detour bridge that was constructed in 2009 provides a detour around the existing bridge and
temporarily restores load capacity at this river crossing. However, the temporary bridge does not address the
subject project’s goals and is not designed to serve as a permanent crossing. Furthermore, the western approach to
the temporary bridge is located on private property, and a temporary easement for the use of this property was
secured for only four years.

For these reasons, the “No-Build” alternative is not considered prudent and was therefore not selected.

Alternative 2 — Bridge Rehabilitation

The existing bridge requires substantial rehabilitation to repair or replace deteriorated members and restore load
capacity (see Table 2). Based on recent inspections, deterioration of most bridge members is too great to simply
bolt on additional material for added strength. Components of the bridge that require total replacement include the
panel point connections, channels, stay plates, and gusset plates of the bottom chord, as well as the lower lateral
bracing, deck, floor beams, stringers, bearings, sidewalk supports and railing, and bridge railing. In addition, it is
estimated that 10 vertical and diagonal members would require replacement once the bottom chord gusset plates are
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disassembled, and another 10 to 20 members would need to be patched with plates. Rivets would need to be
replaced in all members that are replaced, as well as in approximately 5% of the retained members. Approximately
5% or less of the top chord and lateral top bracing requires replacement. Higher strength steel would be used for
all replaced members. Based on the total weight of all bridge components, approximately 80% of the bridge would
need to be replaced.

Once the aforementioned repairs are complete, the entire bridge would be repainted. Coating systems were
researched to determine if it is possible to chemically eliminate existing corrosion. A coating system used by the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) is purported to seep into crevices and pack rust areas and
chemically combine to stop the rust. In discussions with VDOT, the product does not appear to perform
significantly better than standard paint systems and does not stop rust at joints. Therefore, existing corrosion could
not be eliminated unless every member is disassembled, sand blasted, and prime painted before being reassembled.

Rehabilitation would also require pointing the existing stone abutments and piers. In addition, a scour hole is
located adjacent to the west pier and would require scour protection measures for long-term protection. Sheeting
was installed during the 1976 rehabilitation of the bridge. However, additional scour protection would be
necessary to maintain the integrity of the pier into the future. Protection measures would likely involve adding
piles and an encapsulating footing or adding an additional cofferdam that could be self-supporting should the scour
continue.



Table 2. Summary of Bridge Rehabilitation

Component/Feature What Rehab would entail % of component replaced or

altered

Panel point connections All lower chord panel point connections would be | 50%
totally replaced

Top chord Retain existing; painting and minor rivet <5%
replacement anticipated

Bottom chord Channels, stay plates, gusset plates 100%

Vertical and diagonal members Estimated 10 vertical and diagonal members would | <15%
require replacement once bottom chord gusset
plates are disassembled

Floor beams and stringers Total replacement 100%

Lateral top bracing Minimal replacement anticipated <5%

Bearings Original rocker bearings; all require replacement 100%

Sway bracing Needs to be raised to increase clearance 100%

Gusset plates 50%

Lower lateral bracing Total replacement 100%

Deck Total replacement 100%

Sidewalk supports Total replacement 100%

Standard-design railing Total replacement 100%

Substructure units Abutments and piers would require pointing. n/a
Vermont pier would require additional scour
protection measures for long-term protection.

Rivets All rivets would be replaced in the members that All rivets in replaced members
are replaced. Less than 5% of the rivets in the plus <5% rivets in retained
retained members/connections would require members
replacement.

The repairs as described above would restore the bridge’s load capacity to all legal loads. However, rehabilitation
would perpetuate the existing geometric deficiencies of the bridge and its approaches, including the narrow width
of the bridge and poor sight distance. Furthermore, rehabilitation would not address the safety concerns that arise
from the current and future traffic volumes, including the high percentage of trucks, on a geometrically deficient
bridge, nor would it address the poor bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.

The existing bridge has a vertical clearance of 13’-9” and the overhead trusses have been hit at least twice by
trucks. NHDOT design standards recommend a vertical clearance of 14°6”. Part of the clearance problem is the
angle at which trucks drive onto the bridge. The abrupt change in grade at the bridge entry can reduce the effective
vertical clearance due to the angle of the truck-trailer combination. Improving the angle would still leave the
vertical clearance below recommended design standards. Rehabilitation of the bridge could improve vertical
clearance by raising the portal and sway bracing by 6 inches. Alternative measures were considered, including the
installation of a clearance bar. However, it was determined that such measures would be ineffective since the
bridge clearance is already posted. US Route 4 travels through a railroad underpass approximately 300° west of the
existing bridge. This underpass has a vertical clearance of 13’-8” (posted 13’-6). While improvements at the
underpass have not been programmed, the Vermont Agency of Transportation has indicated a desire to make
improvements at this location sometime in the future. Eliminating the bridge as a vertical restriction would enable
additional restrictions along the corridor to be addressed during the life span of the bridge.

The width of the existing bridge is 24’-0” curb-to-curb. There are no shoulders on the bridge and the bridge rails
and curbing are at the edge of the travel lanes, leaving little horizontal clearance for vehicles traveling across the
bridge. AASHTO design recommendations contain some flexibility for Urban Minor Arterials, with 12’ considered
the most desirable width for travel lanes. Design guidelines for shoulder width recommend 8’ shoulders when
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traffic exceeds 2,000 AADT and where sufficient right-of-way exists. Shoulders of any width are desired over
having no shoulders. Widening the existing bridge was studied as Alternative 2A (see below).

The existing bridge approaches have substandard geometry. The minimum horizontal curve radius is 396’ in
Vermont and 1042’ in New Hampshire (desirable is at least 510’). The K value (a measure of curvature) for sag
vertical curve is 16.7 on both sides of the bridge (recommendation is 26 in NH, 40 in VT). There is also a steep
(8.5%) downgrade toward the east approach. These factors reduce the intersection and stopping sight distance
along both approaches. At a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour (mph), the minimum sight distance should be
290’ for left turns, 335’ for right turns, and 200 for stopping. Of the four drives/roadways nearest the bridge, only
Stateline Sports meets the minimum sight distance for both left and right turns onto US Route 4. The sight distance
for left turns out of the Listen lot is 210’, and the sight distance for right turns out of the Westboro Yard is 185’.

In addition to roadway geometry, the existing vertical and diagonal members of the truss block the line of sight for
vehicles turning onto US Route 4 from Prospect Street. The existing condition provides only 180" of sight
distance, which equates to a design speed of less than 20 mph. A new mixed-commercial development with five
new buildings is currently proposed for Prospect Street, which will lead to an increase in traffic turning onto US
Route 4 at this intersection.

In order to improve the horizontal curve radius of the Vermont approach, the roadway would need to be shifted
south from its existing alignment. This would result in impacts to the railroad underpass (a historic resource), and a
portion of Lyman Point Park (a recreational 4(f) resource) and the Hartford municipal building parking lot
(building is potentially historic). In order to improve sight distance at the Prospect Street intersection, Prospect
Street would need to be realigned to the west. However, moving this roadway further west would only cause the
railroad underpass to limit sight distance instead of the truss bridge. A roundabout at the Vermont approach would
require less sight distance due to the reduced speeds at which traffic merges (20 mph). However, a roundabout is
beyond the scope of the current project.

The existing crossing does not safely accommodate all pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Currently, pedestrians on the
north side of US Route 4 in Hartford must use a crosswalk to access the sidewalk on the south side of the bridge.
With the high traffic volumes on this roadway, it can be difficult to cross the road. A signalized crosswalk was
considered; however, it was determined that a signal that is used only intermittently for a pedestrian crosswalk at
this high-traffic location would increase the risk of traffic accidents due to the signal’s proximity to nearby
intersections and driveways, and the occurrence of unexpectedly stopped vehicles. In addition to pedestrian
concerns, the width of the existing bridge is too narrow to provide any separation of vehicular and bicycle traffic.

Adding a second sidewalk off the north side of the bridge to better accommodate pedestrians would require
extensive modifications to the bridge abutments and floor beams to accommodate the additional width and weight.
Per NH RSA 265:26-a, bicycles cannot be ridden on sidewalks; therefore if bicyclists were to be encouraged to use
the sidewalks to cross the bridge away from vehicular traffic, both sidewalks would need to be wide enough to
accommodate pedestrians as well as bicyclists walking beside their bikes. This would require 8’ wide sidewalks.
Installing an 8’ sidewalk on each side of the bridge would add an additional $500,000 to the cost of rehabilitation.
Under this alternative, a sidewalk would also need to be added to the north side of US Route 4 between the bridge
and Crafts Avenue, and between the bridge and Prospect Street.

Based on accident data from 1998 through 2005, the Department identified the section of US Route 4 between
Crafts Avenue and the Vermont State Line as having accident rates that warrant further investigation. Accident
rates are based on the number of accidents, traffic volumes, and length of road. Of the state’s 4,598 miles of
roadway, approximately 169 miles have accident rates high enough to warrant further investigation. The average
accident rate in the project area based on 1998-2005 data was 8 crashes per million miles traveled. Approximately
76% of the accidents reported along this section of US Route 4 within the study period were rear-end collisions.
Accidents can have a multitude of causes and accident datasets often do not contain detailed information. Accident
data can be difficult to quantify and must be interpreted based on professional engineering judgment. Design
deficiencies along this section of US Route 4 likely contribute to accidents. One contributing factor may be the
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bridge’s narrow width, which causes some vehicles to reduce speed unexpectedly prior to crossing the bridge.
Thus, by slowing some but not all traffic at unexpected times, the bridge layout and design increases the risk for
accidents, especially when coupled with the high traffic volume. This also makes the bridge an ineffective traffic
calming measure since it does not lead to consistent and predictable reductions in traffic speed. According to the
National Motorist Association, federal and state studies have consistently shown that the drivers most likely to get
into accidents in traffic are those traveling significantly below the average speed. Another possible contributing
factor in accidents within the project area is the number of driveways and side roads off US Route 4 in the vicinity
of the bridge. Turning off US Route 4 leads to unexpected slowing or stopping in an area where sight distance and
approach geometry are not ideal. Accidents may increase in the project area when proposed developments lead to
increases in traffic and turning movements. Developments proposed for the near future are the City of Lebanon
park in the southeast quadrant, the new shop and community center in the southwest quadrant, and the new mixed
commercial development on Prospect Street.

Reducing the posted speed limit through the project area would not alleviate safety concerns. Speed alone is rarely
the cause of accidents. When the majority of traffic is traveling at the same speed, traffic flow improves, and there
are fewer accidents. Differences in speed are more often the problem. Furthermore, short sections of reduced speed
limits are not practicable and are difficult to enforce.

The railroad underpass approximately 300" west of the existing bridge has a narrow width (21°-6”). However,
traffic responds differently to the underpass than it does to the narrow bridge. Since the length of road through the
underpass is less than 100°, a vehicle going under Vermont’s railroad underpass may yield to let an opposing
vehicle pass through the underpass due to concerns over narrowness. That same vehicle would not wait at one end
of the 386’ long bridge for an opposing vehicle to cross the entire length of the bridge, despite being uncomfortable
with its narrowness. Being uncomfortable with the narrow bridge may cause some drivers to unexpectedly reduce
the speed at they cross the bridge, which may not always be anticipated by vehicles traveling behind them.

Future developments in three quadrants will prevent the use of a temporary detour bridge for future rehabilitation
without substantial impacts to these developments. Thus, this crossing would need to be closed during major
construction activities. Closing this crossing would create a considerable inconvenience to businesses and
commuters, and would contribute to traffic congestion at other crossings. Future painting and steel repairs would
require one-way alternating traffic for approximately four months.

The cost of rehabilitation is approximately $9.5 million (Table 3). The truss design creates many areas on the
bridge that can collect water and debris, which accelerates corrosion. It is estimated that the rehabilitated bridge
would require painting and steel repairs in approximately 20 years. Painting and steel repairs would be necessary
every 20 years, deck repairs every 35 years, and pier repairs every 25 years. Maintenance costs of the existing
bridge after rehabilitation are expected to be $4.5 million over the next 75 years, nearly double the maintenance
costs expected for a new bridge. Furthermore, while the costs of rehabilitation and the proposed action are similar,
the proposed action would provide a wider bridge with shoulders and two sidewalks. A new bridge that matched
the width of the existing bridge would cost $8.6 million.

For the reasons stated above, rehabilitation does not address major components of the project’s goals, as supported
by current and projected population figures and traffic volumes, and existing and planned developments. This
alternative is not considered prudent and was therefore not selected.

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge

This alternative would consist of disassembling the entire truss bridge, widening the abutments and piers, and
reassembling the trusses to accommodate a wider roadway. Truss members would require modifications in order to
be able to withstand the additional loads of a widened bridge. The bridge would be widened from its current curb-
to-curb width of 24°-0” to 34’-0” to accommodate 12’ travel lanes and 5” shoulders. A 5’ sidewalk would be
cantilevered from the downstream side of the bridge. Once widened, the bridge would be rehabilitated as described
above in Alternative 2.
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To provide a slight improvement to the horizontal approach in Vermont, the bridge would be widened to the north
and would require widening both abutments and piers. Approaches on both sides of the bridge would also be
widened. On the Vermont approach, minimal ROW strip takes would be required to the south on the Listen
property (Parcel 11), and fill slopes would extend to the north and require the acquisition of the apartment building
at 17 Maple Street (Parcel 12). Additional ROW in NH would not be necessary.

At approximately $17.1 million, this alternative has the highest cost of all alternatives that were studied, and
maintenance costs after rehabilitation are expected to be nearly double the maintenance costs expected for a new
bridge. Furthermore, this alternative does not fully address approach geometry and sight distance. For these
reasons, this alternative was not selected.

Alternative 3 — Off-line Upstream Alignment

This alternative would place a new bridge approximately 50° upstream from the existing bridge. This alternative
results in greater property impacts than the proposed action. Property impacts would consist of the removal of both
apartment buildings at the intersection of Prospect Street and US Route 4 (Parcel 12), as well as Stateline Sports at
the east end of the bridge (Parcel 9). The owners of Stateline Sports, as well as City officials from the City of
Lebanon, have strongly opposed the acquisition of Stateline Sports and, therefore, the off-line upstream alignment.
There is a private development planned for approximately 8 acres along Prospect Street that necessitates the
removal of the apartment buildings. This may be done by the developer prior to construction of the subject bridge
project.

This alignment would result in a horizontal curve radius of 750" in VT and 510” in NH. This value would just
meet the desirable value in NH. The K value for sag vertical curve would be 35. Sight distances would be
improved by this alternative and would be comparable to the modified online alternative.

The Off-line Upstream Alignment results in two alternatives for the existing bridge, one that would retain the
existing bridge for use as a pedestrian crossing (Alternative 3A), and one that would remove the existing bridge
(Alternative 3B).

Alternative 3A — Retention of Existing Bridge

This alternative consists of retaining the existing bridge and using it as a pedestrian and bicyclist crossing. This
would allow the replacement bridge to be built with 2” shoulders instead of 5’ shoulders and without sidewalks, for
an estimated savings of $2.2 million for the new bridge structure. However, using the existing bridge as a
pedestrian crossing would necessitate rehabilitation of the bridge at an estimated cost of approximately $6 million.
Pedestrian loading for the full width of the existing deck would require the same level of rehabilitation as would be
necessary for vehicular traffic. Reducing the width of the pedestrian path could reduce the load on the bridge, but
keeping people from straying off the path would be problematic and would cause serious safety concerns.

Keeping the existing bridge as a pedestrian bridge does not fully address concerns about non-motorized/motorized
traffic interactions because pedestrians and bicyclists would still need to cross vehicular traffic to reach the
pedestrian bridge if traveling on the north side of US Route 4. There are currently crosswalks across US Route 4
at Crafts Avenue to the east of the bridge and just before the railroad underpass to the west of the bridge.
Signalized crosswalks across US Route 4 at either end of the bridge were conceptually considered as a way to
improve the safety of non-motorized crossings near the bridge. It was determined that a signal, used only
intermittently for a pedestrian crosswalk, would increase the risk of traffic accidents at this high-traffic location due
to the signal’s proximity to nearby intersections and driveways, and the occurrence of unexpectedly stopped
vehicles.

This alternative would increase permanent impacts to the protected shoreland of the Connecticut River and increase
impervious surface area. Retaining the existing bridge as a pedestrian bridge would necessitate collecting and
treating stormwater drainage off two separate structures, which would require a larger area for stormwater
treatment, and further increase project costs, property impacts, and maintenance costs. Larger areas of the
Westboro yard and Parcel 12 off Prospect Street would need to be utilized for stormwater treatment.

-12 -



At approximately $14.2 million, this alternative has the second highest cost of all alternatives that were studied due
to the extensive rehabilitation that would be required for the existing bridge in addition to the cost of a new bridge
(see Table 3). Furthermore, this alternative would nearly double the estimated maintenance costs over the next 75
years because two bridge structures would need to be maintained. The City of Lebanon does not support this
alternative because it necessitates the acquisition of Stateline Sports.

For these reasons, this alternative was not selected.

Alternative 3B — Removal of Existing Bridge

This option consists of removing the existing bridge after construction of the new upstream bridge is complete. To
adequately address the needs of motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists, the new bridge would consist of two 12’
travel lanes, a 5’ shoulder on each side, and a 5’ sidewalk on each side, for an estimated cost of $7 million. The
estimated cost of removing the existing bridge is $600,000. The total cost of this alternative is approximately
$10.8 million (see Table 3). While geometric deficiencies would be improved, this alternative would result in
greater property impacts. The City of Lebanon does not support this alternative because it requires the acquisition
of Stateline Sports.

For these reasons, this alternative was not selected.

Alternative 4 — Downstream Alignment

This alternative would place a new bridge approximately 50" downstream from the existing bridge. This alignment
necessitates greater property impacts, including the acquisition of the 4 Aces Diner (Parcel 6), the building across
from the Diner on Commercial Drive (Parcel 5), and the Listen Community Services building (Parcel 14).
Furthermore, this alternative results in the poorest geometry of all alternatives that were studied. Geometry could
be improved slightly if a new railroad underpass was constructed in Vermont to align the western approach further
to the south; however, this would result in additional property impacts (rail line, Lyman Point Park, and the
Hartford Municipal Building parking lot) and the resulting geometry would not be an improvement to existing
conditions. The poor geometry that results from this alignment does not warrant the greater level of impact or
higher cost of this alternative.

For these reasons, it was determined early in the design process that this alternative is not prudent; therefore, this
alternative was not studied beyond the conceptual design phase.
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Table 3. Approximate Costs Associated with Each Alternative

maintenance
(75 years)

Cost Alternative
No-build Rehabilitation/ | Rehabilitation Upstream Upstream Proposed
widening alignment— | alignment — action
existing retain remove (modified
bridge existing existing online
bridge bridge alignment)
Roadway $0 $200,000 $200,000 $500,000 $700,000 700,000
Existing structure $0 $13,800,000 $7,200,000 $6,000,000 - -
New structure $0 - - $5,000,000 $7,000,000 7,000,000
Existing bridge $0 $0 $0 $0 $600,000 600,000
removal
ROW $0 $200,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 600,000
PE $0 $2,900,000 $1,900,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 1,900,000
TOTAL $0 $17,100,000 $9,500,000 $14,200,000 | $10,800,000 | $10,800,000
Total cost of $11,800,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 $2,300,000 $2,300,000

Evaluation of Environmental Effects

The effects of the proposed project relative to the following social, economic, natural, and cultural resources/issues
Resources/issues that are not discussed in the body of this document were evaluated;

have been reviewed.
however, no impacts were evident.

As such, these resources/issues are omitted from this environmental

documentation. The resources and issues deemed applicable for this project are indicated in bold type.

Resources/Issues

Social/ Economic

Safety

Transportation Patterns

Air Quality
Noise
Displacements

Hazardous Materials

Neighborhoods
Business Impacts
Land Acquisition
Land Use

Farmlands
Community Services
Energy Needs

Utilities
Environmental Justice
Tax Base

Recreation

Public Lands

Scenic Byways

Natural

Water Quality
Wetlands

Surface Water
Groundwater
Floodplains
Wildlife/Fisheries
Endangered Species

Natural Communities

Invasive Plants

Cultural

Historical
Archaeological
Stonewalls
Aesthetics

Construction Impacts

Shoreland Protection

Wild & Scenic Rivers
NH Designated Rivers

Safety/Transportation Patterns/Community Services

US Route 4 is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. As defined by the Federal Highway Administration, an urban
minor arterial street system “interconnects with the urban principal arterial system and provides service to trips of
moderate length at a somewhat lower level of travel mobility than principal arterials. This system also distributes
travel to geographic areas smaller than those identified with the higher system”. The speed limit through the
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project area is currently posted for 30 mph. The existing bridge is located between two major signalized
intersections: Route 4/Route 10 approximately 0.2 mi. east and Route 4/Bridge Street approximately 0.18 mi. west.
Minor non-signalized intersections exist closer to the bridge: Crafts Ave/Commercial Dr/Route 4 approximately
0.08 mi. east (Figures 5-6) and Prospect St/Route 4 approximately 0.05 mi. west (Figures 7-8). In addition,
residential and commercial driveways are located off US Route 4 in the vicinity of the bridge. A railroad
underpass with low clearance (13’-6”) and narrow width (21°-6") is located approximately 300" west of the
existing bridge (Figure 7).

Figure 5. Facing east toward Crafts Ave/ Commercial Dr intersection

Figure 6. At Crafts Ave facing west toward bridge
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Figure 7. Facing west toward Prospect St (on right) and railroad underpass

Figure 8. Facing east toward Prospect St and bridge

Locally, the project area is zoned as “Central Business District” in both Lebanon and Hartford. In New Hampshire,
there are four businesses in the immediate vicinity of the project. The Four Aces Diner is located at the eastern
edge of the project area on the south side of US Route 4. The access road to the Westboro rail yard is located on the
south side of US Route 4, just to the east of the bridge. Place Company, a cement company operating under an
agreement with the Claremont-Concord Railroad, utilizes the Westboro access road to gain access to their facility
at the Westboro rail yard. This access road is used as a one-way entrance into the cement facility. Stateline Sports
and Portland Glass share a driveway that is located across from the Westboro access road on the north side of US
Route 4. In Vermont, Listen Community Services is located on the south side of US Route 4 (also known as Maple
Street in Hartford) immediately beyond the bridge. Two apartment buildings are located to the north of US Route
4 immediately beyond the bridge; these are accessed from Prospect Street.

In addition to the existing businesses in and around the project area, there are three developments proposed for the
near future: a city park and boat launch in the southeast quadrant, a new building and community center for Listen
Community Services in the southwest quadrant, and a new commercial development on Prospect Street in the
northwest quadrant where the two apartment buildings are currently located. Each of these developments is likely
to result in increased traffic in the vicinity of the bridge.

The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) crossing the bridge in 2008 was 13,840, with projected increases to
14,980 in 2012 and 22,260 in 2032. In 2008, AADT consisted of 6.5% trucks, which is slightly higher than the
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New Hampshire average of 5.9% on Urban Minor Arterials. The NHDOT Bureau of Traffic determined traffic
crossing the bridge consists of 77.72% passenger cars and motorcycles, 15.77% light trucks, 5.5% medium trucks,
and 1.01% heavy trucks (Table 4).

Table 4. Composition of traffic crossing the US Route 4 bridge

Vehicle Type Class Count (%) FHWA Class Truck group Gross Veh. Wt. (Ibs)
car, motorcycle 77.72 1&2 n/a n/a

pickup 15.77 3 LIGHT TRUCKS 0-14,000

bus 0.85 4 MEDIUM TRUCKS 14,000-33,000

2 axle 6 tire single unit 4.02 5 MEDIUM TRUCKS 14,000-33,000

3 axle single unit 0.49 6 MEDIUM TRUCKS 14,000-33,000

4 axle single unit 0.14 7 MEDIUM TRUCKS 14,000-33,000

<5 axle 0.55 8 HEAVY TRUCKS >33,000

5 axle 0.24 9 HEAVY TRUCKS >33,000

>5 axle 0.22 10-13 HEAVY TRUCKS >33,000

Automatic traffic recorder data from May 2005 (the most recent date available) show that traffic volumes are
highest on weekdays, with an average weekday volume of 16,297 vehicles per day. Average traffic volumes on
Saturday and Sunday were 13,919 and 9,995, respectively. The traffic recorder was located on the bridge at the
Vermont state line.

Accident data from New Hampshire is available for the project area for the period of 1988 through 2006:

On the bridge, there were six reported accidents within the 13-year study period. Two of these accidents resulted
in injuries. Five accidents involved two vehicles, three of which were rear-end collisions. One accident within this
period involved a truck hitting the overhead truss.

Between the bridge and the Crafts Avenue/Commercial Avenue intersection approximately 400 feet east,
there were nineteen reported accidents on US Route 4 within the study period. Five of these accidents resulted in
injuries. All nineteen accidents along this portion of US Route 4 involved two or more vehicles, and sixteen
accidents were rear-end collisions.

At the intersection of US Route 4/Crafts Avenue/Commercial Avenue, fourteen accidents were reported within
the study period. Five resulted in injuries, all involved two or more vehicles, seven were rear-end collisions, and
six involved turning movements.

Based on accident data from 1998 through 2005, the Department identified the section of US Route 4 between
Crafts Ave and the Vermont state line as having accident rates during that period that warrant further investigation.
Accident rates are based on the number of accidents, traffic volumes, and length of road. Of the state’s 4,598 miles
of roadway, approximately 169 miles have accident rates high enough to warrant further investigation. The
accident rate on US Route 4 between Crafts Ave and the state line is eight crashes per million miles of travel.
Approximately 76% of the accidents reported along this section of roadway were rear-end collisions.

Accident data from Vermont is available for the project area for the period of 1992 to 2006:

Between the bridge and the railroad underpass approximately 320’ to the west, there were fourteen reported
accidents on US Route 4 during the study period. Of these fourteen accidents, ten resulted in injuries and eight
were rear-end collisions. Eight of these accidents involved cars driving east on US Route 4 toward the bridge and
account for five of the rear-end collisions.

Accidents can have a multitude of causes and accident datasets often do not contain detailed information. Accident
data can be difficult to quantify and must be interpreted based on professional engineering judgment. Design
deficiencies along this section of US Route 4 likely contribute to accidents. One contributing factor may be the
bridge’s narrow width, which causes some vehicles to reduce speed unexpectedly prior to crossing the bridge.
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Thus, by slowing some but not all traffic at unexpected times, the bridge layout and design increases the risk for
accidents, especially when coupled with the high traffic volume. This also makes the bridge an ineffective traffic
calming measure since it does not lead to consistent and predictable reductions in traffic speed. According to the
National Motorist Association, federal and state studies have consistently shown that the drivers most likely to get
into accidents in traffic are those traveling significantly below the average speed. Another possible contributing
factor in accidents within the project area is the number of driveways and side roads off US Route 4 in the vicinity
of the bridge. Turning off US Route 4 leads to unexpected slowing or stopping in an area where sight distance and
approach geometry are not ideal. The proposed action will improve approach geometry and provide a wider bridge
that will improve traffic flow.

Each automobile accident has an associated expense and incurs a societal cost as it relates to increased insurance
premiums, emergency response, clean-up, and property damage. According to the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), the average fatal automobile accident has a societal cost of approximately $3
million. The average “injury only” accident costs $63,000, and the average property damage only accident costs
$2,300. In the year 2000 in New Hampshire alone, the economic cost of motor vehicle traffic accidents was
approximately $1.014 billion. Using the estimators above, the societal cost of accidents for the accident study
period was approximately $818,100 in the New Hampshire portion of the project area and $576,200 in the Vermont
portion of the project area.

The existing bridge approaches have substandard geometry. The minimum horizontal curve radius is 396’ in
Vermont and 1042’ in New Hampshire (desirable is 510”). The K value (a measure of curvature) for sag vertical
curve is 16.7 on both sides of the bridge (recommendation is 26 in NH, 40 in VT). There is also a steep (8.5%)
downgrade toward the east approach (Figure 5). These factors reduce the intersection and stopping sight distance
along both approaches. At a posted speed limit of 30 mph, the minimum sight distance should be 290’ for left
turns, 335’ for right turns, and 200’ for stopping (see Table 6). Of the four drives/roadways nearest the bridge,
only Stateline Sports meets the minimum sight distance for both left and right turns onto US Route 4. The sight
distance for left turns out of the Listen lot is 210°, and the sight distance for right turns out of the Westboro Yard is
185’.

In addition to roadway geometry, the existing vertical and diagonal members of the truss block the line of sight for
vehicles turning left onto US Route 4 from Prospect Street (Figure 9). The existing condition provides only 180’
of sight distance, which equates to a design speed of less than 20 mph. The minimum speed limit that can be
posted in New Hampshire is 25 mph. A new mixed-commercial development with five new buildings is currently
proposed for Prospect Street, which will lead to an increase in traffic turning onto US Route 4. The new bridge
will eliminate this safety concern because it will have no overhead structures that will interfere with line of sight.
Furthermore, the proposed action includes approach work and a modified bridge alignment that will result in
improved horizontal curve radius.

Figure 9. Prospect St intersection
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The existing bridge does not have shoulders and has only one sidewalk, which is attached off the downstream side
(Figure 10). Sidewalks are currently located on both sides of US Route 4 in Hartford (except between Prospect
Street and the bridge), and the south side of US Route 4 in Lebanon. Pedestrians walking on the north side of the
roadway must cross vehicular traffic to access the sidewalk on the south side of the bridge. The existing conditions
contribute to concerns for pedestrian safety in this high traffic, urban location. The Federal Highway
Administration recommends sidewalks on both sides of the roadway in urban settings to improve pedestrian safety
(Guidance Memorandum on Consideration and Implementation of Proven Safety Countermeasures), as does the
AASHTO “Green Book” (A Policy on the Geometric Design of Highways and Streets). The proposed action will
provide sidewalks on both sides of the approach roadway in Hartford and Lebanon, as well as on both sides of the
bridge, and will provide shoulders across the bridge to allow for separation of bicycle and vehicle traffic.

Figure 10. Sidewalk off downstream side of bridge

Traffic will be maintained on the existing bridge during construction of the temporary bridge. Commercial trucks
over 10 tons will continue to use the detour through Hanover, NH during construction of the temporary bridge.
Upon completion of the temporary bridge, the existing bridge will be closed and all traffic, including trucks, will
use the temporary bridge to cross the river at this location. Traffic will be maintained on the temporary bridge until
the subject project has been completed.

The current reduced posting of the existing bridge (10 tons) limits the type of emergency vehicles that can safely
cross the bridge. The weight of typical emergency vehicles ranges from approximately 7 tons for a small rescue
truck to 40 tons or more for a ladder truck. The temporary bridge will provide a safe crossing for all legal loads
before and during construction of the proposed action. The replacement bridge will handle all legal loads and will
permanently restore this crossing for all emergency vehicles.

Air Quality

The proposed project is located within a portion of the State that has been determined to be in "attainment™ with
respect to the 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and for all other criteria
pollutants (CO, NOx, VOCs, PM10, and PM2.5). The proposed work is not considered a “Regionally Significant
Project” as defined in the final Transportation Conformity rules (40 CFR 93.101) or in those rules adopted by the
New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services in accordance with the interagency consultation provisions
required by 40 CFR 93.105. When completed, the project is not expected to result in any meaningful changes in
traffic volumes, vehicle mix, or any other factor that would cause an increase in emissions impacts, nor is it
expected to contribute to violations of the NAAQS. Consequently, this project is exempt from the conformity
requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

Though exempt from the conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy Act

requires consideration of the project's impact on air quality. Since the project is not expected to result in any
violations for the NAAQS for CO, this project will not have an adverse impact on air quality in the area.
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Noise

When completed, the proposed project is not expected to result in any meaningful changes in traffic volumes,
vehicle mix, or any other factor that would cause a noticeable increase in noise emissions to any of the adjacent
receptors. Construction activities will temporarily increase noise due to the operation of heavy equipment but noise
levels are expected to return to normal after the project is completed.

Hazardous Materials/Contaminated Properties

A database search of the NH Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) OneStop Data Geographic
Information System indicates that contaminated properties might be encountered in the project area during
construction (Exhibit D1). Two remediation sites and one hazardous waste generator are shown proximate to or
within the project area.  The site to the north of the project area is known as T&R Sidelines (NHDES Site
#199306028). This site has contaminated soil from a leaking underground storage tank that has since been
removed. A monitoring well (MW-204) that is associated with this site was located just to the south of US Route 4
near the existing bridge abutment (Exhibit D3). This well was decommissioned prior to construction of the
temporary bridge. The Department will coordinate with NHDES and the City of Lebanon on the recommissioning
of this well following construction of the replacement bridge. The Consultant retained by the Department will
sample any soil that is removed from this site to determine if the material can be reused onsite or will need to be
handled, transported, and disposed of off-site. During construction activities, the Consultant will assist in
determining areas of soils that will need to be temporarily stockpiled on poly for sampling purposes. In the event
that any contamination is encountered, the site is eligible for the Qil, Discharge, Disposal, and Cleanup Fund (ODD
Fund), allowing for reimbursement for some or all of the direct impacts on this project that result from this
contaminated site.

In addition to the aforementioned site, the northern portion of the Westboro Rail Yard is contaminated from leaking
aboveground storage tanks that have since been removed (NHDES Site #199210036). This site is known as the
Tidewater Oil parcel and is currently owned by the Department. In 2007, an area of contaminated soil was
excavated and stockpiled on concrete pads located south of the project area. Additional contaminated material was
removed and stockpiled during construction of the temporary bridge. Contaminated soil along the US Route 4
embankment still exists. Removal of the stockpiled soil will be completed by the City of Lebanon within the next
year.

There are four monitoring wells associated with the Tidewater Oil parcel (Exhibit D3). One of these wells, MW-8,
was decommissioned prior to construction of the temporary bridge. The Department will coordinate with NHDES
and the City of Lebanon on the recommissioning of this well following construction of this project. The remaining
Tidewater Oil wells will not be impacted by the construction of this project and will remain accessible following
construction.

Proposed construction activities will not require any deep excavation on the Tidewater QOil parcel; however, a
Consultant retained by the Department will sample any removed soil for analysis and determine if the material can
be reused onsite or will need to be handled, transported, and disposed of off-site. During construction activities, the
Consultant will assist in determining areas of soils that will need to be temporarily stockpiled on poly for sampling
purposes.

The NH Department of Environmental Services has designated the Westboro Rail Yard a Groundwater
Management Zone. Any dewatering activities undertaken during construction will need to include ltems that
address onsite treatment and disposal, or handling, transport, and disposal at an appropriate off-site facility. The
Consultant retained by the Department will be onsite to take the requisite samples. Typical turnaround time for
sampling results is 5 days. The Contractor is responsible for all required permits related to disposal of groundwater.
The Department has been coordinating with NHDES on all proposed activities at this site and will continue to
coordinate with NHDES and the City of Lebanon as construction plans are finalized.

Two additional sites, Place Company (NHDES Site #NHD510119977) and Sharkey’s Garage (NHDES Site
#200601032), are not expected to be sources of contamination during construction of the proposed project.
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During construction, any coordination by NHDOT with the appropriate parties at NHDES will be managed by a
Consultant retained by the Department.

No contaminated properties are known to exist within the project area in Vermont (Exhibit D2). The sewer main
on Prospect Street and Maple Street is asbestos cement; however, this sewer line is not expected to be impacted
during construction. In the event that construction will necessitate the removal of any asbestos-containing pipe, a
licensed asbestos abatement contractor will be retained to ensure that all asbestos removal work is performed in
accordance with applicable state and federal rules and regulations.

Recreation

US Route 4 is a designated State Bicycle Route in New Hampshire. Vermont does not have such a designation.
Bicycles are used throughout the Upper Valley region for commuting to work and school, as well as for recreation
and conducting errands. Safe and contiguous bicycle facilities are critical to support both commuter and
recreational bicycle trips. With a curb-to-curb width of only 24’-0”, the existing bridge does not safely
accommodate bicyclists. Any bicyclists traveling into Vermont must mix with traffic across the bridge or cross
vehicular traffic to walk their bicycles on the sidewalk along the south side of the bridge. Per NH RSA 265:26-a,
bicycles cannot be ridden on the sidewalk.

According to comments received by the Upper Valley Trails Alliance over the last ten years, the current bridge
deters many bicyclists from traveling along this route. There is strong public support for an improved crossing for
non-motorized transportation at this location (Exhibit C12). The City of Lebanon’s Master Plan states that
improved pedestrian and bicycle access from Lebanon to West Lebanon and White River Junction is an issue often
raised at public meetings. Furthermore, this bridge crossing has been identified as a key crossing in the proposed
Upper Valley Loop Trail through Lebanon and Hanover, NH and White River Junction and Norwich, VT.
Improving bicycle access is supported in the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission Regional
Plan (2004), which includes the following transportation goals: “continue to increase opportunities for multi modal
travel and intermodal connections to effectively reduce reliance on single-occupant vehicles and to be proactive at
preventing future problems and congestion” and “provide safe, integrated multi-modal facilities in all major
transportation improvement projects to encourage adequate and equitable mobility for all residents and visitors to
the Region”.

The US DOT Policy Statement — Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation Infrastructure — states:

“Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and reconstruction
projects in all urbanized areas unless one or more of three conditions are met: bicyclists
and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway; the cost of establishing
bikeways or walkways would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable
use; and where sparsity of population or other factors indicate an absence of need.”

The US Route 4 bridge does not meet any of the three conditions outlined above; therefore, a safe bicycle crossing
at this location must be addressed as part of any proposed action.

By AASHTO guidelines, paved shoulders should be at least 4° wide to accommodate bicycle travel, and greater
than 4’ wide where there is a high percentage of truck traffic as there is at this site. Additionally, NH RSA
265:143-a requires drivers to leave a ‘reasonable and prudent’ distance between their vehicles and bicycles on the
roadway. A reasonable and prudent distance is considered at least 3 feet at 30 mph or less, with one additional
foot of clearance required for every 10 mph above 30. The speed limit across the existing bridge is posted at 30
mph. In order to comply with RSA 265:143-a, drivers would need to pull into the lane of oncoming traffic to leave
at least 3 feet of space between the vehicle and bicycle and, because of the bridge’s narrow width, oncoming traffic
cannot move out of the way. The alternative scenario is for traffic to remain behind bicycles traveling across the
bridge. This causes vehicles to brake and drive slower than other drivers are expecting, and can lead to rear-end
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collisions.

The proposed action will provide 5’ shoulders and 5.5’ sidewalks on both sides of the bridge. This design complies
with AASHTO guidelines and enables drivers to safely comply with NH RSA 265:143-a. The Department’s
Bicycle/Pedestrian Program considers the design acceptable for both pedestrians and bicyclists (Exhibit C13).

Once construction of this project is complete and the temporary bridge is removed, the City of Lebanon has
expressed interest in creating a riverside park in the northern portion of the Westboro Rail Yard. According to the
Westboro Riverfront Park Design Study completed for the City of Lebanon in 2004, the park would potentially
consist of paved parking, a car top boat launch, a trail to the river, a kiosk and/or pavilion overlooking the river,
and a portion of a riverfront trail for walking and bicycling. The proposed action will not prevent the City from
carrying out these plans once construction activities are complete, and the Department will continue to coordinate
with the City as the project moves forward to determine how to best leave the site to enhance construction of the
park. The proposed riverfront trail is part of a larger effort to connect the Westboro Rail Yard and this area of
Lebanon to the City’s existing trail system. To allow for future expansion of the riverfront trail, the proposed
bridge has been designed to allow adequate room for a trail to be constructed under the bridge to provide continuity
along the river without crossing US Route 4.

Canoes and kayaks are regularly used in this section of the Connecticut River. An access area for car top boats is
located in New Hampshire approximately one mile upstream from the existing bridge; another access area is
located in Vermont immediately downstream from the bridge at Lyman Point Park at the confluence of the White
River. It will be determined during final design of the project if the use of boats within the project area will be
possible while construction is taking place. Once construction is complete, the replacement bridge will not impact
recreational boating.

Neighborhoods/Business Impacts/Land Acquisition

According to the US Census Bureau, the 2008 population of Lebanon and Hartford was 12,806 and 10,696,
respectively. According to The Lebanon NH-VT Micropolitan Statistical Area — A Geo-demographic Review
(2006), this region experienced a population increase of 15% between 1999 and 2004 and the population of both
municipalities is expected to continue increasing. The City of Lebanon serves as the regional economic center for
the Upper Valley region of New Hampshire and Vermont and has been identified as part of the urban core of a
multitown, multi-county agglomeration known as the Lebanon, NH — VT Micropolitan Statistical Area. This
“micropolis” is identified by strong economic integration and interdependence. Lebanon is the center of the Upper
Valley’s labor market, providing 50 percent of the available jobs in a 24-town region. The home-to-work
commuting patterns identified in the 2000 census illustrate the important economic linkage between Lebanon, NH
and Hartford, VT. Of the top five communities from which residents commute to Lebanon, Hartford ranks second
behind Lebanon. Of the top 5 commuting destinations for Lebanon residents, Hartford ranks third. The US Route
4 bridge is considered an essential link between Lebanon and Hartford. The average weekday traffic over the
bridge in 2005 was 16,297 vehicles per day, while traffic volumes on Saturday and Sunday were 13,919 and 9,995,
respectively. The US Route 4 bridge is located on two Advance Transit bus routes that serve the Upper Valley
region in New Hampshire and Vermont. These buses run hourly and, according to the Advance Transit website, up
to 67% of passengers on these two routes are commuters.

Locally, the project area is zoned as “Central Business District” in both Lebanon and Hartford. In New Hampshire,
there are four businesses in the immediate vicinity of the project. The Four Aces Diner is located at the eastern
edge of the project area on the south side of US Route 4. The access road to the Westboro rail yard is located on the
south side of US Route 4, just to the east of the bridge. Place Company, a cement company operating under an
agreement with the Claremont-Concord Railroad, utilizes the Westboro access road to gain access to their facility
at the Westboro rail yard. This access road is used as a one-way entrance into the cement facility. Stateline Sports
and Portland Glass share a driveway that is located across from the Westboro access road on the north side of US
Route 4. In Vermont, Listen Community Services is located on the south side of US Route 4 (also known as Maple
Street in Hartford) immediately beyond the bridge. Two apartment buildings are located to the north of US Route
4 immediately beyond the bridge; these are accessed from Prospect Street.
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In addition to existing businesses in and around the project area, there are three developments proposed for the near
future: a city park and boat launch in the southeast quadrant; a new shop and community center for Listen
Community Services in the southwest quadrant; and a new mixed-commercial development with five new
buildings on Prospect Street in the northwest quadrant where the two apartment buildings are currently located.
Each of these developments is likely to result in increased traffic and turning movements in the vicinity of the
bridge.

This project will require the acquisition of permanent easements and strip right-of-way (Table 5). In Vermont, the
apartment building at 17 Maple Street will be removed if the Prospect Street developer does not remove it prior to
construction of the proposed action. A Conceptual Relocation Study would be performed if the building must be
removed as part of the subject project to assure that there is an adequate number of functionally similar, decent,
safe, and sanitary residential replacement housing to accommodate displaced residents. This study would be
conducted and provided in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

Access to all businesses will be maintained during and after construction.

Table 5. Summary of Property Impacts for Proposed Action

Parcel Property Type of
Parcel # Owner Size (sq. ft.) Impacts (sq. ft.) impact
8 | Townsend 126,324 (2.9 ac) 1,025 ROW
acquisition
9 | Townsend 113,256 (2.6 ac) 1,050 ROW
acquisition
9 Townsend 113,256 (2.6 ac) 7,350 Easement
10 State of NH 830,689 (19.07 ac) 16,300 Easement
12 Prospect Street 12,197 (0.28 ac) 7,405 Easement
Development
Project Total 33,130

See the Safety/Transportation Patterns section for more information.

Conservation Land/Land Use

The proposed action has been reviewed by the Office of Energy & Planning, Conservation Land Stewardship
(CLS) Program Coordinator, and it was determined that there are no CLS resources within the project area in New
Hampshire (Exhibit C6).

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a program that was established by Congress in 1964 to create
parks and open spaces; protect wilderness, wetlands, and refuges; preserve wildlife habitat; and enhance
recreational opportunities. Any alteration or conversion of LWCF properties necessitates a 6(f) conversion of
property. Based upon a review of their LWCF files, the NH Department of Resources and Economic Development
(DRED) and the Vermont Agency of Transportation have advised that there are no Section 6(f) parcels located
within the project area (Exhibit C7 and C8).

No other conservation lands exist within the limits of the project.

Scenic Byways/Aesthetics

The New Hampshire Scenic and Cultural Byways Program was established in 1992 under NH RSA 238:19, and is
tied directly to the National Scenic Byways Program. This program was established “to provide the opportunity for
residents and visitors to travel a system of byways which feature the scenic and cultural qualities of the state within
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the existing highway system, promote retention of rural and urban scenic byways, support the cultural, recreational
and historic attributes along these byways and expose the unigue elements of the state’s beauty, culture and
history.” National Scenic Byways, a group of nationally designated byways, represent roadways that are
destinations in themselves and deserve national recognition for the intrinsic values they feature. The Connecticut
River Byway was established under NH RSA 238:19 in 1999 and was designated a National Scenic Byway in
2005.

The goal of the Connecticut River Byway is to highlight the historic, cultural, scenic, and recreational resources
along the Connecticut River. According to the Connecticut River Byway website, there are nine designated
"waypoint communities" along the 500-mile-long Connecticut River Byway as it follows the river in both New
Hampshire and Vermont. The website states, “With their origins as early bridge sites, cross roads, and railroad
hubs, these towns have been welcoming travelers since the days of flat boats, stage coaches, and steam engines”.
White River Junction, a village within the Town of Hartford, Vermont, has been designated a waypoint community
for the towns of Hartland and Norwich in Vermont and Lebanon, Hanover, and Plainfield in New Hampshire. The
designated Byway routes in the White River Junction area are VT Route 5 in Vermont, and NH Route 10 from
West Lebanon to points north and NH Route 12A from West Lebanon to points south in New Hampshire. While
US Route 4 is not part of the Connecticut River Byway, it is an important route into the waypoint community of
White River Junction and a major link between New Hampshire and Vermont in the Connecticut River valley.

Utilities
The proposed project requires the relocation of utility lines and poles, as well as fire hydrants. Disruption to
service, if any, will be kept to an absolute minimum.

The following utility companies have been identified within the project area:

SERVICE LOCATION
Comcast (CATV) Aerial
National Grid (Power) Aerial

AT&T (Telephone) Underground
FairPoint Communications (Telephone) Underground
Lebanon Public Works (Water and Sewer) Underground
Hartford Public Works (Water and Sewer) Underground

Hartford Fire Department (Hydrant) -
Lebanon Fire Department (Hydrant) -

Conduits for fiber optic cable are attached to the south side of the existing bridge, and overhead power lines span
the river south of the bridge. These utilities will be relocated following construction.

The Department’s Utility Section has coordinated with the appropriate utilities to initiate the relocation of poles
and lines as needed.

Environmental Justice

Executive Orders 12898 and 13166, signed in 1994 and 2000 respectively, require that an Environmental Justice
evaluation be conducted for all transportation projects that are undertaken, funded, or approved by the Federal
Highway Administration to avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, and social and economic effects on minority populations and low income populations. The
Environmental Justice review for the proposed action shows that, based on the most recent Census Data, minority
populations, disabled populations, populations with limited English proficiency, elderly populations, and low-
income populations within the project area are not meaningfully greater than the surrounding area (Exhibit F).
Therefore, this project complies with Executive Orders 12898 and 13166.
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Surface Waters/ Wetlands/ Water Quality

The Department’s Bureau of Environment (BOE) delineated all wetland resources within the limits of the project
based on the 1987 Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands produced by the US
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) Wetlands Research Program. In addition, the wetlands were classified utilizing
the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, Lewis M. Cowardin, US Department
of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. The only jurisdictional wetland area within the project limits is the
Connecticut River, which is classified as R2UBH (Riverine, Upper Perennial, Unconsolidated Bottom,
Permanently Flooded). The proposed project will involve work within areas under the jurisdiction of the DES
Wetlands Bureau and the ACOE. Approximately 8,400 ft* of permanent and/or temporary impacts will be
necessary for the proposed action (approximately 3,800 ft* bank impacts and 4,600 ft* channel impacts); however,
detailed impacts will not be quantified until final design of the project. All appropriate permits will be secured
from the NH Department of Environmental Services, Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, and the US Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) prior to construction.

As a navigable river, the US Coast Guard was contacted regarding the need for a Coast Guard permit for the
proposed project. Since the river at this location is not used, nor is it susceptible to be used with reasonable
improvement, as a means to transport interstate or foreign commerce, the project is exempt from a Coast Guard
permit under 23 USC Section 144(h) (Exhibit C5).

Based on the stream order classification system, in which first order streams are the smallest streams, the
Connecticut River is considered a 6™ order river through Lebanon. As such, this water body is subject to the New
Hampshire Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act, or CSPA (NH RSA 483-B), which applies to any river that is
classified as 4™ order or larger. The CSPA establishes minimum standards for activities within the Protected
Shoreland that are designed to protect the water quality of the state’s larger water bodies. The protected shoreland
is defined as all land located within 250 feet of the reference line (natural mean high water level or limit of flowage
rights) of public waters. The proposed action will result in temporary and permanent impacts to the Protected
Shoreland of the Connecticut River. Approximately 40,000 ft* of permanent and/or temporary impacts will be
necessary for the proposed action; however, detailed impacts will not be quantified until final design of the project.
A permit from the NH Department of Environmental Services Shoreland Program will be obtained prior to
construction.

The project was reviewed by the ACOE, DES Wetlands Bureau, DES Rivers Management Program, NH Fish and
Game Department (NHF&G), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), and FHWA at the monthly Natural Resource Agency Coordination meeting on September 17, 2008, March
18, 2009, and August 19, 2009. Representatives from the ACOE and DES Rivers Management Program asked that
abutments of a new bridge be moved away from the riverbanks, which was taken into account in the proposed
action. No one in attendance expressed concern for the project as proposed.

The Clean Water Act of 1972 (33 USC 1251) regulates the discharge of pollutants into the waters of the United
States and sets quality standards for surface waters. In accordance with the Clean Water Act, the surface waters of
New Hampshire have been classified by the State Legislature (NH RSA 485-A:8) as either Class A or Class B.
Class A waters are considered to be of the highest quality and considered optimal for use as water supplies after
adequate treatment. Class B waters are considered acceptable for fishing, swimming, and other recreational
purposes and, after adequate treatment, for use as water supplies. The segment of the Connecticut River crossed by
the existing bridge has been designated a Class B Water. Currently, stormwater runoff from the bridge flows
directly into the river. As part of the proposed action, runoff from the bridge will be captured in a closed drainage
system and diverted for treatment prior to entering the river. In Vermont, a stormwater separator will be installed
to treat runoff. Design of stormwater treatment measures will be completed during final design of the project.
Proposed drainage treatments will prevent the bridge and its approaches from contributing to water quality
concerns along the Connecticut River.

In order to maintain water quality during construction, the project Contractor will be required, as a contract
provision, to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for this project prior to the
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commencement of construction activities. This plan will ensure that all exposed areas, where construction
activities are ongoing, are stabilized using appropriate erosion control techniques.

In accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, the NHDES has designated the subject section of the
Connecticut River (Assessment Unit ID #NHRIV801060302-01) as marginally impaired for two pollutants,
Escherichia coli (E. coli) and mercury (Exhibit E). E. coli can adversely affect recreation in the river. The
presence of E. coli in water bodies is typically a strong indication of sewage or animal waste contamination. It may
enter the water through sewer outlets during rainfalls, from poorly functioning septic systems, or from spills from
lagoons containing animal wastes. Mercury can adversely affect fish consumption. It is introduced into the
atmosphere by industrial emissions and the burning of fossil fuels, and returns to the earth’s surface through
atmospheric deposition. According to the US Geological Survey, atmospheric deposition is the primary source of
mercury in New England waterways. Mercury that is deposited on land tends to bind tightly to soil components,
which greatly limits its mobility. For this reason, mercury is not a significant component in stormwater runoff.

Since normal roadway runoff does not contain E. coli or mercury, and impervious surfaces are not a significant
factor in the introduction of either pollutant, the proposed action is not expected to further impair the subject
section of the Connecticut River for these pollutants.

NH Designated Rivers

The Connecticut River is a NH Designated River per NH RSA 483, the Rivers Management and Protection Act.
The Rivers Management and Protection Act classifies the entire length of designated rivers using four categories:
Natural, Rural, Rural-Community, and Community. State regulated protection measures apply to each of these
categories. The segment of the Connecticut River within the project area is classified as “Community”. No
protection measures associated with this classification restrict the construction of the proposed action. The
Connecticut River Joint Commissions, the organization that oversees the management of this designated river, was
contacted for input on the subject project (Exhibit C10 and C11).

Floodplains/ Floodways

Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT are communities that participate in the National Flood Insurance Program. The
project lies within areas delineated as Floodway Areas, Special Flood Hazard Areas, and Zone X on the Flood
Insurance Rate Map (Exhibit H). The Floodway Area is defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) as “the channel of the river plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be kept free of encroachment so
that the 100-year flood can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights.” Special Flood Hazard Areas
are subject to flooding by the 100-year flood. Zone X areas are those areas that are subject to the 500-year flood or
areas that are subject to the 100-year flood but with average depths of less than one foot.

The Department met with the NH Office of Energy and Planning and FEMA on August 28, 2008 and February 11,
2009 to determine if proposed activities would impact regulatory floodplains and/or floodways. The Department’s
hydraulic analysis has shown that, during the 100-year flood event, surface water elevations would decrease by
0.02’ immediately upstream from the proposed bridge. Although the proposed steel girders will be partially
submerged at the 100-year flood event, the proposed bridge is longer than the original (442’ opening versus 376’)
and the submergence occurs in the area beyond the existing bridge opening. The proposed bridge opening will be
larger than the original opening and upstream water surface elevations will decrease as a result of the proposed
construction. FEMA requested the submittal of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) prior to
construction. A CLOMR is a request for FEMA's official comment on a proposed project that would, upon
construction, “affect the hydrologic or hydraulic characteristics of a flooding source and thus result in the
modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the effective Base Flood Elevations, or the Special Flood Hazard
Area.” In addition, the DES Rivers Management Program reviewed the project at the monthly NHDOT Natural
Resource Agency Coordination meeting, where it was requested that new abutments be moved away from
riverbanks if possible. The proposed design includes the placement of abutments farther away from the riverbanks
than the existing bridge abutments.
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Wildlife/ Fisheries/ Endangered Species/ Natural Communities

The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NH Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB) have reviewed the proposed
action for the presence of Federal or State listed threatened or endangered species, or other species or plant
communities of special or exemplary status. Based on currently available information, two such wildlife species
occur in the vicinity of the project area: dwarf wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon), a state and federally listed
endangered species, and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), a state listed endangered species (Exhibit C1). No
exemplary natural communities have been identified in the vicinity of the project. Highest Ranked Habitats and
Conservation Focus Areas, as identified by the NH Wildlife Action Plan, do not exist in or near the project area.

Correspondence from the USFWS indicates that the closest known dwarf wedgemussel population is
approximately two miles downstream from the project area. Furthermore, the river segment within the project area
lacks appropriate dwarf wedgemussel habitat. For these reasons, the USFWS stated that this project is not likely to
adversely affect dwarf wedgemussels (Exhibit C2). No further consultation is necessary.

The NHB memorandum indicates that bald eagles have been observed perching and roosting in the vicinity of the
project during winter months between 1981 and 1998. Most observations of perched eagles were between the
Wilder Dam and US Route 4 on tall pines. Eagles have also been seen roosting in White River Junction near
Interstate 91. On recent site visits to the project area, no trees were observed within the project area that would
provide desirable roost sites, such as super-canopy trees, tall white pines, or large snags. Correspondence with the
NH Fish and Game Department (NHF&G) indicates that the proposed project will not impact bald eagles (Exhibit
C3). No further consultation is necessary.

A memo from the Vermont Agency of Transportation states that the project will not impact any species or habitats
of special concern in Vermont (Exhibit C4).

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act requires the federal government to identify
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and make conservation recommendations to agencies whose actions could damage it.
The Connecticut River is EFH for all life cycle stages of Atlantic Salmon (Salmo salar). The Department has
prepared an EFH Assessment Worksheet to ensure that EFH is not adversely affected by the construction of this
project (Exhibit G2). This Assessment was submitted to the ACOE and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS). There will be no substantial adverse impact to EFH for these reasons:

1. Only minor work will be required below the ordinary high water line for the placement of two piers.

Riprap will be placed for scour protection around each abutment and will extend below ordinary high

water; however it is not expected to extend below the low water line.

2. The proposed temporary bridge will not adversely affect the quantity or quality of water in the

Connecticut River.

3. The project contractor will be required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

prior to the commencement of construction activities. By utilizing Best Management Practices, this plan

will protect the integrity of the Connecticut River in the project area throughout the construction period.

4. The proposed bridge will not obstruct fish passage.

Invasive Plants

Under the statutory authority of NH RSA 430:55, the NH Department of Agriculture, Markets & Food prohibits the
spread of invasive plants listed on the NH Prohibited Species List. The project contains areas of Japanese
Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), a highly invasive plant that is listed on the Prohibited Species List. Knotweed
is located along US Route 4 and the Westboro Rail Yard access road at the eastern limits of the project area (Figure
11), and along the riverbank on both sides of the existing bridge at the western limits of the project area. These
locations have been delineated and will be depicted on construction plans. If knotweed stems or the soil within a
six-foot radius of the plants is disturbed by construction activities, Best Management Practices shall be utilized to
appropriately contain and/or dispose of the knotweed and prevent it from spreading within or outside of the project
area. Removing topsoil in areas where Japanese Knotweed occurs will require the removal of plant material and
associated soil within a six-foot radius beyond the limit of any knotweed stems. This material must be buried at
least five feet below grade or stored on an impervious surface until all plant material is nonviable. The Contractor
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will be referred to the NHDOT manual Best Management Practices for Roadside Invasive Plants for further
guidance.

Figure 11. Japanese knotweed located along Westboro Access Road

Cultural Resources

The Department has coordinated with the Vermont Agency of Transportation Historic Preservation Officer
(VTrans HPO), the NH Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR), and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), to locate and identify properties listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places within
the project area. The Department also established coordination with the Lebanon Heritage Commission, Lebanon
Historical Society, Hartford Historical Society, and Hartford Historic Preservation Commission; however, no
written comments on the project were received from these groups.

Two public informational meetings have been held for the project, the first in Lebanon, NH on October 21, 2008,
and the second in Hartford, VT on February 11, 2009. A handout was provided at the Hartford meeting that
summarized the historicity of the existing bridge (Exhibit 14). At the Lebanon meeting, a representative from the
Hartford Historic Preservation Commission stated his preference for rehabilitating the existing bridge because it
serves as a gateway between the two communities. He also expressed support for keeping the existing bridge if the
upstream alternative was selected. No other comments were made in support of rehabilitation or retention of the
existing bridge.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), pursuant to its regulations, “Protection of Historic
Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), was contacted by both NHDHR and FHWA for guidance on the adequacy of
information developed for the draft Section 4(f) evaluation and provided during Section 106 coordination. The
ACHP determined that additional information could be provided in the Least Harm analysis to clarify specific
concerns (see Exhibit 13).

The project was reviewed at NHDOT-Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meetings held on July 10, 2008;
September 11, 2008; February 5, 2009; March 5, 2009; April 2, 2009; June 22, 2009; August 13, 2009; June 15,
2010; and July 8, 2010 (see Exhibit 15 for meeting minutes). Field reviews with NHDHR and VTrans
representatives were held on August 7, 2008 and October 7, 2009.

Description of Historic Resources

Historic Resources (Extant Architectural)

Bridge
The existing bridge over the Connecticut River was constructed in 1936 and rehabilitated in 1976. This is a 3-span
riveted steel bridge consisting of two High Pratt trusses and one Warren Pony truss (Figure 12). The bridge sits on
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stone abutments with concrete and steel caps and is supported by two stone piers in the river. The bridge spans
approximately 386° from the NH abutment to the VT abutment, has a curb-to-curb width of 24’-0”, and a vertical
clearance of 13’-9”. A 5 wide sidewalk is attached off the downstream side of the bridge. The two High Pratt
trusses are similar in design. Each truss has seven panels of varying width. The top chords and inclined endposts
are built-up riveted box sections consisting of two channels joined back-to-back with continuous top plates and
bottom lacing bars. Bottom chords are built-up members consisting of channels joined back-to-back with top and
bottom tie plates. Portal bracing consists of a Warren-truss strut with T-section flanges. Sway frame struts and
bracing are all constructed with angles. The Warren Pony truss is located at the eastern end of the bridge. The
span measures 88’-0" and consists of four panels each measuring 22°-0”. The truss is 11°-0” tall. The floor system
for the entire bridge consists of steel floor beams with seven stringers placed 4’ on center. The bridge has a
concrete, cast-in-place concrete deck with bituminous overlay. The sidewalk has timber flooring.

This bridge is one of about 14 High Pratt truss bridges built between the Flood of 1927 and World War 1I. Six of
the bridges from this period remain in existence and are essentially identical in terms of design, materials,
fabrication, and construction technology. The Lebanon-Hartford bridge was designed by the New Hampshire
Highway Department and fabricated by the American Bridge Company. Despite the poor condition of the bridge
at this time, it retains integrity as a mid-20"™ century multi-span highway bridge. It is eligible for the National
Register at the state level under Criterion A for its association with the 1936 flood and the federal relief funds used
to construct the bridge, and Criterion C for its engineering significance (Exhibit J1).

Figure 12. Warren Pony/High Pratt truss bridge

Four Aces Diner

The Four Aces Diner is located at 23 Bridge Street (Figure 13). This is a two-story, side-gabled structure
constructed in 1986 to enclose three sides of a late model, 1950s Worchester diner, which occupies the first floor
area. Visible on the long, east facade is one elevation of the diner, which is sheathed in vertical panels of red
porcelain enamel framed with stainless steel. A single-story shed roof supported by plain wooden posts shelters the
front exterior wall of the diner including the projecting entrance vestibule. The diner has three horizontal fixed
windows on either side of the entrance vestibule. Above the windows is a band of stainless steel with an inscribed
geometric design.

The Four Aces Diner is a classic example of a Worcester diner of the early 1950s. It was assembled in 1952 in
Worcester, Massachusetts by the Worcester Lunch Car and Carriage Manufacturing Company, and is one of 21
diners in New Hampshire and one of 8 Worcester diners in the state. Despite being enveloped in a modern
structure, the diner retains many of its original features and is an excellent example of the barrel-roofed Worcester
diners. The diner retains a high level of integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and
is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C.
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Figure 13. Four Aces Diner (23 Bridge St)

17 Maple Street (US Route 4)

This building is a flat-roofed, three-family dwelling with a brick foundation and vinyl siding built in approximately
1900 (Figure 14). The building is rectangular in plan and oriented with its narrow end to US Route 4. The
asymmetrical facade has a thee-story, three-sided bay projection on the east part of the elevation with an adjacent
three-tier porch that is two bays wide to the west. The porch has been entirely rebuilt with modern members,
including plain posts and stick balusters. On the first floor, the porch shelters three original wooden doors with
upper glass over lower raised panels. The upper two levels have a single glass-and-panel door and a double-hung
1/1 window. A three-story recessed porch located at the northeast corner of the building is built of modern
materials. The predominant window on the structure is an individual double-hung 1/1 sash. On the long, west
elevation, there are two bays of narrow paired windows with a bay of individual windows toward the fagade, and a
simple gable door hood on plain supports sheltering the glass-and-panel door toward the rear of the elevation.

This building is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C as a locally significant example of the Three
Decker form (Exhibit J2). The property retains some integrity of workmanship, design, and materials. It has seen
no substantial alteration since its construction in the early 20" century.

Figure 14. 17 Maple St

19 Prospect Street

Located to the rear of 17 Maple Street, this building is a flat-roofed, three-family dwelling built in approximately
1900 (Figure 15). The building has wood clapboards and rests on a parged brick foundation with a simple molded
watertable and unadorned projecting cornice. The building has an L-shaped plan, with the main entry located on
the narrow, west elevation. The west half of the facade is a single bay wide with a flat roofed door hood on the
lower level supported by ornate brackets with decorative knobs. To the south of the entry bay is a shallow, three-
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story, projecting rectangular bay with narrow 1/1 windows on its front face and a single window deep. Extending
to the south from the rear of the south side elevation is a three-story section with a three tier, two bay wide porch
that extends across the entire west fagcade. The porch is a modern reconstruction with all new posts, stick railings,
and concrete base. Sheltered by the porch on each level are an individual window and a glass-and-panel door. The
narrow south wall of the wing has two small square windows between the first and second and second and third
floors, and original 2/2 windows on the second and third stories.

This building is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C as a locally significant variation on the Three
Decker form. The property retains some integrity of workmanship, design, and materials. It has seen no substantial
alteration since its construction in the early 20" century.

Complete descriptions of these resources are on file at the NHDHR and NHDOT Bureau of Environment.

Figure 15. 19 Prospect St

Archaeological Resources
A Phase IA/IB survey has been completed in all four quadrants of the existing bridge. Results are as follows.

Seven test pits were placed in the northeast quadrant and three were placed in the southeast quadrant. All test pits
in the eastern (New Hampshire) quadrants revealed considerable disturbance and recent alluvial deposits, and no
resources were found.

In the southwest quadrant sixteen shovel test pits (STPs) and four trenches were excavated during the initial Phase
IB study in October 2008. During the initial study, a possible buried A horizon was encountered at a depth of five
to six feet below ground surface in Trench 1, the westernmost trench in the parking lot close to the railroad
embankment. Given this finding, together with the terrace landform and setting, sensitivity for Native American
resources was assigned to this portion of the southwest quadrant. All other trenches in the southwest quadrant were
characterized by fill to a depth of three feet below ground surface, with no sign of intact soils emerging. Additional
Phase 1B work was completed in March 2009 and included the excavation of two deep trenches: one (Trench A) at
the location of the proposed temporary bridge abutment and the second (Trench B) at the location of Trench 1 by
the railroad embankment. The additional Phase IB study did not reveal intact topsoil strata or evidence of Native
American occupation in the southwestern quadrant of the project area.

In the northwest quadrant, twelve STPs and four trenches were excavated. Shovel test pits in the yards surrounding
the two tenements on the north side of the bridge revealed an intact stratigraphic profile of modern topsoil, one or
more deposits of alluvium, and a deeper, buried alluvial topsoil between 50 and 70 cm below ground surface. These
natural layers ran deep and none of the STPs was able to reach sterile subsoil. The buried A horizon seems to have
dated more or less to the historic occupation of the tenements at the end of the 19th century and beginning of the
20th, with a mixture of cut and wire nails, ceramics ranging from blue shell-edge pearlware to sponge-decorated
whiteware, blue transfer-print, and semi-vitreous ware. These deposits were relatively thinly distributed, but do
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suggest that the yards are, for the most part, intact. Archaeologists recovered a moderate amount of lithic debitage
from around the tenements as well, indicating a pre-contact Native American component. These finds were
recovered from the flood layer, however, which, sandwiched between the modern-day and buried historical
topsoils, was obviously in a disturbed context. Since both hand and mechanical testing have established intact soil
strata from the historical era extending down to a depth of at least 100-120 cm below ground surface, the use of a
backhoe was recommended as part of continued Phase IB testing to dig deeper to see if there are any earlier, pre-
Contact horizons in this quadrant. Of particular interest will be the area around and beneath the currently extant
tenement buildings near the river’s edge. If the current condition of the property is not disturbed prior to property
access to be gained by Vermont, all necessary phases of archaeological investigation will be undertaken at the
Phase 11 and 111 levels as necessary to analyze and document archaeological resources at 17 Maple Street in the
northwest quadrant of the project area. All field investigations will be completed prior to construction on the
property. If the apartment building is removed as part of this project, excavation will be limited as much as
possible on the foundation walls that face the sensitive areas and the floor. An archaeologist will be on site to
monitor the demolition.

The four mechanical trenches in the northwest quadrant were oriented perpendicularly to formerly existing
buildings, in an attempt to cross-cut any extant foundations, and maximize the discovery of historical features.
Additional Phase IB tasks included mechanical excavation of two trenches. Mechanical trenching and shovel test
pits conducted during the additional Phase IB study for this project did not reveal intact topsoil strata. Native
American cultural material was limited to a single flake recovered from fill soil in Trench 6, and does not indicate
the presence of intact pre-contact Native American archaeological deposits at this location. This work confirmed
the presence of deep deposits of recent fill in this area, extending to at least eight feet below surface in both
trenches. The distribution of modern and historic artifacts confirm the presence of fill soils, but the discovery of a
foundation wall in the eastern extremity of Trench 5, adjacent to the tenements, indicated that remnants of the
historic toll house remain at this location, and will be impacted by the proposed construction. This will be the only
area of potential further historical interest in the northwest quadrant. While Trench 5 itself was characterized
entirely by fill and disturbed natural soils, it was not clear from excavations there — which were in search of deeply
buried Native American deposits — whether archaeologists had come down on the inside or the outside of the
foundation, and therefore, whether the foundation is still intact or only represented by a single wall. This will need
to be determined in a Phase Il survey. The historical Phase Il work should focus solely on exposing the rest of the
toll house foundation, if it exists.

Effects on Historic Resources

Effects on historic properties were determined by the FHWA, NHDOT, NHDHR, and VTrans HPO based on the
Section 106 review process established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and outlined at 36 CFR
800.9. It has been determined that the proposed action will result in an adverse effect on the US Route 4 bridge
and 17 Maple Street as described below and in Table 4.

The proposed replacement of the National Register eligible Warren Pony/High Pratt truss bridge will result in an
adverse effect. The adverse effect on 17 Maple Street results from the removal of the National Register eligible
apartment building, the permanent easement on 0.15 ac. of the 0.16 ac. parcel, and the temporary construction
easement on 0.01 ac. This building was slated to be removed as part of the proposed Prospect Street development,
and may be removed by the developer prior to construction of the proposed action. The use of 19 Prospect Street
results from the permanent easement on 0.02 ac. of the 0.12 ac. parcel and the temporary construction easement on
0.01 ac. The National Register eligible building on this parcel will not be impacted by construction of the proposed
action.
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Table 6. Summary of Historic Resource Impacts

Historic resource | Impact on Parcel size (ac) Permanent easement (ac) Temporary easement (ac)
structure

US 4 Bridge Removal n/a n/a n/a

Apartment Bldg at | Removal 0.16 0.15 0.01

17 Maple St

Apartment Bldg at | none 0.12 0.02 0.01

19 Prospect St

Effects on Archaeological Resources

Phase I investigations have occurred in all quadrants of the bridge. Some of these investigations involved testing
for deeply buried archaeological resources. These investigations failed to find significant archaeological resources
within the horizontal and vertical project limits in all but the northwest quadrant. If the current condition of the
northwest quadrant is not disturbed prior to property access to be gained by Vermont, all necessary phases of
archaeological investigation will be undertaken at the Phase 11 and Il levels as necessary to analyze and document
archaeological resources at 17 Maple Street in the northwest quadrant of the project area. All field investigations
will be completed prior to construction on the property. The resulting reports of investigations and the need for
additional study will be reviewed by and coordinated with the Vermont Agency of Transportation.

Mitigation for Historic Resource Impacts

As outlined in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for this project, it was agreed among FHWA, NHDHR,
NHDOT, and VTrans HPO that impacts to the US Route 4 bridge and 17 Maple Street are unavoidable and that
several measures will be implemented to mitigate these impacts (Exhibit 12). They consist of the following:

= Documentation of the US Route 4 Bridge (058/127) and 17 Maple Street;

= Marketing of the bridge as required by 23 USC 144;

= Review of design elements of the proposed bridge;

» Funding for Phase | of the New Hampshire Historic Highway Bridge Inventory/Management Plan;

= State Historic Marker and/or interpretive display panel in Lebanon;

= Evaluation of the reuse of the stone from the bridge abutments and piers.

Construction Impacts

= Construction of this project is anticipated to cause temporary increases in noise and dust levels within the
project area. All standard measures will be employed to ensure such increases are minimized to the extent
practicable and limited to the construction period.

= Access to all properties will be maintained throughout construction.

= The Contractor will be required to prepare an erosion control and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), approved by the Department, prior to the commencement of construction activities.

= Standard pollution prevention measures will be employed to assure all negative impacts are avoided and/or
minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

= Appropriate Best Management Practices, as outlined in “Best Management Practices for Roadside Invasive
Plants”, will be utilized to avoid the spread of Japanese knotweed within or outside of the project limits.

= Because the Connecticut River is considered a navigable waterway, any spillage of oil or oil-based products
during construction must be promptly reported to the US Coast Guard and other agencies as appropriate.
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Coordination & Public Participation

Letters were sent to various Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as the general public, requesting input on this
project on the dates noted below. Responses are indicated. Any issues that were raised have been addressed as

part of this document.

Agency / Organization Contact Date Sent Reply Received
City of Lebanon
Mayor Karen Liot Hill 9/3/2008
Conservation Commission Judy Macnab 9/3/2008
Fire Chief Chris Christopoulos 9/3/2008
Heritage Commission Robert Welsch 9/3/2008
11/2/2009
City Planner Ken Niemczyk 9/3/2008
City Manager Gregg Mandsager 9/3/2008
Police Chief James Alexander 9/3/2008
8/31/2009
Public Works Director Michael Lavalla 9/3/2008
Historical Society - 10/8/2008
11/2/2009
Town of Hartford
Board of Selectmen Gayle Ottoman 10/29/2008
Town Manager Hunter Rieseberg 10/29/2008
Planning Department Lori Hirshfield 10/29/2008 11/17/2008
Fire Chief Steven Locke 10/29/2008
Police Chief Glenn Cutting 10/29/2008
Public Works Director Richard Menge 10/29/2008 11/17/2008
Hartford Historical Society Dorothy Yamashita 10/8/2008
11/2/2009
Hartford Historic Preservation Commission  Lori Hirshfield 10/8/2008
11/2/2009
Upper Valley Lake Sunapee
Regional Planning Commission Christine Walker 9/3/2008
Conservation Land Stewardship Program Steve Walker 9/3/2008 9/4/2008
NH Division of Parks and Recreation (LWCF) Shari Colby 9/3/2008 9/16/2008
NHDOT Chief of Labor Compliance David Chandler 9/3/2008 10/6/2008
Connecticut River Joint Commissions Sharon Francis 9/3/2008 9/26/2008
2/26/2008
NH Natural Heritage Bureau Melissa Coppola 7/2/2008 7/8/2008
US Fish & Wildlife Service Susi von Oettingen 7/28/2008 7/29/2008
NH Fish & Game Department Kim Tuttle 7/28/2008 7/28/2008
National Marine Fisheries Service Mike Johnson 1/15/2009 1/16/2009
US Coast Guard Gary Kassof 11/12/2008 11/18/2008
Upper Valley Trails Alliance John Taylor 3/10/2009 3/10/2009
Connecticut River Joint Commissions Sharon Francis 6/11/2009 6/11/2009
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Reid Nelson 1/5/2010 3/29/2010
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Meetings were held with various Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as with the general public throughout
the development of this project. Project review meetings were held on the following dates:

Meeting

Date

NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

Field Review - VT Agency of Transportation/NH Architectural Historian
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

NH Department of Environmental Services Hazardous Materials
NHDOT Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Environmental Section
Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Lebanon, NH
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
FEMA/NH Office of Energy and Planning

Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Hartford, VT
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Environmental Section
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

Field Review — NHDHR and VT Agency of Transportation
Public Hearing, Lebanon, NH

NHDOT,FEMA, NHSHPO, VTrans Meeting

NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

July 10, 2008
August 7, 2008
September 11, 2008
September 12, 2008
September 17, 2008
September 26, 2008
October 21, 2008
February 5, 2009
February 11, 2009
February 11, 2009
March 5, 2009
March 18, 2009
April 2, 2009

June 22, 2009

June 29, 2009
August 13, 2009
October 7, 2009
December 7, 2009
June 15, 2010

July 8, 2010

A Public Hearing was held on December 7, 2009 in Lebanon, NH. Nine attendees presented testimony at the
hearing and/or provided written testimony (Exhibit B2). All comments received at the hearing were addressed in

the Report of the Commissioner (Exhibit B3).
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The draft Environmental Study / 4(f) Evaluation was sent to the following on December 1, 2009. No comments on
the draft Environmental Study / 4(f) Evaluation were received.

Sharon Francis Connecticut River Joint Commissions
Gayle Ottmann Hartford Board of Selectmen

Hunter Rieseberg Hartford Town Manager

Lori Hirshfield Hartford Dept of Planning and Development
Richard Menge Hartford Public Works Director

Glenn Cutting Hartford Police Chief

Steven Locke Hartford Fire Chief

Linda Wilson Hartford Conservation Commission
Dorothy Yamashita Hartford Historical Society

Matt Osborn Hartford Historic Preservation Commission
Georgia Tuttle Mayor, City of Lebanon

Gregg Mandsager Lebanon City Manager

Ken Niemczyk Lebanon City Planner

Michael Lavalla Lebanon Public Works Director

Judy Macnab Lebanon Conservation Commission

James Alexander Lebanon Chief of Police

Chris Christopoulos Lebanon Fire Chief

Carl Porter City Historian of Lebanon

Lebanon Heritage Commission City of Lebanon

David LaBelle Lebanon Historical Society

Elizabeth Muzzey NH State Historic Preservation Officer
John Taylor Upper Valley Trails Alliance

Scott Newman Historic Preservation Officer, VT Agency of Trans
Lee Goldstein Vermont Agency of Transportation

Jamie Sikora, Kenneth Sikora FHWA (NH & VT)

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Washington, DC

Department of Interior Washington, DC

Summary of Environmental Commitments:

The following environmental commitments have been made for this project.

1.

A hazardous material consultant will be on site during all phases of construction in New Hampshire.
(Page 19) (Environment)

The Department shall continue to coordinate with the NH Department of Environmental Services and
the City of Lebanon on the use of the Westboro Rail Yard. (Page 19) (Environment)

Prior to the commencement of work, the contractor shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) specific to this project. The SWPPP shall be approved by the Department and
implemented and monitored as noted in coordination with the Department’s Bureau of Construction.
(Page 24) (Construction/Environment)

Precautions shall be employed to minimize noise and dust levels during the construction period,
primarily for the abutting receptors located adjacent to the project area. (Page 33) (Construction)

Japanese knotweed, a highly invasive plant, is located in the southeast, southwest, and northwest

quadrants of the existing bridge. Locations of this plant shall be shown on construction plans. (Page
27) (Construction)
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10.

In order to avoid spreading stem and root fragments of Japanese knotweed within or outside of the
project area, this plant should either be avoided during construction or appropriate best management
practices (BMPs) shall be followed. The contractor shall use the NHDOT manual Best Management
Practices for Roadside Invasive Plants for guidance. (Page 27) (Construction)

Any spillage of oil or oil-based products during construction must be promptly reported to the US
Coast Guard and other agencies as appropriate. (Page 33) (Construction)

An archaeologist shall be onsite to monitor demolition of the apartment building at 17 Maple Street if
this building is removed as part of this project. (Page 32) (Construction/Environment)

During removal of 17 Maple Street, if this building is removed as part of this project, excavation will
be limited as much as possible on the foundation walls that face the sensitive areas and the floor. (Page
32) (Construction/Environment)

Additional archeological testing shall be completed at the toll house foundation and at the current

location of 17 Maple Street if this building is removed as part of this project. (Page 32)
(Construction/Environment)
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PART Il. SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

Introduction

Pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. 303(c), and Section 18(a) of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, 23 U.S.C. 138 (as amended by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1983), the
Secretary of Transportation may approve a program or project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic
site of national, State, or local significance (as determined by Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction
over the park, area, refuge or site) only if:

1. there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and

2. the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area,
wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Coordination was established with local and State officials, and it was determined that there would be no publicly
owned public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife or waterfowl refuges impacted by the proposed project.

The Department has coordinated with the NH Division of Historical Resources/State Historic Preservation Officer
(NHDHR/SHPO), Vermont Agency of Transportation Historic Preservation Officer (VTrans HPO), and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) to locate and identify National Register of Historic Places listed or eligible
properties within the area and has determined how they would be affected by the proposed project. To date, the
project has been reviewed with NHDHR, VTrans HPO, and FHWA at regularly scheduled Cultural Resource
Agency Coordination Meetings on July 10, 2008; September 11, 2008; February 5, 2009; March 5, 2009; April 2,
2009; June 22, 2009; August 13, 2009; June 15, 2010; and July 8, 2010. Field reviews with NHDHR and VTrans
representatives were held on August 7, 2008 and October 7, 2009. It was determined that the US Route 4 bridge
(058/127), the Four Aces Diner, 17 Maple Street, and 19 Prospect Street are eligible for the National Register.

This Section 4(f) Evaluation provides the required documentation to demonstrate that there is no prudent and
feasible alternative to affecting Section 4(f) historic resources. This evaluation also outlines coordination that has
occurred and the measures proposed to minimize harm to these resources.

Purpose & Need

The purpose of this project is to provide an economic, safe, and adequate Connecticut River crossing for bicycles,
pedestrians, and motorized vehicles that will meet current and future transportation demands. The existing US
Route 4 bridge (058/127) and its approaches have substandard geometrics and the bridge currently has reduced
load carrying capacity.

The existing bridge was built in 1936, with a major rehabilitation completed in 1976. The bridge spans
approximately 386° from the NH abutment to the VT abutment. The bridge consists of two riveted High Pratt
Through Trusses and one riveted Warren Pony Truss placed on stone abutments and piers with concrete caps. The
bridge is supported by piers from a previous bridge that was built at this location, as evidenced by the widened
cantilevered pier cap. The abutments are located at the edge of the water and two piers are located in the river.
The bridge is 24°-0” curb-to-curb with a 5” sidewalk attached off the downstream side. The vertical clearance of
the bridge is 13°-9” at the high trusses (posted 13’-6”).

The US Route 4 bridge is 73 years old and has experienced considerable structural deterioration since its last
rehabilitation in 1976 (Exhibit L7 — L14). The bridge has substantial corrosion throughout the bottom chord and
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truss system, and a NHDOT inspection completed in the fall of 2008 gave the deck and superstructure a condition
rating of 3 out of 9 (serious condition) (Exhibit K). This inspection indicated that the bridge is no longer capable of
safely supporting legal loads and the bridge was subsequently posted at a 10-ton load limit. Some repairs were
made in 2008; however, deterioration of the bridge was extensive and the 10-ton posting was retained. A
temporary bridge was installed as an advance contract in order to restore this crossing for all legal loads during the
design and construction of the subject project. Construction of the temporary bridge is expected to be complete by
the end of 2009.

Based on the total weight of all bridge components, it is estimated that approximately 80% of the bridge requires
replacement. This bridge is the #4 priority on the Department’s Red List, which includes any bridge that is still
safe for travel but is deficient enough to warrant more frequent inspections, or any bridge that is load-posted.
Additionally, this bridge has a Federal Sufficiency Rating (FSR) of 0.0 out of 100 due to the bridge’s poor
condition, reduced load capacity, and narrow width. For these reasons, the bridge is considered structurally
deficient and functionally obsolete. Even in like-new condition, the bridge would have an FSR of only 66 because
of the bridge’s poor geometric features. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National Bridge Inventory
(NBI) coding guide requires a minimum curb-to-curb width of 25’-9” when traffic volume exceeds 5,000 vehicles
per day.

There are four major concerns with the bridge and its approaches:

1) The curb-to-curb width of the bridge is 24’-0” (two 12’ travel lanes), which results in little horizontal
clearance between the edge of the travel lane and the bridge rail (Figure 2). Existing curb-to-curb width of
the bridge approaches varies from 24’-0” to 25°-6”. AASHTO design recommendations contain some
flexibility for Urban Minor Arterials, with 12 considered the most desirable width for travel lanes. Design
guidelines for shoulder width recommend 8’ shoulders when traffic exceeds 2,000 AADT and where
sufficient right-of-way exists. Shoulders may be reduced to 4’ on bridges over 200’ in length, which is
also the minimum width guideline for accommodating bicycle traffic (see item 4 below).

2) The vertical clearance of the bridge is 13’-9” at the high trusses. Trucks traveling across the bridge have
hit the high trusses on at least two different occasions, resulting in damage to the portal framing (Exhibit
L2). NHDOT design standards recommend a vertical clearance of 14’6”. The high trusses also contribute
to poor sight distance at the Prospect Street intersection (Exhibit L18).

3) The bridge approaches have poor geometry, resulting in poor sight distance and contributing to accidents
(Exhibit L15 — L19). At a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour (mph), the minimum sight distance
should be 290’ for left turns, 335’ for right turns, and 200 for stopping. Of the four drives/roadways
nearest the bridge, only Stateline Sports meets the minimum sight distance for both left and right turns onto
US Route 4. The sight distance for left turns is 210° out of the Listen lot and 180’ out of Prospect Street,
and the sight distance for right turns out of the Westboro Yard is 185’.

4) The bridge is a poor crossing for pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The bridge has only one sidewalk, which is
attached off the downstream side (Exhibit L2, L4). Sidewalks are currently located on both sides of US
Route 4 in Hartford (except between Prospect Street and the bridge) (Exhibit L20), and the south side of
US Route 4 in Lebanon (Exhibit L15). Pedestrians walking on the north side of the roadway must cross
vehicular traffic to access the sidewalk on the south side of the bridge, which contributes to concerns for
pedestrian safety in this high traffic, urban location. In addition, the narrow width of the bridge does not
safely accommodate bicyclists. To cross the bridge, bicyclists must walk their bicycles on the sidewalk
along the south side of the bridge or ride in the travel lanes with vehicular traffic. US Route 4 is a State
Bicycle Route and there is strong local support for an improved bicycle crossing at this location. By
AASHTO guidelines, paved shoulders should be at least 4’ wide to accommodate bicycle travel and greater
than 4” wide where there is a high percentage of truck traffic. The US DOT Policy Statement on Bicycle
and Pedestrian Accommodation (March 2010) states that “every transportation agency has the
responsibility to improve conditions and opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking
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and bicycling into their transportation systems.” Transportation agencies are “encouraged, when possible,
to go beyond minimum design standards [and] to integrate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on
new, rehabilitated, and limited-access bridges.”

According to the US Census Bureau, the 2008 population of Lebanon and Hartford was 12,806 and 10,696,
respectively. According to The Lebanon NH-VT Micropolitan Statistical Area — A Geo-demographic Review
(2006), this region experienced a population increase of 15% between 1999 and 2004 and the population of both
municipalities is projected to continue increasing. According to the Lebanon Master Plan, the City of Lebanon
serves as the regional economic center for the Upper Valley region of New Hampshire and Vermont and has been
identified as part of the urban core of a multitown, multi-county agglomeration known as the Lebanon, NH — VT
Micropolitan Statistical Area. This “micropolis” is identified by strong economic integration and interdependence.
Lebanon is the center of the Upper Valley’s labor market, providing 50% of the available jobs in a 24-town region.
The home-to-work commuting patterns identified in the 2000 census illustrate the important economic linkage
between Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT. Of the top five communities from which residents commute to Lebanon,
Hartford ranks second behind Lebanon. Of the top 5 commuting destinations for Lebanon residents, Hartford ranks
third. The US Route 4 bridge is an essential link between Lebanon and Hartford. The average weekday traffic
over the bridge in 2005 was 16,297 vehicles per day, while traffic volumes on Saturday and Sunday were 13,919
and 9,995, respectively. The US Route 4 bridge is located on two Advance Transit bus routes that serve the Upper
Valley region in New Hampshire and Vermont. These buses run hourly and, according to the Advance Transit
website, up to 67% of passengers on these two routes are commuters.

The Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) crossing the bridge in 2008 was 13,840, with projected increases to
14,980 in 2012 and 22,260 in 2032. In 2008, AADT consisted of 6.5% trucks, which is slightly higher than the
New Hampshire average of 5.9% on Urban Minor Arterials. The NHDOT Bureau of Traffic determined traffic
crossing the bridge consists of 77.72% passenger cars and motorcycles, 15.77% light trucks (0-14,000 Ibs), 5.5%
medium trucks (14,000-33,000 Ibs), and 1.01% heavy trucks (>33,000 Ibs).

Interstate 89 crosses the river two miles to the south of US Route 4. Until January 2010, weight limits on the
Interstate Highway System in Vermont were more restrictive than those in place for Vermont state roads (trucks
over 80,000 Ibs could not use the Interstate in Vermont); however, Congress approved a one-year pilot project in
January 2010 that lifts this weight restriction. It is not known if this weight restriction will eventually be
permanently lifted. US Route 4 is part of the Vermont commercial truck network established by Title 23 V.S.A.
Section 1432. Local trucking and gravel companies regularly use the US Route 4 bridge to travel between Hartford
and Lebanon. The only other non-interstate crossing in the vicinity of the US Route 4 bridge is on NH Route 10A
in downtown Hanover, a detour of approximately 11 miles.

US Route 4 is classified as an Urban Minor Arterial. The speed limit through the project area is currently posted
for 30 miles per hour (mph). The existing bridge is located between two major signalized intersections: Route
4/Route 10 approximately 0.2 mi. east and Route 4/Bridge Street approximately 0.18 mi. west (Exhibit A1). Minor
non-signalized intersections exist closer to the bridge: Crafts Ave/Commercial Dr/Route 4 approximately 0.08 mi.
east and Prospect St/Route 4 approximately 0.05 mi. west. In addition, residential and commercial driveways are
located off US Route 4 in the vicinity of the bridge. A railroad underpass is located just over 300” west of the
existing bridge (Exhibit L20 — L21). Based on accident data from 1998 through 2005, the Department identified
the section of US Route 4 between Crafts Ave and the Vermont state line as having accident rates during that
period that warrant further investigation. Accident rates are based on the number of accidents, traffic volumes, and
length of road. Of the state’s 4,598 miles of roadway, approximately 169 miles have accident rates high enough to
warrant further investigation.

Locally, the project area is zoned as “Central Business District” in both Lebanon and Hartford. In New Hampshire,
there are four businesses in the immediate vicinity of the project. The Four Aces Diner is located at the eastern end
of the project area on the south side of US Route 4 (Exhibit L25). The access road to the Westboro rail yard is
located on the south side of US Route 4, just to the east of the bridge (Exhibit L16). Place Company, a cement
company operating under an agreement with the Claremont-Concord Railroad, utilizes the Westboro access road to
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gain access to their facility at the Westboro rail yard. This access road is used as a one-way entrance into the
cement facility. Stateline Sports and Portland Glass share a driveway that is located across from the Westboro
access road on the north side of US Route 4 (Exhibit L16). In Vermont, Listen Community Services is located on
the south side of US Route 4 (also known as Maple Street in Hartford) immediately beyond the bridge (Exhibit
L19). Two apartment buildings are located to the north of US Route 4 immediately beyond the bridge; these are
accessed from Prospect Street (Exhibit L22 — L23).

In addition to existing businesses in the project area, there are three developments proposed for the near future: a
city park and boat launch in the southeast quadrant; a new shop and community center for Listen Community
Services in the southwest quadrant; and a new mixed-commercial development with five new buildings on Prospect
Street in the northwest quadrant where the two apartment buildings are currently located. = Each of these
developments is likely to result in increased traffic and turning movements in the vicinity of the bridge.

Proposed Action

The proposed project will replace the existing US Route 4 bridge on a modified online alignment (Exhibit B1). The
proposed alignment will closely match existing alignment from Stateline Sports and east. West of Stateline Sports,
the alignment will be shifted to the north to better line up with the railroad underpass. Project limits will extend
from the east side of the railroad underpass to the intersection of Crafts Avenue. Property impacts will consist of a
permanent easement and the removal of one apartment building at the intersection of Prospect Street and US Route
4 in Vermont (Parcel 12), and strip right-of-way acquisition in New Hampshire. In order to match existing drives
and roadways, the proposed roadway profiles will approximately match the existing bridge profile.

The proposed bridge is a three-span structure with haunched steel girders. The existing piers and abutments are not
aligned properly for the proposed alignment and will need to be removed. The bridge will have two piers in the
river and the abutments will be placed further back from the riverbank. The bridge will consist of two 12 travel
lanes, 5 shoulders on each side, and a 5.5’ sidewalk on each side.

Specific actions will include the following:

= Removal of apartment building (Parcel 12), if building has not yet been removed by Prospect Street

Development, and acquisition of permanent easements. (The private development planned for approximately 8

acres along Prospect Street necessitates the removal of the apartment buildings at 17 Maple Street and 19

Prospect Street (Parcel 12). This may be done by the developer prior to construction of the subject bridge

project.)

Removal of existing bridge in its entirety.

Construction of two new concrete piers and abutments.

Construction of new bridge on modified online alignment.

Placement of riprap for scour protection at new abutments and piers and along river banks.

Construction of 5.5 wide sidewalk on north side of US Route 4 from Crafts Avenue west to the bridge and

from the bridge west to Prospect Street.

= Reconstruction of 5.5” wide sidewalk on south side of US Route 4 from Commercial Drive to the railroad
underpass.

» Realignment of Westhoro Yard access road approximately 50 feet to the west. The drive will include
curbing, a widened sidewalk to accommodate bicycle traffic, and be graded to match the proposed
park.

» Installation of closed drainage systems on each side of the bridge, with a drainage basin to treat runoff
in the vicinity of the Westboro access road and a storm separator in Hartford in the northwest
quadrant.

= Removal of temporary bridge and approaches.

This alignment would result in a horizontal curve radius of 750” in VT (currently 396°) and 900° in NH (currently
1042). The K value for sag vertical curve would be improved from 16.7 to 37. Design speed would be 35 mph
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with a posted speed of 30 mph (existing design speed is 30 mph). Realignment of the bridge and approaches would
improve intersection sight distances in the vicinity of the bridge. At a posted speed limit of 30 mph, the minimum
sight distance should be 290’ for left turns and 335’ for right turns. The sight distance would be improved for left
turns out of Prospect Street (from 180’ to greater than 400’), left turns out of the Listen driveway (from 210’ to
280), left turns out of the Westboro Yard (from 300 to greater than 400’), and right turns out of Westboro (from
185’ to 280°).

The cost of the proposed action is approximately $10.8 million.
Historic 4(f) Resources:

The Department has coordinated with the VTrans HPO, NHDHR/NHSHPO, and FHWA, to locate and identify
properties listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places within the project area. It was
determined that the US Route 4 bridge (058/127), the Four Aces Diner, 17 Maple Street, and 19 Prospect Street are
eligible for the National Register.

Description of 4(f) Resources

Bridge

The existing bridge over the Connecticut River was constructed in 1936 and rehabilitated in 1976 (Exhibit L1).
This is a 3-span riveted steel bridge consisting of two High Pratt trusses and one Warren Pony truss. The bridge
sits on stone abutments with concrete and steel caps and is supported by two stone piers in the river. The bridge
spans approximately 386° from the NH abutment to the VT abutment, has a curb-to-curb width of 24°-0”, and a
vertical clearance of 13°-9”. A 5’ wide sidewalk is attached off the downstream side of the bridge. The two High
Pratt trusses are similar in design. Each truss has seven panels of varying width. The top chords and inclined
endposts are built-up riveted box sections consisting of two channels joined back-to-back with continuous top
plates and bottom lacing bars. Bottom chords are built-up members consisting of channels joined back-to-back
with top and bottom tie plates. Portal bracing consists of a Warren-truss strut with T-section flanges. Sway frame
struts and bracing are all constructed with angles. The Warren Pony truss is located at the eastern end of the
bridge. The span measures 88’-0” and consists of four panels each measuring 22°-0”. The truss is 11°-0” tall. The
floor system for the entire bridge consists of steel floor beams with seven stringers placed 4’ on center. The bridge
has a concrete, cast-in-place concrete deck with bituminous overlay. The sidewalk has timber flooring.

This bridge is one of about 14 High Pratt truss bridges built between the Flood of 1927 and World War 1l. Six of
the bridges from this period remain in existence and are essentially identical in terms of design, materials,
fabrication, and construction technology. The Lebanon-Hartford bridge was designed by the New Hampshire
Highway Department and fabricated by the American Bridge Company. Despite the poor condition of the bridge
at this time, it retains integrity as a mid-20" century multi-span highway bridge. It is eligible for the National
Register at the state level under Criterion A for its association with the 1936 flood and the federal relief funds used
to construct the bridge, and Criterion C for its engineering significance (Exhibit J1).

Four Aces Diner

The Four Aces Diner is located at 23 Bridge Street (Exhibit L25). This is a two-story, side-gabled structure
constructed in 1986 to enclose three sides of a late model, 1950s Worchester diner, which occupies the first floor
area. Visible on the long, east facade is one elevation of the diner, which is sheathed in vertical panels of red
porcelain enamel framed with stainless steel. A single-story shed roof supported by plain wooden posts shelters the
front exterior wall of the diner including the projecting entrance vestibule. The diner has three horizontal fixed
windows on either side of the entrance vestibule. Above the windows is a band of stainless steel with an inscribed
geometric design.

The Four Aces Diner is a classic example of a Worcester diner of the early 1950s. It was assembled in 1952 in
Worcester, Massachusetts by the Worcester Lunch Car and Carriage Manufacturing Company, and is one of 21

=42 -



diners in New Hampshire and one of 8 Worcester diners in the state. Despite being enveloped in a modern
structure, the diner retains many of its original features and is an excellent example of the barrel-roofed Worcester
diners. The diner retains a high level of integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and
is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C.

17 Maple Street (US Route 4)

This building is a flat-roofed, three-family dwelling with a brick foundation and vinyl siding built in approximately
1900 (Exhibit L22 — L23). The building is rectangular in plan and oriented with its narrow end to US Route 4. The
asymmetrical facade has a thee-story, three-sided bay projection on the east part of the elevation with an adjacent
three-tier porch that is two bays wide to the west. The porch has been entirely rebuilt with modern members,
including plain posts and stick balusters. On the first floor, the porch shelters three original wooden doors with
upper glass over lower raised panels. The upper two levels have a single glass-and-panel door and a double-hung
1/1 window. A three-story recessed porch located at the northeast corner of the building is built of modern
materials. The predominant window on the structure is an individual double-hung 1/1 sash. On the long, west
elevation, there are two bays of narrow paired windows with a bay of individual windows toward the facade, and a
simple gable door hood on plain supports sheltering the glass-and-panel door toward the rear of the elevation.

This building is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C as a locally significant example of the Three
Decker form (Exhibit J2). The property retains some integrity of workmanship, design, and materials. It has seen
no substantial alteration since its construction in the early 20" century.

19 Prospect Street

Located to the rear of 17 Maple Street, this building is a flat-roofed, three-family dwelling built in approximately
1900 (Exhibit L23). The building has wood clapboards and rests on a parged brick foundation with a simple
molded watertable and unadorned projecting cornice. The building has an L-shaped plan, with the main entry
located on the narrow, west elevation. The west half of the fagade is a single bay wide with a flat roofed door hood
on the lower level supported by ornate brackets with decorative knobs. To the south of the entry bay is a shallow,
three-story, projecting rectangular bay with narrow 1/1 windows on its front face and a single window deep.
Extending to the south from the rear of the south side elevation is a three-story section with a three tier, two bay
wide porch that extends across the entire west fagade. The porch is a modern reconstruction with all new posts,
stick railings, and concrete base. Sheltered by the porch on each level are an individual window and a glass-and-
panel door. The narrow south wall of the wing has two small square windows between the first and second and
second and third floors, and original 2/2 windows on the second and third stories.

This building is eligible for the National Register under Criterion C as a locally significant variation on the Three
Decker form. The property retains some integrity of workmanship, design, and materials. It has seen no substantial
alteration since its construction in the early 20" century.

Complete descriptions of these resources are on file at the NHDHR and NHDOT Bureau of Environment.

Impacts to Section 4(f) Properties

Effects on historic properties were determined by the FHWA, NHDOT, NHDHR/NHSHPO and VTrans HPO
based on the Section 106 review process established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and outlined
at 36 CFR 800.9. It has been determined that the proposed action will result in an adverse effect on the US Route 4
bridge and 17 Maple Street, as described below and in Table 1. The proposed action also constitutes a use of 19
Prospect Street under Section 4(f).

The proposed replacement of the National Register eligible Warren Pony/High Pratt truss bridge will result in an
adverse effect. The adverse effect on 17 Maple Street results from the removal of the National Register eligible
apartment building, the permanent easement on 0.15 ac. of the 0.16 ac. parcel, and the temporary construction
easement on 0.01 ac. This building was slated to be removed as part of the proposed Prospect Street development,
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and may be removed by the developer prior to construction of the proposed action. The use of 19 Prospect Street
results from the permanent easement on 0.02 ac. of the 0.12 ac. parcel and the temporary construction easement on
0.01 ac. The National Register eligible building on this parcel will not be impacted by construction of the proposed
action.

Table 1. Summary of Historic Resource Impacts

Historic Impact on Parcel size (ac) Permanent easement (ac) | Temporary easement (ac)
resource structure

US 4 Bridge Removal n/a n/a n/a

apartment bldg at | Removal 0.16 0.15 0.01

17 Maple St

apartment bldg at | none 0.12 0.02 0.01

19 Prospect St

Avoidance Alternatives

An avoidance alternative is prudent and feasible if it avoids using the Section 4(f) property and does not cause
other severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the Section 4(f)
property. An avoidance alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgement.
According to 23 CFR 774.117, an alternative is not prudent if:

(i) 1t compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in light of its stated
purpose and need;
(ii) It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems;
(iii) After reasonable mitigation, it still causes:
(a) Severe social, economic, or environmental impacts;
(b) Severe disruption to established communities;
(c) Severe disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations;
(d) Severe impacts to environmental resources protected under other Federal statutes;
(iv) It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary magnitude;
(v) It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or
(vi) It involves multiple factors in paragraphs (3)(i) through (3)(v) of this definition, that while individually minor,
cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude.

The following avoidance alternatives were considered in this analysis:

Alternative 1 — “No-Build”

The condition of the existing US Route 4 bridge is deteriorating, and maintaining its current reduced posting of 10
tons is becoming problematic. The “No-Build” alternative does not address safety concerns, structural and
geometric deficiencies, bicycle travel, or the reduced weight limit of the existing bridge. The cost of maintaining
the existing bridge in its current condition would be an estimated $11.8 million over the next 75 years.

The US Route 4 bridge is considered an essential link between Lebanon and Hartford. The Average Annual Daily
Traffic (AADT) crossing the bridge in 2008 was 13,840, with projected increases to 14,980 in 2012 and 22,260 in
2032. In 2008, AADT consisted of 6.5% trucks, which is slightly higher than the New Hampshire average of 5.9%
on Urban Minor Arterials. The average weekday traffic over the bridge in 2005 was 16,297 vehicles per day, while
traffic volumes on Saturday and Sunday were 13,919 and 9,995, respectively. Interstate 89 crosses the river two
miles to the south of US Route 4. Until January 2010, weight limits on the Interstate Highway System in Vermont
were more restrictive than those in place for Vermont state roads (trucks over 80,000 Ibs could not use the
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Interstate in Vermont); however, Congress approved a one-year pilot project in January 2010 that lifts this weight
restriction. It is not known if this weight restriction will eventually be permanently lifted. The only other non-
interstate crossing in the vicinity of the US Route 4 bridge is on NH Route 10A in downtown Hanover, a detour of
approximately 11 miles.

The advance temporary detour bridge (NHDOT Project 14957A, A000(858)) will provide a detour around the
existing bridge and temporarily restore load capacity at this river crossing. However, the temporary bridge does
not address the project’s goals and is not designed to serve as a permanent crossing. Furthermore, the western
approach to the temporary bridge is located on private property, and a temporary easement for the use of this
property was secured for only four years. For these reasons, the “No-Build” alternative was determined not to be
feasible and prudent and was therefore not selected.

Alternative 2 — Bridge Rehabilitation

The existing bridge requires substantial rehabilitation to repair or replace deteriorated members and restore load
capacity. Based on recent inspections, deterioration of most bridge members is too great to simply bolt on
additional material for added strength (Exhibit L8 — L14). Components of the bridge that require total replacement
include the panel point connections, channels, stay plates, and gusset plates of the bottom chord, as well as the
lower lateral bracing, deck, floor beams, stringers, bearings, sidewalk supports and railing, and bridge railing. In
addition, it is estimated that 10 vertical and diagonal members would require replacement once the bottom chord
gusset plates are disassembled, and another 10 to 20 members would need to be patched with plates. Rivets would
need to be replaced in all members that are replaced, as well as in approximately 5% of the retained members.
Approximately 5% or less of the top chord and lateral top bracing requires replacement. Higher strength steel
would be used for all replaced members. Based on the total weight of all bridge components, approximately 80%
of the bridge would be replaced.

Once the aforementioned repairs are complete, the entire bridge would be repainted. Coating systems were
researched to determine if it is possible to chemically eliminate existing corrosion. A coating system used by the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) is purported to seep into crevices and pack rust areas and
chemically combine to stop the rust. In discussions with VDOT, the product does not appear to perform
significantly better than standard paint systems and does not stop rust at joints. Therefore, existing corrosion could
not be eliminated unless every member is disassembled, sand blasted, and prime painted before being reassembled.

Rehabilitation would also require pointing the existing stone abutments and piers (Exhibit L5 — L6). In addition, a
scour hole is located adjacent to the west pier and would require scour protection measures for long-term
protection. Sheeting was installed during the 1976 rehabilitation of the bridge. However, additional scour
protection would be necessary to maintain the integrity of the pier into the future. Protection measures would
likely involve adding piles and an encapsulating footing or adding an additional cofferdam that could be self-
supporting should the scour continue.

The repairs as described above would restore the bridge’s load capacity to all legal loads. However, rehabilitation
would perpetuate the existing geometric deficiencies of the bridge and its approaches, including the narrow width
of the bridge and poor sight distance. Furthermore, rehabilitation would not address the safety concerns that arise
from the current and future traffic volumes, including the high percentage of trucks, on a geometrically deficient
bridge, nor would it address the poor bicycle accommodations.

The existing bridge has a vertical clearance of 13’-9” and the overhead trusses have been hit at least twice by
trucks. NHDOT design standards recommend a vertical clearance of 14°6”. Part of the clearance problem is the
angle at which trucks drive onto the bridge. The abrupt change in grade at the bridge entry can reduce the effective
vertical clearance due to the angle of the truck-trailer combination. Improving the angle would still leave the
vertical clearance below recommended design standards. Rehabilitation of the bridge could improve vertical
clearance by raising the portal and sway bracing by 6 inches. Alternative measures were considered, including the
installation of a clearance bar. However, it was determined that such measures would be ineffective since the
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bridge clearance is already posted. US Route 4 travels through a railroad underpass approximately 300” west of the
existing bridge. This underpass has a vertical clearance of 13’-8” (posted 13’-6”). While improvements at the
underpass have not been programmed, the Vermont Agency of Transportation has indicated a desire to make
improvements at this location sometime in the future. Eliminating the bridge as a restriction would enable
additional restrictions along the corridor to be addressed during the life span of the bridge.

The width of the existing bridge is 24’-0” curb-to-curb. There are no shoulders on the bridge and the bridge rails
and curbing are at the edge of the travel lanes, leaving little horizontal clearance for vehicles traveling across the
bridge. AASHTO design recommendations contain some flexibility for Urban Minor Arterials, with 12’ considered
the most desirable width for travel lanes. Design guidelines for shoulder width recommend 8’ shoulders when
traffic exceeds 2,000 AADT and where sufficient right-of-way exists. Shoulders of any width are desired over
having no shoulders. Widening the existing bridge was studied as a separate alternative.

The existing bridge approaches have substandard geometry. The minimum horizontal curve radius is 396’ in
Vermont and 1042’ in New Hampshire (desirable is 510”). The K value (a measure of curvature) for sag vertical
curve is 16.7 on both sides of the bridge (recommendation is 26 in NH, 40 in VT). There is also a steep (8.5%)
downgrade toward the east approach. These factors reduce the intersection and stopping sight distance along both
approaches. At a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour (mph), the minimum sight distance should be 290" for
left turns, 335’ for right turns, and 200’ for stopping. Of the four drives/roadways nearest the bridge, only Stateline
Sports meets the minimum sight distance for both left and right turns onto US Route 4. The sight distance for left
turns out of the Listen lot is 210°, and the sight distance for right turns out of the Westboro Yard is 185’.

In addition to roadway geometry, the existing vertical and diagonal members of the truss block the line of sight for
vehicles turning left onto US Route 4 from Prospect Street (Exhibit L18). The existing condition provides only
180’ of sight distance, which equates to a design speed of less than 20 mph. The minimum speed limit that can be
posted in New Hampshire is 25 mph. A new mixed-commercial development with five new buildings is currently
proposed for Prospect Street, which will lead to an increase in traffic turning onto US Route 4.

In order to improve the horizontal curve radius of the Vermont approach, the roadway would need to be shifted
south from its existing alignment. This would result in impacts to the railroad underpass (a historic resource), and a
portion of Lyman Point Park (a recreational 4(f) resource) and the Hartford municipal building parking lot
(building is potentially historic). In order to improve sight distance at the Prospect Street intersection, Prospect
Street would need to be realigned to the west. However, moving this roadway further west would only cause the
railroad underpass to limit sight distance instead of the truss bridge. A roundabout at the Vermont approach would
require less sight distance due to the reduced speeds at which traffic merges (20 mph). However, a roundabout is
beyond the scope of the current project.

The existing crossing does not safely accommodate all pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Currently, pedestrians on the
north side of US Route 4 must use a crosswalk to access the sidewalk on the south side of the bridge. With the
high traffic volumes on this roadway, it can be difficult to cross the road. Signalized crosswalks were considered,;
however, it was determined that a signal that is used only intermittently for a pedestrian crosswalk at this high-
traffic location would increase the risk of traffic accidents due to the signal’s proximity to nearby intersections and
driveways, and the occurrence of unexpectedly stopped vehicles. In addition to pedestrian concerns, the width of
the existing bridge is too narrow to provide any separation of vehicular and bicycle traffic.

Adding a second sidewalk off the north side of the bridge to better accommodate pedestrians would require
extensive modifications to the bridge abutments and floor beams to accommodate the additional width and weight.
In addition, per NH RSA 265:26-a, bicycles cannot be ridden on sidewalks. If bicyclists were to be encouraged to
use the sidewalks to cross the bridge away from vehicular traffic, both sidewalks would need to be wide enough to
accommodate pedestrians as well as bicyclists walking beside their bikes. This would require 8’ wide sidewalks.
Installing an 8’ sidewalk on each side of the bridge would add an additional $500,000 to the cost of rehabilitation.
Under this alternative, a sidewalk would also need to be added to the north side of US Route 4 between the bridge
and Crafts Avenue, and between the bridge and Prospect Street.

- 46 -



Based on accident data from 1998 through 2005, the Department identified the section of US Route 4 between
Crafts Ave and the Vermont State Line as having accident rates that warrant further investigation. Accident rates
are based on the number of accidents, traffic volumes, and length of road. Of the state’s 4,598 miles of roadway,
approximately 169 miles have accident rates high enough to warrant further investigation. The average accident
rate in the project area based on 1998-2005 data was 8 crashes per million miles traveled. Approximately 76% of
the accidents reported along this section of US Route 4 within the study period were rear-end collisions. Accidents
can have a multitude of causes and accident datasets often do not contain detailed information. Accident data can
be difficult to quantify and must be interpreted based on professional engineering judgment. Design deficiencies
along this section of US Route 4 likely contribute to accidents. One contributing factor may be the bridge’s narrow
width, which causes some vehicles to reduce speed unexpectedly prior to crossing the bridge. The narrowness of
overhead bridge members (width within the structure) has a psychological effect on drivers, perhaps creating a
tunnel effect and causing more driver apprehension than the width of the actual travel way. This could cause some
drivers to reduce the speed at which they cross the bridge, brake unexpectedly upon reaching the bridge or upon
meeting an oncoming vehicle, or shy away from the bridge rail toward the center of the road. Thus, by slowing
some but not all traffic at unexpected times, the bridge layout and design increases the risk for accidents, especially
when coupled with the high traffic volume. This also makes the bridge an ineffective traffic calming measure since
it does not lead to consistent and predictable reductions in traffic speed. According to the National Motorist
Association, federal and state studies have consistently shown that the drivers most likely to get into accidents in
traffic are those traveling significantly below the average speed. Another possible contributing factor in accidents
within the project area is the number of driveways and side roads off US Route 4 in the vicinity of the bridge.
Turning off US Route 4 leads to unexpected slowing or stopping in an area where sight distance and approach
geometry are not ideal. Accidents may increase in the project area when proposed developments lead to increases
in traffic and turning movements. Developments proposed for the near future are the City of Lebanon park in the
southeast quadrant, the new shop and community center in the southwest quadrant, and the new mixed commercial
development on Prospect Street.

Reducing the posted speed limit through the project area would not alleviate safety concerns. Speed alone is rarely
the cause of accidents. When the majority of traffic is traveling at the same speed, traffic flow improves, and there
are fewer accidents. Differences in speed are more often the problem. Furthermore, short sections of reduced speed
limits are not practicable and are difficult to enforce.

The railroad underpass approximately 300” west of the existing bridge also has a narrow width (21°-6) (Exhibit
L20). However, traffic responds differently to the underpass than it does to the narrow bridge. Since the length of
road through the underpass is less than 100°, a vehicle going under Vermont’s railroad underpass may yield to let
an opposing vehicle pass through the underpass due to concerns over narrowness. That same vehicle would not
wait at one end of the 386’ long bridge for an opposing vehicle to cross the entire length of the bridge, despite
being uncomfortable with its narrowness. Being uncomfortable with the narrow bridge may cause drivers to
unexpectedly reduce the speed at they cross the bridge, which may not always be anticipated by vehicles traveling
behind them.

Future developments in the three currently undeveloped quadrants will prevent the use of a temporary detour
bridge for future rehabilitation without substantial impacts to these developments. Thus, this crossing would need
to be closed during any major construction activity. Closing this crossing would create a considerable
inconvenience to businesses and commuters, and would contribute to traffic congestion at other crossings. Painting
and steel repairs would require one-way alternating traffic for approximately four months.

The cost of rehabilitation is approximately $9.5 million. The truss design creates many areas on the bridge that can
collect water and debris, which accelerates corrosion. It is estimated that the rehabilitated bridge would require
painting and steel repairs in approximately 20 years. Painting and steel repairs would be necessary every 20 years,
deck repairs every 35 years, and pier repairs every 25 years. Maintenance costs of the existing bridge after
rehabilitation are expected to be $4.5 million over the next 75 years, nearly double the maintenance costs expected
for a new bridge. A new bridge is not expected to require a major rehabilitation for 40 to 50 years after
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construction. A new bridge would be designed so that steel components are under the deck, where they would be
more protected from roadway runoff and debris. While the costs of rehabilitation and the proposed action are
similar, the proposed action would provide a wider bridge with shoulders and two sidewalks. A new bridge that
matched the width of the existing bridge would cost $8.6 million.

For the reasons described above, the rehabilitation alternative was determined not to be feasible and prudent and
was therefore not selected.

Alternative 4 — Downstream Alignment

This alternative would place a new bridge approximately 50° downstream from the existing bridge. This alignment
necessitates greater property impacts, including the acquisition of the 4 Aces Diner (Parcel 6), the building across
from the Diner on Commercial Drive (Parcel 5), and the Listen Community Services building (Parcel 14).
Furthermore, this alternative results in the poorest geometry of all alternatives that were studied. Geometry could
be improved slightly if a new railroad underpass was constructed in Vermont to align the western approach further
to the south; however, this would result in additional property impacts to 4(f) resources (rail line, Lyman Point
Park, and the Hartford Municipal Building parking lot) and the resulting geometry would not be an improvement to
existing conditions. The poor geometry that results from this alignment does not warrant the greater level of
impact or higher cost of this alternative.

It was determined early in the design process that this alternative was not feasible and prudent and was therefore
eliminated from further consideration.

Other Alternatives Considered

During the project development process, the following alternatives were also evaluated in trying to minimize
impacts to Section 4(f) properties.

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge

This alternative would consist of disassembling the entire truss bridge, widening the abutments and piers, and
reassembling the trusses to accommodate a wider roadway. Truss members would require modifications in order to
be able to withstand the additional loads of a widened bridge. The bridge would be widened from its current curb-
to-curb width of 24°-0” to 34’-0” to accommodate 12’ travel lanes and 5” shoulders. A 5’ sidewalk would be
cantilevered from the downstream side of the bridge. Once widened, the bridge would be rehabilitated as described
above in Alternative 2.

To provide a slight improvement to the horizontal approach in Vermont, the bridge would be widened to the north
and would require widening both abutments and piers. Approaches on both sides of the bridge would also be
widened. On the Vermont approach, minimal ROW strip takes would be required to the south on the Listen
property (Parcel 11), and fill slopes would extend to the north and require the acquisition of the apartment building
at 17 Maple Street (Parcel 12). Additional ROW in NH would not be necessary.

At approximately $17.1 million, this alternative has the highest cost of all alternatives that were studied, and
maintenance costs after rehabilitation are expected to be nearly double the maintenance costs expected for a new
bridge. Furthermore, this alternative does not fully address approach geometry and sight distance. For these
reasons, this alternative was not selected.
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Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retention of Existing Bridge

This alternative would place a new bridge approximately 50’ upstream from the existing bridge. This alternative
results in greater property impacts than the proposed action. Property acquisitions would consist of two National
Register eligible apartment buildings at the intersection of Prospect Street and US Route 4 (Parcel 12), as well as
Stateline Sports at the east end of the bridge (Parcel 9). The owners of Stateline Sports, as well as City officials
from the City of Lebanon, have strongly opposed the acquisition of Stateline Sports and, therefore, the off-line
upstream alignment. There is a private development planned for approximately 8 acres along Prospect Street that
will necessitate the removal of the apartment buildings on Parcel 12. This may be done prior to construction of the
subject bridge project.

This alternative consists of retaining the existing bridge and using it as a pedestrian and bicyclist crossing. This
would allow the replacement bridge to be built with 2” shoulders instead of 5’ shoulders and without sidewalks, for
an estimated savings of $2.2 million for the new bridge structure. However, using the existing bridge as a
pedestrian crossing would necessitate rehabilitation of the bridge at an estimated cost of approximately $6 million.
Pedestrian loading for the full width of the existing deck would require the same level of rehabilitation as would be
necessary for vehicular traffic. Reducing the width of the pedestrian path could reduce the load on the bridge, but
keeping people from straying off the path would be problematic and would cause serious safety concerns.

This alignment would result in a horizontal curve radius of 750” in VT and 510’ in NH. This value would just
meet the desirable value in NH. The K value for sag vertical curve would be 35. Sight distances would be
improved by this alternative and would be comparable to the modified online alternative.

Keeping the existing bridge as a pedestrian bridge does not fully address concerns about non-motorized/motorized
traffic interactions because pedestrians and bicyclists would still need to cross vehicular traffic to reach the
pedestrian bridge if traveling on the north side of US Route 4. There are currently crosswalks across US Route 4
at Crafts Avenue to the east of the bridge and just before the railroad underpass to the west of the bridge.
Signalized crosswalks across US Route 4 at either end of the bridge were conceptually considered as a way to
improve the safety of non-motorized crossings near the bridge. It was determined that a signal, used only
intermittently for a pedestrian crosswalk, would increase the risk of traffic accidents at this high-traffic location due
to the signal’s proximity to nearby intersections and driveways, and the occurrence of unexpectedly stopped
vehicles.

This alternative would increase permanent impacts to the protected shoreland of the Connecticut River and increase
impervious surface area. Retaining the existing bridge as a pedestrian bridge would necessitate collecting and
treating stormwater drainage off two separate structures, which would require a larger area for stormwater
treatment, and further increase project costs, property impacts, and maintenance costs. Larger areas of the
Westboro yard and Parcel 12 off Prospect Street would need to be utilized for stormwater treatment.

At approximately $14.2 million, this alternative has the second highest cost of all alternatives that were studied due
to the extensive rehabilitation that would be required for the existing bridge in addition to the cost of a new bridge.
Furthermore, this alternative would nearly double the estimated maintenance costs over the next 75 years because
two bridge structures would need to be maintained. The City of Lebanon does not support this alternative because
it necessitates the acquisition of Stateline Sports. For these reasons, this alternative was not selected.

Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Removal of Existing Bridge

This option consists of removing the existing bridge after construction of the new upstream bridge is complete. To
adequately address the needs of motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists, the new bridge would consist of two 12’
travel lanes, a 5 shoulder on each side, and a 5’ sidewalk on each side. Property acquisitions would consist of two
National Register eligible apartment buildings at the intersection of Prospect Street and US Route 4 (Parcel 12), as
well as Stateline Sports at the east end of the bridge (Parcel 9). The total cost of this alternative is approximately
$10.8 million. This alternative results in greater property impacts. The City of Lebanon does not support this
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alternative because it requires the acquisition of Stateline Sports. For these reasons, this alternative was not
selected.

Measures to Minimize Harm/ Mitigation

The design of the proposed action has been developed with the intent of preserving the integrity and minimizing
the potential impacts to properties that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. However, avoidance
of historic impacts was not feasible and prudent where safety concerns, site conditions, and cost constraints
occurred, and where traffic demands warranted appropriate changes. Several measures will be implemented to
mitigate these impacts as outlined in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (Exhibit 12). They consist of the
following:

Documentation of the US Route 4 Bridge (058/127) and 17 Maple Street;

Marketing of the bridge as required by 23 USC 144;

Review of design elements of the proposed bridge;

Funding for Phase | of the New Hampshire Historic Highway Bridge Inventory/Management Plan;
State Historic Marker and/or interpretive display panel in Lebanon;

Evaluation of the reuse of the stone from the bridge abutments and piers.

Least Harm Analysis

If there is no feasible and prudent alternative to avoid harm to a Section 4(f) property, then only the alternative that
causes the least overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose can be chosen. In accordance with 23
CFR 774.3(c)(1), the least overall harm is determined by balancing the following seven factors:

Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) resource;

Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities and attributes or features;
Relative significance of each Section 4(f) property;

Views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property;

Degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need;

After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f);
and

7. Substantial differences in costs among alternatives.

ok wbdE

The following alternatives were considered in this least harm analysis:
Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge
Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge
Proposed Action — Modified Online Alignment

1. Ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) resource

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge: This alternative would alter the historic integrity of the bridge
by modifying its dimensions and replacing and/or modifying much of the original bridge. Adverse impacts
would be mitigated by retaining as much of the truss structure as possible and completing the work in
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards to retain as much of the fabric of the original
structure as possible. Mitigation would also include documentation of the existing bridge. This alternative
would also require the acquisition of the National Register eligible apartment building (Parcel 12).
Mitigation for this impact would include documentation of the building.

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge: This alternative would result in the
removal of two National Register eligible buildings. The existing bridge would be left in place and

-50 -



rehabilitated for use as a pedestrian bridge. Mitigation would include documentation of the buildings.
Pedestrian loading for the full width of the existing deck would require the same level of rehabilitation as
would be necessary for vehicular traffic. To avoid adverse impacts to the bridge, work would be completed
in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.

Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge: This alternative would result in the
removal of two National Register eligible buildings and the bridge. Mitigation would be similar to that
listed below for the Proposed Action (below).

Proposed Action — Maodified Online Alignment: This alternative would result in the removal of one
National Register eligible building and the bridge. Mitigation of the adverse effect of the Proposed Action
would consist of documentation of the US Route 4 Bridge (058/127) and 17 Maple Street; marketing of the
bridge as required by 23 USC 144; review of design elements of proposed bridge; funding for Phase I of
the New Hampshire Historic Highway Bridge Inventory/Management Plan; State Historic Marker and/or
interpretive display panel in Lebanon; and evaluation of the reuse of the stone from the bridge abutments
and piers. A Memorandum of Agreement addressing the Proposed Action and mitigation measures has
been developed and signed by NHSHPO, FHWA, VTrans HPO and NHDOT.

2. Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities and attributes or features

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge: After mitigation, as described in Factor 1 above, an adverse
effect to the bridge would still exist although as much of the truss structure would be retained as possible.
An adverse effect on the apartment building would also still exist after mitigation.

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge: After mitigation, as described in Factor 1
above, an adverse effect to the two apartment buildings would still exist as both buildings would be
removed under this alternative.

Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge: After mitigation, as described in Factor 1
above, an adverse effect to the two apartment buildings and the bridge would still exist as all three
structures would be removed.

Proposed Action — Modified Online Alignment: After mitigation, as described in Factor 1 above, an
adverse effect to one apartment building and the bridge would still exist as both structures would be
removed.

3. Relative significance of each Section 4(f) property

The US Route 4 bridge is eligible for the National Register at the state level under Criterion A for its
association with the 1936 flood and the federal relief funds used to construct the bridge, and Criterion C for
its engineering significance. The bridge is one of about 14 High Pratt truss bridges built between the Flood
of 1927 and World War Il. Six of the bridges from this period remain in existence and are essentially
identical in terms of design, materials, fabrication, and construction technology. The Lebanon-Hartford
bridge was designed by the New Hampshire Highway Department and fabricated by the American Bridge
Company. Despite the poor condition of the bridge at this time, it retains integrity as a mid-20™ century
multi-span highway bridge

The two apartment buildings are eligible for the National Register under Criterion C as a locally significant
example of the Three Decker form. The buildings retain some integrity of workmanship, design, and
materials, and have seen no substantial alteration since their construction in the early 20" century. These
buildings are currently owned by Prospect Place Development and are slated for removal by the developer
if the subject project does not result in their removal.

4. Views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property

After multiple meetings and a site review, discussions with the NHSHPO reached an impasse regarding a
preferred alternative. As stated in a letter to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) dated
October 26, 2009, the NHSHPO was not in agreement that there was sufficient information to “evenly
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compare the replacement and rehabilitation options and provide an informed evaluation as to whether
alternatives exist that avoid or minimize harm” to the bridge. The FHWA requested guidance from the
ACHP in a letter dated January 5, 2010. The ACHP responded on March 29, 2010 and asked that any
additional information needed to clarify alternatives be provided in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Following the ACHP’s response, the FHWA, NHSHPO, and VTrans HPO determined that the Proposed
Action would have an Adverse Effect on the bridge and one apartment building. The NHSHPO and
VTrans HPO have concurred with the Proposed Action and have signed an effects memo with the FHWA
and NHDOT to address the Adverse Effects of the proposed project (Exhibit 11). An MOA that details the
mitigation measures has been included in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

5. Degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need

The purpose of this project is to provide an economic, safe, and adequate Connecticut River crossing for
bicycles, pedestrians, and motorized vehicles that will meet current and future transportation needs. The
existing bridge and its approaches have substandard geometrics and the bridge currently has reduced load
carrying capacity.

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge: The cost of this alternative is nearly 60% higher than the
proposed action and, because the truss design would be retained, would result in higher maintenance costs
into the future. Therefore, this is not the most economical alternative. Furthermore, this alternative does
not address the substandard geometrics of the approaches, which contribute to safety concerns in the
project area. For these reasons, although this alternative meets some of the Purpose and Need of the
project, it does so to a lesser extent than other alternatives considered.

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge: This alternative has the second highest
cost of all alternatives that were studied due to the extensive rehabilitation that would be required for the
existing bridge in addition to the cost of a new bridge. Furthermore, this alternative would nearly double
the estimated maintenance costs over the next 75 years because two bridge structures would need to be
maintained. This alternative would also require bicycles and pedestrians traveling on the north side of the
road to cross traffic to access the pedestrian bridge, which would contribute to safety concerns in the
project area. For these reasons, although this alternative meets some of the Purpose and Need of the
project, it does so to a lesser extent than other alternatives considered.

Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge: This alternative meets the Purpose and
Need; however it does so by impacting an additional 4(f) resource (the apartment building at 19 Prospect
Street), as well as a local business.

Proposed Action — Modified Online Alignment: This alternative fully meets the Purpose and Need while
reducing impacts to 4(f) resources and avoiding impacts to the local business.

6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f)

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge: This alternative does result in impacts to the channel and
Protected Shoreland of the Connecticut River, as well as minor property impacts; however, overall impacts
to non-4(f) resources are not considered adverse.

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge: This alternative would increase permanent
impacts to the channel and Protected Shoreland of the Connecticut River and increase impervious surface
area. Retaining the existing bridge as a pedestrian bridge would necessitate collecting and treating
stormwater drainage off two separate structures, which would require a larger area for stormwater
treatment, and further increase project costs, property impacts, and maintenance costs. The City of
Lebanon does not support this alternative because it necessitates the acquisition of Stateline Sports.
Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge: This alternative results in property and
business impacts similar to Alternative 3A, which the City of Lebanon considered undesirable. Impacts to
the channel and Protected Shoreland of the Connecticut River would also occur; however, overall impacts
are not considered adverse.
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Proposed Action — Modified Online Alignment: This alternative results in impacts to the channel and
Protected Shoreland of the Connecticut River, as well as minor property impacts; however, overall impacts
are not considered adverse.

7. Substantial differences in costs among alternatives

Alternative 2A — Widening Existing Bridge: At approximately $17.1 million, this alternative has the
highest cost of all alternatives that were studied, and maintenance costs after rehabilitation are expected to
be nearly double the maintenance costs expected for a new bridge ($4.5 million).

Alternative 3A — Upstream Alignment/Retain Existing Bridge: At approximately $14.2 million, this
alternative has the second highest cost of all alternatives that were studied due to the extensive
rehabilitation that would be required for the existing bridge in addition to the cost of a new bridge.
Furthermore, this alternative would nearly double the estimated maintenance costs over the next 75 years
because two bridge structures would need to be maintained ($4.5 million).

Alternative 3B — Upstream Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge: The total cost of this alternative is
approximately $10.8 million. Maintenance costs over the next 75 years are estimated at $2.3 million.
Proposed Action — Modified Online Alignment: The total cost of the proposed action is approximately
$10.8 million. Maintenance costs over the next 75 years are estimated at $2.3 million.

Only the Proposed Action and Alternative 3B fully meet the purpose and need of the project and result in lower
construction and maintenance costs than the other alternatives. However, Alternative 3B results in greater impacts
to a local business and 4(f) resources than the proposed action. Based on the seven factors of the least harm
analysis, it has been determined that the Proposed Action causes the least overall harm in light of the statute’s
preservation purpose
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Coordination & Public Participation

The Department has coordinated with NHDHR/NHSHPO, FHWA, VTrans HPO, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation to discuss alternatives and measures to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) properties. The
measures that were considered feasible and prudent were evaluated and incorporated into the design of the project.

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), a Memorandum
of Agreement addressing the Proposed Action has been developed following consideration of comments on the

proposed action and this environmental document.

Meetings were held periodically with various Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as with the general public
throughout the development of this project. Project review meetings were held on the following dates:

Meeting

Date

NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

Field Review - VT Agency of Transportation/NH Architectural Historian
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

NH Department of Environmental Services Hazardous Materials
NHDOT Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Environmental Section
Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Lebanon, NH
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
FEMAJ/NH Office of Energy and Planning

Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Hartford, VT
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
Vermont Agency of Transportation, Environmental Section
NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

Field Review — NHDHR and VT Agency of Transportation
Public Hearing, Lebanon, NH

NHDOT,FEMA, NHSHPO, VTrans HPO Meeting

NHDOT Cultural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting

July 10, 2008
August 7, 2008
September 11, 2008
September 12, 2008
September 17, 2008
September 26, 2008
October 21, 2008
February 5, 2009
February 11, 2009
February 11, 2009
March 5, 2009
March 18, 2009
April 2, 2009

June 22, 2009

June 29, 2009
August 13, 2009
October 7, 2009
December 7, 2009
June 15, 2010

July 8, 2010

A Public Hearing was held on December 7, 2009 in Lebanon, NH. Nine attendees presented testimony at the
hearing and/or provided written testimony. All comments received at the hearing were addressed in the Report of

the Commissioner (Exhibit B3).

The draft Environmental Study / 4(f) Evaluation was sent to the following on December 1, 2009:

Sharon Francis, Connecticut River Joint Commissions
Gayle Ottmann, Hartford Board of Selectmen

Hunter Rieseberg, Hartford Town Manager

Lori Hirshfield, Hartford Dept of Planning and Development
Richard Menge, Hartford Public Works Director

Glenn Cutting, Hartford Police Chief

Steven Locke, Hartford Fire Chief

Linda Wilson, Hartford Conservation Commission
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Dorothy Yamashita, Hartford Historical Society

Matt Osborn, Hartford Historic Preservation Commission
Georgia Tuttle, Mayor, City of Lebanon

Gregg Mandsager, Lebanon City Manager

Ken Niemczyk, Lebanon City Planner

Michael Lavalla, Lebanon Public Works Director

Judy Macnab, Lebanon Conservation Commission

James Alexander, Lebanon Chief of Police

Chris Christopoulos, Lebanon Fire Chief

Carl Porter, City Historian of Lebanon

Lebanon Heritage Commission

David LaBelle, Lebanon Historical Society

Elizabeth Muzzey, NH State Historic Preservation Officer
John Taylor, Upper Valley Trails Alliance

Scott Newman, Historic Preservation Officer, Vermont Agency of Transportation
Lee Goldstein, Vermont Agency of Transportation

Kenneth Sikora, FHWA-VT

Jamie Sikora, FHWA-NH

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Washington, DC
Department of Interior, Washington, DC

No comments on the draft Environmental Study / 4(f) Evaluation were received.

Concluding Statement

As has been demonstrated by this document, there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of Section 4(f)
property. It has been demonstrated that "there are unique problems or unusual factors involved in the use of
alternatives that avoid these properties or that the cost, social, economic and environmental impacts, and
community disruption resulting from such alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes™ (23 CFR 771.135 (a) (2)),
especially when considered in relation to the impacts to Section 4(f) properties associated with the Proposed
Action. In addition, the Proposed Action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to Section 4(f) properties

resulting from such use.
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Roland Stoodley:

Alex Vo gt:

I’d like to make 2 friendly reminder to turn your cell phones off
please during this hearing. Thank you. Good evening. This
meeting is now called to order. I’'m Roland Stoodley, chairman of
the Commission appointed by the Governor and Executive Council.
Susan Rowley of Bath and Jerry Coogan of New London are also
members of this commission. This hearing is concerned with the
replacement of the US Route 4 Bridge over the Connecticut River
between the City of Lebanon, New Hampshire and the Town of
Hartford, Vermont. It is pursuant to RSA 230:14 and the Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987. .
The purpose of this hearing is to determine the necessity of the
occasion of the layout and to hear evidence of the economic and
social effects on such a location; it’s impact on the environment and
its consistency with the goals and objectives of such local planning
as has been undertaken by the city. Following the hearing, the
Commission will evaluate all matters brought to our attention make
definite decisions relative to the layout. We will contact each
owner whose property is affected and discuss individual concerns.

It is therefore important that all individuals desiring to make

requests or suggestions do so tonight. I would remind you that you
have ten days from the date of this hearing to submit any other
material you’d like considered by this Commission. At this time I
would like Alex Vogt, the Project Manager of the New Hampshire
Department of Transportation to present to the formal layout, which
he had proposed. After this I will open the floor to those who wish
to address the Commission. I would request that all desiring to
speak signify their desire and upon reco gnition by me, step to the
microphone and state their name and address and make their

 statements. ‘This hearing is being recorded and the transcript will

later be prepared. Alex will now present the layout.

Thank you Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, ladies and
gentlemen — good evening. Before I get started I would like to
introduce some of the folks that we have here tonight helping with

 the plan implementation. Tomy left, Victoria Chase from the

Right-of-Way Bureau. To her left Frank Malnati from the Vermont
Agency of Transportation, Bureau of Right-of-Way. To his left is
Christine Perron from the Bureau of Environment. I also have
David Scott, sitting over there. He’s going to make a presentation
of the plans on the board tonight. We’re here tonight to present the
bridge replacement of US Route 4 over the Connecticut River
between the City of Lebanon, New Hampshire and the Town of
Hartford, Vermont. The bridge structure was built in 1936 and is
on the Department’s Red List. It is in such poor shape that it was
posted to 10 tons limit last year and a temporary advance detour
bridge has been recently constructed to remove traffic from the
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Victoria Chase:

bridge and to accommodate trucks that need to cross the
Connecticut River. This temporary bridge will open later this week.
The schedule of the project is as follows: after this hearing and
comment period, all issues that are raised will be addressed by the
Commissioner of the Department of Transportation. A
Commission Hearing will be held most likely later this winter to
accept or reject the necessity of the project. Following the
Commission Hearing, final plans will be developed and right-of-
way plans will also be developed as well as easements and right-of-
ways. The project is currently scheduled to advertise in the summer
of 2011. The new bridge will take approximately two years to build
opening by the end of 2013. The advanced temporary detour bridge
would then be removed in the spring of 2014. The estimated cost of
the project is approximately $9.5 million. The advance detour
bridge cost $3.2 million. Total project cost is $13.6 million and
includes engineering and right-of-way expenses and the advance
detour bridge. The exact cost will not be known until the project is
fully designed and bid prices are received. Funding will be 80%
Federal, 20% State, with 92% of the bridge in New Hampshire, the
State of New Hampshire will be paying 92% of the cost of the
bridge. Vermont will be paying 8%. Each state pays for their
approach, roadside and right-of-ways on their side. The City of

- Lebanon water line crosses the bridge, costs to relocate the

waterline will be covered as part of the project. As part of the
project, additional ROW and other easements will be needed for
impacts outside of the existing right-of-way, which will be acquired
from the property owners. To talk about the right-of- -way process I
will turn the floor over to Victoria Chase.

Thank you, Alex. Members of the Commission, ladies and
gentlemen. Before I go into the Right-of-Way procedures for New
Hampshire on this project, there are a couple of items I’d like to
mention. First, I would like to point out that if anyone wishes to
submit any additional testimony as a result of this hearing or in
regard to these plans, you can address the material to Chairman
Roland Stoodley, c/o William J. Cass and mail it to the address
shown on this hearing handout map which is available at the table
as you’re coming through the door, within ten days of tonight’s

- hearing and it will become part of the official record. It will receive

equal consideration to the information here tonight. We also have
with us tonight on the table beside the door, a booklet titled “Your
Land and New Hampshire Highways” which describes the Right-
of~-Way procedures that we’ll be using on the New Hampshire side
of this project. It is especially useful for those people who will be
impacted or any of the neighborhood concems. It also helps resolve
some questions and concerns. If after reviewing the information
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Alex Vogt:

Frank Malnati, Jr.:

received at this hearing and during the 10-day comment period
Chairman Stoodley and the Commission find necessity for this
layout, several things will happen. First, with approval to proceed
with the design of this project, appraisals will be prepared for each
of the properties affected by the proposed construction you se€ on
the plans. The appraisals will determine the fair market value of the
property rights needed for the new construction. Each appraisal is
reviewed separately to see that they are accurate and have taken
into account all applicable approaches to value. Once the review is
complete, the Department’s appraisals are given to the Commission
to begin discussion with the property owners regarding those '
acquisitions. The value in the appraisal will be the offer of
compensation used by the Commission. The Commission will
contact each property owner and discuss each acquisition
separately. We encourage owners at that time to ask questions and
bring up any concerns that they feel should be considered. If the
property owner is satisfied with the offer, deeds are prepared and
ownership is transferred to-the State. If the owner is not happy with
the figures that the Commission offers, they can.appeal to the New
Hampshire Board of Tax and Land Appeals and argue for additional
compensation there. It is important you understand that that can be

done with or without an attorney. Also, it is important that you

understand the either party can appeal the Board’s decision to the
Superior Court if they are unsatisfied. Any time after this hearing
or before design approval all information in support of this hearing
is available at the Department’s headquarters in Concord for your
inspection and copying. That’s all I have, Alex. Thank you.
Thank you, Victoria. As I mentioned earlier, the right-of-way on
the Vermont side will be acquired by Vermont. To discuss the
Vermont process I’1l hand the floor over to Frank Malnati.

Good evening. Thank you very much. My name is Frank Malnati.
I'm from the State of Vermont Right-of-Way section. Our
procedures are basically the same as New Hampshire’s. I also have
the flyer over on the table that shows the applicable procedure for
the State of Vermont. Because this is State route but it’s also under
the control of the Town of Hartford, they are the condemning -

| authority for this procedure and it’s in the back of this flyer. The

procedures are basically the same as New HampshireasI .
mentioned. The Plans and Title Section goes out and does titles,
proves ownership of the land. We then turn our findings over to the
appraisal section, which goes out to fact finding to determine the
value. Once that’s done, they go to a negotiator and the negotiator
will come out to the property owner. In this instance there’s two
property owners that we’re aware of now. They will try to
negotiate the value with them. If that’s not possible, then we turn it
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Alex Vogt:

Christine Perron:

over to the town and they have the condemning authority instead of
the State of Vermont. They will go through their condemning
process if it need be; if not, the deed will be signed and the title will
be taxed to the Town and not the State of Vermont. They also.. it
doesn’t appear in this project at the present any relocation of any
household, people in the structures. We are taking one structure
[inaudible] and the easements will be turned over to the Town, not
the State of Vermont as I said. The existing right-of-way that’s
there now will remain along with the Town property, until they
determine what they want to do with it after the project has been
completed. The Prospect Street property is the [inaudible]. Two
owners are present right now. We're in the process of doing this
and as soon as we receive final plans from New Hampshire we will
start our process. It’s a little different as far as time frame. We
should have this done in time for New Hampshire to build the
bridge, hopefully. And that’s about it for the State of Vermont.
Thank you, Frank. As part of any project we fund must consider
and document environmental issues and concerns. Our cultural,
historic, natural environmental issues have been reviewed.
Christine Perron will now provide a brief summary of the
environmental issues.

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, the Department
has evaluated alternatives, proposed action and potential impact this
project will have on the surrounding social economic and natural
environments. Coordination was established and input received
from Federal, State and local agencies and organizations including
Army Corps of Engineers, New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services and the Connecticut River Joint
Commission, just to name a few, as well as local officials here in
Lebanon and Hartford, Vermont. After evaluation of the
environmental information gathered, an environment document was
prepared which is available here for you to review following
adjournment. And I would like to just take a few minutes to give
you a brief summary of the information contained in the Statement.
Properties at the northeast and southeast quadrants of the bridge
have been identified by New Hampshire DES as having [inaudible]
contamination. As for the construction at the temporary bridge, the
Department will have a hazardous material consultant on-site
during the construction of the subject project in the event that any
contaminated materials are encountered. Any excavated material
will be contained and tested and treated then treated or disposed of
as appropriate. The Department will take all of the necessary
precautions to avoid-contamination of the river. The proposed
project will require work within the channel banks and shore land
of the Connecticut River - areas that are under the jurisdiction of the
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Edna Feigner:

Roland Stoodley:
Edna Feigner:

Army Corps of Engineers, Vermont Agency of Natural Resources
and/or the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services.
Detailed impacts have not yet been quantified for this project
however a total of that impact is not expected to exceed mitigation
thresholds. The Connecticut River is a New Hampshire designated

- river and the Connecticut River Joint Commissions, as 1 said, has

been contacted about this project and has provided input. The
Department will continue to coordinate with all appropriate
agencies and groups to ensure that abutment impacts are minimized
and all permits are secured prior to inception. The proposed design
will incorporate storm water treatment structures to treat runoff
from the roadway and bridge before it enters the river. In order to
protect water quality during construction the contractor will be
required to prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan prior to
construction. The project will not result in any adverse impacts to
air quality or noise levels once construction is completed. And
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
the New Hampshire Department of Transportation Information for
the Federal Highway Administration, for my Agency,

Transportation and the New Hampshire Division of Historical

Resources must take into account the impacts of the project on
cultural resources. The project area has been evaluated and
reviewed for historic properties and archeolo gical sensitivity and it
was determined that the Prospect Street apartment buildings and the
bridge itself are eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. The U.S. Route 4 Bridge was constructed in 1936,
after the *36 flood destroyed its predecessor. The bridge is eligible
for the National Register because of its association with this flood
as well as for its [inaudible] significance as a low truss bridge. In
addition, the northwest blocking of the bridge is considered

* archeologically sensitive and further testing will be completed in

this area by construction. Edna Feigner and Linda Wilson are here |
tonight from the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources
and I believe Edna would like to say a few words at this point about

the project.
I’d like to read a statement from t

Resources.

he Division of Historical

‘Please give your name and address.

’m Edna Feigner and New Hampshire’s Division of Historical
Resources. The goal of historical preservation in Transportation
projects is to provide a forum to discuss the map and balance the
needs of the traveling public with the needs of preserving heritage
for futuré generations. State and Federal laws and policies make
this goal concrete and they have a process for achieving this. Two
of the Federal laws that apply to Transportation projects are S ection
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106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and section 4-f of the
US Department of Transportation, both passed in 1966. Section
106 is a consultation relief process where agencies, State Historic
Preservation Offices, applicants, municipalities and the interested
public work together to accommodate historic preservation
concerns with other public needs such as housing, communications
and a clean environment. Each year the Division of Historical
Resources reviews more than a thousand such projects in New
Hampshire including Transportation projects. Section 106 requires
applicants to work with the involved public agency and the State
Historic Preservation Office to identify historical and archeological
resources that may be affected by this project. And then you assess
whether the proposed project will have an adverse effect to those
resources. If so, ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate those effects
must be implemented. For projects that are also funded with
Federal Highway Administration, section 4-f is designed to protect
several kinds of resources — publicly owned parks, recreational
areas, water life and waterfowl refuge but also all types of historical
sites regardless of origin. Secondly, 4-f prohibits the Federal

- Highway Administration from approving a project that harms

historical resources unless it can demonstrate first that there’s no
prudent and feasible alternative that avoids this harm and second,
that the project incorporates all possible planning to minimize harm
to the resources. New Hampshire state law echoes federal laws in
recognizing that historical properties are among the state’s most
important assets and that our rapid pace of development threatens
these resources. It also directs all state agencies to work with the
Division of Historical Resources to identify, evaluate and manage
historical resources during all state assisted projects and to expend
funds to mitigate any adverse project impacts on resources. All of
these laws apply to the project that we are discussing tonight '
because the U.S. Route 4 bridge has been identified as an important
historical resource, additionally several other historic properties are
located close by the bridge and it is possible that the project may
disturb archeologically sensitive areas as well. The U.S. Route 4
bridge was built in 1936 after the well-known flood of that year
destroys its 1897 predecessor. It is the fourth bridge crossing the
Connecticut River at this site.  The first was constructed in 1802-
1803. The current bridge is a combination structure. Two high-
trussed spans and a low pony trussed span were built on the
abutments of the 1897 bridge. The stonework designed by J.
Schlesser Fletcher at Dartmouth withstood the flood on 1936. New
Hampshire and Vermont suffered severe losses in those floods of
*27 and ’36 and the engineering in response to these disasters
created some of the most important and innovative bridges in the
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Alex Vogt:

state still. In the case of the U.S. Route 4 Bridge, its design and
rolled steel represent applying refinement of metal truss bridges in
New Hampshire. In the years after, plate rivet bridges such as those
built today took the place of metal-trussed bridges. The bridge is
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places for its
statewide significance to history and engineering. Historic metal
truss bridges are an endangered resource in New Hampshire. In the
last twenty years the State has lost about half of its metal truss:
bridges. There are now fewer metal truss bridges in service than
wooden covered bridges. Although wooden covered bridges are a
sentimental favorite in New Hampshire and across the country,
metal truss bridges illustrate an equally important phase of
engineering history and can offer the opportunity to re-use and
rehabilitate a resource rather than replace it. There have been a
number of success stories in historical metal bridge rehabilitation in
New Hampshire and Vermont as division by state and federal laws .
including three north of here over the Connecticut at Oxford,
Haverhill and Stratford. The Division of Historical Resources first
began review of this project with the Department of Transportation
and Federal Highway Administration in July 2008. Section 106 and
Section 4-f both apply as does our State Preservation Law, RSA
227 () 9. We have also jointly reviewed this project with the
Vermont Preservation Office since the western area of the bridge
touches down in Vermont. Since July 2008, the DHR has worked
to understand the Transportation ramifications of the rehabilitation
slternative in order to find ways to avoid or minimize harm to the
historic bridge and to reach a point where we could concur with the
Federal Highway Administration on the preferred alternative under

‘section 4-f. A number of questions remain to be answered as to the

viability of the rehabilitation purview. In order to complete all of
our responsibilities in this project, the Division of Historic
Resources is also waiting to review the effects of the proposed
replacement alternative on the bridge, the surrounding historic

- properties and possible archeological sites in the project area. With .

a review of the project’s effects in place, the DHR can work then
with DOT and the Federal Highways Administration, the

ities and the interested public to avoid, minimize or
mitigate harm to resources while balancing the needs for improved
transportation over the Connecticut River at this site. If you have
any questions about the preservation laws governing this project or
the historic value of the bridge, the surrounding properties or the

municipal

‘archeological sensitivity of the-project area, please feel free to

contact our office. Thank you.

Thank you. At this time I’ll have David Scott review the plans.




David Scott:

Good evening. Tonight I'd like to discuss the proposal. Before I
do, I’d like to take a minute to describe some of the colors on the
map above you. The red here indicates the different buildings that
are throughout the area. Gray indicates pavement. Yellow —
proposed roadway. Green represents grass. Orange, here, here and

“here are proposed driveways. Brownish indicates those roadway

shoulders. Purple indicates sidewalks. Blue 1s for the water, the
Connecticut River; the retention basin shown down here. And the
shaded areas indicate areas of proposed removal. The plans that

- you see before you, this one indicates the planned view looking

down on the whole area. The plan is doneon a scale of 1 inch per
20 foot so that if you were to measure something here and measure
an inch, when you want to look at it in real life it would measure 20
feet. Below is a profile, which is a line that indicates the elevations.
If one were to take and cut along the proposed center line
[inaudible]. Then the overall big picture is... if you are unfamiliar
with reading plans you’ll have a sense of all these... First I'd like
describe the project and then I'd like to focus in on four areas of
interest within the project and then I’d like to discuss how it became
to exist as the preferred line for our proposed project as opposed to
rehabilitation. So, to begin with, the proposed project begins thirty
feet east of the Vermont railway crossing. It proceeds across the
Connecticut River and terminates just east of Crafts Avenue for a
total project length of 1150 feet. The proposed alignment through
here includes two 12-foot lanes, two five-foot shoulders and two
five and a half foot sidewalks. That typically is throughout almost
the entire project except for the ends where they’re tapering the
project back in to meet the existing conditions. The proposed
alignment is shifted slightly upstream compared to the existing
bridge alignment. We’re moving the bridge upstream
approximately five feet on the New Hampshire side and _
approximately thirty feet on the Vermont side. With this shift
upstream we accommodate a straighter entry into the roadway
underneath the existing Vermont railroad bridge. Because of this
we’ll have an intersection with Prospect Street a bit to the north.
And we’ll be reconstructing approximately a hundred feet of
Prospect Street. The project will also include the relocation of”
several utilities. It will also require the relocation and readjustment
of several drainage facilities. In Vermont this will be accomplished
by relocating some pipes underground; introducing some treatment
mechanisms. On the New Hampshire side, for more treatments will

- be introduce approximately this area and the goal of the treatment is

to treat storm water that is generated by additional pavement that
we’ll be introducing as part of the project. Let me take a minute to
[inaudible] the proposed bridge. The existing bridge, as was
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discussed already as a 386 foot span truss. We are planning to
replace that with a three span, approximately 450 foot bridge. The
bridge will have concrete deck, steel girders, and the additional
length of the bridge will help facilitate the advance of the water
through the area. I'd like to take a minute now to discuss a couple .
areas of interest. The first is Prospect Street. There is a proposed
development going in this area with I believe six proposed office
facilities that will increase the traffic volume through this area.
They have suggested that they will be proposing a round-a-bout in
this area. It is not our intent... we will not be building that round-a-
bout as part of this project. However, the plans that we are
presenting here tonight, to the best of our knowledge, do not
prohibit the construction of that round-a-bout. If their plans do

require any right-of-way acquisitions to construct that round-a-bout,

that would be their responsibility to acquire the set-back portion.
With regards to Stateline Sports, there is currently an indication of
an unused driveway that is grown over however this Parcel 9ison a
separate deed from Parcel 8. We need to at least show a way to
maintain access to the parcel. They’re doing so by showing this
proposed driveway and the introduction of retaining walls through
here. It’s unclear if Stateline will want to have a wall built here to
provide an access for them to utilize but we are showing it here so
that access can be maintained, The last area of interest would be
the Westboro Yard parcel. The Westboro Yard has been an area of
interest to the city. They are currently proposing a development.
that would provide river access. An architect’s rendering is shown
here complete with bike access underneath the bridge, parking here,
boat access to the river. It is not our intension to be building that,
however, as the temporary bridge is removed and as we do the
construction through here, it’s our intention to not build anything
that would prevent the construction on Lebanon’s ultimate access to
that area. We have been in close coordination with the City and
though there tend to be some, throughout the design process, as
they finalize their plans and as they design their plans and we get
better information on how we would be [inaudible] through there.
To wind up, Id like to discuss how we came to the decision that
this three span bridge that we’re proposing is the right solution for
this site and ultimately it comes down to purpose and need. The
goal is to move vehicles through this area in a safe manner, to move
pedestrians through this area in a safe manner and to accommodate
the bicycle traffic. I will say that with regards to any potential

 rehabilitation, we’re not in favor of. But if the rehab work pursued,

the temporary bridge, which was opened this week would allow for
the rehabilitation option to be pursued. Buta couple of reasons -
why we feel that this is not the right option — first, the existing

11




W00 N Ut D W

pbp,pbwwwwwww
wwwNNNNNI\)NNr\)r\)l—ll—ll—ll—l[—-\}—-\)—\}—\[—-\l—l
OKDQ)\IO\U'\J)UJN OLOQ)\IO\UT-DUJN O W oo~ O U B W N o
S~ w N — [ ] N

bridge has only two twelve foot lanes and one five foot downstream
sidewalk. If the bridge were rehabilitated, we could introduce an
additional five foot sidewalk to the upstream side. However, our
proposal again, had two twelve foot lanes as well as two five foot
shoulders and five and a half foot sidewalks. So the shoulders were
strongly supported at previous meetings by the bicycle community.
Another reason that we support the proposed bridge that we are
showing tonight is because of the cost. The original cost, the
contract cost for the new bridge versus the rehabilitation bridge was
pretty similar. However, the proposal that we had again, would
make a wider, safer structure and [inaudible] that the lifespan cost
of the rehabilitate structure would be approximately double what
we anticipate the life cycle cost will be for the proposed structure.
Another reason we cannot support the truss bridge being
rehabilitated is because of user inconvenience. The existing bridge,
the rehabilitative structure — we anticipate would need to be cut
down to alternating one-way traffic for approximately a week a year
in order to do the kind of cleaning and maintenance that the details
of the truss bridge would require, as well as shutting the bridge
down for a month every twenty years as routine steel maintenance
would need to be done — cleaning, painting, deck rehabilitation,
things like that. The proposed bridge that we are showing here, the
supporting elements are underneath. Any necessary deck work
could be accommodated by moving traffic to one side to work on
the opposite side and shifting traffic in that manner because of the
numerous supports that would be under the proposed bridge. And
finally, it’s a safety issue. The proposed alignment helps out with
safety with a safe distance for the motorists. The vertical elements
of this truss compose a barrier sight distance [inaudible] Prospect
Street looking back towards New Hampshire, you can see
oncoming traffic and the vertical truss elements are a barrier to their
[inaudible]. So again, it comes down to purpose and need. That’s
structure that accommodates not only pedestrians and vehicles but
the bicyclés that has come out at the previous meetings. I'd also
like to mention that at one point the State Preservation Office asked
us to consider a light structure, light truss. The cost estimate for
that was nearly double what our proposed bridge would be. One
Jast thing about the rehabilitation — yes, we could rehabilitate,
however, the bridge is in very tough shape. The bridge requires

~ [inaudible], approximately fifteen percent of the verticals or

diagonals will need to be replaced. The top board is salvageable.
Half the truss joints are salvageable. But the bridge is in very tough
shape. Thank you for your attention. That concludes my
presentation at this time. Alex?

12
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Alex Vogt:

Roland Stoodley:
Laurie Harding: .

Alex Vogt:
Laurie Harding:
Roland Stoodley:

Laurie Harding:

Roland Stoodley:

Sherwood Famswortﬁ:

Thank you, David. Everyone knows the plans will be posted on our
website after the hearing tonight. A few other issues [ want to note
about this project. That the project will construct sidewalks. The
transportation policy of that is not to maintain sidewalks. The
Department will be requiring 2 municipal agreement with the City
of Lebanon regarding maintenance responsibilities along with a
work zone agreement in the construction area. This concludes my
presentation. Mr. Chairman, I ask that you and your commission
find occasion for the layout. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Alex. Before I open the hearing for comments,
concerns and questions, I would like to know if we have any elected
officials with us this evening that would like to be heard? Do we
have any elected officials? Yes. Please give us your name and
your address, please. '

Thank you Mr. Chairman and thank you to the Department and also
the Commission for all of your work and for your presentation
tonight. Idon’t have any profound questions to ask you. Ijust
want to clarify that you are tearing down the old bridge. Is that

correct? _
That is the proposal that we’re showing you tonight. If there’s a lot

cerns that want to save it, then we could reconsider it.

public con
ht of the comments that

Thank you. I wanted to part with that in lig

| were made about the history associated with the bridge. Thank you.

Sorry to interrupt you but would you please give your name and
address. _ _

Yes. Sorry about that. My name is Laurie Harding and I'm the
state rep from Lebanon. AndIlive up on Jenkins Road. Thank you
very much. _ ’

Any other elected officials? Okay, how about city officials? Any
city officials that would like to address the hearing? Okay. Iwill
now.open the meeting to anyone desiring to be heard. Again, I
would ask you to raise your hand and be reco gnized by myself,

" come to the microphone, give your name and address please. Okay?.

When you make your statement. Yes?
My name is Sherwood F arnsworth and I’'m project manager of the

Vermont Agency of Transportation and I’'m also working with New

Hampshire on this project. New Hampshire is the lead on this
project because it crosses state lines. Vermont Transportation is
assisting Hartford [inaudible]. I already gave this letter to Alex
Vogt and [inaudible]. This letter is from Michael Hedges who is

- my boss [inaudible] “Dear Mr. Vogt, First I want to thank you and

others at New Hampshire DOT for expediting this project as this
bridge is a major link between Vermont and New Hampshire. The
truckers and others have voiced numerous complaints for having'a -
weight restriction on the existing 1936 truss. Over the last year

13
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Roland Stoodley:

Judy McNab:

Alex Vogt:

Christine Perron:

Roland Sthdleyz

Craig Sterling:

Sherward Farnsworth has kept me informed on the meetings and
developments on this project including the temporary bridge that
will soon be opened. After close review of the different alternatives
that you have presented, VTrans Structures Section’s preferred
alternative is a new three span composite plate girder structure with
two 5 foot-6 inch wide sidewalks, two 12 foot lanes and two 5 foot
shoulders that lines up with the railroad underpass on the Vermont
side. The idea of retaining the existing 1936 three span Pratt truss
has many draw backs at this location. The traffic at this crossing 1s
only going to increase over time and the existing narrow truss, if it
was rehabbed would restrict any widening. The ADT design year
0f 2032 0f 22,260 vehicles on a narrow truss would be unwise as
this could only lead to backups. Future maintenance or
rehabilitation of the existing truss would be problematic. In order
to maintain traffic at the reasonable standard, two-way traffic would
be required, and this would be impossible unless another temporary
bridge was installed. To accommodate a future temporary bridge,
while maintaining or rehabilitating the existing truss, VTrans would
need Right-of~-Way currently owned by Liston Community Services
where the temporary bridge abutment is on the Vermont side.
VTrans is unable to now purchase this land since VTrans would not
need to use the land within the next 15 years. Thank you.

Is there anyone else that would like to make a presentation? Please
state your name and address.

My name is Judy McNab. I live on Pear] Street. I'm wondering if
there’s another use for this historic bridge. I know the dry bridge at
South Main Street [inaudible]. That might be an opportunity to
reuse the historic bridge [inaudible]. Thank you.

Christine, would you like to comment on what we have to do
[inaudible].

Sure. One of the processes that we would go through would be to

‘actually advertise this bridge for sale for any interested parties and

certainly if the City of Lebanon had a use for it, we could work with
them to see that the bridge was used in another location.

Thank you. Any other comments, questions? Yes. Please give
your name and address.

My name is Craig Sterling. I live in Hartford, Vermont.

[inaudible] answer this question thanks to [inaudible]. My concern
is about what will be the existing lighting on this bridge as it
approaches [inaudible] as a pedestrian and a bicyclist. I can tell you
the existing conditions on the current bridge at night are more than
pitch black. If you're riding a bike towards the bridge from New
Hampshire, you cannot see the bridge. It is practically invisible.
Could you just elaborate on what you’ll have for lighting? Thanks.
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Alex Vogt:

Roland Stoodley:
William Wittik:

Alex Vogt:

Roland Stoodley:

Bob Vanier:

Roland Stoodley:

Sean Crumb:

[inaudible]

Currently the lighting responsibility is the City of Lebanon’s or the .
Town of Hartford’s. Any additional lighting that they require

would be coordinated with them.

Yes, sir? Give your name and address.
My name is William Wittik. I live at 7 Christian Street in Hartford,

Vermorit and I'd like to direct your question to the appropriate

person from Vermont AOT. Iknow you said the project boundary
on the Vermont side is just east of the railroad underpass, which has
been a [inaudible] bottleneck because of the narrow roadway there.
I’m wondering if any consideration was given to the relocation of
the southerly sidewalk under the bridge for a pedestrian scale
reinforced passage beneath the railroad just south of the historic
stone abutment. This will allow the widening of the roadway under
the bridge by about four feet. The present alignment of the bridge
approach has tended to slow traffic and by straightening it
somewhat, an increase in traffic speed, legal or otherwise, may be
anticipated. The additional roadway width reduced by sidewalk
relocation promotes safe passage of traffic through the underpass.
I’m not sure [inaudible]. We’ve had two meetings and one was in
this building and one was on the Vermont side for this kind of issue.
[inaudible] Presently there are numerous railroad bridges in '
Vermont that need official work done. This structure here
[inaudible]. Wereco gnize that by lining up the existing new
structure with the railroad underpass, that makes it a lot easier for
us to address this issue. We had an increase in the vertical plans,

. So, obviously there are numerous things that we’re

looking at but at this time we don’t have the funds to do the work.

Thank you for your comment.

Do we have any others that wish to give testimony? Yes. Please
give your name and address. ’

I'm Bob Vanier from New Hampshire. I'm also one of the owners
of Stateline Sports, which is located next to the bridge construction.
I just want to, I guess, give you my support in the plans that you’ve
come up with here. Ithink you’ve done a great job promoting the
travel and safety issues. Also having the least, I think, minimal
effect on Stateline Sports and other properties that are currently
there. As far as the driveway drawings section next to the building
that was brought forward, I would support going forward with that
and also I think it helps with the safety issue, access for fire
equipment, etc., behind our building and the possibility of that
continuing further south later on. Thank you.

Next up?

Sean Crumb from Georgia, Vermont. My question is the temporary
bridge, is that a single lane bridge or 1s that a two-lane bridge?
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Alex Vogt:

Sean Crumb:

- Alex Vogt:

Sean Crumb:

Roland Stoodley: -

Jerry Coogan:
Alex Vogt:

Roland Stoodley:

The temporary bridge is a two-lane bridge with a sidewalk on one

side.
Okay. And question, we operate the Jolley Convenience Store on

the corner and obviously a tremendous amount of our business
comes from Vermont and I’m curious whether or not they’ll be
[inaudible]?

There shouldn’t be any... I'm not sure what type of business you
have. There shouldn’t be any impact to your property [inaudible]
some compensation for lost business if that’s what you’re asking.
That’s the question at hand. Yes. Thank you.

Is there any one else that would like to make comments,
suggestions? I would ask the other two members of the
Commission if you have any comment?

Is this bridge on the DOT’s red list?

Yes, it is.

Well, there being no indication of anyone remaining who desires to
be heard, this hearing is now adjoumned.
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
MERRIMACK, SS. :

I, Lee A. Currier, do hereby ceﬁify. that I transcribed from a digital recording the
foregoing pages and that the same is a true, full and correct transcript of all of the testimony at

the hearing, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

I further certify that I am neither attorney nor counsel for, nor related to or employed by
any of the parties to the action in which this hearing was taken and further that I am not a
relative or employee of any attorney or counsel employed in this case, nor am I financially

interested in this action.

"y “
s /
) pr

Lee A. Currier/ Notary Public
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= VERMONT

State of Vermont Agency of Transportation
PDD/Structures Design Section :
Wm. Michael Hedges, P. E. Structures Program Manager
One National Life Drive [phone]  802-828-2621
[fax] 802-828-3566-

Montpelier, VT 05633-5001

www.aot.state.vt.us [ttd] 800-253-0101

December 7, 2009

" Alec Vogt

- alternative is a new three span composite plate girder s

Project Manager o
NHDOT - Bureau of Highway Design
John O. Morton Bldg, Room 200

7 Hazen Drive, PO Box 383
Concord, NH 03302-0483

Ref:  Lebanon, NH - Hartford, VT A000(627) - 14957
* Hartford — Lebanon BHF A000(627)
US Rte 4 over Connecticut River

Dear Mr. Vogt:

First I want to thank you and the others at NHDOT for expediting this project as this bridge is a major link
between Vermont and New Hampshire. The truckers and others have voiced numerous complaints for having a weight

restriction on the existing 1936 truss.

Over the last year Sherward Farnsworth has kept me in formed on the meetings and developments on this project
including the temporary bridge that will soon be opened. '

After close review of the different alternatives that you have presented, VTrans Structures Section’s preferred

tructure with two 5°-6” wide sidewalks, two 12 ft lanes and two 5 ft

shoulders that lines up with the railroad underpass on the Vermont side. The idea of retaining the existing 1936 three

span Pratt truss has may draw backs at this location:

o The traffic at this crossing is only going to increase over time and the existing narrow truss if it was

rehabbed would restrict any widening. The ADT design year of 2032 of

22,260 vehicles on a narrow truss would be unwise as this could only lead to backs ups.

Future maintenance or rehabilitation of the existing truss would be problematic. In order to maintain
traffic at reasonable standard, two way traffic would be required, and this would be imposable unless

another temporary bridge was installed. .
hile maintaining or rehabilitating the existing truss, VIrans

To accommodate a future temporary bridge, W
- would need Right-of-Way currently owned by Liston Community Services where the temporary bridge
abutment is on the Vermont side: VTrans is unable to now purchase this land since VTrans would not

need to use the land within the next 15 years.

Sincerely,

AT M(( <

Wm. Michael Hedges, P.E.
Structures Program Manager

oe: Hartford Selectboard via Hunter Riesebery

WMH:SGF:sgf : /’\




TOWN OF HARTFORD
MUNICIPAL OFFICES
171 Bridge Street
White River Junction. Vermont 05001

Telephone: 802/295-9353 » Fax: 802/295-6382 v
website: www.hartford-vt.org CHANDSS SIONERS Ol

Serving the Villages of Hartford  West Hartford 4 White River Juaction  Wilder 0 Quechee

T G T
Chairman of the Commissio December 17, 2009 R i
c/o Mr. William A. Cass . ' , ' ‘
Director of Development . - C’_‘—j\ !E‘ OF i JE’M I
R e T T Eak e

Department of Transportation
State of New Hampshire
.P.O. Box 483

Concord, NH 03302-0483 Re: Lebanon,NH-Hartford,VT X000(627),14957

Via E-Mail, US Post

Dear Mr. Cass:

This letter is in response to the recent public presentation of information relating to the proposed replacement of the
above captioned bridge between the Town’s of Lebanon, NH and Hartford, Vt. We appreciate all of the effort that
the New Hampshire Department of Transportation and it’s staff have invested in bringing this project to fruition.

With this in mind, the Board of Selectmen for the Town of Hartford has reviewed the information provided and

would offer the following thoughts. It is the consensus-of the Board that the Town of Hartford would support this
project and its timely execution with the following observations;

The Town supports the demolition of the present (old) bridge and its replacement with a new structure
designed to meet the present and future transportation needs of the surrounding community.

»  The Town supports the conceptual replacement bridge design presented. ‘

That the new bridge provide for both pedestrian passage via sidewalks on both sides of the bridge and

adequate lighting.
We continue to believe in the value and replacement of the existing water main as it provides vital

emergency water supply to the abutting communities.
That the State(s) work to make provisions for accommodating a Prospect Street roundabout on the Vermont

side of a new bridge.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this long awaited project. Please feel free to contact us directly
should the Town of Hartford and/or its staff be able to assist you in this ongoing effort. Until then, I remain

: Most Sincerely,
Ce; - BOS Hunter F. Rjese}:/iﬁ
R. Menge Town Manager
File
P&D

?
R P

Administration: 295-9353 ¢ Listers: 295-3077 ¢ Planning & Development: 295-3075 # Treas./Finance Dept.: 295-3002 4 Town Clerk: 295-2785
Parks & Recreation: 295-5036 4 Highways, Water. Wastewater: 295-3622 # Solid Waste Management: 295-5740 ¢ Police Department: 295-9425
Fire Department: 295-3232 & Hartford Housing Authority: 295-5047

Area Cade 802




NEW HAMPSHIRE DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

State of New Hampshire, Department of Cultura] Resources 603-271-3483
19 Pillsbury Street, 2' Floor, Concord NH 03301-3570 . 603-271-3558
Voice/ TTY RELAY ACCESS 1-800-735-2964 FAX 603-271-3433
hitp.//'www. nh.gov/nhdhr preservation@dcr.nh.gov

US Route 4 over the Connecticut River, Lebanon, NH — Hartford, VT
Public Hearing Testimony, December 7, 2009 .

The goal of historical preservation in transportation projects is to provide a forum to discuss and
balance the needs of travelling public with the need to preserve our heritage for future
‘generations. State and federal laws and policies make this goal concrete and lay out the process
for achieving it.

Two of the federal laws that apply to transportation projects are Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act, both
passed in 1966. Section 106 is a consultation review process, where agencies, State Historic
Preservation Offices, applicants, municipalities and the interested public work together to
accommodate historic preservation concerns with other public needs, such as housing,
communications, and a cleaner environment. Each year, the Division of Historical Resources
reviews more than a thousand Section 106 projects in New Hampshire, including transportation
projects.

Section 106 requires applicants to work with the involved federal agency and the State Historic
Preservation Office to identify historical and archeological resources that may be affected by the
project, and then to assess whether the proposed project will have an adverse effect on those
resources. If so, ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate those effects must be implemented.

For projects that are also funded through the Federal Highway Administration, Section 4(f) is
designed to protect several kinds of resources: publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife
and waterfowl refuges, but also all types of historical sites, regardless of ownership. Section 4(f)
prohibits the Federal Highway Administration from approving a project that harms historical
resources, unless it can demonstrate, first, that this is no prudent and feasible alternative that
avoids this harm, and second, that the project incorporates all possible planning to minimize and
mitigate the harm to the resources.

New Hampshire state law echoes federal laws in recognizing that historical properties are among
the state’s most important assets, and that our rapid pace of development threatens these
resources. It also directs all state agencies to work with the Division of Historical Resources to




identify, evaluate and manage historical resources during all state-assisted projects, and to
expend funds to mitigate any adverse project impacts to resources.

All of these laws apply to the project that we are discussing tonight, because the US Route 4
Bridge has been identified as an important historical resource. Additionally, several other
historic properties are located close-by to the bridge, and it’s possible that the project may
disturb archeologically sensitive areas as well.

The US Route 4 bridge was built in 1936, after the well-known flood of that year destroyed its
1897 predecessor. It is the fourth bridge crossing the Connecticut River at this site; the first was
constructed in 1802-03. The current bridge is a combination structure — two high Pratt truss
spans and a low Warren truss span — built on the piers and abutments of the 1897 bridge. This
stonework, designed by the head of the engineering program at Dartmouth, withstood the flood
of 1936. New Hampshire and Vermont suffered severe losses in the floods of 1927 and 1936,
and the engineering in response to these disasters created some of the most important and
innovative bridges in the state still. In the case of the US Route 4 Bridge, its design and rolled
steel members represented the final refinement of metal truss bridges in New Hampshire. In the
years after, plate girder bridges, such as those built today, took the place of metal truss bridges.
The bridge is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, for its state-wide
significance in history and engineering.

Historic metal truss bridges are an endangered resource in New Hampshire. In the last twenty
years, the state has lost about half of its metal truss bridges. There are now fewer metal truss
bridges in service than wooden covered bridges. Although wooden covered bridges are a
sentimental favorite in New Hampshire and across the country, metal truss bridges illustrate an
equally important phase of engineering history, and can offer the opportunity to reuse and
rehabilitate a resource, rather than replace it. There have been a number of success stories in
historic metal bridge rehabilitation in New Hampshire and Vermont, as envisioned by state and
federal laws, including three north of here over the Connecticut River, at Oxford, Haverhill and
Stratford. :

The Division of Historical Resources first began review of this project with the Department of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration in July of 2008. Section 106 and
Section 4(f) both apply, as does our state preservation law, RSA 227 C: 9. We have also jointly
reviewed this project with the Vermont preservation office, since the western end of the bridge
touches down in Vermont. Since July of 2008, the DHR has worked to understand the

transportation ramifications of a rehabilitation alternative in order to finds ways to avoid or
minimize harm to the historic bridge and to reach a point where we could concur with the
FHWA on the preferred alternative under Section 4(f). A number of questions remain to be
answered as to viability of the rehabilitation alternative. In order to complete all of our
responsibilities for this project, the DHR is also waiting to review the effects of the proposed
replacement alternative on the bridge, the surrounding historic properties, and possible
archeological sites in the project area. With the review of the project’s effects in place, the DHR
can then work with DOT, FHWA, the municipalities and the interested public to avoid, minimize
or mitigate harm to resources, while balancing the needs for improved transportation over the
Connecticut River at this site.




If you have any questions about the preservation laws governing this project or the historical
values of the bridge, the surrounding properties or the archeological sensitivity of the project
area, please feel free to contact our office. Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,
Edna Feighner

Review & Compliance Coordinator
NH Division of Historical Resources




REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER

LEBANON, NH-HARTFORD, VT,
PUBLIC HEARING

LEBANON-HARTFORD
14957
COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
December 7, 2009  Mt. Lebanon School, Lebanon, NH  7:00 PM

This project involves the replacement of the US Route 4 bridge over the Connecticut
River between the City of Lebanon, New Hampshire and the Town of Hartford, Vermont.

The new bridge will be constructed in the location of the existing bridge on the NH side of

the Comnecticut River and just to the north of the existing bridge location on the VT side of
the Connecticut River. The new bridge will provide additional width to safely

" accommodate bicyclist and pedestrian traffic. The US 4 reconstruction will begin just east
of the Rail Road underpass in Hartford, VT and extend easterly over the Connecticut River
Bridge into Lebanon, NH approximately 1,100 feet. Minor approach work is anticipated on
Prospect Street.

The following decisions are the Department’s resolution of issues as 2 result of testimony
presented at the December 7, 2009 Public Hearing and written testimony received during
the comment period.

1. Ms. Bdna Feigner, New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources DHR). read
a letter summarizing the historic process and the history of the existing bridge. She
stated that a number of questions remain to be answered as to viability of the
rehabilitation alternative. She also stated that NHDHR was waiting for additional
information regarding the effects of the proposed replacement alternative on the
bridge, the surrounding historic properties, and possible archeological sites in the
project area.

Response: The NHDOT is aware that the NHDHR does not feel sufficient

information has been provided to compare the replacement and rehabilitation options. .

Accordingly NHDHR does not believe it can provide an informed evaluation as to
whether alternatives exist that avoid or minimize harm to the bridge. The NHDOT,
FHEWA, and the VTrans Historic Preservation Office contend that sufficient
documentation has been developed to determine the National Register eligibility of
the bridge and other historic resources in the project area, as well as make an effect
determination for the proposed action. FHWA has determined that the documentation
developed to date is sufficient to demonstrate why various rehabilitation alternatives
do not meet the basic purpose and need of the project.

2. NH Representative Laurie Harding, J enkins Road. Lebanon, NF. asked that the
existing bridge be torn down. '

Response; The existing truss bridge will be removed and replaced with a new bridge.

3. Mr. Sherward Farnsworth, Vermont Agency of Transportation (VAOT), provided a
letter from Michael Hedges, Structures Program Manager, Vermont Agency of
Transportation, in which they support a new bridge with two 5 foot 6 inch sidewalks,
two 12 foot lanes, and two 5 foot shoulders that lines up with the railroad underpass
on the Vermont side. He noted the idea of retaining the existing truss has many
drawbacks including future rehabilitation and detour needs.

Response: VAOT’s support and concurrence with the proposed layout is
acknowledged.

4. Ms Judy McNab, Pearl Street, asked if the old bridge could be reused.

Response: Mitigation for the proposed action has not yet been determined but
typically includes marketing the bridge for sale. The bridge will be made available to
a state, local, or responsible private entity, if such entity enters into an agreement to: -
1. preserve and maintam the bridge and those features that make it historically
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significant, and 2. assume all future legal and financial responsibility for the bridge.
Federal-aid highway funds will be made available for the relocation of the bridge up
to the estimated cost of demolition for the bridge. .

5. Mr. Craie Sterling, Hartford, VT, expressed concern with the existing lighting on the
bridge for pedestrians and bicyclists and asked if lighting will be provided on the new
bridge.

Response: Maintenance of lighting within the compact is a municipal cost and
responsibility. The Department will work with the City of Lebanon and the Town of
Hartford to provide lighting per their requirements.

6. Mr. William Wittik. 7 Christian Street, Hartford, VT, inquired if any consideration
had been given to address the bottleneck under the narrow railroad bridge by
relocating the southerly sidewalk southerly to a new pedestrian underpass. This would
allow the roadway to be widened by four feet.

Response: As this is in the State of Vermont this is an issue for the Vermont Agency
of Transportation and the Town of Hartford. The Vermont Agency of Transportation
has stated that they do not presently have the funds to address the railroad bridge. The
new bridge over the Connecticut River will align with the railroad underpass allowing
this to be addressed in the future. :

7. Mr. Bob Vanier, owner of Stateline Sports. a tenant on parcel 9. expressed support for
anew bridge. He also supported the layout of the proposed driveway to the rear of his
building. '

Response: The support is appreciated. The Department will work with the property
owner regarding any details with the proposed driveway.

8. Mr. Séan Crumb, Georgia VT, stated that he operates the Jolley Convenience Store
. on the corner of US 4 and NH 10. He inquired if there would be any impact to his
business or compensation for lost business.

Response: There are no direct impacts to the Jolley Convenience Store property.
Compensation for lost business is not an allowable expense. It is anticipated that
traffic will not substantially change due to the construction activities, as traffic will be
kept open on the temporary detour bridge during construction of the new bridge.

9. Mr. Hunter Rieseberg, Town Manager, Town of Hartford, VT, wrote that the
Hartford Board of Selectmen supports the demolition of the existing bridge and the
replacement with a new structure as presented. He requested that the new bridge
provide sidewalks on both sides with adequate lighting. He noted that the water main
replacement be provided as it provides vital emergency water supply to the abutting
communities and that the State(s) work to make provisions for accommodating a
Prospect Street roundabout on the Vermont side of the bridge.

Response: The support is appreciated. Sidewalks will be provided on both sides of
the bridge. Maintenance of lighting is a municipal cost and responsibility. The
Department will work with the City of Lebanon and the Town of Hartford to provide
lighting per their requirements. The water main replacement will be coordinated with
the City of Lebanon and Town of Hartford. Coordination with the Vermont Agency
of Transportation and the Town of Hartford will take place during final design to
accommodate 2 roundabout at Prospect Street if deemed appropriate.

Submitted By:
s 0 (@a@_ &
Date: | o) George N Canppbel],  (}
: {I/ominis‘signer
~
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New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau - Animal Record

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Legal Status Conservation Status .
Federal: Monitored Global: Demonstrably widespread, abundant, and secure
State: Listed Endangered State:  Critically imperiled due to rarity or vulnerability

Description at this Location

Conservation Rank:  Fair quality, condition and/or lanscape context ('C' on a scale of A-D).
Comments on Rank:

Detailed Description: 1998: One adult (male?) starting 12/2/1997, joined by a second (female?) on
1/25/1998.1993: Most perching observed between dam south to Rte. 4. Roosting near Rte.
5/91 intersection in White River Junction. Sightings near Lebanon dump (off Rte. 12a) and
off River Road (opposite Ottaqueechee River). 1991: Just 1 bird, perches frequently near
dam, roosts in Vermont north of West Lebanon. Same bird has been returning for 8 years.

General Area: 1998: Tall pines on the bank of the Connecticut River, in the vicinity of a dam.

General Comments:  1998: Perch preference indicates that the male may be the same bird that has wintered in this
area since 1981-82, and the female may be the same that has shared the area since 1992-93.

Management
Comments:
Location
Survey Site Name: Connecticut River at Wilder Dam
- Managed By:
County: Grafton USGS quad(s): Hanover (4307263)
Town(s): Lebanon Lat, Long: 433932N, 0721837W
Size: 95.9 acres Elevation: 330 feet
Precision: Within (but not necessarily restricted to) the area indicated on the map.
Directions: From Wilder Dam on the Connecticut River south to the mouth of the White River.

Dates documented
First reported: 1981 Last reported: 1998

Deluca, Diane. 1991. Annual Eagle Wintering Surveys. Audubon Society of New Hampshire. February.

Cook, Richard A, Christian J. Martin & Laura S. Deming. 1998. New Hampshire Endangered Species Program
Status and Management Report. 1 April 1997 - 31 March 1998. Project No. EW-1-16. Prepared by Audubon Society
of New Hampshire.

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has jurisdiction over Federally listed species. Please contact them at 70
Commercial Street, Suite 300, Concord NH 03301 or at (603) 223-2541.




Page 1 of 2

Christine Perron

From: Susi_vonOettingen@fws.gov

Sent:  Tuesday, July 29, 2008 3:04 PM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: ktuttle@wildlife.state.nh.us

Subject: Re: Lebanon, US Route 4 Bridge Replacement, Connecticut River (NHDOT Project #14857)

Hi Christine,

We reviewed the project location and the closest dwarf wedgemussel site is about two miles downriver. Based on the distance
from a known location and the lack of dwarf wedgemussel habitat between the proposed bridge rehabilitation and the closest
occupied site, we believe the bridge rehabilitation is not likely to adversely affect dwarf wedgemussels. There are no other federally

listed threatened or endangered species in the project area, therefore further consuitation with this office is not necessary.
Thank you for contacting me regarding the project. If  can be of further assistance, let me know.

Susi

Susi von Oettingen

Endangered Species Biologist

US Fish and Wildlife Service

70 Commercial St., Suite 300

Concord, NH 03301

603-223-2541 ext. 22
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/newenglandfieldoffice

"Christine Perron" <CPerron@dot.state.nh.us>
e To "Susi von Oettingen (E-mail)" <Susi_vonoettingen@fws.gov>

cc
07/28/2008 03:02 PM Subject Lebanon, US Route 4 Bridge Replacement, Connecticut River (NHDOT Project #14957)

Susi,

The NHDOT recently accelerated the subject project in its program due fo the results of the lafest bridge inspection.
This bridge has significantly deferiorated and the weight limit has been decreased fo such an extent that is now open only
to one lane of traffic, and truck traffic (including fire trucks) is not allowed to cross. Due to the traffic and safety issues
af this location, the Department is proposing to erect a femporary bridge as soon as possible just downstream from the
existing bridge. The existing bridge will eventually be replaced, likely in the same location, after further review.

The results of the Natural Heritage Bureau review (attached) indicate that this project is in an area flagged for potential
impacts to Dwarf Wedgemussel. However, an August 2007 map from the USFWS website (also attached) does not show
Lebanon within the area where DWM are known to be present. Could you please confact me at your earliest convenience
with your concerns and/or recommendations. :

Thanks very much,

8/31/2010 Exhibit C2




Lebanon, US Route 4 Bridge Replacement, Connecticut River (NHDOT Project #14957) Page 1 of 1

Christine Perron

From: Kim A Tuttle [Kim.Tuttle@wildlife.nh.gov]

Sent:  Monday, July 28, 2008 3:38 PM

To: Christine Perron

Subject: RE: Lebanon, US Route 4 Bridge Replacement, Connecticut River (NHDOT Project #14957)

Hi Christine,

| would not expect that bald eagle would be an issue here. The job needs to be run past Susi for the dwarf wedgemussel issue
since it is federally listed. We would abide by any determination that they make regarding dwarf wedgemussel. | would think that
she would be most interested in any bank or riverbed impacts.

Kim

From: Christine Perron [mailto:CPerron@dot.state.nh.us]

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 3:16 PM

To: Kim A Tuttle

Subject: Lebanon, US Route 4 Bridge Replacement, Connecticut River (NHDOT Project #14957)

Hi Kim,

The NHDOT recently accelerated the subject project in its program due to the results of the latest bridge inspection.
This bridge has significantly deteriorated and the weight limit has been decreased to such an extent that is now open only
to one lane of traffic, and truck traffic (including fire trucks) is not allowed to cross. Due to the traffic and safety issues
at this location, the Department is proposing to erect a temporary bridge as soon as possible just downstream from the
existing bridge. The existing bridge will eventually be replaced, likely in the same location, after further review.

The results of the Natural Heritage Bureau review (attached) indicate that a bald eagle was observed perching and
roosting in this general vicinity in 1998. While I was at this site, I did not see any trees immediately around the bridge
that were obvious roost trees for bald eagles. I am attaching photos for your review.

This project will be reviewed at the August Natural Resource Agency Coordination meeting. However, in the meantime,
could you please contact me at your earliest convenience with your concerns and/or recommendations.

Thanks very much,
Christine

<<location map.doc>> <<NHB08-1345_Perron.pdf>> <<Photos.doc>>

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager

NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302
Ph: (603) 271-3717

Fax: (603) 271-7199
cperron@dot.state.nh.us

8/31/2010
Exhibit C3




AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION OFFICE MEMORANDUM Page 1 of 2

Christine Perron

From: Goldstein, Lee [Lee.Goldstein@state.vt.us]

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2008 3:03 PM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: Goldstein, Lee; Lepore, John

Subject: FW-: US 4 (Hartford, VT - Lebanon, NH): NR Clearance

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Christine,

The Natural Resource clearance below is for your use; please contact us if you have any questions.
Thank you,

Lee

Lee D.R. Goldstein, MLA
Environmental Specialist, SE Region
VTrans PDD, Environmental Section
Vermont Agency of Transportation
1 National! Life Drive--Drawer 33
Montpelier, VT 05633

From: Lepore, John

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2008 2:51 PM

To: Goldstein, Lee

Cc: Lepore, John; Russell, Jeannine

Subject: US 4 (Hartford, VT - Lebanon, NH): NR Clearance

Here you go...Take II...

VERMONT AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION OFFICE MEMORANDUM’

ol

TO: Lee Goldstein, Environmental Specialist
FROM: John Lepore, Transportation Biologist
DATE: September 29, 2008

SUBJECT: Hartford — Lebanon BHF A000 (627)

I have completed my review of this bridge project over the Connecticut River between Hartford, VT and Lebanon, NH
and have and have concluded that the project will not impact wetlands, floodplains, species/habitats of special concern,
or agricultural soils. This conclusion included a review of published resource information on ArcView and a site visit
of the project area.

Given that the Ordinary High Water mark is on the New Hampshire side of the boundary, there will not be a need for
any involvement with the VT ANR. With that said, NHDOT will be responsible to obtain all necessary permits for the
project with regard to the State of New Hampshire, the USCG, and the US Army Corps of Engineers. :

8/31/2010
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Commander One South Street

First Coast Guard District Battery Park Bullding
New York, NY 10004-1466

Staff Symbol: dpb
Phone:; (212) 668-7165
Fax; (212) 668-7967

16211/NV-718
Connecticut River

U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

November 18, 2008

Mr. Jamison S. Sikora

Environmental Program Manager

Federal Highway Administration — New Hampshire Division
19 Chenell Drive, Suite One

Concord, NH 03301

Re: U.S. Route 4 over Connecticut River

Dear Mr. Sikora:

This is in response to your letter dated 12 November 2008 invoking 23 U.S.C. Section 144 (h)
for the referenced bridge project. Based upon information you have provided, we concur with
your determination.

Although this project will not require a bridge permit other areas of Coast Guard jurisdiction
apply. The following stipulations must be met:

a. The requirement to display permanent navigation lights at this bridge in accordance with .

33 CFR 118 is waived. This waiver may be rescinded at anytime in the future should
nighttime navigation through this bridge be increased to a level determined by the District
Commander to warrant lighting.

b. Any spillage of oil or oil based products during construction must be promptly reported to
the Coast Guard by calling 1-800-424-8802.

If you have any further questions feel free to contact this office at the number above.

By direction of the District Commander
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Christine Perron

From: : Walker, Steve [Steve.Walker@nh.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 11:23 AM
To: Christine Perron

Subject: ' Lebanon - Hartford bridge

There are no LCIP interests in the project area
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NHDOT project - Lebanon-Hartford 14957

Christine Perron

Page 1 of 3

From: Shari Colby [Shari.Colby@dred.state.nh.us]
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2008 12:28 PM

To: Christine Perron

Subject: RE: NHDOT project - Lebanon-Hartford 14957

Hi Christine —
Here are the locations of the projects —

33-00073 (Storrs Hill Ski Area ) — Located on Spring St and Water St.

33-00204 (West Side Recreation Area) — Located Crawford/Aldrich Ave.
33-00277 (Lebanon Community Gardens) — Rte 13 — Southeast off Melendy Pond

33-00428 (Farnum Hill Reserve) — On Farnum Hill off Poverty Lane
33-00514 (Lebanon Civic Memorial Field) — Crawford Street
33-00568 (Connecticut Riverfront) — E. Wilder Rd

33-00630 (Riverside Community Park) — Glen Rd.

I hope this helps!

Shari

Shari A. Colby v

Community Outreach Specialist

Division of Parks and Recreation

Department of Resources and Economic Development
PO Box 1856

Concord, NH 03302-1856

Phone: 603-271-3556

Fax: 603-271-3553

Visit us at www.nhstateparks.org

----- Original Message-----
From: Christine Perron [mailto;CPerron@dot.state.nh.us]

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 11:48 AM

To: Shari Colby
Subject: RE: NHDOT project - Lebanon-Hartford 14957

Thank you. Anytime within the next few weeks is fine.

----- Original Meséage~--——
From: Shari Colby [mailto:Shari.Colby@dred.state.nh.us]
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 11:48 AM

To: Christine Perron
Subject: RE: NHDOT project - Lebanon-Hartford 14957

Okay I will try to get that to you by the end of the week.

Thanks
Shari

9/30/2008
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State of New Hampshire
INTER-DEPARTMENT COMMUNICATION

To: - Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager
NH Dept. of Transportation

" From: Shari Colby, Program Specialist (jéz

Dept. of Resources and Economic Development
Division of Parks and Recreation

Date: September 15, 2008

Subject: Lebanon NH — Hartford VT, 14957

This communication is in response to your memo dated September 3, 2008 regarding
the replacement of the bridge on US Route 4 over the Connecticut River between
Lebanon NH and Hartford VT. | have included a list of 6(f) properties located in the

Town of Lebanon below.

Upon review of the information provided in your memo, ! find no significant impacts to
the recreational value of the 6(f) property. Unless changes to the proposed project
oceur, no further approval is required from this office.

Feel free to contact me at 271-3556 or at scolbv@dred.state.nh.us , should you..have
any questions. _

3300073|Lebanon]STORRS HILL SKIAREA
3300204 |Lebanon]WEST SIDE RECREATION AREA
3300277 Lebanon|LEBANON COMMUNITY GARDENS
3300428 |Lebanon|FARNUM HILL RESERVE

3300514 Lebanon|LEBANON CIVIC MEMORIAL FIELD
3300568]Lebanon/CONNECTICUT RIVERFRONT ___
[3300630]Lebanon|RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY PARK

ECEIVED

'BUREAL OF ERVIRONMENT
SEP 1 6 2008

NH DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION




14957A . Page 1 of 1

Christine Perron

From: Goldstein, Lee [Lee.Goldstein@state.vt.us]
Sent:  Monday, March 09, 2009 10:15 AM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: Goldstein, Lee

Subject: RE: 14957A

Hi Christine,

I typically check for this information; the list for Hartford includes only 4 sites, none of which are within our VT project area, so it's
safe to say there are no 6(f) issues.

If this is not what you meant or you need more detail and want to see the list of sites just et me know.

Thanks Christine,
Lee

Lee D.R. Goldstein, MLA
Environmental Specialist, SE Region
VTrans PDD, Environmental Section
Vermont Agency of Transportation
1 National Life Drive--Drawer 33
Montpelier, VT 05633

TeI 802 828 3985 Fax: 802‘828 -2334

From: Christine Perron [mailto:CPerron@dot.state.nh.us]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2009 10:55 AM

To: Goldstein, Lee

Subject: 14957A

Hi Lee,

I don't remember asking you about Land & Water Conservation Fund {6(f)} properties in Vermont. Do you typically check
for these?

Thanks,
Christine

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager

NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302
Ph: (603) 271-3717

Fax: (603) 271-7199
cperron@dot.state.nh.us
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TOWN OF HARTFORD

- DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT' SERVICES
171 Bridge Street . .
White River Junction, Vermont 05001-1920 —
Telephone: 802/295-3075 "‘"__.I
Fax: 802/295-6382 “‘-—

www.hartford-vt.org

Serving the Villages of Hartford ® West Hartford # White River Junction ¢ Wilder ® Quechee

November 13, 2008

Christine Perron

Senior Environmental Manager
NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

P.O. Box 483

Concord, NH 03302-0483

Subject: NHDOT Project #14957

Dear Ms. Perron:

I am responding to your October 29, 2008 letter to Lori Hirshfield requesting information from
the Town of Hartford related to theRoute 4 bridge replacement project. The following are '

responses to your questions.

1. TheTown 6f Hartford is a member of the Two Rivers-Ottauquechee Regional

' Commission. There is a regional plan that is available at its website: trorc.org under
publications. The Town of Hartford Master Plan also is available at the TRORC website
under “Mémber Towns” - click on “Town of Hartford” then “Town Documents” under

“on-line services then “Town Plan.”

2. We are not aware of any specific natural or cultural resources of significance in the vicinity .
of the project. However, with the location near the confluence of the Connecticut and
White Rivers, there are potential archaeological resources in the area. Our understanding is
that an archaeological assessment is being undertaken.

3. Thereisa public park (Lyman Point Park) a few hundred feet south of the bridge site at the
confluence of the Connecticut and White River (ses enclosed orthophoto). No Land and
- Water Conservation Funds have been used for this property. '

¥

4. We are not aware of any locally or regionally significant water resources or related

5. We are ndt aware of any water quality concerns.

Administration: 295-9353 @ Listers: 295-3077 @ Pianning & Development: 295-3075 4 Finance Dept.: 295-3002 ¢ Town Clerk; 295-2785
Parks & Recreation: 295-5036 # Highways. Water. Wastewater: 295-3622 # Solid Wastc Management: 295-5740
Police Department: 295-9425 @ Emeraency Services & Emergency Munagement: 295-3232
Area Code 802
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6. Regarding existing or potential hazardous materials or contaminants in the vicinity of
the project, a Level 2 Environmental Assessment has been done for the property
along Prospect Street, which revealed some hazardous waste. There are monitoring
wells. For more information, contact Tod Whipple, Vice President of Real Estate,
United Builders T (603) 863-1240, F (603) 863-7399 Tod@unitedconstruction.biz

Regarding asbestos landfills or asbestos containing utility pipes located within the project
limits, please refer to the enclosed e-mail dated November 10™ from the Hartford

Department of Public Works.
7. Wedo not have any other environmental concerns.

8. There are two multi-family dwellings on the north side of the bridge that are likely to be
impacted. However, a recently announced redevelopment plan for the property includes
plans to demolish these structures.

;

We anticif)ate that there will be normal impacts related to a construction project of this size. .
However, we do not anticipate that the project will have a significant effect on the
surrounding area aside from these normal impacts.

9. We believe there is Japanese Knotweed along the western shore of the Connecticut River.
We are not aware of any other invasive plants in the vicinity.
t

Please feel free to call me at (802) 295-3075 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Matt Osborn, {AICP
Planner

RECEIVED

BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENT
NOV 1 7 2008

NH DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION'
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~

Matt Osborn

From: RKenney [RKenney@hartford-vi.org]
Sent:  Monday, November 10, 2008 3:32 PM
To: mosbom@hartford-vt.org

Cc: rmenge@bhartford-vt.org

Subject: RE: Route 4 Bridge Questionaire

Matt,

I am not aware of any contamination issues regarding the buried water mains near the Route 4 Bridge. The water main is
cast iron on Prospect St and ductile iron on Maple St. There is also some abandoned 8" cast iron water main on Maple

Street. ‘

The insulation (if any) on the 12" water main that connects the Hartford and Lebanon water systems (located on the
bridge) will need to be checked for asbestos.

| also believe the sewer main on Prospect St and Maple St is AC (asbestos cement).

Let me know if | can be of further assistance. -
W
Rick Kenney
Chief Water Systems Operator
Town of Hartford
173 Airport Road o,
White River Junction, VT 05001

From: Rich Menge [mailto:rmenge@hartford-vt.org]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2008 5:07 PM

To: 'RKenney'; 'Allyn Ricker'

Cc: mosborn@hartford-vt.org

Subject: Route 4 Bridge Questionaire

Rick and Allyn- ‘
Please respond by November 12 directly to Matt concerning contamination info or asbestos cement pipes that you are
aware of in the Prospect St/Maple St/ Listen Center area from the river back to the underpass by Kibby's. Please send

me a copy and make sure you respond even if you have nothing to add. .
Thanks a lot. i :

Richard Menge, P.E.

Director of Public Works

Town of Hartford

173 Airport Road

White River Junction, VT 05001

802-295-3622 phone ..

802-281-7051fax (new fax # as of October 2007)

----- Original Message-----

From: Matt Osborn [mailto:mosborn@hartford-vt.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 4:18 PM

To: 'Rich Menge' ;

Cc: 'Lori Hirshfield' .

Subject: Route 4 Bridge Questionaire

Rich,

Lori asked me to vrespond to a letter from NHDOT regarding the Route 4 Bridge replacement. They are requesting answer

11/13/2008
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‘several questions. | am able to answer
some of the questions, but need the assistance of you or your staff. Could you please assist me with the following questio

Are you aware of any existing or potential hazardous materials or contaminants in the vicinity of the project?
Are there asbestos landfills or asbestos containing utility pipes located within the project limits?

| know they are trying to fast track this project so | am hoping to respond to their request in a timely manner.
Thanks.

Matt

Matthew J. Osbomn, AICP

~ Planner :
Town of Hartford t
171 Bridge Street
White River Junction, VT 05001
Phone (802) 295-3075
Fax (802) 295-6382

11/13/2008.
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Upper Valley River Subcommittee

Piermont  Christine Perron
Orford ~ Semior Environmental Manager
NH Department of Transportation
Iyme  po Box 483
Hanover  Concord, NH 03302

W .
Lebanon . September 17, 2008
New Hampshire  RE: Route 4 bridge, West Lebanon #14957

Dear Ms. Perron,

Bradford '
F f:ka The Upper Valley River Subcommittee of the Connecticut River Joint Commissions discussed the
_ @ replacement of the Route 4 bridge at our meeting on September 15. This bridge was built in 1936 following
Thetford  the flood of that year, and is composed of two high Pratt trusses and one low Warren truss. Both this bridge
and its predecessor, built after the 1896 flood, have included a walkway for pedestrians. We provide the

Nori following answers to your questions
Hartford ' ) .
Vermont  I- Community and regional plans that might have a bearing on this project include:
a 2008 Connecticut River Water Resources Management Plan (in publ.)
b. 2008 Conmnecticut River Recreation Management Plan (in publ.)
c. 1997 Connecticut River Corridor Management Plan
d. 1998 Connecticut River Scenic Byway Study
e City of Lebanon’s plan for the Westboro Rail Yard

2. . Natural or cultural resources of significance in the vicinity of the project include:
a. Dwarf wedgemussel (likely not in immediate area, but nearby)
b. Historic Westboro Rail Yard
c. Archeological resources (likely due to nearby confluence of two major rivers, the
Connecticut and the White, and the proximity of a former set of rapids on the river just
upstream, now imndated by Wilder Dam) '

d. Connecticut River Scenic Byway
3. Public parks, recreation areas, wildlife/waterfowl refuges in the vicinity of the project include:

a. Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge (throughout the watershed)

b. ° Lyman Point Park in Hartford, VT .

¢. - Westboro Rail Yard (possible fiture public recreation access)
4, Locally or regionally significant water resources in the project vicinity include:

a Aquifers on the NH side (although we believe this area is served by the city water system)
5. Water quality concerns that should be addressed include:

a Stormwater management

b. Sediment .

c. Avoidance of salt use for de-icing

d Unidentified outfall on NH side just north of bridge - source of discharge mnknown
e. .  Possible rail-related soil contamination on both sides of riverbank

a local subcommittee of the Connecticut River Joint Commissions

t
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6. Existing or potential hazardous materials or contaminants in the project vicinity mclude
: a. Soil contamination on NH bank just south of bridge.
b. Oil storage tanks and underground tanks on the NH and VT sides, mcludmg Purcell Oil

on Prospect St.
c. 2000 EPA sediment study found no pollutants above screening levels in this area
7. Other environmental concerns:

a. Project shounid apply state-of-the-art environmentally sensitive design and maintenance.
b. ° Nodecorations that might impede visibility, such as the concrete ball decorations on the
* Ledyard Bridge.

c Include provision for pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

d Consider a slightly wider space for vehicle traffic,

e Since federal fimding is likely to be used in the replacement of this bridge, we would like
to remind the department of the obligation to provide public river access as part of the
project. While it is not likely that an appropriate location for such access exists at the
bridge site itself, we call your attention to the City of Lebanon’s plans for the adjacent
Westboro Rail Yard, which include a plan to provide public access for river viewing and
for launching cartop boats. An opportunity for cooperation might exist here.

8. Roadside invasives are likely present. We apprecmte DOT"s effort to identify and oontrol invasive
" species.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment upon this project.

fz y yours,

David Minsk, Chair
Upper Valley River Subcommittee

cc: Sharon Francis, Executive Director

Steve Couture, NH Rivers Coordinator

David Jorgensen, Lebanon representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Joan Monroe, Lebanon representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Gregg Mandsager, City Manager

Lebanon Planning Board and Plamming Office

Lebanon Conservation Commission

Cindy Heath, Lebanon Recreation Director

Russ Hirschler, Upper Valley Trails Alliance

Christine Walker, Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission



JCONNECTICUT

COMMISSIONS

Christine Perron

Bureau of the Environment

NH Department of Transportation
1 Hazen Drive , PO Box 483
Concord, NH 03302-0095 February 25, 2009

RE: Lebanon-Hartford Route 4 Bridge, DOT #14957
DES Wetlands File # 2009-00158

Dear Ms. Perron,

The Connecticut River Joint Commissions offer our strong support for construction of the temporary bridge
linking the New Hampshire and Vermont at Route 4 in Lebanon and Hartford. The historic bridge at this site, located
in one of the busiest parts of the northern river corridor, has deteriorated to a point where it is no longer safe for
heavy loads. The Commissions agree that providing safe crossing at this strategic spot is an essential and immediate
need, and an appropriate project to undertake with federal economic recovery funds. The concept for the temporary
bridge, which would be built just downstream of the current bridge without taking of property, is well planned. We
appreciate the Department’s selection of this Connecticut River project to put forward at this time.

Beyond solving the immediate need is the question of the permanent crossing at this strategic location. We
understand that the agency is considering whether to restore the 1936 truss bridge or to replace it with a new, larger
bridge. Each approach offers benefits and drawbacks. We would like to provide further context for the decision.

The historic 1936 Pratt Truss bridge, built after the flood of that year, offers the appeal and authentic flavor
of a fast-disappearing type of crossing. Its dimensions and alignment create traffic calrhing for traffic moving
between these two intensively developed villages, and its cantilevered sidewalk, a nod to the cross-river
neighborliness that has long existed between these two communities, offers safe passage for pedestrians. The
proposed replacement bridge would occupy what is described as a better alignment and would include space for both
bicycle travel on shoulders and sidewalks on both sides, thus enhancing crossing for alternative forms of -
transportation, The replacement bridge would require new and wider piers in the river and a much larger amount of
permanent riprap along the bank below the bridge. Our studies of erosion and river dynamics lead us to conclude
that riprap should be kept to 2 minimum to minimize downstream erosion problems, and should be inter-planted with
natural vegetation to safeguard water temperatures and aquatic habitat.

This crossing is a key part of the.Connecticut River Byway. Citing its historic intrinsic value, the Federal
Highway Administration designated this byway a National Scenic Byway in 2005. Hartford is one of ten Waypoint
Communities along the bi-state Byway, serving as a focal point for visitor services and interpretation. Its visitor
welcome center is located within walking distance of the Route 4 bridge. The aesthetics of any bridge at this site will
therefore be very important. We understand that the preliminary design for a replacement bridge calls for an arched
bottom on steel girders. The communities would be asked to participate in cost of any extras such as ornamentation.
Perhaps the bridge might be eligible for Scenic Byway grant funding to assist with such costs, given the prominence
of the crossing on the Connecticut River Byway.

The emergency nature of this situation is due in no small part to lack of timely maintenance, which threatens
other historic Connecticut River bridges, including the Lyme-East Thetford Bridge. While several dramatic historic
bridges have been lost over the years on this river, most notably the Arch Bridge that once linked Walpole with
Bellows Falls, many more have recently been elegantly repaired and are once again a source of pride. These include
the 1893 Stratford-Maidstone Bridge, the 1937 Monroe-Barnet Bridge, the 1923 Ranger Bridge in Woodsville-Wells
River, the 1928 Piermont-Bradford Bridge, and the 1939 Samuel Morey Bridge linking Orford and Fairlee, all
restored within the last decade. As a collection, they provide the Connecticut River Byway with a remarkable
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attraction for those interested in engineering history as well as those who simply enjoy the character of such historic
crossings.

The Commissions strongly support the need to provide alternative transportation, and suggest that the
Department might consider an approach similar to that taken with the Chesterfield-Brattleboro Bridge. In 2003, a
new steel arched bridge was completed adjacent to and upstream of the historic 1936 arch. The new bridge is half
again as wide as its historic twin, and carries the same kind of heavy truck and commuter traffic on Route 9 as the
Route 4 bridge. The old bridge has been rehabilitated for pedestrian and bicycle use. In the case of the Route 4
crossing, the temporary bridge could be reduced in size or otherwise finished to permanently serve bicyclists and
foot traffic after it is no longer needed to carry motorized traffic while the historic bridge is repaired for vehicular
use. Such a crossing could also provide a link with the Westboro Rail Yard.

Should preservation of the historic bridge be rejected as unfeasible, we urge the Department to work with
the communities and the Federal Highway Administration on a design that complements the historic villages and the
Connecticut River Byway. We would like to take this opportunity to note that use of federal funds for bridge
projects carries with it the obligation to provide river access as part of the projects, and hope that the Department
will work with the City of Lebanon to ensure that such access can be accomplished at the adjacent Westboro site.

Very truly yours,

Sharon F. Francis
Executive Director

CC: Gino Infascelli, NH DES

Steve Couture, NH Rivers Coordinator

James Garvin, NH Division of Historical Resources

Gayle Ottmann, Connecticut River Commissioner, Hartford

Hunter Reisberg, Hartford Town Manager

Greg Mandsager, Lebanon City Manager

Nat Tripp, Chair, Connecticut River Scenic Byway Council

David Minsk, Chair, Upper Valley River Subcommittee

David Jorgensen, Lebanon representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Joan Monroe, Lebanon representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Lynn Bohi, Hartford representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Linda Wilson, Hartford representative to the Upper Valley River Subcommittee
Russell Hirschler, Ex. Dir., Upper Valley Trails Alliance and CT River Byway Council




NHDOT Bridge Pfoject, Lebanon-Hartford, 14957 Page 1 of 2

Christine Perron

From: Sharon F. Francis [sharonf@mvgalaxy.com]

Sent:  Thursday, June 11, 2009 1:37 PM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: Adair Mulligan

Subject: Re: [SPAM-48] NHDOT Bridge Project, Lebanon-Hartford, 14957

Hello Christine, '

We appreciate hearing back from you about the Lebanon-Hartford bridge project, agree that the proposed Lebanon City Park
can appropriately furnish boat access to the river in that general location.

Thanks so much for peing attentive to the question we raised.

Sincerely,

Sharon

Sharon F. Francis.

Executive Director

Connecticut River Joint Commissions

603-826-4800

www.cric.org;www. clrivertravel.net
Giving Voice to New England's Great River

Cc: Adair Mulligan (E-mail)
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2009 9:57 AM
Subject: [SPAM-48] NHDOT Bridge Project, Lebanon-Hartford, 14957

Ms. Francis,

Now that the temporary bridge project is wrapping up, we are now re-focusing our attention on the subject project that
will address the existing bridge. In correspondence dated February 25, 2009 from the CRJC regarding the subject
project, you stated that "use of federal funds for bridge projects carries with it the obligation to provide river access as
part of the projects". I wanted to follow up with you about this issue. As you probably know, the City of Lebanon is
currently negotiating with the State of NH for the purchase of the property in the southeast quadrant of the bridge for
the purpose of creating a park. According to.the City's Park Design Study, the park would include a carry-in canoe and
kayak access point. Since river access is being planned by Lebanon, the NHDOT has not considered providing river access
as part of this bridge project. However, we will continue to coordinate with the City fo ensure that the bridge project
does not prevent river access at this location and to determine how the construction of the bridge project can benefit
the proposed park and river access point. Should sale of the property to the City fall through for any reason, the
NHDOT will revisit the possibility of providing river access as part of the bridge project. |

Please let me know if the CRJIC considers this course of action regarding river access to be appropriate.
Thank you.

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager

NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302
Ph: (603) 271-3717

Fax: (603) 271-7199

8/31/2010




Christine Perron

From: John Taylor [john.taylor@uvtrails.org]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2009 5:17 PM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: recreation@lebcity.com; tnunez@hartford-vt.org

Subject: UVTA reply Re: Question about pedestrian/bicyclist use of Route 4 bridge
Hi Christine,

I am not aware of any bicycle and pedestrian use counts on the Rte. 4
bridge but am looking into possible sources. If numbers do exist or are
collected during current bridge conditions, they would provide a
baseline for current to future use assessment but will not provide a
gauge of potential use. According to feedback we've received recently
and over the past decade, safety issues on the bridge restrict use by
bicyclists and the current bridge design is considered a barrier for
non-motorized transportation.

Based on public input expressed at two regional trail and

bike/pedestrian planning meetings, held at Lebanon City Hall in March
2006 and March 2007, there was a lot of interest in seeing the Route 4
bridge improved so bike and ped access would be safer/more user friendly
for commuters and families. Over 100 people attended each of those
meetings - quite an impressive turn out for planning meetings! We have
also been speaking to bicyclists and pedestrians that commute across the
bridge during Bike and Walk to Work Day (held mid-May since 2005) as
they catch a breakfast we provide in celebration of their non-motorized
commuting efforts - we constantly hear that they are apprehensive about
traveling across the unsafe bridge.

The Upper Valley Trails Alliance has been working on a four town Upper
Valley Loop Trail project for ten years now and recently we've invested
renewed interest and time to get it on the ground. A key crossing of the
Connecticut River would need to be on the Route 4 bridge (or slightly
downstream on a rail bridge, as a rail-with-trail option). I've attached

a Upper Valley Loop Trail Planning map that shows the proposed crossing.

I've contacted Nate Miller at the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional
Planning Commission to see if he is aware of any count studies.

Have you contacted the Upper Valley Transportation Management Association?

I've also contacted Mark Colgan of Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. to see -
if they collected any data of pedestrian and bicycle use across the rail
bridge or Rte. 4 bridge in 2006- 2007.

I'l! let you know what | find out.

Cheers, John

John Taylor
Trail Programs Director

Upper Valley Trails Alliance
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Christine Perron

From: Jerry Moore

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 11:31 AM

To: Christine Perron

Subject: RE: Lebanon-Hartford 14957 bridge project
Christine,

We do not, at this time collect counts on pedestrian or bicycle traffic. This type of data will be something that we will persue in
the future though!
We only have counts on vehicle traffic volume and turning movements.

The replacement bridge will have 5 foot sidewalks on each side, with 12 foot lanes and 4 or 5 foot shoulders. This should
address all bicycle and pedestrian issues.

Thanks,

Jerry Moore

Bicycle/Ped Programs

NH DOT

7 Hazen Dr. Concord, NH 03302-0483
jmoore2@dot.state.nh.us

Phone: 603 271-3320

From: Christine Perron
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2009 9:07 AM
To: Jerry Moore

Subject: Lebanon-Hartford 14957 bridge project

Jerry,

NHDOT is planning a project that will rehabilitate or replace the US Route 4 bridge over the Connecticut River
between Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT. T have been asked by the NH Division of Historical Resources to find out if
pedestrian and bicyclist counts are available at this location. Do you know if this type of data exists? I don’t think this
is information that the NHDOT typically collects, but any information that you could provide would be helpful. T have
already contacted local groups and no one is aware of any counts being taken.

Thanks for your help,
Christine

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager

NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302
Ph: (603) 271-3717

Fax: (603) 271-7199
cperron@dot.state.nh.us
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SURFACE WATER IMPAIRMENTS




80/¢/6 :°3ea
166 Jo €6£ obeq

AiTeutbaei-W (poposu TaWIL/Peitedul=g
TaWL/paaTeduI=yp) ‘paepuels HUTUTERIIY JON ATTETIU9304/UOCTIBWIOFUI JUSTOTIINSUI =SNd-€
JUSTOTIINSUI =SYd-£ ‘elep ON/UOTIPWIOJUT JUSTOTIINSUI = (N-£ ‘90UDpPIIDXD DM ¥ I0U 9I033I2yl Teanleu jng BIAIITID DM

SpeYdXg = SHO-Z ‘eTI9lTIo aaoqe ATreurhiew zojauwered sirzoddng

‘juelnyyod-uoN/paitedul=0f

paualeaayt=1 ‘Iusuatedu] 2I19a9S=d
ucmEuammEH AIT3091 UITM Dansesy IdYIO/poiTedui=gp ‘poiaTdwo)d
‘prepuels butuTelly ATTRTIUD3O04/UOTIRWIOJUT

= W~Z ‘eTI23TIO 2a0qe [Tom I93aweiaeq sijxoddng

<juswatedwt

9-g !sa1I0b93e) SHAN

aN~€ SITIPTTM
uoT3eaI03Y|
o-Z N IT00 <HmonmmUmm_ 9~Z 30e3U0) AXepuooag
uoTIea3103Y|
SMOTIIDAD IDMAG PIUTAUOD €102 W-9p N T1OD BTUYDTIDBYDISY W-€h 30e1U0) Azewrtig
S¥d-¢€ N sTAuaydtq palrUTIOTUIATOd
SOTX0J - uoTljsodsg OTiayudsowly L10Z W-YF N Kanoaap W-YF uoTl1dunsuo) ysrg
Juswleax], 231enbapy
9-2 1213¢ I97ey Humjutag
aN-~-€ N IONIZ
0-2 N . Hd|
-2 N QIATOSSIA ‘NIADAXO
aN~-¢£ N TAROIN]
an-¢ N avaT
aN-¢ N (Swes1]S) SIUSUSSISSeOTE SAYUSTH
- N NOIIWUNLYS NIFAXO (UATOSSIA
anN-¢ N G (o)
SVYd-¢ N FATHO0THO,
{SWPaILG) SIUUSSISSROTY|
an-¢€ N 93e1¢oIIAUTOIDRR-OTYRUSY
anN~¢€ N WONIWNTY 9-2 8317 o13enby
oureN ?3eq aTnpayas Axobayed pOUS}EBIYL sureN aeaayy f Xxobeged aseq
°922Nn0S uTe3zly ol TARL IyoweIed asjowexed T930Wexed asn sIa asn
po3zoedxy asn
SIDATY uUTSeYy W-dy «Aa0b23e¥) JTUf JUSUSSBSSY NONVEIT unoJL AXeuTig

IO TIOSUUO) ‘sIxojsweaed
‘PomMeTA®Y TV FO snjels
JusuuTtelly 800¢ Teutd -

N yaesdg

STATIR 00,21 EYATS

ZaATY INOTIODBUUOD

10-Z0£090TOSATYHN

QWEN JITU(] JUDWSSISSY

@1 J7UQ 1USWSSeSSY

Exhibit E




EXHIBIT F

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE




STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
~ INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE: QOctober 6, 2008 v

FROM%M Chandler, Chief of Labor Compliance, Bureau of Construction -

TO: Christine Perroﬁ, Senior Environmental Analyst, Bureau of Environment

RE: Enﬁonmental Justice Population Analysis, Project: Lebanon, NH —
Hartford, VT #14957

The attached analysis and recommendations are provided pursuant to Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Orders 12898 & 13166. The intent of these statutes is
to ensure fair and full participation and the equal receipt of benefits under Federally-
assisted programs. Your efforts to accommodate and encourage participation by
traditionally underserved groups, where significant, will ensure program access and
minimize the potential for disproportionate proj ect impacts on protected groups.

The table entitled “EJ Population Analysis” shows the presence of protected groups that
might be impacted by the project. Personnel responsible for project planning/design and
the coordination of public meetings/hearings should use this analysis to guide their
outreach efforts under Title VI and in support of developing a context sensitive solution.
Based on the availability of information and where appropriate, we have included
specific outreach recommendations to facilitate public comment from underrepresented

groups.
If you have questions regarding this analysis, please contact me @ 271-2467.

Encls: EJ Population Analysis

Cc:  Peter Crouch, Traffic Systems Engineer, Bureau of Traffic
‘ Charlie Hood, Administrator, Bureau of Environment
Alexander Vogt, Project Manager, Bureau of Highway Design

g
g1
BUREAUF ©

0CcT 7 2008
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Surrounding Area 23.7% 5.7% 7.3% 3% 6.6% 1%
-- Windsor .

County VT, US
Census Tract
#9655, Block
Group 1; US
Census Track
#9656, Block
Group 3; Grafton
County NH, US
Census Track
#9616.01, Block
Group 6; US
Census Track
#9617, Block
Group 3; US
Census Track
#9618, Block . : ;
Group 5. _

REMARKS:

* The population percentage identified is meaningfully greater than the surrounding area and constitutes an EJ population. Characteristics
of this particular study area indicate that targeted outreach efforts to solicit public participation should be taken.

LEP Definjtion: Where there is a population of people who speak English as a second language less than well (“not well” or “not at all” as
indicated by the U.S. Census data). When a particular LEP language group constitutes 5% of the impacted population, the Department is
required to translate public information meeting notices and take appropriate measures to ensure language access. If this requirement
exists, the Project Manager should contact the Title VI Coordinator for further assistance.




Impacted Area: The impacted area was defined by the project limits and the area in the immediate vicinity that most &8&%

corresponds to the boundaries of Census Tracts and Block Groups

Surrounding Area: All Census Tracts and Block Groups outside of, and immediately adjacent to, the impacted area

Special Considerations: None

Outreach Recommendations: In consideration of the populations above, we are providing contact information for all

known

“agencies and subsidized housing units serving the above groups within the project area. These contacts should be included in your
notification list for public information meetings and hearings related to this project:

Resident/Agency Address Org/Housing Type

Beechwood Lane Family
1 Beechwood Lane
Lebanon, NH

Maple Manor _ Elderly
2 Maple St
Lebanon, NH

Quail Hollow Elderly
365 N Main St «
Lebanon, NH

Contact Name/Number

The Hodges Company
201 Loudon Rd
Concord, NH
603-224-9221

Lebanon Housing Authority
31 Romano Circle

PO Box 5475

West Lebanon, NH .
603-298-5753

Summit Property Management
Marie Hallam

PO Box 923

7 Aspen Dr Suite 1
Burlington, VT 05402
802-496-4208




Quail Hollow — Phase T Elderly

354 N Main St
Lebanon, NH

Romano Circle Family
31 Romano Circle
Lebanon, NH

Summit Property Management
Marie Hallam

PO Box 923

7 Aspen Dr Suite 1
Burlington, VT 05402
802-496-4208

Lebanon Housing Authority
31 Romano Circle

PO Box 5475

West Lebanon, NH
603-298-5753
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EFH Assessment Worksheet - Lebanon-Hartford, 14957

Christine Perron

From: Mike Johnson [Mike R.Johnson@noaa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2008 9:21 AM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: Lee Goldstein (E-mail); Richard Roach (E-mail)

Subject: Re: EFH Assessment Worksheet - Lebanon-Hartford, 14957

Christine,

Page 1 of |

Thank you for submitting the EFH assessment for the Lebanon-Hartford, 14957, bridge project. We concur with your

determination of affect on Atlantic salmon and we have no conservation recommendations to p:

Mike

Christine Perron wrote:

The subject assessment worksheet for the replacement alternative is attached.

Christine
<<EFH Assessment Lebanon-Hartford 14957 pdf>>

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager

NH Department of Transportation
Bureau of Environment

7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302
Ph: (603) 271-3717

Fax: (603) 271-7199
cperron@dot.state.nh.us

aﬁ‘;‘:s Do you really need to print this e-mail?

Michael Johnson

National Marine Fisheries Service
Northeast Regional Office

Habitat Conservation Division

55 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, MA 01930
978-281-9130- voice

978-281-9301 - fax

8/19/2009
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THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Deparu: Transportation
GEORGE N, CAMPBELL, JR. JEFF BRILLHART, P.E.
COMMISSIONER ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
August 18, 2009

Mr. Peter D. Colosi, Jr.

Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation Division -
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service - Northeast Regional Office

One Blackburn Drive .

Gloucester, MA 01930-2298

Attn: Mr. Michael R. Johnson

Re: Lebanon, NH — Hartford, VT, 14957, A000(627)

Dear Mr. Colosi,

The NH Department of Transportation is undertaking the environmental evaluation of alternatives that address
the US Route 4 bridge (058/127) over the Connecticut River between Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford,
Vermont. Based on information to date, the Department’s preferred alternative appears to be replacement of the
existing bridge; however, evaluation of alternatives is ongoing. The enclosed Essential Fish Habitat Assessment
was completed for the replacement altemative. The existing bridge was constructed in 1936 and rehabilitated in
1976. The bridge is the #4 priority on the Department’s Red List, with a Federal Sufficiency Rating (FSR) of 0.0
out of 100 due to bridge’s poor condition, reduced load capacity, and narrow width. The bridge has substantial
corrosion throughout the bottom chord and truss system. The last NHDOT inspection indicated that the bridge is
not capable of safely supporting legal loads and the bridge was subsequently posted at a 10-ton load Timit. This
posting prevents fully loaded trucks from using the bridge. An advance contract for the construction of 2
temporary bridge will allow trucks to continue using this location to cross the Connecticut River instead of using
a lengthy detour. The temporary bridge is expected to be open © traffic by the end of 2009. The final project is
expected to be complete by the end of 2012, at which time the temporary bridge would be removed.

The enclosed Essential Fish Habitat Assessment Worksheet is being provided on behalf of the Federal Highway
Administration. The Connecticut River is Essential Fish Habitat for Atlantic salmon. Given the project’s limited .
scope, it is anticipated that impacts to EFH will not be substantial.

Thank you for your review of the attached material Please contact me at (603) 271-3717 if you require
additional information. :
Sincerely,

Christine Perron
Senior Environmental Manager
Bureau of Environment

JOHN O. MORTON BUILDING « 7 HAZEN DRIVE » P.O. BOX 483 » CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03302-0483
TELEPHONE: 603-271-3734 « FAX: 603-271-3914 « TDD: RELAY NH 1-800-735-2964 INTERNET: WWW.NHDOT.COM
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'EFH ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET FOR FEDERAL AGENCIES (modified 08/04)

PROJECT NAME: Lebanon, NH-Hartford, VT DATé: August 10, 2009

PROJECT NO.: 14957 LOCATION: US Route 4 over Connecticut River

PREPARER: Christine Perron, NH DOT Bureau of Environment

Description of Project:

The proposed project invoives replacing the existing US Route 4 bridge (058/127) over the Connecticut River between
Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont. The existing bridge was constructed in 1936 and rehabilitated in |
1976. The existing abutments are located at the edge of the water and two piers are located in the river.

The bridge is the #4 priority on the Department’s Red List, with a Federal Sufficiency Rating (FSR) of 0.0 out of 100 due
to bridge’s poor condition, reduced load capacity, and narrow width. The bridge has substantial cormosion throughout the
bottom chord and truss system, and the last NHDOT inspection gave the deck and superstructure a condition rating of 3
out of 9 (serious condition). This inspection also indicated that the bridge is not capable of safely supporting legal loads
and the bridge was subsequently posted at a 10-ton load limit. This posting prevents fully loaded trucks from using the
bridge.

The new bridge and approaches will be located on a modified online alignment. The proposed alignment will closely
match existing alignment from Stateline Sports and east. West of Stateline Sports, the alignment would be shiftedtothe .
north to better line up with the railroad underpass. To maintain clearance to the 100-year flood elevation, a three-span
bridge with haunched steel girders is proposed. The bridge will have two piers in the river. The existing piers and
abutments are not aligned properly for the proposed alignment and will be removed. Abutments of the new bridge will be
placed farther back from the riverbanks. C

This project follows an advance contract (14957A) that consisted of installing atemporary bridge just downstream from
the existing bridge. The temporary bridge was installed as an advance contract in order to restore this crossing for all
legal loads during the design and construction of the subject project. Construction of the temporary bridge is expected to
be complete by the end of 2009. The subject project is expected o be complete by the end of 2012, at which time the
temporary bridge will be removed.

Step 1. Use the Habitat Conservation Division EFH webpage, Guide to Essential Fish Habitat Designations in
the Northeastern United States to generate the list of designated EFH for federally-managed species for the
geographic area of interest (http:/Awww.nero.noaa.govihcd/index2a.htm). Use the species list as part of the
initial screening process to determine if EFH for those species occurs in the vicinity of the proposed action.
Aftach that list to the worksheet because it will be used in later steps. Make a preliminary determination on the
need to conduct an EFH Consultation.

—

| EFH Designations | - ‘ - 7 s "Yes» No

Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for eggs? X
Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for larvae? x
Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for juveniles? X
Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for adults? X




Is the action located in or adjacent to EFH designated for spawniné adults?

If you answered no to all questions above, then EFH consultation is not required -go to
Section 5. If you answered yes to any of the above questions proceed to Section 2 and
complete remainder of the worksheet.

P e«




‘Step 2. In order to assess impacts, it is critical to know the habitat characteristics of the site before the activity
is undertaken. Use existing information, to the extent possible, in answering these questions. Please note that,
there may be circumstances in which new information must be collected to appropriately characterize the site .

and assess impacts.

 ‘Site Characteristics

Description

Is the site intertidal, sub-tidal, or
water column?

The replacement bridge will span the Connecticut River. Two piers will be placed in
the river. s

What are the sediment
characteristics?

Bedrock, cobble/gravel, silt

Is Habitat Area of Particular
Concern (HAPC) designhated at
or near the site? if sowhat
type, size, characteristics?

No

Is thers submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) at or adjacent
to project site? If so describe
the spatial extent.

No

What is typical salinity and
temperature regime/range?

The Connecticut River is a freshwater river at this location.

Typical summer temperature range is 21 - 27°C (July and August), with occasional
peaks up o 32°C.

What is the normal frequency of
site disturbance, both natural
‘| and man-made?

Pritary anthropogenic disturbances are from boaling and fishing. This does not
necessarily damage EFH, but may have some effect on local populations.
Additionally, the Wilder Dam is approximately 1 mile upstream from the project area
and the water level fluctuates five to six feet on a daily basis. There are 14 dams on
the entire mainstem of the Connecticut River in NH and VT.

What is the area of proposed
impact (work footprint & far
afield)? .

Detailed project impacts will not be quantified until final design of the project.
Approximate impacts to the river channel will be 4,600 sq. fi. as a result of:

-two bridge piers in the channe!;

-riprap for scour protection adjacent to each bridge abutment.

The approximate footprint of the entire project is just over two acres.




Step 3. This section is used to describe the anticipated impacts from the proposed action on the
physical/chemical/biological environment at the project site and areas adjacent to the site that may be affected.

' Impacts

Nature and duration of

Description

The proposed project involves replacing the existing US Route 4 bridge

activity(s) (058/127) over the Connecticut River between Lebanon, New Hampshire
and Hartford, Vermont. This project follows an advance contract (14957A)
: that consisted of installing a temporary bridge just downstream from the
existing bridge. Construction of the ternporary bridge is expected to be
complete by the end of 2009. (A separate EFH Assessmentwas completed
for the temporary bridge.) The subject project is expected to be complete
by the end of 2012, at which time the temporary bridge and existing Route
4 bridge will be removed. 1
VY“’ benthic community be Two piers will be placed in the fver, resutling in approximately 270 sq. ft.
disturbed? X | of channel impacts. The two piers of the existing bridge will be removed
from the channel.
Will SAV be impacted? There is no submerged aquatic vegetation within the project area.
X
Will sediments be altered and/or With the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
sedimentation rates change? X (SWPPP) and appropriate Best Management Practices, sediments will
not be altered and sedimentation rates will not change during or
following construction.
Will turbidity increase? ] With the implementation of a SWPPP and appropriate Best
X Management Practices, turbidity will not increase beyond acceptable
. levels during or followirg construction.
Will water depth change? Water depth will not change as a result of this project
X
Will contaminants be released With the implementation of a SWPPP and appropriate Best
into sediments or water X Management Practices, contaminants will not be released during
column? construction. All construction debris wifl be prevented from falfing into
the water.
Will tidal flow, currents, or wave The new bridge will have two plers in the river channel. Since the
patterns be altered? X existing bridge currently has two piers in the channel, and these piers will
be removed upon completion of the new bridge, the new bridge is not
expected to alter the river’s flow or currents. ’
Willi ambient salinity or There will be no change in salinity or temperature regimes as a resuit of
temperature regime change? x | the construction of this project.
Will water quality be altered? With the implementation of a SWPPP and appropriate Best
X Management Practices, water quality will not be altered during or

following construction. All construction debris will be prevented from
falling into the water.




Step 5. This section provides the Federal agency’s determination on the degree of impact to EFH from the
proposed action. The EFH determination also dictates the type of EFH consultation that will be required with
NOAA Fisheries.

: Federal Agency’s EFH Determination

There is no adverse effect on EFH

Overall degree of EFH Consultation is not required

adverse effects on EFH

(not including The adverse effect on EFH is not substantial.

compensatory X

mitigation) will be: This is a request for an abbreviated EFH consultation. This
worksheet is being submitted to NMFS to satisfy the EFH

(check the appropriate Assessment requirement.

statement)

The adverse effect on EFH is substantial.

This is a request for an expanded EFH consultation. A detafled
written EFH assessment will be submitted to NMFS expanding
upon the impacts revealed in this worksheet.

| Summary of Essentiat Fish Habitat (EFH) and Gerieral Habitat Parameters forl‘édemlly}hnaﬂslaeas
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THE STATE OF NEBW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Dopariment of Tramsportution

GEORGE N, CAMPEBLL, JR. @ EIVAE 0 JIIT BRILLEART, .5,
. ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER

COMMISSIONEIR

Lebmlun‘-Hm'tford
AD00(627)

14957 -
Adverse Bffect Memo

Pursuant to meetings and discussions on July 10 and September 11, 2008 and January 8,
Pebruary 5, Maroh 5, April 2, June 22, August 13, and-October 7, 2009, and for the purpose of
compliance with regulations of the National Historic Preservation Aot, as amended, and tho
Advisory Council on Historio Presetvation’s Procedures for the Protection of Historic
Properties (36 CER 800), the NH Division of Historioal Resources (NHDHR), the Vermont
Agenoy of Transportation (VTAOT), the NH Division of the Federal Highway Administration
(NHFHWA), and the Vermont Division of the Tederal Highway Administration (VIFHWA)
have coordinated the identification and evaluation of historic and archaeologleal properties with
plans to replace the US Routo 4 bridge over the- Connecticut River in Lebanon, New Hampshite

and Hartford, VT.
Based on 4 review pursuant to 36 CER 800.4 of the historical significance of resources in the
projeot ares, we agree that the following properties are eligible forthe National Register of
Historic Places: '

US Route4 Bridge in New Hampshire and Vermont under Criteria A and C;

Four Aces Diner.at 23 Bridge Street, NH, under Crlterion C; .

17 Maple Street, V'T, under Criterion C; and
19 Prospect Street, VT, under Criterion C

A dotailed desoription of these resources is on file at the New Hampshire Division of Historical
Resonrees In Concoxd, New Hampshire and at the Yermont Agency of Transportation in

Montpelier, Vermont,

Applying the criteria of offect at 36 CER 800.5, we have detormined that the project will have.an
adverse offect on the US Route 4 Bridge and 17 Maple Strest, The mitigation for the adverse

effect inoludes the following:

1. The erection of one State Historic Marker and/or interpretive display panel and
publication of outreach materials to promote the history of transporiation over the
Connecticut River;

2. Documentation of 17 Maple Street If standing when permission from the State of
Vermont is granted and the tenant(s) has (have) vaoated;

3, Documentation of the bridge including the Warren Truss and addressing, if possible, the
atypically high loading designed for the existing bridge;

4, Marketing of the bridge as required by 23 USC 144;

Review of the design of the new bridge with NHDHR and VTAOT as final dosign

- progresscs;

JOHN O. MORTON BUILDING ¢ 7 HAZEN DRIVE « P.O, BOX 483« GONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03302-0483
TELEPHONE: 803:271-3734 « FAX: 603-271-3914 + TDD: RELAY NH 1-800-735-2064 ¢ INTERNET: WWW,NHDOT.COM
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6. Completion of all necessaty phases of archaeology on the propetty of 17 Maple Street in

the Northwest Quadrant of the project area;

7. - Tunding needed to complete Phase 1 of the New Hampshite Historlo Highway Bridge
Inventory and Management Plan and creation of an assoclated Advisory Comnittee; and
8. Pvaluation of the reuse of the stone from the bridge abutments and piers.

In aflcordance with the Adyigory Gouncil’s regulations, consultation will continue, as

appilopriate, es thif projeqt procgtds.

—

At (A Date:

(g W Kot xj‘ﬁbﬁ Laf?e/"ji'is‘mﬁ Administrator, NHFHWA
(’ sl Date:

Ebnie Blais, Division Administrator, VIFHWA

W’ ryﬂ%f/bh/l,ﬂm Date:

Blizabeth Muzzgy, New Hampshf're‘ﬁtaté Historic

Eresorvatlcﬁffﬁcer
C;L- o Date:

ot Newman, VTAOT, Historic Preservation Officer

NEASUN

é/z: 3/ 2010

7-85-L0(0

blza/io

G X LD

- 2312

TenRussell, VFAOT Atchacology Officer

Concutred with by the NH Department of Transportation

Nie e £ sty ‘Date:
Joyce McKay, Cultyral Resources Manager

X Janile Sikore, FHWA Alex Vogt, NHDOT
Blizabeth Muzzey, NHDHR Christine Perron, NHDOT
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Memorandum of Agreement
SUBMITTED TO THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR PART 800.6(a)

WHEREAS, the New Hampshire Division of the Federal Highway Administration
(NHFHWA) and the Vermont Division of the Federal Highway Administration (VTFHWA) have
determined that the replacement of the historic US Route 4 Bridge (058/127) over the
Connecticut River between Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont, will have an
adverse effect on the US Route 4, 3-span High Pratt and Warren Truss Bridge, which is eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places. The project may also require the removal of one
apartment building at the intersection of Prospect Street and US Route 4 (locally known as Maple
Street) at 17 Maple Street, Vermont (Parcel 12) if the property remains standing at the time of
property purchase. The NHFHWA and VTFHWA have consulted with the New Hampshire State
Historic Preservation Officer (NHSHPO) and the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VTAOT)
pursuant to regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f); and

WHEREAS, the New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) has participated in
the consultation, has solicited public comment through the public meetings and the consulting
party procedures with NHFHWA and VTFHWA as stated in 36 CFR 800 (2), and is invited to
concur in this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA); and

WHEREAS, the NHFHWA and the VTFHWA have agreed that the NHDOT shall participate
in consultation with the VTAOT to find ways to mitigate the effects on impacted archaeological
sites adjacent to and potentially under 17 Maple Street, Vermont, that may be found eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places under its standard phased investigations;' and

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR 800, the NHFHWA and the VTFHWA acknowledge
and accept the advice and conditions outlined in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s
“Recommended Approach for Consultation on the Recovery of Significant Information from
Archaeological Sites,” and other mitigation procedures published in the Federal Register on May
18, 1999; and

WHEREAS, under the MOA, NHDOT and VTAOT agree that the recovery of significant
information from affected significant archaeological sites will be done in accordance with
published guidance; and ' ~

WHEREAS, to the best of our knowledge and belief, no human remains associated or
unassociated funerary objects or sacred objects of cultural patrimony as defined in the Native
American Graves Protection Act (25 U.S.C. 3001), are expected to be encountered in the
archaeological work;

NOW, THEREFORE, the NHFHWA, VTFHWA, NHSHPO, and the VTAOT agree that the
undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take
into account the effect of the undertaking on historic properties.

' Note that if 17 Maple Street, Vermont, is removed by the current private property owner before purchase
of this property for the project, the property’s documentation and survey of the adjacent archaeological
resources cannot be completed.

RECEIVED

AUS. 30 10

FHwa
NH DIVISion
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Stipulations
I. Documentation of the US Route 4 Bridge (058/127)

Prior to removal of the bridge, the NHDOT will complete the New Hampshire Historic
Property Documentation Form for the Bridge. The specified work is based on Historic
American Engineering Record (HAER) standards. This documentation will be completed
using the services of a 36 CFR 61-qualified architectural historian. It will include the cover
sheet, the narrative with detailed description of the three trusses, historical narrative,
bibliography, location map, photographic copy of original drawings, photographic index,
photographic key, archival large format negatives, and contact prints. The historical narrative
shall include a historical background of the crossing; a narrative of the design and
construction process of the bridge and its designer, fabricator, and construction firm;
documentation, if possible, of the atypically high loading designed for the bridge; an
overview of the development of the two bridge types represented by the three trusses; and a
concluding discussion of the significance of the bridge. The NHDOT shall ensure all
photography and fieldwork are completed and accepted by NHSHPO and VTAOT prior to
any disturbance of the bridge and the setting. Note that large format photographs were taken
prior to the construction of a temporary bridge immediately down river from the historic
bridge. Following NHSHPO and VTAOT review and approval, copies of the final
documentation will be distributed to the NHSHPO, VIFHWA, NHDOT, VTAOT, the
Hartford Historical Society, and the Lebanon Historical Society, and Lebanon Historical
Commission. One set of large format negatives will be produced for NHSHPO. Electronic
copies will also be made available. The NHSHPO and VTAOT agree to review and provide
comments on the acceptability of the documentation within forty-five (45} days of receipt of
a draft copy of the above documentation. All documentation will be completed by July 1,
2012,

1I. Marketing of the Bridge

The bridge will be marketed as required by 23 USC 144. The bridge will be advertised with
covenants for a period not to exceed a year in local and regional newspapers. It will be
advertised on-line on Websites associated with preservation organizations as suggested by
NHSHPO and VTAOT on a regular basis during this period. NHDOT will contact other state
agencies to determine their potential need for one of the three spans (trusses) of the bridge at
the date that the bridge becomes available. Federal-Aid Highway Funds will be made
available for the relocation of the bridge up to the estimated cost of demolition.

I11. Design Review of the Replacement Bridge

As final design progresses at approximately 30%, 60%, and 90% design completion, the
design will be presented to NHSHPO and VTAOT for review.

IV. Phase I of the New Hampshire Historic Highway Bridge Inventory / Management Plan
NHDOT will expend project funds to complete the updating of the New Hampshire Historic

Highway Bridge Inventory and prepare the companion New Hampshire Historic Bridge
Management Plan by bridge type. The completion of the inventory and companion plan will
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occur in the following bridge type order: all metal truss, concrete arch, deck and through plate
girder and beam girder, steel arch (including truss/hinged, and rib arch subtypes), bascule,
masonry arch, masonry slab, jack arch, vertical lift, and steel rigid frame bridge types, about
291 bridges classified in about 20 recognized bridge types. The approach to and content of
the study and resulting plan as well as the recommendations for the treatment and
rehabilitation, as opposed to the replacement of the bridges, will be developed in close
consultation with the NHSHPO and NHFHWA as well as a committee of interested parties
representing fields such as planning, preservation, municipal, transportation, or government
interests. The committee’s viewpoints will be represented in the documents. The approach
to the inventory and plan will be as follows:

A. The Historic Highway Bridge Inventory for the High Pratt Truss Bridge types, prepared
as a multiple property nomination, will serve as a model for subsequent bridge types,
once the final document is approved. The first draft of the multiple property
nomination has been submitted to NHSHPO and FHWA. It is currently being revised.
The final draft will be presented to NHSHPO and FHWA by July 20, 2010.

B. The Historic Highway Bridge Management Plan for the High Pratt Bridge type with
recommendation for future treatments will also serve as a model for future plans. A
preliminary rough draft currently exists and is being revised. It will be presented to
NHSHPO and FHWA by September 14, 2010. The revised plan will be completed by
December 15, 2010. : ' ‘

C. Following the completion of the above model inventory and plan, the NHDOT
will bid and award the contract to complete Phase I of the bridge inventory and
management plan by the above-prioritized list of bridge types, and form the
review committee. The contractor for the bridge inventory and plan will be
36CFR61-qualified and possess significant levels of experience with the
assessment and treatment of historic bridge. Each inventory will be reviewed by
NHSHPO and NHFHWA and revised as needed. The plan will be initially
reviewed by NHSHPO and NHFHWA and revised, then reviewed by the above
committee. After gaining concurrence on comments, they will be incorporated
into each plan. Partially dependent on the work of the committee, the
approximate date of contract completion will be January 2014.

V. Documentation of 17 Maple Street, Vermont

VL

If the multi-family dwelling at 17 Maple Street in Vermont remains standing when the
necessary right-of-way is purchased and Vermont grants the NHDOT permission to enter, the
dwelling will undergo documentation following Vermont’s standards. In part, this
documentation will include black and white photographs of all elevations of the exterior and
intact sections of the interior; measured sketch plans; and a historical narrative providing a
background history of the building and an analysis of building occupancy and use of space.
Copies will be provided to VTAOT, NHSHPO, and the Town of Hartford if requested.

Public Quireach

NHDOT will develop and erect a State Historic Marker in its right-of-way near the New
Hampshire entrance to the bridge. This location will be suitable for viewing by pedestrian
traffic. Outreach materials to promote the history of transportation over the Connecticut
River between New Hampshire and Vermont will be placed on appropriate websites. The




Lebanon-Hartford
- AD00(62T)

14957

Page 4 of 5

contractor creating these materials will be 36CFR61-qualified. NHDOT will coordinate with
the City of Lebanon, New Hampshire, to determine if the city would accept an interpretive
display panel in its park and identify the location in the park. The display panel would
discuss the Lebanon-Hartford Bridge in context of other Connecticut River Bridges between
New Hampshire and Vermont.

VII Reuse of the Stone from the Bridge Abutments and Piers

NHDOT will evaluate the reuse of the stone from the bridge abutments and piers in the
adjacent area and will review and coordinate the potential uses with NHSHPO, VTAOT,
Lebanon, and Hartford. It will work to reuse the stone in close proximity to its original
location. NHDOT’s contacts with the municipalities are: Len Jarvi, Interim City Manager of
Lebanon and Hunter Rieseberg, Town Manager of Hartford.

VIII. Archaeological Investigations

A. Ifthe current condition of the property is not disturbed prior to property access to be
gained by Vermont, all necessary phases of archaeological investigation will be
undertaken at the Phase I1 and 1II levels as necessary to analyze and document
archaeological resources at 17 Maple Street in the northwest quadrant of the project
area. All field investigations will be completed prior to construction on the property. It
is recognized that Native American pre-contact cultural remains and associated soil
contexts are not only adjacent to but may be underneath the existing building. The
remains of the tollhouse will be documented as recommended in the Phase [B report.
The report of archaeological investigations will be completed within one year of the
completion of fieldwork.

B. If human remains and grave-associated artifacts are discovered while carrying out the
activities pursuant to this MOA, the NHFHWA, VTFHWA, NHDOT, and VTAOT will
immediately notify the appropriate authorities, as prescribed by New Hampshire and
Vermont statutes to determine an appropriate course of action in accordance with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (Council’s) Revised “Policy Statement
Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects,” adopted
by the Council on February 23, 2007 at its quarterly business meeting in Washington,
D.C.

" The NHFHWA and VTFHWA shall also ensure that the following terms and conditions are
implemented:

L

Dispute Resolution

Should the NHSHPO and VTAOT object within 30 days to any plans or specifications
provided for review or action proposed pursuant to this agreement, the NHFHWA and
VTFHWA shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection. If the NHFHWA
and VTFHWA determine that the objection cannot be resolved, they shall request further
comments of the Council pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6(b). Any Council comment provided
in response to such a request will be taken into account by the NHFHWA and VTFHWA in
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(2) with reference only to the subject of the dispute;
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NHFHWA's and VTFHWA’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this agreement that
are not the subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged.

II. Termination of Agreement

If any signatory determines that the terms of the MOA cannot be executed, the signatories
shall consult to seek amendment of the agreement. If the agreement is not amended, any
signatory may terminate the agreement. If the terms of this agreement have not been
implemented by September 1, 2016, this agreement shall be considered null and void. In
such event, NHFHWA and VTFHWA shall notify the parties to this agreement, and if it
chooses to continue with the undertakings, shall reinitiate review of the undertaking in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.

1. Amendment

Any party to this agreement may propose to the NHFHWA or the VTFHWA that the
agreement be amended, whereupon the agency will consult with the other parties to this
agreement to consider the amendment. Section 36 CFR 800.6 {c)(1) shall govern the
execution of this amendment.

Execution of this MOA by the NHFHWA, VIFHWA, NHDOT, VTAOT, and the NHSHPO and
its subsequent acceptance by the Council, and implementation of its terms are evidence that
NHFHWA and VTFHWA have afforded the Council an opportunity to comment on this project,
and that NHFHWA and VTFHWA have taken into account the effects of the undertaking on

historic pfoperties,
ﬁ ‘ Date: %, Aﬂ // o
/

LA
Kathleep. O. Laﬁ%y, Divibiod Adrlﬁfﬁistrator,

NHEHWA |
).4 Date: 7‘/& 7;4 0

Q)/(/E«Hie Blais Wﬁisﬂator, VTFHWA
4 } ./ Ag{iﬂhml&ss{.a T 2 / 26 / leo

William Cass, Project DevelopmeNt®8ministrator,
NHDOT

K‘ s Date: (,}*s [ o

Geott Newman, VTAOT, Historic Preservation
Officer :

Concurrence:

ludn, Ray Witrn, 0SHPO, For Date:  8(11/2010
Elizabeth H. Muzzey, New Hampshire State
Historic Preservation Officer
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New HampsHIRE DivisioN OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

State of New Hampshire, Department of Cultural Resources 603-271-3483

19 Pillsbury Street, Concord, NH 03301-3570 FAX 603-271-3433

www.nh.gov/nhdhr preservation@dcr.nh.gov
October 26, 2009

Najah Duvall-Gabriel

Assistant Historic Preservation Specialist
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803
Old Post Office Building

Washington, DC 20004

Re: US Route 4 Bridge Project over the Connecticut River, Lebanon, NH-Hartford, VT.
Dear Najah,

Following up on your e-mail correspondence with Elizabeth Muzzey last week, the NH Division
of Historical Resources (DHR) would like to summarize the questions that remain unanswered regarding
the Section 106 review of the Lebanon-Hartford bridge project and explain where we feel the consultation
process now stands.

Review of this project by our office began in July 2008. Because the state line between Vermont
and New Hampshire runs along the west end of the bridge, the Vermont State Historic Preservation
Office (VT SHPO) has also been a consulting party, via Scott Newman, Historic Preservation Officer at
the Vermont Agency of Transportation (AOT) working under a programmatic agreement with the VT
SHPO. The NH Department of Transportation initiated Section 106 review with our offices by
explaining that the rehabilitation alternative would not be considered during the design phase of the
project’s development, but in the environmental documentation that followed. Since then, both DHR and
AOT have worked to understand the design ramifications of a rehabilitation alternative, in order to find
ways to avoid or minimize adverse effects to cultural resources and to reach a point where we could
concur on the preferred alternative under Section 4(f) as well. Following six review meetings at the NH
Department of Transportation (DOT) in Concord, our last meeting was on site, on October 7, 2009. At the
end of that meeting, DOT concluded that no further consultation was needed. '

On July 6, 2009, the DOT provided DHR, AOT and the Federal Highway Administration with
inventory information on the bridge, in order to determine whether and why the bridge was eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places. At a meeting on July 8, 2009, the DHR determined, with the
DOT’s concurrence, that the US Route 4 Bridge, a three-span high Pratt truss constructed in 1936, is
eligible for the National Register under Criterion A and C at the state level of significance. A copy of our
office’s written comments are attached. Prior to July 2009, the bridge’s eligibility had been based on a
numerical score assigned in the 1980s rather than on an individual survey of the bridge. Information on
the bridge’s stone abutments and piers, which date to the 1897 predecessor to the current bridge, has not’
yet been provided. Nor has an analysis of the significance of the low Warren truss at the eastern end of
the bridge been provided.

Exhibit 13
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On June 19, 2009, corresponding with Jamie Sikora of the Federal Highway Administration, the

DHR determined that, based on information presented by DOT to date, that:

the repairs proposed for the substructure and the trusses would meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards, replacing those members that cannot be repaired. The DHR has long
adopted the principle that the floor of a bridge, often including the bottom chords of a
riveted truss, are sacrificial and, given the use of road salt, heavy traffic, and maintenance
levels, will inevitably require periodic replacement. The suggested alteration in height of
the upper sway bracing and portal bracing may be in keeping with the Standards, but
further discussion of design details would be needed. This determination confirms what
the DHR reported at our previous meeting. Based on what we know to date, this portion
of the rehabilitation alternative does not present adverse effects to the bridge, but would
in fact be beneficial for the resource. '

Prior to that determination by our office, the Department of Transportation assumed that the

rehabilitation would be adverse, and continues to gather data in that regard.

In that correspondence and in other meetings, DHR and AOT have requested additional

information on several other aspects of the rehabilitation and replacement alternatives:

The use of improved cantilevered sidewalks on both bridge elevations, in a manner that
minimizes future maintenance, to provide improved pedestrian and bicycle crossing,
particularly in light of a potentially strengthened floor system. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic
counts are not available for the bridge.

Continued discussion of ways to improve sight distance and approach challenges under the
rehabilitation alternative, especially as they relate to the larger environment, such as the 13'6”
vertical clearance at a railroad overpass just west of the bridge in Vermont. No design solutions
for improving sight distance and geometry deficiencies under the rehabilitation alternative have
been provided.

At the October 7, 2009 field visit, the DHR asked whether right-of-way acquisitions or easements
could be considered, particularly in the northwest and southwest quadrants, in order to improve
site distance and ensure future access for maintenance of a rehabilitated bridge.

In reference to the above, in June 2009 AOT also asked whether a traffic study had been
completed, showing origin and destination information, etc. That information has not yet been
provided. Nor has the DOT provided any information about the function of the bridge (both for
the rehabilitation and for new construction) in the larger context of the bi-state crossing and the
local transportation system. '

The DOT has provided information about accident rates east and west of the bridge, but an
independent road safety audit has not been performed for project area. Numbers presented in
the accident data were inconclusive and insufficient to demonstrate whether a rehabilitated
bridge or a replacement bridge would improve accident rates. Improved safety is one of the
justifications given for the replacement option.

The DHR and AOT also requested additional analysis as to whether the 24" travel way on the

bridge under the rehabilitation option would present a safe condition, given the high traffic counts on the
bridge, particularly compared with other historic bridges with high traffic counts in densely built areas.

Although some comparisons were provided, the list

is not complete or conclusive.

Y
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e Finally, DHR and AOT question whether sufficient public information has been distributed as to
the viability of a rehabilitation alternative and on the effects of the replacement alternative on
traffic patterns just beyond the narrow focus of the project area.

Given these outstanding issues and questions, the DHR is not able to evenly compare the
replacement and rehabilitation options and provide an informed evaluation as to whether alternatives
exist that avoid or minimize harm to the historic US Route 4 bridge. We have devoted a great deal of
time and study to this project, but now find it difficult to proceed any further in our review. We would
appreciate the Advisory Council’s guidance.

Sincerely,

-_0 v ) c@i’ll

Linda Ray Wilson
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

attachment

c.c. S. Newman, VTAOT
C. Legard, ACHP
C. Vaughn, ACHP
J. Sikora, FHWA
W. Cass, NHDOT




NH Division of Historical Resources
Determination of Eligibility (DOE)
(reformatted as attachment to 091026 Lebanon-Hartford letter)

Date received: July 6, 2009 Inventory #: LEBO324
Date of group review: July 8, 2009 Area:
DHR staff; Garvin Town/City: Lebanon, NH
Property name: Lebanon N. H. Bridge County: Grafton
No. 058/127
Address: US. Route 4 over Connecticut River
Reviewed for: [XIR&C [JPTI [XINR []SR []Survey []Other
NHDOT DOT #14957, (RPR #284)
Individual Properties Districts
NR SR NR SR
X3 [X]Eligible [] [ JEligible
[] [ ]Eligible, also in district [ [ INot eligible
[ JEligible, in district ] [ IMore information needed
[ INot eligible [X] [X]Not evaluated @ district

[ IMore information needed
[ ]Not evaluated for individual eligibility

—r———

Integrity: [X]Location [X]Design [X]Setting [X]Materials
[X]Workmanship [X]Feeling [X]Association

Criteria: [X]A. Event [ 1B. Person [X]C. Architecture/Engineering
[ ]D. Archaeology [ JE. Exception

Level: []Local [X]State [ INational

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:
] IF THIS PROPERTY IS REVIEWED IN THE FUTURE, ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION WILL BE
NEEDED. ‘

Built after a flood in 1936 destroyed an 1897 predecessor, Bridge No. 058/127 retains National Register
integrity, remaining unaltered from its original design despite have undergone repair in 1976. The bridge
is a combination structure built on the piers of its predecessor, with two high Pratt spans and one low
Warren span. The bridge can be evaluated under Criterion C as a two-span Pratt truss bridge and a one-
span Warren pony truss bridge, but a more appropriate evaluation would seem to be gained by
considering the bridge as an example of the final refinement of the metal truss bridge, using rolled steel
sections that first became widely available for bridge fabrication in the late 1920s. New Hampshire and
Vermont suffered severe losses in floods of 1927 and 1936, and the flood replacement bridges that
resulted were excellent examples of the adaptation of the new rolled sections to truss design. Under
Criterion A, the crossing at this point was first spanned in 1802-3 as a link between N. H. and Vermont
Turnpikes. This is the fourth bridge at this site. Its role in transportation history needs to be explored
more fully in the draft NR-N.

[] ENTERED INTO DATABASE

ACREAGE: One acret

PERIOD OF SIGNIFICANCE: Criterion A: 1803-1959; Criterion C: 1936
AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE: Transportation; engineering
BOUNDARY:

SURVEYOR: Nadine Peterson and Richard M. Casella

FOLLOW-UP: Surveyors should consult NHDHR files for further research in the history of this crossing
and for further information on the introduction of wide-flange rolled steel sections in the late 1920s.

Final DOE approved by: /s/ Mary Kate Ryan
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Administration
In Reply Refer To:
HEC-NH

Mr. Reid Nelson, Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 803 .
Washington, DC 20004

Subject: Haﬂfofd-Lébanon, X-A000(627), 14957
U.S. Route 4 over the Connecticut River

Dear Mr, Nelson:

The following letter and enclosed documentation is being provided in response to the
NHDHR/NHSHPO letter to Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel of the Advisory Council dated October
26, 2009 regarding their questions and issues on the Section 106 process to date associated with

the subject project.

The NHDHR notes in their letter to the ACHP that in July 2008 when the Section 106 process
was initiated on the project NHDOT explained that the rehabilitation would not be considered
during the design phase, but in the environmental documentation that followed. The FHWA
would like to clarify that, as detailed in the Cultural Resource Agency meeting minutes, project
alternatives including rehabilitation would be evaluated during the development of this project.
FHWA believes the meeting minutes, the NHDOT September 2009 Alternatives Summary and
other documentation presented and/or provided throughout the Section 106 process support the
fact that significant efforts have been made to address concerns and provide additional
information as requested to assist in the review of alternatives that avoid or minimize adverse

effects.

The NHDHR notes in their letter that on July 8, 2009, the NHDHR determined, with concurrence
from DOT, that the US Route 4 Bridge is eligible for the National Register (NR) of Historic
Places. They also reference NHDHR/NH SHPOQ’s June 19, 2009 ¢-mail correspondence with
FHWA regarding a no adverse effect determination associated with the bridge rehabilitation
alternative. The FHWA would like to clarify that although FHWA relies upon the experience and
expertise of both the NHDOT and NHDHR cultural resource staff in reviewing projects which
may affect Section 106 resources, it is the federal agency that makes NR eligibility and effect
determinations under Section 106 with concurrence from the NHDHR/NH SHPO. It is also
questionable how the NHDHR indicates in their letter that insufficient information has been
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January 5, 2010
Page 3

why various rehabilitation alternatives do not meet the basic purpose and need of the project.
Both FHWA and NHDOT feel that the other remaining issues NHDHR continues to request
information on have either already been adequately addressed or are irrelevant to the evaluation

of the proposed action. These issues are as follows:

The issue of providing specific pedestrian and bicycle counts is not necessary and would not
yield any additional information which would affect the decision making process. The
documentation provided to date highlights that this segment of US Route 4 inNHisa
designated State Bicycle Route and that there is strong public support for improved non-
motorized transportation at this key crossing. Such improvements are also consistent with the

City of Lebanon’s Master Plan.

Developing more detailed designs and/or analysis for using cantilevered sidewalks as part of
the rehabilitation alternative would not be useful or productive. The use of cantilevered
sidewalks was discussed and evaluated to a limited degree and although feasible, it was
determined to be somewhat difficult and costly to do so. More importantly their use as part of
the rehabilitation alternative would still not address various other elements of the purpose

and need of the project (substandard sight distance and horizontal width issues, life cycle

costs, etc).

The NHSHPO/NHDHR s statement that no design solutions for improving sight distance and
geometry have been provided, especially as they relate to the larger area such as at the
railroad overpass, is inaccurate. Sight distance design deficiencies and possible solutions
have been discussed with NHSHPO/NHDHR and the evaluations are summarized in the
attached NHDOT Alternatives Summary. Sight distance is only one of the contributing
factors of the substandard roadway geometric and safety concerns and as such improvements
to sight distance under the rehabilitation alternative would still not address other basic
elements of the purpose and need of the project.

As indicated in the previous bullet, the issue of acquiring additional rights-of-way and/or
shifting roadway alignments to help improve sight distance as part of the bridge '
rehabilitation option has been evaluated and discussed with NHDHR/NHSHPO, but would

still not address other basic elements of the purpose and need of the project and would also
result in impacts to other properties and Section 4(f) resources. '

Adequate traffic information and analysis has been provided. Conducting an additional traffic
analysis involving an origination and destination study would not be productive and would
not change the fact that regardless of the origin or destination the traffic is going over the
bridge. As a bridge project, the project has been evaluated and developed with logical
termini. There are no other available locations that are close enough to sufficiently relocate
traffic and fulfill the transportation functions of this bridge between these two urban

locations.

Conducting an independent safety audit of the project area is not felt necessary and/or would
likely not produce any more conclusive information regarding the traffic accidents which
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misunderstanding and we obviously desire consultation to continue, but feel that it should now
move forward with a focus on how best to mitigate the adverse effects of the proposed action.

Both the FHWA and NHDOT would welcome any comments the ACHP might provide
regarding the information we have provided and/or the adequacy of the Section 106 process to
date on the project. Any assistance that could be provided to help move the Section 106 process
forward on the project would be greatly appreciated. Should you or your staff have any questions
please feel free to call me at (603) 228-3057 Ext 107 or e-mail me at J amie.Sikora@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

AN
Jamison S. Sikora
Ehvironmental Programs Manager

Enclosures: v
Draft Environmental Study/Draft Section 4( uation
CD containing additional documentation ,

cc: Joyce McKay, NHDOT Environmental Bureau (electronic copy)
Charlie Hood, NHDOT Environmental Bureau (electronic copy)
Alex Vogt, NHDOT Highway Design (electronic copy)
Christen Perron, NHDOT Environmental Bureau (electronic copy)
Bill Cass, NHDOT Director of Project Development (electronic copy)
Elizabeth Muzzey, NH SHPO {electronic copy)
Scott Newman, VTSHPQ (electronic copy)
Rob Sikora, FHWA VT Division (electronic copy)
MaryAnn Naber, FHWA Headquarters (electronic copy)




Preserving America’s Heritage

March 29, 2010

Mr, Jamison S. Sikora
Environmental Programs Manager
New Hampshire Division

Federal Highway Administration

Re: Proposed Replacement of US Route 4 Bridge over the Connecticut River
Hariford, VT-Lebanon, NH

Dear Mr. Sikora:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your letter requesting that we comment
on the application of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), to the
referenced undertaking in accordance with Section 800.2(b)(2). We understand that the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) seeks guidance from the ACHP on the adequacy of information developed to
date for its Section 4(f) evaluation per the U.S, Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S. C. Section
303(c)) as well as the overall coordination of Section 106 for the referenced undertaking.

In October 2009, the ACHP was informed by the New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office
(NHSHPO) of the impasse in Section 106 consultation for this undertaking. In its letter, NHSHPO stated
that they disagreed with FHWA regarding the sufficiency of the information provided by FHWA for the
Section 4(f) evaluation and for the assessment of adverse effects under Section 106. NHSHPO further
stated that the information provided did not allow them to “evenly compare the replacement and
rehabilitation options and provide an informed evaluation as to whether alternatives exist that avoid or
minimize harm” to the US Route 4 Bridge.

In reviewing this issue, the ACHP must consider how FHWA has defined the purpose and need of the
project and how this was conveyed to the NHSHPO. Based upon FHWA’s study, the purpose of this
project is to provide an economic, safe, and adequate Connecticut River crossing for bicycles, pedestrians,
and motorized vehicles that will meet current and future transportation demands. The existing US Route
4 Bridge and approaches have substandard geometrics and reduced load carrying capacity. The

Section 106 review is focused on how to meet this objective while ensuring that adverse effects to historic
properties are avoided, minimized or mitigated. FHWA has chosen to coordinate the Section 106 review
with its 4(f) evaluation.

At the onset, Section 4(f) is a separate and distinct law from Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) and is not intended to be implemented by the procedures set forth in-the ACHP
regulations. However, Section 4(f) information may be used to meet the requirements of Section 106 per
our regulations, insofar as the Section 4(f) information relates to the documentation required by the

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 » Washington, DC 20004
Phone: 202-606-8503 = Fax: 202-606-8647 « achp@achp.gov * www.achp.gov




ACHP regulations. While the ACHF has no jurisdiction to determine the sufficiency of the analysis
prepared by FHWA for compliance with Section 4(f), NHSHPO has requested additional information
which we believe is reasonable.

We understand that FHWA is currently preparing a “least overall harm” analysis, as part of Section 4(f).
In preparing a “least overall harm” analysis, FHWA can accommodate NHSHPO’s request for
information needed to make findings and determinations for this undertaking. Additional information is
needed to:

e clarify the determination of Eligibility documentation; the bridge design solutions based on use of

existing bridge,

s summarize data on safety conditions of existing bridge,

e clarify the sidewalk additions on the existing bridge, and

o explain adjustment to portals of existing bridge.

All of this data should help FHWA support its decision for the proposed preferred alternative. It may also
be helpful to clarify how the temporary bridge that is currently in place as a detour for traffic normally
traveling over the bridge relates to the purpose and need of the project. Likewise, an explanation of the
duration of time for which the temporary bridge can be used as a traffic detour is important during the
review of alternatives to replace the US Route 4 Bridge.

We recognize that there has been ongoing public participation during the Section 106 consultation.
Please continue to update the public, as there will be a need for the public to participate in the drafting of
a Memorandum of Agreement. Also, since we have not yet received an Adverse Effect notification from
FHWA, please notify us if that is your effect determination and provide any information included in
Section 800.11(e) that has not been provided, to date. In your notification, let us know whether the
ACHP’s participation is needed for you to move forward,

Thank you for requesting our views on these issues. If you need further assistance or have any additional
questions, please contact Najah Duvall-Gabriel at (202) 606-8585 or via email at ngabriel@achp.gov.

Sincerely, —

(5 B foerin J5

Charlene Dwin Vaughn, AICP

Assistant Director

Office of Federal Agency Programs

Federal Permitting, License, and Assistance Section
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US.Department New Hampshire Division 19 Chenell Drive, Suite One
of Transporfation ' Concord, NH 03301
Federal Highway September 10, 2010

Administration :

In Reply Refer To:
HEC-NH

Mr. Reid Nelson, Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 803
Washington, DC 20004

Subject: Hartford-Lebanon, X-A000(627), 14957
U.S. Route 4 over the Connecticut River

Dear Mr. Nelson:

This letter and enclosed documentation is being provided in response to the Advisory Council’s
ietter of March 29, 2010 to our office regarding the subject project. In this letter the ACHP
provided assistance and guidance at our request to help resolve various issues and concerns
raised regarding the Section 106 process on the project.

We greatly appreciate the information provided as it assisted in achieving resolution to the
various issues and concerns raised and, in moving the overall Section 106 and project
development process forward.

As requested in the ACHP’s March 2010 letter, we are providing the formal Section 106 Adverse
Effects determination for the project in which both the VT and NH DOT’s and SHPO’s have
concurred. In order to meet any remaining informational requirements under 36 CFR 800.11(e)
we have also enclosed a copy of the preliminary working draft of the Final Environmental
Study/Final Section 4(f) Evaluation prepared for the project. A copy of this document has also
been provided to both the NH and VT SHPO’s for review and comment prior to finalizing.

A Draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been prepared for the project
which is currently being executed by all the MOA signatories. Although FHWA does not
anticipate any further assistance or participation by the ACHP as being necessary on this project
please advise our office if you wish (o continue your involvement and/or be a Section 106
consulting party for this project. Please contact me at (603) 228-3057 x 107 or by e-mail at
Jamie.sikora@dot.gov should you have any questions or need any additional information.
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Sincerel

W
Jdmison S. Sikora
Epvironmental Programs Manager

Enclosures:
Section 106 Adverse Effects Determination Memorandum

Working Draft of Final Environmental Study/Section 4(f) Evaluation

Cc: Joyce McKay, NHDOT Environmental Bureau (electronic copy)
Elizabeth Muzzey, NH SHPO (electronic copy)
Scott Newman, VTSHPO (electronic copy)
Rob Sikora, FHWA VT Division (electronic copy)
MaryAnn Naber, FHWA Headquarters (electronic copy)

Project file: 14957




Preserving America’s Heritage

September 24, 2010

Mr. Jamison S. Sikora
Environmental Programs Manager
FHWA — New Hampshire Division
19 Chenell Drive, Suite One
Concord, NH 03301

Ref:  US Route 4 Bridge Project over the Connecticut River - X-4000(627), 14957
Hartford, Vermont — Lebanon, New Hampshire

Dear Mr. Sikora:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual
Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not
apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to
resolve adverse effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a
consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances
change, and you determine that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please
notify us.

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA),
developed in consultation with the Vermont and New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office’s
(SHPO’s), and any other consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion
of the consultation process. The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is
required in order to complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require
further assistance, please contact Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel at 202-606-8585 or at ngabriel@achp.gov.

Sincerely,

AL o Grrtorson

LaShavio Johnson
Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 « Washington, DC 20004
Phone:202-606-8503 » Fax: 202-606-8647 » achp@achp.gov » www.achp.gov
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Preserving America’s Heritage
October 4, 2010

Mr. Jamison S. Sikora
Environmental Programs Manager
Federal Highway Administration
New Hampshire Division

19 Chenell Drive, Suite One
Concord, NH 03301

Ref: Filing of executed Memorandum of Agreement regarding the
Replacement of the US Route 4 Bridge (058/127) over the
Connecticut River between Lebanon, New Hampshire and
Hartford, Vermont

Dear Mr. Sikora:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received the Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) for the above referenced project. In accordance with Section 800.6(b)(1)(iv) of the ACHP’s
regulations, the ACHP acknowledges receipt of the MOA. The filing of the MOA, and execution of its
terms, completes the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the
ACHP’s regulations.

We appreciate your providing us with a copy of the MOA and will retain it for inclusion in our records
regarding this project. Should you have any questions or require additional assistance, please contact me
at (202) 606-8509 or at ljohnson@achp.gov.

Sincerely,
LaShavio Johnson AN & *
Historic Preservation Technician Q o %‘&
- Office of Federal Agency Programs Q’\BQ %% @QQ’\%\
RPN RN
NSRS
RS
S
N
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1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 « Washington, DC 20004
Phone:202-606-8503 e Fax: 202-606-8647 ¢ achp@achp.gov e www.achp.gov
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Lebanon, NH — Hartford, VT
A000(627)
14957

The Lebanon-Hartford High Pratt Truss Bridge

The three-span, 1936 truss bridge between Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont represents
one of a diminishing number of bridges of truss construction. The spans represent two high-Pratt trusses
and a single low Warren truss. Their connections are secured with riveted gusset plates. These spans sit
on piers erected for the earlier 1897 truss bridge. The severe flooding of 1936 removed the 1897 bridge
and many others, and the new truss was erected with Depression Era emergency relief funds. This
truss’s repetitive design permitted the rapid replacement of the many flood-damaged bridges. The
bridge was rehabilitated in 1976.

Metal truss bridges revolutionized American transportation because they were the first category of
bridge that enabled their designers to conduct structural analyses and loading and to employ the use of
wrought iron and then steel in bridges in large quantities. Thomas Pratt designed the first Pratt truss in
1842. With Caleb Pratt, he patented this bridge type in 1844. The English patent for the low Warren
truss at the east end of the bridge is attributed to James Warren and Willoughby Monzani in 1848, and is
easily recognizable through its series of diagonal members. The Pratt truss became a popular bridge
form in the late 19" century and with the Warren truss became an especially popular design after the
introduction of riveting technology in the early 20™ century.

Truss bridges are fast disappearing from the state’s landscape. The Lebanon-Hartford bridge is one of
fifteen remaining high Pratt truss bridges in New Hampshire. There are no known high Pratt truss
bridges in the vicinity of the project area. The bridge gains historical significance as an intact
representative of its type, a type that was widely accepted within bridge engineering practice of its
construction period, and as a product of Depression Era construction.

Exhibit 14




Lebanon, NH-Hartford, VT, X~A000(627), 14957

SUBJECT: Monthly SHPO-FHWA-ACOE-NHDOT Cultural Resources Meetings

DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, July 10, 2008 ‘
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Sarah LeVaun Graulty, Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Alex Vogt, Charlie Hood,
NHDOT; Edna Feighner, Linda Wilson, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA

The presentation involved an initial review of replacement options for the US Route 4 Bridge over the Connecticut
River (Bridge #058/127). This project is still in the conceptual design phase. The eligible structure consists of two
riveted High Pratt Trusses and one riveted Warren Pony Truss placed on stone abutments and piers with concrete
caps. Approximately 14,000 vehicles cross the bridge each day. The bridge was built in 1936, with a major
rehabilitation completed in 1975. The bridge has deteriorated since the last rehabilitation, with significant corrosion
throughout the bottom chord and truss system. In addition to this deterioration, the bridge also has geometric
deficiencies that cause safety concerns. First, its curb-to-curb width is only 24 feet. The narrow width leaves no room
for bicycles, and any bicyclists traveling into Vermont must cross vehicular traffic to walk their bicycles on the
sidewalk along the'south side of the bridge. Second, the vertical clearance of the bridge is only 13°-9” at the high
trusses, which have been hit at least twice by trucks. Finally, the bridge approaches have poor geometry, resulting in
poor sight distance and contributing to accidents. '

Potential archaeological resources were discussed first. Given the location along the Connecticut River, an area
known for its high potential for deep archeological deposits, Joyce McKay suggested that a combined Phase IA/IB
survey with a backhoe should be completed in all four quadrants within 200 feet of the bridge. Edna Feighner
concurred. Currently, it appears that archaeological survey would be needed for the on-line and upstream options.

Steve Johnson presented photos of the existing bridge structure showing the extent of deterioration on the existing
trusses. The photos showed holes through chord members, seriously deteriorated gusset plates, deteriorated tension
chord splices, and damage to the portal framing from over-height trucks. He noted that the rate of deterioration has
accelerated, and the project is being moved up in the program to address concerns about the structure.

Steve Johnson presented alignments for three replacement options, noting that these are still conceptual. Listed in
order of preference:

1) New bridge upstream from existing bridge — this alignment results in the best geometry and is the least expensive
option. Two or three buildings would need to be removed (1 in NH, 1-2 in VT), all of which are potentially historic.
2) New bridge on existing alignment — this option is costly due to the necessity for a temporary bridge, which would
be placed just downstream. The temporary bridge could be installed without impacting any buildings.

3) New bridge downstream from existing bridge — this alignment has undesirable geometry and would require the
removal of at least three buildings (2 in NH, 1 in VT), one of which is potentially historic (in NH). This option would
also impact a park and would require the construction of a new railroad overpass in Vermont. Feighner asked if the
existing bridge could be used as a pedestrian bridge. Johnson stated that the preference is to remove the existing
bridge because of the high cost of rehabilitation and maintenance that would be necessary even for pedestrian traffic.
Pedestrian loading for the full width of the existing deck is almost equivalent to truck loading, so the rehabilitation to
carry pedestrian traffic would be essentially the same as that required to carry truck traffic. A narrower width path
could be put on the structure to reduce the load, but unless the path is enclosed by chain link fencing, it would be
tempting for adolescents to “walk the floor beams” out to the trusses. Feighner stated that these costs must be looked
at in comparison to the overall project and reported at a future meeting. For instance, would using the existing bridge
for pedestrians preclude the need for sidewalks on the new bridge, therefore reducing the cost of the new bridge?

Linda Wilson asked if closing this bridge altogether was an option. Johnson and Alex Vogt replied that other
crossing options are some distance away. There is so much traffic at this bridge that closing it would create a huge
inconvenience and could cause traffic issues at other crossings. The bridge was closed for several months during the
1975 rehab when there was significantly less traffic and drivers were apparently extremely displeased with the
closing even for that short period of time.

Exhibit I5




If the existing bridge was used for pedestrians, Wilson asked if signals could be addéd at either end of the new bridge
to allow bicycles a safe opportunity to cross traffic to get to the pedestrian bridge. Johnson noted that another traffic
light could create safety and traffic concerns, but that the traffic data would need to be analyzed to determine if this
was feasible. Vogt noted that bicyclists could currently use an existing crosswalk at the intersection of Route 10 (to
the east of the bridge). :

Sarah Graulty reviewed photographs of the potentially historic buildings in the project area. In NH, State Line Sports
and the diner are potentially eligible structures. There is a Queen Anne style dwelling in the northeast quadrant that
would act as a potential constraint to the project. In Vermont, the two tenement buildings in the northwest quadrant
are potentially eligible, as well as the railroad overpass. Wilson concurred that Individual Forms would need to be
completed for these structures and that a District Area Form would not be necessary. It was noted that this effort
would need to be coordinated with Vermont. It was also noted that additional potentially eligible buildings lie just
outside the project area; these may need to be inventoried if the project area expands. Currently, the expected project
area is located between the intersection of Crafts Avenue in NH and the railroad overpass in Vermont.

Wilson asked if a skewed alignment that would avoid buildings was possible. Johnson said that he has tried
numerous alignments and presented only those options that are feasible and logical. Some of the options that were
rejected could be shown at a future meeting to explain why they are not feasible or logical.

DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, September 11, 2008
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Alex Vogt, NHDOT; Edna Feighner, Linda
Wilson, Beth Muzzey, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA

This project involves the replacement or rehabilitation of the US Route 4 bridge over the Connecticut River between
Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT..Alex Vogt and Steve Johnson presented an overview of the project. Vogt explained
that the bridge was posted for 10 tons after the last inspection showed significant deterioration. This posting prevents
fully loaded trucks from using the bridge. An advanced temporary bridge was considered to allow truck traffic to
continue crossing at this location; however, at a cost of 4.5 million dollars, this option has been rejected. The railroad
bridge just downstream was considered for a detour bridge but was ultimately rejected due to the active rail line and
rail yards. Changing the posting of Interstate bridges in Vermont to allow for a shorter detour for trucks requires an
act of Congress, which does not appear promising. For these reasons, NHDOT has determined that the replacement
or rehabilitation of the existing bridge should be accelerated in its program.

Johnson described the various alternatives that are being considered. Rehabilitation may not address deficiencies of
the bridge that include lack of adequate shoulders, narrow width, low clearance, lack of room for bicycles, and poor
alignment. This alternative, however, will be studied as part of the NEPA process. A downstream alignment is not
feasible since it would result in worse alignment and would impact two buildings and the railroad overpass in
Vermont. It was agreed that this alternative does not warrant detailed study and will only be briefly described in the
NEPA document. Other alternatives, which are the preferred alternatives at this time, involve an upstream alignment
or a refined online alignment. With the exception of the downstream alignment, all alternatives will be studied
further.

Joyce McKay stated that Phase 1A/1B archaeological surveys would be completed in all four quadrants of the bridge
and would be undertaken this fall. It is not yet known where the District limits are in Vermont, but this will be
determined. [It was subsequently determined that the Hartford district is west of the railroad corridor, which is an
eligible linear district.] It was agreed that a District Area form would not be necessary for the NH side. Surveys will
be completed for two buildings in NH: the Stateline Sports building and the Four Aces Diner. Everyone present
concurred with all proposed surveys.

Beth Muzzey reiterated that this is a highly significant bridge and the rehabilitation option needs to be studied in
detail. She inquired about the status of the state historic bridge survey. McKay explained that this survey has not yet
been begun, although progress has been made to secure funds for the first phase of work. Muzzey said that without a
full survey, the actual significance of this bridge is not yet known.




DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, February S, 2009
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Jill Cunningham, Christine Perron, Steve J ohnson, Alex Vogt, NHDOT; Edna
Feighner, Linda Wilson, Beth Muzzey, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA

An advanced contract for a temporary bridge just downstream from the existing bridge will be part of the anticipated
economic stimulus package. Steve Johnson briefly explained that the temporary bridge would be located
approximately 52 feet downstream (measured from centerline to centerline). Once construction of the temporary
bridge is complete, the existing bridge will be blocked off to all traffic. S. Johnson also stated that three alternatives
were still being explored for the subject project: rehabilitation of existing bridge, new bridge on an upstream
alignment, and new bridge on a refined On-line alignment. The Rehabilitation/Replacement project is expected to
advertise in 2010.

The area near the railroad overpass in Vermont has potential for buried archeological resources. However, the
impacts in this area from the temporary bridge would not be deep enough to reach the potential resources. Therefore
VTrans has indicated that no further study is warranted. (Formal correspondence to this effect has not yet been
received).

Jamie Sikora asked if the existing bridge could be kept open to pedestrian traffic. Steve Johnson explained that this
would not be prudent because of the poor condition of the rails on the existing bridge and because it would be
difficult to keep pedestrians on the sidewalk only.

Beth Muzzey asked about the type of temporary bridge that will be used. S. Johnson said that the temporary bridge
would be a bailey-type bridge.

Joyce McKay noted that additional HAER photographs need to be taken after vegetation has been cleared for the
temporary bridge but before construction of the bridge begins. Christine Perron added that this would be listed as a
commitment in the environmental document. -

B. Muzzey told the group that Rich Roach of the Army Corps of Engineers called her with the concern that the
temporary bridge would end up dictating which alternative is eventually chosen as the preferred alternative. J. Sikora
noted that the advance temporary bridge actually enhances the rehabilitation option because the detour bridge needed
for rehab would already be in place. S. Johnson added that the advance temporary bridge is being placed exactly
where it would have placed if it had been needed for the rehab option. J. Sikora stated further that the only option that
the temporary bridge precludes is the downstream alignment, which had been previously rejected due to its poor

geometry.

B. Muzzey asked that the No Adverse Effect Memo be revised to include rehabilitation, so that it was clear that this
was an alternative being fully studied. C. Perron said that she would revise the memo. (Subsequent to the meeting,
the memo was revised and signed.)

C. Perron gave B. Muzzey a copy of the public statement that will be read at the public informational meeting in
Hartford, VT on February 11, noting that she added two lines about the historic nature of the bridge. She also gave B.
Muzzey a copy of the “statement of significance” prepared by J. McKay for the public meeting, and offered that this
could be provided as a handout at the meeting. B. Muzzey concurred with the public statement as written, and said
that she would like the handout to be provided at the meeting.

Alex Vogt asked if there were any high Pratt truss bridges in this area of Vermont. The group did not know, but Jim
Garvin offered to look into it, and C. Perron offered to contact Scott Newman in Vermont.

Alex Vogt noted that after the public meeting next week, the Department would be selecting a preferred alternative to
move the project forward.




DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, March 5, 2009 '
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Jill Cunningham, Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Alex Vogt, NHDOT; Edna
Feighner, Linda Wilson, Beth Muzzey, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA; Scott Newman, VTRANS

Christine Perron provided an overview of the environmental process for the full project. As part of the NEPA
process, an environmental document is being completed, and it is expected that this project will be classified by
FHWA as a Categorical Exclusion. Coordination with state and federal agencies, organizations, and local public
officials from both communities, through letters, regular interagency coordination meetings, and public
officials/public informational meetings, has been ongoing in order to determine for the environmental review what
natural, social, and cultural resources are within the project area and how they might be impacted by the project
alternatives. Concerning cultural resources, at the two public informational meetings that have been held, the Section
106 process was explained and interested parties were invited to become consulting parties to this process. There are
no consulting parties to date.

Based on the information and comments collected to date, as well as engineering studies, each alternative has been
assessed, as shown in the evaluation matrix. The result of this assessment is the identification of a preferred design
alternative. This is where we are in the process now. To move forward, this preferred alternative will be discussed at
this meeting, as well as at the Natural Resource interagency coordination meeting later this month. The alternative
will then be presented to the public at a formal public hearing in June of this year. Based on comments we receive
from Cultural and Natural Resource Agencies, this initial preferred alternative may not necessarily be the design
brought forward to the public hearing. Following the hearing, all comments and testimony will be addressed and the
design modified, if needed. If substantial modifications are required, we will revisit any needed changes to the
environmental impacts, and discuss them with the appropriate agencies or individuals. Once all environmental issues
are resolved and a final design is proposed, we will ask FHWA to reaffirm its original classification and we will
move forward to final design. :

Scott Newman asked that the range of alternatives be discussed at the public hearing.

Steve Johnson provided an overview of the condition of the existing bridge. The bridge has been down posted to a
10-ton weight limit, and the Department has concerns about maintaining that posting. Beth Muzzey asked if the
deterioration of the bridge was the result of its construction or deferred maintenance. S. Johnson said that both have
been factors in the bridge’s deterioration. One of the biggest maintenance problems with truss bridges is that material
can accumulate on the trusses, which accelerates deterioration. The fact that the sidewalk is on the outside of the truss
rather than the inside of the truss introduces additional paths for debris to reach the steel, which accelerates
deterioration of the steel. Additionally, the bridge was originally owned by the City of Lebanon. Prior to its transfer
to the state in 1975, there was a period of time when its ownership was in question and maintenance wasn’t being
completed on a regular basis. The 1975 rehabilitation by the city was not as extensive as it should have been.

S. Johnson discussed the evaluation matrix that was created to compare five alternatives (do nothing, rehabilitation,
upstream alignment/retain existing bridge, upstream alignment/remove existing bridge, and refined online
alignment). Area growth, roadway geometrics, safety, capacity, property impacts, maintenance, utilization, and cost
were variables that were included in the matrix for discussion purposes.

There was some discussion on the colors used in the matrix. The general feeling from B. Muzzey and S. Newman
was that the coloring was premature, and they disagreed with some of the colors that were chosen.

S. Newman asked about hydraulics and the low point of the existing bridge as compared to a new bridge. S. J ohnson
said that hydraulics would improve with a new bridge because the abutments would be set further back from the edge
of the river. The low steel elevation for the proposed bridge will be slightly lower than the existing truss since the
new VT abutment is further away from the river and the roadway elevation is lower at that point.

There was a lengthy discussion on what rehabilitation of the bridge would involve, what would need to be replaced,
and what maintenance might be necessary in 20 years or more. S. Johnson explained that at a minimum, everything
below the deck would need to be replaced, as well as the sidewalk, rails, a number of truss verticals and diagonals, all
truss bearings, and miscellaneous lacing and portal framing. Also, he felt it would be necessary to replace the lower
gusset plates and the bottom chords. It was also pointed out that if the existing bridge were rehabilitated now, it



would necessitate a greater degree of maintenance in the future, which would require closing the bridge to traffic.
Because of the development proposed for the near future in three quadrants of the bridge, the insertion of a temporary
detour bridge for future rehab of the bridge after this project would be impossible or would result in substantial
property impacts. The spaces that are currently available for such a bridge will be occupied by these developments. S.
Newman stated that in his experience in Vermont, in very general terms, rehabilitation of a historic bridge is usually
approximately the same or a little less as replacement in cost. S. Johnson agreed that this generalization applied to the
subject project as well; however, the replacement bridge will be 50% wider at the same cost and other factors need to
be considered, including geometrics, safety, capacity, and utilization. Thus, while rehabilitation is feasible, it does
not meet the project needs.

There was much discussion on bicycle traffic. C. Perron stated that Route 4 is a state bicycle route and that there is
strong public support for an improved bicycle crossing at this location. B. Muzzey asked what the pedestrian and
bike counts were for this location, and S. Newman concurred that this was important information. However, these
figures are not available to anyone’s knowledge. Pedestrians regularly use this bridge to cross the river, but there are
no data available on the number of pedestrians. David Scott pointed out that bike counts for this crossing would
likely be low at this time because the crossing is currently quite unsafe for bicycles.

B. Muzzey stated that some communities consider a narrow bridge to be an asset because of its traffic calming effect,
and she asked if there has been any feedback from the City of Lebanon about the bridge. C. Perron said that the City
supports the refined online alignment.

C. Perron asked for the group’s thoughts on going forward with the preferred alternative being the refined online
alignment. B. Muzzey, S. Newman, and Jamie Sikora would like to see more information on the rehabilitation option
before making a determination. B. Muzzey requested that the AASHTO document — Guidelines for Historic Bridge
Rehabilitation and Replacement — be used as a guide for further analysis of alternatives. S. Johnson suggested, and B.
Muzzey agreed, that, rather than immediately preparing all information required in the Guidelines, he first prepare an
outline of information to be gathered, so that there is consensus on what is expected.

DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, April 2, 2009
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Jill Cunningham, Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Alex Vogt, NHDOT; Edna
Feighner, Linda Wilson, Beth Muzzey, NHDHR; J amie Sikora, FHWA,; Scott Newman, VTRANS

A summary of the project was completed using “Guidelines for Historic Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement,” per
Beth Muzzey’s request at the March 9, 2009 Cultural Resources meeting. This summary was emailed the day before
the meeting to those in attendance so that participants would be aware of what would be discussed. B. Muzzey stated
that she needs 30 days to review project information and, therefore, could not provide official comments at this time.

Step 1 of the summary was discussed, as well as a portion of Step 2. There was no time to discuss Steps 3 and 4. B.
Muzzey commented that the Warren Pony truss was not addressed in Step 1, and she did not think that this step
adequately addressed what makes the bridge historic and to what degree. She indicated that a bean counting approach
was not appropriate. Under Step 1, B. Muzzey commented that the character defining features were chosen from the
general list in the Guidelines and not specific to the bridge. In Step 2, B. Muzzey said that the answers to the
questions from the Guidelines did not adequately discuss a full range of possibilities. Are there high tech approaches
to rehabilitating some of the elements that would result in reduced effects? There was lengthy discussion on raising
the portal and its visual impact, load-carrying capacity, the geometry of the bridge approaches, and adding a sidewalk
on the upstream side of the bridge. B. Muzzey asked why the bridge had been over-designed. Was it an attempt to
strengthen the bridge following the 1936 flood?

It was agreed that B. Muzzey would provide written comments on the project summary to the Department by May 1.
Once her comments are received, they would be discussed at the June meeting.




DATE OF CONFERENCE: Monday, June 22, 2009
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Charlie Hood, Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Alex Vogt, David Scott, NHDOT;
Edna Feighner, Linda Wilson, Beth Muzzey, Jim Garvin,NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA; Scott Newman, VTRANS'

Jamie Sikora explained that the purpose of the meeting was to move the Section 106 process forward for the subject
project. Charlie Hood added that he would like to see the project move forward to the public hearing with-the
modified online alignment as the preferred alternative. Section 106 consultation could continue until the hearing was
held, and if that consultation determined that rehabilitation was a better alternative, then the project’s document and
scope would be changed accordingly. J. Sikora thought that notification of the Advisory Council should await a
determination of adverse effect.

Jim Garvin asked what had been done to date for Section 106 since he did not think his office had seen anything to
analyze. He asked when the Section 106 process was initiated, and stated that he still has not seen the original plans
for the bridge. (After referring to minutes subsequent to the meeting, it was determined that the 106 process was
initiated on July 10, 2008 when the project was first discussed at a monthly SHPO meeting. Plans will be provided
to DHR)) '

Christine Perron read a timeline of the project’s Section 106 process to date:
= July 10, 2008 — Cultural Resource Coordination meeting
s September 11, 2008 — Cultural Resource Coordination meeting :
= October 8, 2008 — Letters were sent to Hartford Historical Society, Hartford Preservation Commission, Lebanon
Historical Society, Lebanon Heritage Commission to inform them of the project and invite them to the public
meeting,
»  Qctober 21, 2008 — Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Lebanon, NH
o Statement was read that included information on the Section 106 process and the historic resources
in the project area
»  February 5, 2009 — Cultural Resource Coordination meeting
o Brief discussion about the upcoming public info meeting
*  February 11, 2009 — Public Officials/Public Informational Meeting, Hartford, VT
o Statement was read that included information on the Section 106 process and the historic resources
in the project area '
o Three DOT presenters reiterated the fact that DOT wanted public input regarding the rehab vs.
replacement options for this historic bridge.
o A handout was provided describing the historic nature of the bridge.
»  February 12,2009 — A Lebanon City Council member emailed local historic groups to remind them that DOT
wanted their input on this project.
»  March 5, 2009 — Cultural Resource Coordination meeting
o A matrix was completed to compare 5 project alternatives for purposes of discussion
o DOT stated that its preferred altemative was the modified online alignment .
o Beth Muzzey asked DOT to use AASHTO Guidelines for further investigation of rehab option.
=  April 2, 2009 — Cultural Resource Coordination meeting
o Discussed summary of Guidelines, which was, in general, considered inadequate by DHR
= May 4, 2009 — Received comments from DHR regarding summary of Guidelines
»  June 10, 2009 — Email from Jamie Sikora, FHWA, regarding moving the 106 process forward with the
information obtained to date.
»  June 19, 2009 — Email from Beth Muzzey, SHPO, regarding the need for additional information.
= June 22, 2009 — Mecting with DHR and Scott Newman.

J. Garvin stated that DHR still did not have an understanding of the bridge’s significance based on the information
that has been discussed, and he did not think a preferred alternative should be selected at this point. Alex Vogt said
that since everyone agrees that the bridge is historic and eligible for the National Register, he didn’t understand why
more information on the bridge’s significance was necessary. Beth Muzzey explained that DHR and FHWA need to
make an informed decision regarding the project’s effect on the bridge. The 4(f) process requires an understanding
of the relative significance of the bridge and its elements since this factors into feasibility and prudence of each
alternative.




J, Sikora stated that a consensus is often made to reach a determination of effect in order to streamline the process.
Linda Wilson countered that DHR was presented with a fait accompli without any technical information. J. Garvin
added that federal laws assume the preferred alternative is rehabilitation until proven unfeasible and imprudent.
Steve Johnson clarified that rehabilitation has been studied in detail.

J. Garvin added that since DOT is committed to the Context Sensitive Solutions process, he would expect the
Department to utilize the process for this project since this is such a sensitive site. A. Vogt explained that part of the
CSS process is getting public input. DOT has gone to the communities of Lebanon and Hartford a number of times
to seek input on the project. Input from both communities has always been in support of a multi-modal crossing. No
one from these communities has come forward in support of rehabilitation.

Scott Newman said that the 4(f) process is done “in a vacuum” and isn’t concerned with public input. He further
summarized his position on the project. He acknowledged that the bridge is historic. It is known that the bridge can
be rehabilitated, and it is known that the cost of rehabilitation is comparable to replacement. The remaining issues
pertain to geometry, He explained that the 24” clear width with the current ADT was not a concern (when asked,
Scott clarified that he was speaking for himself and that VTrans had not weighed in on the adequacy of the 24’
width). He does not think the portal height is a big issue, and some modifications may be okay to do. He said that
adding a second sidewalk by modifying existing abutments needed to be studied in more detail, including costs.
Moreover, the necessity of adding a second sidewalk needs to be addressed. He feels that bicycle advocates tend to
be very vocal, but do they really need more than they have at this time since they can currently cross the existing
bridge without any modifications? S. Newman also stated that he felt the public meeting in Hartford was primarily
for the temporary bridge (14957A) and not enough information was presented about the 14957 project alternatives.
Finally, he stated that 4(f) requires documentation that rehabilitation of the bridge would cause extraordinary harm to

the community. S. Newman will discuss 4(f) with Mary Anne Nabor.

B. Muzzey stated that she was concerned about how the project alternatives were presented at the public
informational meetings. While she did not attend either public meeting, she was worried that the presentation may
have appeared biased, without any acknowledgement that the bridge could be rehabilitated and remain a historic
resource. C. Perron indicated that the significance of the bridge had been presented verbally at both public meetings,
and also in written form at the Hartford public meeting.

Joyce McKay stated that she now has a draft inventory form for the bridge. B. Muzzey asked if the form was
sufficient to take to-a DOE meeting. J. McKay said that some information is lacking, and J. Garvin responded that
DHR could provide additional information. J. McKay will provide copies of the form to J. Sikora, B. Muzzey, and S.
Newman for review.

J. Garvin stated that he would like to know more about the railroad underpass in Vermont. S. Newman replied that
the line and the bridge are eligible for the National Register. The clearance of the underpass is 13°-6”. VTrans
would like to address this underpass but a project to do so is not programmed. J. Garvin questioned the construction
of a new bridge crossing when the underpass would still restrict height and width. L. Wilson likened this to
constructing a fabulous ADA-compliant bathroom on the fourth floor. C. Perron explained that the restrictions of the
railroad underpass could eventually be addressed during the life span of a new bridge crossing. Moreover, the
project needs to consider projected traffic volumes and population growth. This area is expected to continue growing
and is not expected to get less urban. It was noted that one quadrant of the bridge is already developed (Stateline
Sports) and two developments and a public park are planned for the remaining three quadrants in the near future.

S.Newman asked if there was any information about truck traffic along this corridor, or if a corridor study has ever
been done. S. Johnson explained that some information on traffic was obtained from Vermont. It was pointed out
that trucks make up 6.5% of traffic over the bridge. S. Johnson said that this percentage was a little higher than the
average of approximately 4%.

S. Newman reiterated that the chosen alternative really comes down to geometry. C. Perron added that accident rates
are an important component of any discussion about geometry, and that the section of Route 4 from Crafts Avenue
west to the state line has been identified by the NHDOT as having an accident rate that warrants further investigation.




Only 170 miles of roadway in NH are identified in this way. J. Garvin asked about the types of accidents that are
occurring near the bridge. C. Perron answered that most of the accidents are rear-end collisions. One cause of rear-
end collisions at this site may be due to the bridge’s narrow width. While a vehicle going under Vermont’s railroad
underpass may yield to let an opposing vehicle pass through the underpass due to concerns of narrowness, that same
vehicle would not wait at one end of the bridge for an opposing vehicle to cross the entire length of the bridge despite
their being uncomfortable with its narrowness. This may cause the driver to unexpectedly reduce the speed at which
he crosses the bridge, which is not always anticipated by vehicles traveling behind him.

B. Muzzey stated that more information is needed about property impacts that would result from improving the
approaches under the rehabilitation alternative, and how this compares to other alternatives.

S. Newman asked if there were similar bridges that could be compared to the subject bridge in regard to geometry
and safety. S. Johnson replied that any comparisons should be to bridges of similar length, width, traffic volumes,
etc. in order to make a fair comparison. It was also noted that this bridge has much higher traffic volumes than all
other high truss bridges in NH.

L. Wilson said that the existing bridge likely serves as a traffic calming measure. She stated that the project needs to
look at the whole context of the area. S. Newman said that more information is needed on roadway width and
surrounding intersections relative to traffic and safety concerns. B. Muzzey said that more information is needed
about how sight distance could be improved without bridge replacement and how possible improvements would
compare to other alternatives. S. Newman asked if anything else could be done to improve safety. S..Johnson said
that the speed limit could be reduced from 30 mph to 25 mph or less, but the towns wouldn’t like it. Vehicles leaving
Prospect Street cannot see the traffic on the bridge even within the stopping sight distance. For an intersection, the
minimum sight distance should be 290 feet; however, the existing condition provides approximately 180 feet of sight
distance (the 180 foot intersection sight distance equates to a design speed of less than 20 mph). S. Newman said
that more information is needed regarding how a wider bridge with better sight distance would impact safety.

B. Muzzey stated that DHR would like to review and comment on the 4(f) analysis when it is written.

DATE OF CONFERENCE: Thursday, August 13, 2009
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Jill Cunningham, Christine Perron, Alex Vogt, NHDOT; Edna Feighner, Linda
Wilson, Beth Muzzey, Jim Garvin, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA; Scott Newman, VTRANS (via conference call)

Christine Perron began the discussion by saying that it was the Department’s desire to move forward with
replacement as the preferred alternative and to proceed with the 4(f) document. She understood that Scott
Newman and Beth Muzzey still had concerns and reiterated that the Department would continue
coordination. However, she reminded them that the easement for the temporary bridge lasted only four
years.

Linda Wilson said that NHDHR did not have enough information to move forward with the project. Scott
Newman agreed that there wasn’t enough information. He said that Vermont’s standards for urban minor
arterials call for 26 feet as the ideal roadway width, If the roadway is narrower than this, then you must dig
deeper into site-specific safety concerns and consider design exceptions as appropriate. He did not think
that specific safety concerns have been adequately explained for the subject project. J. Sikora stated that
the 4(f) process doesn’t require analyzing design exceptions. Alex Vogt said that any design exception
would be up to Jeff Brillhart, the Department’s lead engineer. The project has been discussed with: Jeff
Brillhart, and he does not consider rehabilitation to be a prudent option given the high traffic volumes,
length of the bridge, long-term costs, and bicycle concerns. S. Newman said that was fine, but detailed
information on those issues needs to be put together and presented to those present.

B. Muzzey said that there are other outstanding issues aside from width. She would like to see more
information on specific geometric problems and any possible corrections, as well as property impacts that




would result from these corrections. She feels that these issues have been discussed only with general
statements and without detailed supporting information. She said that she does not want to be in the
position of disagreeing with the environmental document, and it doesn’t usually work that way. In her
opinion it appears that the DOT does not want to continue consultation.

Jim Garvin stated that the assumption should be that rehabilitation is the preferred alternative and needs to
be pursued to the end. He said that NHDHR does not have any demonstrable proof of why rehab could not
be the preferred alternative. S. Newman reiterated that 4(f) favors preservation and, therefore, you must
preserve the bridge unless you can demonstrate otherwise. He would like to know if, after mitigating
measures, the 24-foot width of the bridge still creates unacceptable safety concerns. He said that he hasn’t
seen this information from the Department yet.

B. Muzzey summarized additional issues. It was determined at earlier meetings that the portal could be
raised and the load capacity could be restored. More information is needed on a cantilevered sidewalk that
was suggested for improving bicycle and pedestrians crossing. There are also sight distance issues that
need to be looked at under both alternatives. Another issue that was brought up at an earlier meeting was
that of transportation needs for the larger area, heavy trucks in particular.

J. Sikora stated that accident datasets don’t always contain a lot of detail, and the data are often difficult to
quantify. Data are usually interpreted based on professional engineering judgment.

S. Newman described a useful exercise he often goes through with engineers in Vermont, in which he tells
the engineers to assume that they have been told the bridge must be tehabilitated and safety must be
improved through other measures.

B. Muzzey asked if rehabilitation of the subject bridge would require a design exception. J. Sikora said it
would since there was federal aid money involved. He said that a lot of factors go into a decision for a
design exception, including extraordinary cost, accidents, traffic, and functional classification.

L. Wilson asked about the possibility of using the planned temporary detour bridge as part of a permanent
1-way pair, A. Vogt explained that the temporary bridge is not being constructed with permanent piers and
is on very poor alignment, both factors that prevent it from being used permanently.

C. Perron suggested that additional information would be contained within the 4(f) document, and a
preliminary draft with supporting information could be sent to the group for review. However, S. Newman
stated that he didn’t think it would be fair to make the analysis in the 4(f) document as it would be jumping
the gun. B. Muzzey agreed and stated that addressing their concerns in the NEPA document would not be
objective. She would like to have the main issues framed objectively with detailed design information for
each alternative and then discuss this information as a group. S. Newman suggested meeting at the site so
that a site walk could take place. C. Perron agreed to put the information together, send it out to the group,
and set up a meeting in Lebanon/Hartford. She pointed out that this should be done within the next few
weeks. B. Muzzey asked if the local historic groups should be invited to the next meeting. Joyce McKay
stated that would not be the time to include those groups, and B. Muzzey concurred.

The issues that need to be addressed are as follows:
1. Portal redesign to achieve additional height.
2. Possibility of cantilevering a second sidewalk along the north side.
3. Adequate improvement of sight distance without replacing the bridge, and how these improvements
would impact properties.
4. Transportation needs of the larger area. What other alternatives are there for heavy truck traffic?




These questions should be considered from an engineering perspective without judgment and then
evaluated by the group. Scott Newman offered to provide Vermont’s standards for minor urban arterials.

With respect to mitigation, B. Muzzey wanted the mitigation to include the value being lost by the public.
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Alex Vogt opened the meeting by infroducing the transportation officials present,
identifying the project and explaining the public participation process. He described the
poor condition of the Connecticut River bridge and the required 10-ton posting that is
inconveniencing local trucking businesses. NHDOT has considered a separate contract
for an advanced temporary bridge, but the $4.5 million cost is prohibitive. The railroad
bridge to the south of US Route 4 was also considered as a detour for trucks only but
determined to not be feasible due to complication of crossing rail yards at each end,
adjustments to the rail bridge, and additional truck traffic in downtown White River Jct.
With these immediate relief actions considered, it is believed most prudent to work to
expedite the design process. _ ,

The purpose of this meeting is to get early comments on the project from the
public to move forward to selecting a preferred alternative by this winter and have a
formal Public Hearing by Spring 2009. Note that the anticipated schedule is based on
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whats needed to design, permit and acquire ROW. The project is anticipated to take 2
years to construct; however, different options will take varying lengths of time to
construct, and utilities on the existing bridge could take up to a year to relocate. Based on
previously received input regarding bicycle and pedestrian usage, the proposed bridge
cross-section. includes 12’ lanes, 5° shoulders, and 5° sidewalks on each side. This will -
~ accommiodate-the pedestrian and bike usage. The project cost will utilize Federal and
State»ﬁmds at.an 80%/20% split. NH owns 92% of the bridge versus 8% VT ownership,
™ \¥ith-costs shared proportionally. Roadway and Right-of-Way costs would be paid by NH
or VT:on their sides. The City of Lebanon may incur some costs for relocation of their
utilities. The project options, to be presented in this meeting, range in cost from $10.8 to
$;112 8*m1kl§on

Sherwa:rd Farnsworth then spoke of the cooperation between VT and NH that is

h requlred for this project. The State of NH owns the bridge and approach roadway in NH,

however, the Town of Hartford owns the abutment and road in VT. VAOT will take
ownership of these assets during construction and then return them to the Town after the
project is completed. The cost of VT utility relocations will be carried by the VAOT up
to the replacement cost of those utilities. Sherward also mentioned that there was no
money to address the narrow railroad underpass at the west end of the project nor is
money available to cover amenities that the Town might request. He also discussed two
- proposed developments in Vermont, one at the SW corner of the project and the other at
the NW comer. Coordination will be needed with these groups during development of
the project.

Christine Perron next explained the 1mphcat10ns of federal environmental
regulations, specifically discussing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
There are four buildings within the project area that are potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and two areas with potential archaeological findings.
Information was given for contacting individuals within the NHDOT’s Bureau Of
Environment and the Federal Highway Administration for anyone interested in becoming
a Consulting Party to the Section 106 process. In regards to other resources, there are no
substantial impacts to wetlands, shorelands, or floodplains anti¢ipated wﬂ:h this project.
All appropriate permits will be secured prior to construction.

Steve Johnson then discussed the bridge options currently belng considered,
pointing out that all options are still preliminary. The existing bridge was built in 1936
and was significantly rehabilitated in 1975. The bridge spans approximately 386° from
the NH abutment to the VT abutment. There are two piers in the river that support three
spans — two High Pratt Through Trusses and a Warren Pony Truss. The bridge is 24’
wide curb-to-curb with a 5’ sidewalk outside the downstream truss. The latest inspection
~ rates the Deck as Condition 3 (Serious), the Superstructure as Condition 3 (Serious), and

the Substructure as Condition 6 (Satisfactory). The condition ratings for bridges range
from 0 to 9 with 0 indicating failed and 9 indicating new condition. The latest inspection
indicated that the bridge is not capable of safely supporting legal loads, which is why the
bridge is currently posted at a 10-ton load limit.

He also briefly explained the Federal Sufficiency Rating. This is a rating of 0 to
100 that indicates.the bridge’s sufficiency to remain in service. A zero rating indicates
totally insufficient and a 100 rating indicates entirely sufficient. The sufficiency rating is
an overall score based on a number of items, such as structural adequacy and safety, age,
serviceability and functional obsolescence, and suitability for continued public use. It is
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used to determine eligibility for Federal funding. A rating less than 80 is eligible for
Federal Bridge Rehabilitation funding and a rating less than 50 is eligible for Federal
Bridge Replacement funding. Although safe for continued vehicular use at the current
10-Ton load posting, this structure has a Federal Sufficiency Rating of zero, primarily due
to its narrow width and decreased load capacity. The bridge is 4™ on the overall bridge
priority list for the State. : ' :

The current Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) on the existing bridge is
approximately 15,000 vehicles per day. Approximately 6% of that traffic was truck
traffic prior to' the reduced load posting. The AADT is expected to grow to
approximately 27,000 vehicles per day in the design year, which is 2032. -

There are numerous constraints in the project area that were considered,’
including:

e Railroad underpass in Hartford
Listen Thrift Building
Stateline Sports Building
Portland Glass Building
Four Aces Diner Building :
Two tenement buildings on the NW corner of the bridge
A number of driveways and side roads
Connecticut River 100 year flood plain and 100 year flood elevation

In addition, there are three potential developments in the project vicinity:
e Listen Inc. is considering a new building that would be located just southwest of

the existing bridge.

e . Prospect Place is a new development proposed at Prospect Street, northwest of
the existing bridge. '

e - The City of Lebanon is proposing to use a portion of the Westboro Rail yard as a
park.

To meet the vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic needs into the future,
NHDOT currently proposes a new bridge structure with 2 — 12’ lanes, 2 — 5’ shoulders,
and 2 — 5° sidewalks. In order to match existing drives and roadways, the proposed
roadway profiles will approximately match the existing bridge profile. To maintain
clearance to the 100-year flood elevation, a three-span bridge with haunched steel girders
on new piers in the river is proposed. '

Five alternatives were presented (it was reiterated that everything shown on the
plans for the alternatives was conceptual only):

e On-Line Alignment — This alternative would very closely match the existing
bridge/roadway alignment by closely matching the curbing in front of Stateline
Sports and matching the south edge of pavement at the Vermont abutment. The
roadway approach work would match into the existing roadway as quickly as
possible. A downstream temporary bridge would be required to maintain traffic
during construction. '

Advantages: .
o Least permanent impacts to adjacent properties
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o Could potentially restore heavy truck traffic on the detour bridge earlier
than an off-line alternative.

Disadvantages: . : '

o Does not improve the alignment on the Vermont side of the Connecticut
River (retains the existing kink in the roadway alignment).

o Lower speed and constrained roadway on the temporary detour alignment.

o Detour/temporary bridge alignment impacts the proposed Listen Thrift
Store development . : ' '

o Longer overall construction time.

o Higher cost than an off-line alternative.

e Modified On-Line Alignment — This alternative would closely match the existing
alignment in New Hampshire from Stateline Sports to the east. West of Stateline
Sports, the alignment would be shifted to the north to better line up with the
railroad underpass.  The roadway approach work would extend from
approximately the railroad underpass to the intersection of Crafts Avenue. A
downstream temporary bridge would be required to maintain traffic during
construction. :

Advantages:
o Improves the roadway geometry on the Vermont side of the Connecticut
River. , |
o Could potentially restore heavy truck traffic on the detour bridge earlier
" than an off line alternative. '

Disadvantages:

o Lower speed and constrained roadway on the temporary detour alignment.

o Longer overall construction time. _

o Detour/temporary bridge alignment impacts the proposed Listen Thrift

Store development

o Higher cost than an off-line alternative.

o
Higher property impacts on the northwest corner of the existing bridge than the On-Line
Alignment alternative (requires acquisition of the first tenemert building adjacent to the
road on Prospect Street).

e Off-Line — Upstream Alignment — This alternative would construct-an alignment
approximately 50 feet upstream from the existing bridge. Traffic would be
maintained on the existing bridge during construction.

Advantages:
o Quickest to-complete overall construction.
o No detour bridge required.
o Least cost alternative _
o Improves roadway geometry/sight distances on both sides of the river.
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Disadvantages: ,
o Most impact to properties {(requires -acquisition of the Stateline Sports
building and one tenement building). :

e Off-Line — Downstream Alignment — This alternative was described conceptually,
but not shown on the plans. It would construct an alignment approximately 50
feet downstream of the existing bridge. It would require the acquisition of three
buildings downstream (Listen Thrift Store, Four Aces Diner, building across
Commercial Street from the diner) and construction of a new railroad underpass.
The roadway geometry would -be worse in the project area than the current
alignment and the costs and the property impacts would be significantly higher
than other alternatives. For these reasons, this-alternative was not developed
further.

o Rechabilitate Existing Bridge — The existing trusses are historic; therefore, an
alternative that would rehabilitate the existing truss was considered. A temporary
bridge would be required during the rehabilitation. While the cost of this
alternative is similar to the Off-line alternative, it does not provide any roadway
geometric improvements, it retains a narrow roadway through the existing truss,
and it would have the highest continuing maintenance costs and the least useful
bridge service life of the alternatives explored, = -

Alex Vogt then mentioned that while the plans discussed by S. Johnson
description of the proposed roadway alignments, they do not indicate all the right-of-way '
acquisitions that will be needed for each option. Additional right-of-way and easements
will be needed for construction and to address water quality issues. Also, if the Off-Line
— Upstream Alignment is selected, whether the existing bridge needs to be retained or
removed will be an issue. Finally, regardless of the selected alignment, the State of NH
will need to enter into a Municipal Construction and a Sidewalk Maintenance Agreement
with the City of Lebanon. The meeting was then opened up for questions and comments
from those in attendance.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & RESPONSES

Robert Vanier, co-owner of Stateline Sports, expressed concern that the Off-Line
— Upstream Alignment would require the acquisition of half of the building that houses
his business. He stated that he would like to remain at his present location and facility.
A. Vogt mentioned that there are business re-establishment funds as well as acquisition
compensation for businesses affected by the selected alignment. The Lebanon City
Manager and City Council, and others recommended alternatives that would minimize
ROW impacts to local businesses. The Off-Line — Upstream Alignment cost estimate,
which is the lowest for all alignments, did consider the associated ROW costs. '
Various citizens offered suggestions including the following:
» phased construction to minimize the impacts (the existing truss will not allow it)
e a curved alignment (there are too many geometric constraints for this to have any
advantage over the proposed alignments)
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e abridge without a sidewalk on the upstream side (there are existing sidewalks on
each side of the river that should be connected)

e a narrower bridge, without shoulders, that separated pedestrians and bicycles from
the vehicles, possibly by retaining the existing bridge (shoulders are beneficial not
only for bicycles but increased safety and for snow storage. Utilizing the existing
bridge for pedestrians and bicycles would require many of those non-motorized
users to cross traffic to get to the bridge and cross the river.) ‘

e a wider bridge to accommodate the future traffic (the proposed I-beam girder
structure can be widened in the future, when traffic requires a wider bridge)

e a“gateway” structure (there is insufficient funding to build a signature bridge)

S, Johnson was asked if the grade of the proposed bridge would be adjusted from
- the existing. Due to the need to match driveways at Stateline Sports, and Portland Glass,
as well as meet the grade at the railroad bridge, the proposed profile remains virtually
unchanged from the existing profile. ,
A Lebanon city.councilor expressed support for the On-Line Alignment option.

A: Vogt reiterated that this option could slow down the completion of the project by a
year -due to the need to move the utilities off of the existing bridge before it could be
removed to make way for the new bridge. (This option would, however, restore truck.
" traffic on the required temporary bridge, perhaps sooner than the upstream option.) S.
Farnsworth mentioned a recent project in VT that required two years for the utility
relocation and cost the utility company $2.0 million. He has been in contact with the
utility companies regarding this project. . o

Jonathan Schechtman, of the Hartford Historic Preservation Commission, stated
his preference for rehabilitating the existing bridge because it is a gateway. He also
expressed support for keeping the existing bridge if the upstream alternative were
selected. Another person expressed surprise at the high cost of the rehabilitation option.
S. Johnson pointed out that to rehabilitate the existing bridge, not only must a contractor
build a temporary bridge for traffic, but he must also build a temporary bridge to hold up
the existing bridge during rehabilitation work because of the condition of the truss and
magnitude of repairs. Rehabilitation will include replacing the bottom truss chords and
painting the bridge. ' _

Regarding environmental questions, C. Perron said that, upon request, a property
owner could get a copy of the archaeological report. Someone asked about contaminated
soils at the Westboro site. A. Vogt replied that we are aware of the contamination and
will account for this in our plans. NHDOT is also aware of the Brownsfield Grant that
pertains to the cleanup of contaminated sites, as well as the monitoring wells at the site.

Mayor Karen Liot thanked the Department for including accommodations for
pedestrians and bikes. She asked that the construction have minimum disruption to
business. She asked how the project may impact the proposed work at the Westboro
Yard and if a delay would affect the clean up or transfer of the property. She suggested a
partnership concerning the site between the City and the NHDOT, A. Vogt stated that we
would coordinate our work and that we are aware of the clean up needs at-the Westboro
Yard. The transfer of the property to the City could proceed, however, the Department
may want to reserve a temporary easement to build the bridge.

In answer to questions concerning the capacity of the existing bridge, A. Vogt said
that repairs have been made, and the 10-Ton posted capacity will not be increased.
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Future inspections could lead to further capacity reductions. A quésﬁon was asked about
the possibility of increasing the allowable load limit of the 1-91 bridges. M. Richardson

replied that this is unlikely as it requires Congressional action and does not currently have

. support to move forward. In response to a question, A. Vogt indicated that a temporary
bridge would remove the load limit, 1f an alignment were selected that required a
temporary bridge.

Regarding the future of this project, A. Vogt said that NHDOT will take input
from this meeting and use it to refine the proposal. The preference of the two
communities will be especially important in deciding on a preferred alternative to move

forward with. There will be another public meeting prior to a Public Hearing, which is

-~ anticipated for the spring of 2009. W. Cass pointed out that funding for this project is a
concern, but the Department recognizes this as a high priority project. The owner of the
Listen Thrift Store noted that they have plans to develop their parcel and would
appreciate a speedy decision, even if that decision requires them to postpone their
construction. ' '

A. Vogt thanked all in attendance and the meeting was adjourned. Following the
meeting, copies of the plans were sent to the communities. The plans have also been
posted on the Department’s Web site. '

SUBMITTED BY: W J st
David L. Scott, PE
In-House Design Chief

NHDOT, Bureau of Bridge Design

DLS

Noted By: W, Cass, A. Vogt, M. Richardson, S. Johnson, S. Farnsworth
“cc: W, Cass .

M. Richardson

C. Hood

A. Hanscom

K. Gola

Sherward Farnsworth, VAOT

Scott Newman, VAOT

City of Lebanon, NH

Town of Hartford, VT

" Attachments: Attendance List
City of Lebanon letter
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CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE
City of Lebanon, NH
51 North Park Street
i Lebanon, NH 03766
(603) 448-4220 fax (603) 484-9175

October 21, 2008 -

New Hampshire :

" Department of Transportation
John O. MortonBuilding

-7 Hazen Drive '
PO Box 4483 - ,
Concord, NH 03302-0483

Re: - Conibined Puiblic Officisls/informafional Meeting

“To Discuss Replacement of the US Route 4 Bridge
Lebanon, NH, October 21, 2008 .

NHDOT Représehtatives:

. The Lebanon City Council has ‘a'sked me to represént the City and offer the _fdl_lowing input:_'- '

'We encourage all 'invdl\)ed to look ,'_at thisissueas a regional tran‘sporté.tion iss;ie that

impacts the entire Upper Valley and to look for creative solutions to our regional

' transportation issues — starting with the Route 4 Bridge.

We understand and concur that the ‘bridge needs to be fixed and that if's lack of repair
has had economic impacts for area companies. However, at the same time we have -
“received input from residents whom have enjoyed the reduced traffic and noise
(increased quality of life). We understand that these are difficult issues to balanceand
- thus the continued need to lock at the whole picture and the entire region's. -
transportation needs. ' : : ' -

We encourage NHDOT, State and Federal Officials to look for short-term solutions that-
make the most sense for the region, specifically making use of rail altematives and the
interstate system (1-89) to facilitate transportation during bridge construction {and

~ beyond). We need cost effective short-term solutions and a timely completion to the
* project. , | o ,

" The City of Lebanon and NHDOT have been working cooperafively to enhance the
Westboro area adjacent to and South of the Route 4 bridge improvements. This
includes the potential for the City to acquire portions of the rail-yard. Contaminated soil

~ remains an issue, but specifically, a large pile of contaminated soil remains on-site and -

awaifing remaval. We would encourage NHDOT to seek creative means to assist with




the removail of this soil during the construction phases of the Route 4 Bridge project.
- This may be a good opportunity to achieve multiple goals and perhaps make better use
of available Brownfields grant funding. : ‘

* 'We encoturage NHDOT to place the temporary bridge to the South of the current
: structure to allow for minimal disruption to existing businesses in West Lebanon. Thisis
State owned land at present. o :

« The City would appreciate ongoing project updates. :

Thank _‘you' for scheduling thes'e'important public input seséions_and we look forward to working ,_

with you to make this a successful project.

Sincerely,

Ly Moy~

.. Gregg Mandsager,
City:Manager.
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
- BUREAU OF BRIDGE DESIGN

CONFERENCE REPORT

PROJECT: Lebanon, NH — Hartford, VT, 14957
A000(627)
US Rte 4 over Connecticut River
Br. No. 058/127

DATE OF CONFERENCE: February 11, 2009
LOCATION OF CONFERENCE: Hartford Municipal Building, White River Junction, VT
ATTENDED BY: N.H. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

A. Vogt D. Scott
S. Johnson : C. Perron

VERMONT AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION
Sherward Farnsworth ~ Scott Newman
Frank Malnati, Jr. Lawrence Wheeler

LEBANON AND HARTFORD TOWN OFFICIALS
See sign-in sheet

SUBJECT: Combined Public Officials Meeting/Public Informational Meeting

DESCRIPTION

Alex Vogt opened the meeting by introducing the transportation officials present,
identifying the project and explaining the public participation process and explaining that
this meeting is a follow-up to the October 21, 2008 Public Officials/Public Informational
(PO/PI) meeting, held in Lebanon. Alex described the poor condition of the Connecticut
River bridge and the required 10-ton posting that is inconveniencing local trucking
businesses. NHDOT, in response to comments from the October 21, 2008 PO/PI
meeting, is now proposing a separate contract for an advanced temporary bridge,
estimated to cost $4.5 million, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, ARRA,
will allow this to be advanced.. Comments from the October 21, 2008 PO/PI meeting did
not support an upstream alignment option (to be presented again this evening but no
longer NHDOT"s preferred alignment) because it would require the acquisition of a
significant portion of Stateline Sports. All other options presented at that meeting
required the installation of a temporary bridge. With the upstream alignment nearly
eliminated from consideration, a stand-alone project for the detour bridge is now a viable
option. At this time our preferred alternative would be the modified on line alignment that
would provide a new bridge that would last the longest and accommodate the bike and
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pedestrian users yet minimize impacts. In order to advance the detour bridge, the primary
issues remaining to be addressed are the level of funding, permits and the acquisition of
ROW easement on the Listen, Inc. parcel.

The proposed schedule is to advertise the detour bridge project by April 14, 2009
and be built by the end of 2009. A Public Hearing for the remainder of the construction,
to rehabilitate or replace the existing truss, is anticipated for June 2009 and the contract
will advertise in the summer of 2010. The project is anticipated to take two years to
construct, so the improved crossing will not be open until 2012. The detour bridge, as
mentioned earlier, is anticipated to cost $4.5 million and the bridge rehabilitation or
replacement will cost approximately $9 to $11 million, depending on the selected option.

The purpose of this meeting is to get additional comments on the project from the
public to move forward with a preferred alternative for the formal Public Hearing. Note
that the anticipated schedule is based on what is needed to design, permit and acquire
ROW. The project is anticipated to take 2 years to construct; however, different options
will take varying lengths of time to construct, and utilities on the existing bridge could
take up to a year to relocate. Based on previously received input regarding bicycle and
pedestrian usage, the final proposed bridge cross-section includes 12" lanes, 5° shoulders,
and 5° sidewalks on each side. This will accommodate the pedestrian and bike usage.
The final project cost will utilize Federal and State funds at an 80%/20% split. NH owns
92% of the bridge versus 8% VT ownership, with costs shared proportionally. Roadway
and Right-of-Way costs would be paid by NH or'VT on their sides. The City of Lebanon
may incur some costs for relocation of their utilities. The project options, to be presented
in this meeting, range in cost from $8.9 to $10.8 million not including the detour bridge.

Sherward Farnsworth then spoke of the cooperation between VT and NH that is
required for this project. The State of NH owns the bridge and approach roadway in NH,
however, the Town of Hartford owns the abutment and road in VT. The cost of VT
utility relocations will be carried by the VAOT up to the replacement cost of those
utilities. Sherward also mentioned that there was no money to address the narrow
railroad underpass at the west end of the project nor is money available to cover amenities
that the Town might request. '

Christine Perron next explained the implications of federal environmental
regulations, specifically discussing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
The bridge is one of 15 high Pratt truss bridges in NH (there are 22 similar bridges in VT)
and is eligible for the National Historic Register ~Christine asked for feedback from
concerned citizens and provided a handout that described the history of the Route 4 truss
bridge. There are four buildings within the project area that are potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and two areas with potential archaeological findings.
Information was given for contacting individuals within the NHDOT’s Bureau Of
Environment and the Federal Highway Administration for anyone interested in becoming
a Consulting Party to the Section 106 process. In regards to other resources, there are no
substantial impacts to wetlands, shorelands, or floodplains anticipated with this project.
All appropriate permits will be secured prior to construction.

Steve Johnson then discussed the bridge options currently being considered,
pointing out that all options are still preliminary. The existing bridge was built in 1936
and was significantly rehabilitated in 1975. The bridge spans approximately 386’ from
the NH abutment to the VT abutment. There are two piers in the river that support three
spans — two High Pratt Through Trusses and a Warren Pony Ttuss. The bridge is 24’

Bt e el
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wide curb-to-curb with a 5° sidewalk outside the downstream truss. The latest inspection
rates the Deck as Condition 3 (Setious), the Superstructure as Condition 3 (Serious), and
the Substructure as Condition 6 (Satisfactory). The condition ratings for bridges range
from 0 to 9 with 0 indicating failed and 9 indicating new condition. The latest inspection
indicated that the bridge is not capable of safely supporting legal loads, which is why the
bridge is currently posted at a 10-ton load limit.

He also briefly explained the Federal Sufficiency Rating. This is a rating of 0 to
100 that indicates the bridge’s sufficiency to remain in service. A zero rating indicates
totally insufficient and a 100 rating indicates entirely sufficient. The sufficiency rating is
an overall score based on a number of items, such as structural adequacy and safety, age,
serviceability and functional obsolescence, and suitability for continued public use. It is
used to determine eligibility for Federal funding. A rating less than 80 is eligible for
Federal Bridge Rehabilitation funding and a rating less than 50 is eligible for Federal
Bridge Replacement funding. Although safe for continued vehicular use at the current
10-Ton load posting, this structure has a Federal Sufficiency Rating of zero, primarily due
to its narrow width and decreased load capacity. The current Annual Average Daily
Traffic (AADT) on the existing bridge is approximately 15,000 vehicles per day.
Approximately 6% of that traffic was truck traffic prior to the reduced load posting. The
AADT is expected to grow by over 50% in the design year, which is 2032.

There are numerous constraints in the project area that were considered,

including:
e Railroad underpass in Hartford
e Listen Thrift Building
e Stateline Sports Building
e Portland Glass Building
e Four Aces Diner Building
e Two tenement buildings on the NW corner of the bridge

A number of driveways and side roads
Connecticut River 100 year flood plain and 100 year flood elevation

In addition, there are three potential developments in the project vicinity:

e Listen Inc. is considering a new building that would be located just southwest of
the existing bridge. '

e Prospect Place is a hew development proposed at Prospect Street, northwest of
the existing bridge.

e The City of Lebanon is proposing to use a portion of the Westboro Rail yard as a
park.

To meet the vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic needs into the future,
NHDOT currently proposes a new bridge structure with 2 — 12’ lanes, 2 — 5° shoulders,
and 2 — 5 sidewalks. In order to match existing drives and roadways, the proposed
roadway profiles will approximately match the existing bridge profile. To maintain
clearance to the 100-year flood elevation, a three-span bridge with haunched steel girders
on new piers in the river is proposed.

Four alternatives were presented (it was reiterated that everything shown on the
plans for the alternatives was conceptual only):
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e Modified On-Line Alignment — This alternative would closely match the existing
alignment in New Hampshire from Stateline Sports to the east. West of Stateline
Sports, the alignment would be shifted to the north to better line up with the
railroad underpass.  The roadway approach work would extend from
approximately the railroad underpass to the intersection of Crafts Avenue. A
downstream temporary bridge would be required to maintain traffic during
construction.

This alignment would essentially match the roadway in front of State Line Sports
and match the railroad underpass in Hartford. It would require the acquisition of
one of the tenement buildings on Prospect Street. It would also delay Listen, Inc
from constructing their proposed building; however, VAOT is currently in
discussions with Listen on that issue.

This alternative is estimated at $12.8 million dollars if the detour is constructed
with the project or $15 million dollars if an advance detour is constructed.

e Off-Line — Upstream Alignment — This alternative would construct an alignment
approximately 50 feet upstream from the existing bridge. Traffic would be
maintained on the existing bridge during construction or on the advanced detour.

This alternative would require the acquisition of one of the tenement buildings on
Prospect Street and removal of the front half of the State Line Sports building.

This alternative is estimated at $10.8 million dollars if the detour is constructed
with the project or $15.3 million dollars if an advance detour is constructed.
o Since a detour bridge is now being proposed, the previous cost advantage
of this alternative would not be realized.

e Off-Line — Downstream Alignment — This alternative was described conceptually,
but not shown on the plans. It would construct an alignment approximately 50
feet downstream of the existing bridge. Tt would require the acquisition of three
buildings downstream (Listen Thrift Store, Four Aces Diner, building across
Commercial Street from the diner) and construction of a new railroad underpass.
The roadway geometry would be worse in the project area than the current
alignment and the costs and the property impacts would be significantly higher
than other alternatives. For these reasons, this alternative was not developed
further.

e Rehabilitate Existing Bridge — The existing trusses are historic; therefore, an
alternative that would rehabilitate the existing truss is still being considered. A
temporary bridge would be required during the rehabilitation. This alternative is
estimated to cost 13.1 million dollars with an advanced detour bridge; however, it
does not provide any roadway geometric improvements, it retains a narrow
roadway through the existing truss, and it would have the highest continuing
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maintenance costs and the least useful bridge service life of the alternatives
explored.

Steve Johnson then indicated that due to the proposed developments, a round-
about has been discussed between the railroad underpass and the new bridge. A plan view
of a roundabout concept was presented to show the approximate size and configuration if
that were constructed.

Sherward Farnsworth mentioned that there is a development planned for the NW
quadrant of the bridge. If road improvements, such as a roundabout, are required to
mitigate traffic flow to the development, the developer will be responsible for those costs.

Alex Vogt then mentioned that while the plans discussed by S. Johnson provide a
description of the proposed roadway alignments, they do not indicate all the right-of-way
acquisitions that will be needed for each option. Additional right-of-way and easements
will be needed for construction and to address water quality issues. Also, if the Off-Line
— Upstream Alignment is selected, whether the existing bridge needs to be retained or
removed will be an issue, although, based on feedback from the October PO/PI meeting,
the Off-Line — Upstream Alignment, at this point, is not seen as the preferred alternative.
Finally, regardless of the selected alignment, the State of NH will need to enter into a
Municipal Construction and a Sidewalk Maintenance Agreement with the City of
Lebanon. The meeting was then opened up for questions and comments from those in
attendance.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & RESPONSES

The public asked about the laws regarding weight limits of Vermont interstate
bridges. Sherward explained that to increase the interstate weight limit in Vermont would
literally require an act of Congress. One individual disagreed with Sherward’s response
and said that per the Vermont constitution, the Governor has the power to declare an
economic emergency and declare an increased weight limit. Such a declaration would
save the additional $2.5 million that building the detour bridge under an early and
separate contract will cost.

In response to a question regarding future maintenance, Steve Johnson explained
that the final proposed concrete bridge deck supported on steel girders will be easier to
maintain than the existing truss because of the following reasons:

1) the primary structural elements, the girders, will be protected from the weather

2) since there will be a wider bridge deck and multiple elements, unlike the

existing truss, traffic will be able to be repositioned on the proposed bridge
deck to allow maintenance work to be phased

In response to a question regarding architectural enhancements, Steve explained
that the steel girders will have haunched webs to create a curve along the bottom edge of
the girder. Alex Vogt mentioned that extra costs for aesthetic enhancements are often
shared with the community, with FHWA having input, as well.

The possibility of a roundabout near Listen, Inc. was discussed. Steve pointed out
the pedestrian crosswalks on the roundabout plan to show how pedestrians would cross
the roundabout. Bicyclists would cross the roundabout within the traffic lane with the
motorists all the way through the RR underpass. The roundabout is a viable alternative
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for all but the Rehabilitate Existing Bridge option, since this option moves the
roundabout too close to the proposed and existing Listen, Inc. buildings.

A question was asked regarding the need to remove the piers and abutment. Steve
explained that a new bridge would require wider piers and abutments. The existing truss
bridge is supported by piers from the previous bridge, as evidenced by the widened
cantilevered pier cap. If a new bridge is constructed per the Modified On-Line
Alignment, the existing piers would not be located where necessary for the improved
alignment and would need to be removed.

One resident voiced his concern for the existing lack of sight distance, which is
due in part to the truss’ vertical members blocking the sight lines. He supports the
Modified On-Line Alignment. Merilynn Bourne, of Listen Inc., supports the proposed
temporary detour bridge, to keep the entire process moving forward since the bridge
project is delaying Listen’s plans to develop. Another individual also expressed support
for the temporary bridge. Mayor Liot-Hill also favors the temporary detour bridge
proposal and encourages NHDOT to move forward with the Modified On-Line
Alignment option, since it avoids Stateline Sports. She also requests that the final project
consider Lebanon’s ultimate plans for the Westboro Yard.

John Taylor, of the Upper Valley Trails Alliance, asked if the temporary bridge
would accommodate bicycles. Steve Johnson said that temporary bridge would allow
bicycles the same as the existing bridge.. There was discussion about how best to allow
north to south trail connectivity in the final design. One possibility is an underpass
behind the NH bridge abutment.

Nicole Cormen, Lebanon City Councilor, asked NHDOT to be-in contact with the
Lebanon Heritage Commission (LHC) to discuss the historicity of the bridge. Christine
Perron noted that the LHC has been contacted.

A. Vogt thanked all in attendance and noted that the plans presented at this
meeting would be posted on the Department’s Web site within two days. The meeting
was adjourned. '

SUBMITTED BY.

David L. Scott, PE
In-House Design Chief
NHDOT, Bureau of Bridge Design

DLS
Noted By: A. Vogt, S. Johnson, C. Perron, S. Farnsworth
cc.  W. Cass
M. Richardson
C. Hood
A. Hanscom
K. Gola
Sherward Farnsworth, VAOT
Scott Newman, VAOT
City of Lebanon, NH
Town of Hartford, VT

Attachments: Attendance List
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Christine Perron

From: Black, Laura [Laura.Black@dcr.nh.gov]

Sent:  Friday, September 24, 2010 2:31 PM

To: Christine Perron

Cc: Wilson, Linda; Garvin, James; Muzzey, Elizabeth
Subject: Lebanon-Hartford Evaluation comments

Christine,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to Lebanon, NH-Hartford, VT draft Final Environmental
Study/Section 4(f) Evaluation.

The DHR would like to note that mitigation included in the project’s MOA providing for the first phase of the New
Hampshire Historic Highway Bridge Inventory and the companion New Hampshire Historic Bridge Management Plan will give a
framework for resolving issues, such as the concerns the DHR has previously expressed during this project, early on and
throughout future project development.

It is understood that Exhibit J may already reflect the following comments:

Include all DOE letters. It seems random that only one of the resources is included. As noted below, Four Aces Diner
was DOE’d on March 25, 2009.

Recommend including both the form and the green sheet for each NH resource, rather than one or the other.

p. 28, p. 42 and elsewhere as appropriate: Four Aces Diner. Remove “potentially” when referring to eligibility of the
resource. The property was determined eligible on March 25, 2009. I also noted in my first shot at comments to the
original report that Exhibit J didn’t have a copy of the inventory form or green sheet though it was referenced in this
section. In the updated version, it seems that rather than including a copy of the form in the exhibit the reference was
removed. I highly recommend including the form and green sheet in the exhibit. Also, “structured” in the first sentence
of this section should be “structure.”

Have a good weekend, '

Laura S. Black

Special Projects and Compliance Specialist

New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources
19 Pillsbury Street, Concord, NH 03301
603-271-6438 Fax: 603-271-3433

9/29/2010 Exhibit 17




EXHIBIT J

HISTORIC RESOURCES




New Hampsure DivisioN oF HisTorRiCAL RESOURCES

State of New Hampshire, Department of Cultural Resources 603-271-3483
19 Pillsbury Street, Concord, NH 03301-3570 603-271-3558
TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964 FAX 603-271-3433
wyww.nh.gov/nhdhr preservation@dcr.nh.gov

July 24, 2009

Joyce McKay

Bureau of Environment

NH Department of Transportation
Hazen Drive

Concord NH 03302-0483

RE: FHWA/NH DOT A000(627), 14957 (RPR #284)
Dear Joyce;

Thank you for requesting determinations of National Register eligibility for the bridge listed below.
As requested, the Division of Historical Resources’ Determination of Eligibility Committee has reviewed
the DHR Inventory Form prepared by Richard M. Casella and Nadirie Peterson; based on the information
available, the DOE Committee’s evaluation of National Register eligibility is:

TOWN/CITY PROPERTY DETERMINATION
Lebanon US Route 4 Bridge No. 058/127, LEB0324 Eligible

A copy of the DHR evaluation form is attached for your use. The inventory data and the evaluation will
also be added to the statewide survey database for historic properties in New Hampshire.

Please call Mary Kate Ryan (271-6435) if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Christina St.Louis

Program Specialist

Enclosure

cc: Elizabeth Muzzey, Director / State Historic Preservation Officer
Jamie Sikora, FHWA

Richard M. Casella

D
BUREAU?F%J\)&I;%MEM
JuL 29 7009

NH DEPARTMENT OF |
TRANSPORTATION

Exhibit J1




NH Division of Historical Resources
Determination of Eligibility (DOE)

Date received: July 6, 2009 " Inventory # LEB0324

Date of group review:  July 8, 2009 Area:

DHR staff: Garvin Town/City: Lebanon, N. H.

Property name: Lebanon N. H. Bridge County: Grafton

‘ No. 058/127 _

Address: U. S. Route 4 over Connecticut River

Reviewed for: [IR&C [IPT! [XINR [ISR []Survey [ JOther

Individual Properties - Districts

NR SR NR SR

IX] [X]Eligible [] [ IEligible

[] [ JEligible, also in district {] [ INot eligible
[ JEligible, in district (1. [ IMore information needed
[ INot eligible X [X]Not evaluated @ district

[ IMore information needed
[ [Not evaluated for individual eligibility

Integrity: [X]Location [XIDesign " [X]Setting [X]Materials
[X[Workmanship [X]Feeling [X]Association

Criteria: [XA. Event [ 1B. Person [XIC. Architecture/Engineering
[1D. Archasology [ ]E. Exception

Level: []Local [X]State [ ]National

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE:
] IF THIS PROPERTY 1S REVIEWED IN THE FUTURE, ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION WILL BE NEEDED,

Built after a flood in 1936 destroyed an 1897 predecessor, Bridge No. 058/127 retains National Register integrity,
remaining unaltered from its original design despite have undergone repair in 1976. The bridge is a combination
structure built on the piers of its predecessor, with two high Pratt spans and one low Warren span. The bridge
can be evaluated under Criterion C as a two-span Pratt truss bridge and a one-span Warren pony truss bridge,
but a more appropriate evaluation would seem to be gained by considering the bridge as an example of the final
refinement of the metal truss bridge, using rolled steel sections that first became widely available for bridge
fabrication in the late 1920s. New Hampshire and Vermont suffered severe losses in floods of 1927 and 1936,
and the flood replacement bridges that resulted were excellent examples of the adaptation of the new rolled
sections to truss design. Under Criterion A, the crossing at this point was first spanned in 1802-3 as a link
between N. H. and Vermont Turnpikes. This is the fourth bridge at this site. its role in transportation history needs

to be explored more fully in the draft NRN. Laal Que OoF Qoo oA fuWa

[l ENTERED INTO DATABASE

ACREAGE: - One acrez T AFL Y porell . JW\W?/
PERIOD OF SIGNIFICANCE: Criterion A: 1803-1959; Criterion C: 1936

AREA OF SIGNIFICANCE: Transportation; engineering

BOUNDARY:

SURVEYOR: Nadine Peterson and Richard M. Casella

FOLLOW-UP: Surveyors should consuft NHDHR files for further research in the history of this crossing and for
further information on thée introduction of wide-flange rolled steel sections in the late 1920s.

Final DOE approved by: LX/( W S {




NPS Form 10-900
(Oct. 1990)

OMB No. 10024-0018

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. See instructions in How fo Complete the National Register
of Historic Places Registration Form (National Register Bulletin 16A). Compleie each item by marking “x” in the appropriate box or by entering the information
requested. If an item does not apply to the property being documented, enter “N/A” for “not applicable.” For functions, architectural classification, materials, and
areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategories from the instructions. Place additional entries and narrative items on continuation sheets (NPS Form

10-900a). Use a typewriter, word processor, or computer, to complete all items.

1. Name of Property

historic name Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127

other names/site number

2. Location

street & number  U.S. Route 4 over Connecticut River ] not for publication
city or town  Lebanon ‘ [] vicinity
state New Hampshire code NH  county _Grafion code 009  zip code 03766

3. State/Federal Agency Certification

As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, I hereby certify that this [] nomination [
request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set for in 36 CFR Part 60. In my opinion, the property [] meets [}
does not meet the National Register criteria. | recommend that this property be considered significant

[] nationaily O statewide [ locally. (See continuation sheet for additional comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Title Date

State or Federal agency and bureau

In my opinion, the property [J meets [J does not meet the National Register criteria. ([_] See Continuation sheet for additional
comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Title Date

State or Federal agency and bureau

4. National Park Service Certification

I hereby certify that the property is:
[] entered in the National Register.
[T} See continuation sheet

Signature of the Keeper Date of Action

[ determined eligible for the
National Register.
[ See continuation sheet

[ determined not eligible for the
National Register.

[ removed from the National

Register.

[T] other, (explain:)




Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127

Name of Property

Grafton, New Hampshire

County and State

5. Classification

Ownership of Property
(Check as many boxes as apply)

[] private
L] public-local
X public-State

" [] public-Federal

Category of Property
(Check only one box)

[] building(s)
[] district
7] site

X structure
[] object

Name of related multiple property listing
(Enter “N/A” if property is not part of a multiple property listing.)

High Pratt-Truss Highway Bridges of New Hampshire 1890-1945

Number of Resources within Property
(Do not include previously listed resources in count.)

Contributing Noncontributing
1 0
1 0

buildings
sites
structures
objects
Total

Number of Contributing resources previously listed

in the National Register
0

6. Function or Use

Historic Functions
(Enter categories from instructions)

TRANSPORTATION/road-related

Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions)

TRANSPORTATION/road-related

7. Description

Architectural Classification
(Enter categories from instructions)

OTHER: Pratt through truss

Narrative Description

Materials

(Enter categories from instructions)
foundation = STONE

walls

roof

other METAL: Steel

(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)

See Continuation Sheet

T ——————



Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127

Name of Property

Grafton, New Hampshire

County and State

8. Statement of Significance

Applicable National Register Criteria
(Mark “x” in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property

for National Register listing.)

Xl A Property is associated with events that have made
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of

our history.

[] B Property is associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past.

Xl € Property embodies the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, or method of construction or
represents the work of a master, or possesses
high artistic values, or represents a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components lack
individual distinction.

[] D Property has yielded, or is likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations
(Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.)

Property is:
[] A owned by a religious institution or used for
religious purposes.

[] B. removed from its original location.

[] C. birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding

importance.
[l D acemetery.

[] E areconstructed building, object, or structure.

[] F a commemorative property

[] G less than 50 years of age or achieved significance
within the past 50 years.

Levels of Significance (local, state, national)
State

Areas of Significance (Enter categories from instructions)
Engineering

Transportation

Period of Significance
1936 '

Significant Dates
1936, 1976

Significant Person (Compiete if Criterion B is marked)

Cultural Affiliation (Complete if Criterion D is marked)

Architect/Builder
New Hampshire Highway Department

American Bridge Company

Narrative Statement of Significance

(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)

9. Major Bibliographical References

Bibliography

(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)

Previous documentation on file (NPS):
[ ] preliminary determination of individual listing (36
CFR 67) has been requested
[] previously listed in the National Register
[] Previously determined eligible by the National
Register
[] designated a National Historic Landmark
[] recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey
#
[] recorded by Historic American Engineering
Record #

Primary location of additional data:
[X] State Historic Preservation Office
[] Other State Agency

[] Federal Agency

[] Local Government

[] University

[:l Other

Name of repository:




Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127 Grafton, New Hampshire

Name of Property County and State

10. Geographical Data

Acreage of Property 1.0

UTM References
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet.)
1 18 716571 4836347 3
Zone Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing
2 4

D See continuation sheet

Verbal Boundary Description
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification :
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

11. Form Prepared By

name/title  Nadine Peterson, Preservation Planner, NH Dept. of Transportation, co-author; Richard M. Casella, Architectural
Historian, Historic Documentation Company, co-author and editor]

organization Historic Documentation Company, Inc. ' date May 10, 2009
street & number 490 Water St. telephone 401.683.3483
city or town Portsmouth state Rl zip code  02871-4229

Additional Documentation

Submit the following items with the completed form:

Continuation Sheets

Maps

A USGS map (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property’s location

A Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.
Photographs

Representative black and white photographs of the property.

Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items.)

Property Owner

(Complete this item at the request of SHPO or FPO.)

name

telephone

street & number

city or town state zip code

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate properties for
listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listing. Response to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance
with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.)

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including time for reviewing instructions,
gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments regarding this burden estimate or any aspect of this form to the Chief,
Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P. O. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-7127; and the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork

Reductions Projects (1024-0018), Washington, DC 20303.




Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127 Grafton, New Hampshire
County and State

Name of Property

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section number 7 Page 1

DESCRIPTION:

Lebanon 058/127 carries U.S. Route 4 over the Connecticut River between West Lebanon, New
Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont. The bridge was constructed in 1936 after the devastating floods that
hit New Hampshire that year. This riveted steel bridge contains three spans, two High Pratt trusses and
one Warren Pony truss. The bridge sits on stone abutments with concrete caps and is supported by three
stone piers spaced at even intervals along the river. Portions of the abutments and piers were reused from
the previous steel bridge that had been washed out by the 1936 floods. The entire bridge length is 392°.
The eastern High Pratt truss measures 143°-6” consisting of 7 panels each measuring 20°-6. The western
High Pratt truss measures 148°-9” consisting of 7 panels each measuring 21°-3”. The Warren Pony truss
measures 88°. The bridge has an out-to-out width of 25°-2”" and a curb-to-curb width of 24’-0”. There is a
2°.6” break between the trusses at each pier. The bridge has a vertical clearance of 13’-7” at the two high
trusses. A 6° wide sidewalk has been cantilevered off of the downstream side of the bridge. The sidewalk

has a 2°-8” high metal railing.

The two High Pratt trusses are similar in design. Each truss has 7 panels although they vary in width. The
top chords and inclined endposts are built-up riveted box sections consisting of two channels joined back-
to-back with continuous top plates and bottom lacing bars. Bottom chords are built-up members
consisting of channels joined back-to-back with top and bottom tie plates. Portal bracing consists of a
Warren-truss strut with T-section flanges. Sway frame struts and bracing are all constructed with angles.

The Warren Pony truss is located at the eastern end of the bridge, connecting to West Lebanon, New
Hampshire. The Warren truss was designed in England by James Warren and Theobald Monzani in 1848
and became one of the most widely used and modified truss forms. Their intention was to create the
simplest possible truss, composed of members of equal length and dimension, allowing economy in its
manufacture and assembly. In its pure form, the Warren truss is composed of a series of connected
equilateral triangles, with the diagonals functioning alternately in compression or tension. All loads on the
truss produce a compressive stress in the top chord, a tensile stress in the bottom chord and stresses equal
in magnitude but opposite in sign in adjoining web members (diagonals). Although not a specific claim of
the inventors, the design allowed for the easy calculation of the stresses involved and would become the

standard textbook example on the subject.

The Warren truss span measures 88°-0” and consists of 4 panels each measuring 22’-0”. The truss is 11°0
tall. The top chords, inclined endposts, and bottom chords are built-up riveted box sections consisting of
two channels joined back-to-back; the top chord and end posts have continuous top plates and bottom tie
~ plates; the bottom chords are joined with top and bottom tie plates.




Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127 Grafton, New Hampshire
Name of Property . County and State

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section number 7 Page 2

Both the Pratt and Warren trusses incorporate rolled wide flange members for the posts and diagonals.
This reflects the transition in truss design practice from using built-up members to rolled members that
occurred in the 1920s and 1930s. The WF members are typically 10" and of varying weight per foot. The
floor system for the entire bridge consists of steel floorbeams with seven stringers placed 4’ on center. The
bridge has a concrete, cast in place deck with bituminous overlay. The sidewalk has timber flooring.
Several pipes housing utilities are attached to the underside of the bridge on the south elevation.

The bridge was rehabilitated by the New Hampshire Department of Public Works and Highways in 1976
after years of neglect and decline. Rehabilitation plans included reinforcement of the deck, replacement of
deteriorated steel, stabilization of the west pier and painting of the bridge. The bridge was closed to all
motoring traffic but open to pedestrians during the five-month project. The contractor for the
rehabilitation was Neil H. Daniels, Inc. of Ascutney, Vermont who came in with a low bid of $283,630.50
(according to notes on file at the New Hampshire Department of Transportation).

Since the rehabilitation over thirty years ago, the bridge has again suffered deterioration. Inspection
reports note that the deck and superstructure are in seriously deteriorated condition with section loss and
holes in structural members due to rust; the masonry substructure showed minor mortar loss but overall
satisfactory condition. Despite the condition of the bridge, it retains integrity as a mid-twentieth century

multi-span highway bridge.

Setting: Lebanon 058/127 spans the Connecticut River between West Lebanon, New Hampshire and
Hartford, (White River Junction) Vermont. The area is characterized by early twentieth century-late
twentieth century commercial and residential development. The West Lebanon rail yard was located
southeast of the bridge but has been dismantled in recent years. '




Lebanon NH Bridge No. 058/127 Grafton, New Hampshire
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Summary

Lebanon 058/127 was evaluated according to the National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property
Documentation Form entitled, High Pratt Trusses of New Hampshire 1890-1945. Lebanon 058/127 is
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and meets registration requirements under
Criterion A, history, for its association with the early transportation history of New Hampshire and
Vermont established by the original bridge built at the site in 1805 linking the Fourth New Hampshire
Turnpike and the White River Turnpike; and for it association with the 1936 flood and the federal relief
funds used to construct the bridge. It was built to replace a bridge destroyed by the devastating flood of
1936, the worst flood on record in New Hampshire. There are no known significant individuals (other
than those identified under Criterion C below) that would merit listing under Criterion B.

Lebanon 058/127 is also eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places meeting registration
requirements under Criterion C for its engineering significance. Lebanon 058/127 is a well-preserved
example of a multi-span riveted truss highway bridge, typical of many built in the U.S. during the first half
of the twentieth century. The combination of both rolled and built-up riveted structural members used on
the bridge reflects a transition period in steel truss design that occurred during the 1920s and 1930s when
the increasing variety of new shapes from steel rolling mills supplanted the labor-intensive built-up
members. The relatively heavy sizing of the bridge members in comparison to earlier bridges reflects both
the increased dead load due to increased widths and heavier concrete decks, and the increase in load
capacity from H-15 to H-20 loading on many bridges during the 1930s. It is also eligible under Criterion C
for being designed by the New Hampshire Highway Department whose bridge engineers and bridge
designs were nationally recognized for exceptional achievement.

Lebanon 058/127 is a rare survivor of its type, being one of the five remaining bridges of the original
sixteen built in New Hampshire after the floods of 1927 and 1936 that embody design changes made on a
national level by the standards developed by Bureau of Public Roads. It provides and important physical
record of the application and adaption of those standards by NHHD engineers to the requirements of each
particular bridge design. The bridge therefore possesses the important historical associations and physical
characteristics that make the bridge eligible for the New Hampshire State Historical Register.

Although rehabilitated in 1976, the bridge retains integrity of character defining features that include the
structural components of the truss as well as the historic stone piers and abutments associated with the

establishment of the original crossing.
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Historic Context

Associated Context(s): Acts of the New Hampshire legislature in 1792 and 1794 and by Vermont in 1795
first established rights to build at bridge over the Connecticut River at the approximate location of the
bridge.! The holder of the privilege, the Proprietors of the White River Falls Bridge, sold the rights to
Elias Lyman who erected a toll bridge on the site in 1805 that became known as Lyman's Bridge. The
bridge was apparently destroyed sometime prior to 1836, for in that year a new charter was granted by the
New Hampshire legislature incorporating Lyman's Bridge Company to erect a new covered bridge at the
site. In 1879, the towns of Lebanon, New Hampshire and Hartford, Vermont paid a total of $4,557.98 to
free the bridge. The wooden bridge was destroyed by flood in 1896. A new steel 3-span Pratt Truss bridge
was built by the Berlin Iron Bridge Company the following year, paid for by the two communities at a
total cost of $40,766.04. New stone abutments were erected for the bridge; those remain in service
carrying the present bridge. The Town of Lebanon retained Dartmouth College engineering professor
Robert Fletcher as consulting engineer to oversee the design and construction work of the Berlin Iron
Bridge Company. Total length of this bridge was 427° (Garvin 2004). The 1897 Pratt truss bridge was

destroyed by the flood of 1936.

The new bridge was undertaken utilizing federal flood relief funding. This is evident through the project
number designation as ER-10-1036 (ER representing Emergency Relief). Plans note that the bridge design
was approved by the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads. The bridge was designed by the New Hampshire
Highway Department, with Wesley E. Haines, G.R. Whittum, and Clifford Broker as designers. The
bridge was built on the existing stone piers erected in 1897; concrete bridge seats were cast atop the piers
to both raise the elevation of the bridge and provide a suitable foundation for the bearings of the new
wider bridge with a 24-foot roadway versus the 20-foot roadway of the old bridge.

The contractor for the project was Simpson Bros. Corporation of Boston, Massachusetts. The Elmira, New
York plant of the American Bridge Company was the fabricator. The total cost of the bridge was
estimated at $97,978.95. The 1976 rehabilitation was undertaken at a cost of $283,630.50 by Neil H.

Daniels, Inc. of Ascutney, Vermont. -

Lebanon 058/127 is one of about fourteen High Pratt truss bridges built between the Flood of 1927 and
World War II. Six bridges remain in existence, two of them bypassed (Bartlett [no longer extant], and

" A comprehensive history of the crossing was compiled by James L. Garvin: "Briefing Paper on the Connecticut River Bridge
(Bridge 058/127) on Route 4 Between West Lebanon, New Hampshire.and White River Junction in Hartford, Vermont. August
30, 2008." The paper is on file at the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources, Concord.
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Bethlehem) and five in-service (Effingham-Freedom, Greenville, Littleton, Plymouth, and Lebanon). The
bridges range in maximum span length from 120’ to 168°. Four bridges were 136 spans and five were
168’ spans. These bridges are essentially identical in terms of design, materials, fabrication and
construction technology. The extant bridges with the same span lengths were most likely identical
(Bartlett [no longer extant], Greenville, Goffstown, Northumberland, and Plymouth at 168" and
Bethlehem, Effingham-Freedom, Errol, and Littleton at 136°).

Designer: New Hampshire Highway Department (NHHD): Concord, New Hampshire. The history and
significance of the NHHD as it relates to Lebanon Bridge 05 8/127 is discussed in the National Register of
Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form entitled, High Pratt Trusses of New Hampshire

1890-1945.

Fabricator: American Bridge Company: New Jersey, New York, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh. The
American Bridge Company was incorporated in New Jersey by J.P. Morgan and Company on April 14,
1900. Clearly striving for dominance if not outright monopoly in bridge fabrication in the eastern United
States during its first year or operation, American Bridge aggressively purchased twenty-four independent
bridge companies that represented fifty percent of the nation’s fabricating capacity. Among the companies
acquired by American Bridge Company in 1900 was the Berlin Iron Bridge Company, which was
preparing to open a large second fabricating plan in Economy (re-named Ambridge), Pennsylvania. When
American Bridge Company enlarged and completed this shop in 1903, the plant had triple the fabricating
capacity of the largest of its predecessors, roughly equal to the combined capacity of the five largest
companies bought by American Bridge. The company remained independent for less than a year. On April
1, 1901, the United States Steel Corporation acquired most of the stock of American Bridge Company,
and operated the company as a subsidiary of U.S. Stee]. The company maintained its statutory offices in
New Jersey, but its headquarters were in New York City until May 1901, then in Philadelphia until April
1904, followed by relocation to Pittsburgh. When the company built a 305-foot through Parker truss
bridge over the Connecticut River between Monroe, NH and Barnet, VT in 1930, they listed their office as
Boston, perhaps reflecting a temporary branch office set up to accommodate New England contracts
resulting from the flood of 1927. American Bridge Company often served as fabricator for New
Hampshire bridges built under contract by the United Construction Company, as in the case of John
Storrs’ two-span Boscawen-Canterbury through Parker truss bridge (1907) or the through Parker truss
over the Connecticut River between Hinsdale, NH and Brattleboro, VT. The company still exists as the
largest structural fabricator in the United States (Garvin 1999).

Contractor: Simpson Brothers Corporation: Boston, Massachusetts. In 1936, this company built a three-
span bridge across the Comnecticut River between Lebanon and Hartford, Vermont. The bridge
incorporates two through Pratt truss spans and one low Warren truss span. In 1937, the firm built a new
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approach to the Sewall’s Falls Bridge (1915) in Concord, composed of ten I-beam stringer spans
supported on steel bents (Garvin 1999).
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PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION - PHOTO LIST
The following applies to all photographs:

1. Lebanon NH — Hartford VT Bridge No. 058/127
2. Grafton County, New Hampshire
3. Nadine Peterson

4.2007
5. Negatives stored with New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Concord, NH

Index to Individual Photographs

East (NH) approach to pony truss, looking west.

Sidewalk, railing, guardrail and endpost (pony truss), looking west.
Sidewalk railing detail, looking southwest.

East portal of middle (high Pratt) truss, looking northwest.

South elevation of pony truss, showing east pier, looking north.
South. oblique elevation showing west pier and abutment, looking northwest.
Overall view of south elevation from NH side, looking northwest.
Obscured view of south elevation, looking northwest.

9 North side of pony truss and east pier, looking west.

10 North elevation from NH side, looking southwest.

11 West (VT) approach and portal, looking east.

12 South elevation from VT side, looking northeast.

13 River piers and middle span, south side, looking northeast.

14 Oblique view of north side, looking east.

15 Oblique view of north side, looking southeast.
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VERMONT AGENCY OF TRANSPORTATION

HISTORIC BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION

VAOT Project
Map # Photo # Street Address 17 Maple Street
Town Hartford County Windsor
Property Type I_ Date Built | Style
Multiple dwelling ¢.1900 Three-Decker

Architectural or Structural Description

(see attached)
Statement of Significance
Meets National Register Criteria A B_ Cx D Not Eligible ___
Historic Contexts
Justification:

Note: This property was not included in the White River Junction National Register -
Historic District because it was not adequately connected to the body of the district.

The building appears to be eligible under National Register Criterion C as a locally
significant example of the Three Decker form. The property retains some integrity of
workmanship, design, and materials. It has seen no substantial alteration since its
construction in the early 20" century.

Recorded by Lisa Mausolf, NHDOT Date 11/4/08

DHP # | Added to State Register on

Exhibit J2
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Architectural or Structural Description

Located at the west end of the Rt. 4 Bridge over the Connecticut River, 17 Maple Street
is a ¢.1900 flat-roofed, three-family dwelling sheathed in vinyl siding and resting on a
brick foundation. The building is rectangular in plan and oriented with its narrow end to
the street. The asymmetrical fagade (south elevation) has a three-story, three-sided bay
projection on the east part of the elevation with an adjacent three-tier porch which is two
bays wide to the west. The porch has been entirely rebuilt with modern members
including plain posts and stick balusters. On the first floor, the porch shelters three
original wooden doors with upper glass over lower raised panels. The upper two levels
have a single glass-and-panel door and a double-hung 1/1 window. An additional three-
story porch, in this case recessed but also built of modern materials, is located at the
northeast corner of the building. The predominant window on the structure is an
individual double-hung 1/1 sash. On the long, west elevation there are two bays of
narrow paired windows with a bay of individual windows toward the fagade and a simple
gable door hood on plain supports sheltering the glass-and-panel door toward the rear of
the elevation.
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Photographs
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Map Attached
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Christine Perron

From: Newman, Scott [Scott. Newman@state.vt.us]
Sent:  Tuesday, July 14, 2009 9:36 AM

To: - Joyce McKay; Christine Perron

Cc: Russell, Jeannine

Subject: Lebanon Hartford

Joyce ~ thanks for your patience.

I do agree that the two buildings are eligible for the NR. Mitigation would include building recordation meeting VDHP standards
(most of which is done in your assessment). I'll want more specifics on the plans before looking at any site-specific mitigation.

- Scott

******************i’********‘k*******************************

Scott,

The question regarding the tenement buildings in the NW quad of the project area is at the bottom of this e-mail. I'm forwarding
this to you so you can respond to Joyce regarding the eligibility and mitigation of these resources.

Thanks.

Jen

From: Joyce McKay [mailto:JMcKay@dot.state.nh.us]
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2009 1:57 PM ’

To: Russell, Jeannine

Cc: Christine Perron

Subject: Lebanon Hartford

Jen, please find enclosed the end-of-field letter for the NW quad. of the bridge. The full report should follow in the not too distant
future. West of Prospect Street:

In summary, Bob has now tested in four locations including the most recent. Trenches 1, 2, and 3 reached a depth of 120 cm, 90
cm, and 110 cm. {3-4 feet) respectively The most recent trench reaches a depth of about 8' near the railroad grade'. None of
them have found intact deposits. Our disturbance by the project in this part of the quad. will be about 4' except for one location.

We will need to take a utility pipe from the location of the railroad bridge passed Prospect Street. It will need to descend to 8-9
feet just prior to Prospect St. It currently appears that the pipe will be located in the roadway.

East of Prospect Street, testing appears to have found one wall of the tollhouse, which would be pursued in future
testing/documentation atong with work to its east.

| assume that the AOT would like to curate the collections from this testing in Vermont?

| assume that Scott agrees that the two tenements are eligible, although we have never gotten an official response. Assuming we
need to take the south one, what mitigation will he want?

<<End of Field Letter 7.09.09, Additional Work.pdf>>

Joyce McKay

Cultural Resources Manager
Bureau of Environment

NH Department of Transportation

8/13/2009
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EXHIBIT K

BRIDGE INSPECTION REPORT
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