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PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
This chapter summarizes information presented in each of the subsequent Environmental 
Assessment (EA) chapters.  It is organized by content section to correspond to each of those 
chapters.  Additional, more detailed information and analyses not found in the main chapters are 
compiled in the accompanying appendices. Separate document for Exhibits referenced in this EA 
has been compiled in a separate volume. 
 
A.)  INTRODUCTION 
 
The Route 119 crossing of the Connecticut River between downtown Brattleboro, Vermont and 
Hinsdale, New Hampshire, is the primary transportation link between these two communities.  
This river crossing has been in existence for more than 160 years, and is the only transportation 
connection between New Hampshire and Vermont for a distance of approximately 15 miles. It is 
the southernmost highway crossing of the Connecticut River between New Hampshire and 
Vermont. 

 
The current Route 119 Connecticut River crossing is accomplished with two metal truss bridges 
known as the Charles Dana Bridge and Anna Hunt Marsh Bridge; which meet on a mid-channel 
island.  The longer western bridge carries Route 119 over the main channel of the river and the 
eastern bridge spans a side channel.  The bridges were built in 1920 and 1926 respectively.  The 
western bridge is jointly owned by the State of New Hampshire and the Town of Brattleboro, 
and is maintained by the State of New Hampshire.  The eastern bridge is both owned and 
maintained by the State of New Hampshire.  

 
The existing substructures are a mix of concrete and masonry materials.  Vertical and horizontal 
clearances are inadequate by current AASHTO design standards.  In 1988 structural elements 
were replaced. In 1993 a sidewalk was installed on the north side of both bridges.  In 2003 
precast concrete deck panels were installed on both bridges.  Despite ongoing maintenance 
efforts, both bridges are considered seriously deteriorated due to river scouring at the 
foundations, concrete spalling in the abutments and piers, and corrosion to the structural steel 
framing.  

 
Ten alternatives were considered to replace the aging bridges (See Exhibit A.1 – Project Study 
Area).  The Preferred Alternative locates a replacement structure south of the current crossing 
area.  It would cross the entire Connecticut River with a single multispan between NH 119 in 
Hinsdale and VT 142 in Brattleboro.  The proposed new bridge would be a structure that 
provides two 12’ travel lanes, 10’ travel shoulders, a 5’  sidewalk on the upstream side, and a 
grade-separated railroad crossing in Vermont.  The final design of this bridge has not been 
determined.  This alternative also includes rehab of the existing historic Route 119 bridges for 
pedestrian and bicycle usage.   
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Studies, meetings, and initiatives concerning the existing Route 119 crossing of the Connecticut 
River have been ongoing since the bridge deficiencies were documented by the New Hampshire 
Department of Transportation (NHDOT) in 1977.  A joint initiative, involving local and state 
groups, agencies in Vermont and New Hampshire, as well as area regional planning 
commissions and affected federal agencies, was initiated in February 1996 to identify potential 
project alternatives. 

 
The project is jointly sponsored by the Vermont Agency of Transportation (VAOT) and NHDOT 
with financial and oversight assistance from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  
VAOT is completing the planning and environmental documentation portions of the project, and 
NHDOT is responsible for the design and construction phases.  The Windham Regional 
Commission in Vermont, the Southwest Regional Planning Commission in New Hampshire, and 
the Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee have participated substantially in the planning 
phases of the project.  NHDOT and the Bridge Committee worked to determine a bridge type 
that would be functional, cost effective, and aesthetically compatible with the surrounding 
project area. 
 
B.)  PURPOSE AND NEED   
 

1.) PROJECT PURPOSE 
 

The purpose of this project is to provide a safe, functionally efficient, and cost-effective 
Route 119 transportation corridor across the Connecticut River in the vicinity of 
downtown Brattleboro, Vermont and Hinsdale, New Hampshire, and to preserve the 
socio-economic and environmental resources associated with the transportation corridor. 

 
																 2.)  PROJECT NEED 

 
There exists a need for the project to: 

 
a). MAINTAIN A  TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR BETWEEN   HINSDALE, NEW 

HAMPSHIRE AND DOWNTOWN BRATTLEBORO, VERMONT. 
 
This transportation corridor has been in existence for more than 160 years and is the 
only transportation connection between New Hampshire and Vermont for a distance 
of approximately 15 miles to the south and 2 miles to the north.  Route 119 is the 
southernmost transportation crossing of the Connecticut River between Vermont and 
New Hampshire. 
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b). CORRECT THE SAFETY, STRUCTURAL, AND FUNCTIONAL DEFICIENCIES OF THE 

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 
 
 

 
Both bridges have seriously 
deteriorated since their original 
construction in the 1920’s.  The 
concrete in the abutments, piers 
and backwalls is spalled and 
reinforcing steel is exposed.  The 
truss members have areas of severe 
corrosion with section loss.  The 
strength of floor beams and 
stringers is substantially reduced.   

 
Both bridges are classified by the 
National Bridge Inventory (NBI) 
Appraisal Rating as having a status 
of “Structurally Deficient”.    

 
 
 
 

The traffic functionality problems 
associated with this transportation 
corridor are compounded by the at-
grade railroad crossing of Route 
119 between the western bridge 
and the Route 5/119/142 
intersection. This railroad crossing 
results in vehicles getting backed 
up eastward across the western 
bridge, and westward through the 
same intersection. The blocking of 
route 119 by the at-grade railroad 
crossing significantly degrades the 
ability of Hinsdale and Brattleboro 
to share emergency services. 

 
 
 
 

Western Bridge Downtown 
Brattleboro 

NH 119

NH 119 

Photo PS-1 Western Bridge: View from the mid-
channel island towards downtown Brattleboro. 

 

Photo PS -2 Eastern Bridge: View from New 
Hampshire, west towards the Mid-channel Island and 
Brattleboro 
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The sub-standard geometry and lane 
widths of the existing bridges and 
Route 119 approach roadways result in 
limited sight distances and also 
contribute to congested traffic 
conditions.  Additionally, when 
crossing between Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale during winter months, 
pedestrians must use the Route 119 
shoulders when traveling between the 
bridges on the mid-channel island 
since existing asphalt sidewalk behind 
the guard rail is not maintained during 
the winter. These conditions combine 

to create safety concerns for both vehicular traffic at the at-grade RR crossing and 
pedestrians on the current VT119/VT142/VT 5 intersection. 

 
c). MAINTAIN AREA SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS 
 
A functional transportation corridor between Brattleboro and Hinsdale facilitates area 
commerce and social activities, affects area land uses, and allows the communities to 
share emergency services.  

 
d). PRESERVE THE INTEGRITY OF AREA RESOURCES TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE 
 
The Brattleboro/Hinsdale transportation corridor has numerous natural and cultural 
resources that contribute to the social, economic, environmental, and aesthetic 
qualities of the area.   

 
e). CONSERVE FISCAL RESOURCES 
 
The development and construction of the transportation corridor should, to the 
greatest extent practicable, conserve fiscal resources.  

 
C.)  ALTERNATIVES 
 

1.) ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFICATION 
 

To facilitate local and regional input, the Windham Regional Commission (WRC) 
organized the Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee.  The Bridge Committee members 
included representatives from the Brattleboro Selectboard (VT), Hinsdale Office of 
Selectmen (NH), Windham Regional Commission (VT), Southwest Regional Planning 
Commission (NH), the Town of Chesterfield (NH), local citizens, and representatives 

Photo PS -3 VT 119 At-Grade Rail Crossing: 
View from the western bridge, west towards 
downtown Brattleboro. 



 

December 2013  Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              

Page ES‐6                  Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment               
ES – Executive Summary 

from area social services, emergency services, and interest groups.  The Bridge 
Committee assisted in developing the project’s purpose and need, identifying area 
resources, conducting public informational forums, developing and refining project 
alternatives, and the identification of project-related area resource impacts.   
 

A technical Working Group of design specialists was also formed from NHDOT, VAOT, 
WRC, and consultant engineers.  The Working Group helped identify and analyze 
technical issues, address Bridge Committee comments, provide coordination with 
resource agencies, formulate project alternatives, and assist with project management.  
Working group meetings were open to the public and were held in both Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale.   
 
The following 10 project alternatives, briefly described below, were identified for 
evaluation: (see Exhibit A.3 – Project Alternatives):   
 

 No-Action  
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – Rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 bridges. 

 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Replacement of the existing Route 119 

bridges on existing alignment.  
 

 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Replacement of the existing Route 
119 bridges with minor modifications to the existing highway geometrics. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Replacement of the existing Route 119 

bridges on existing alignment, but with a grade-separated railroad crossing in 
Vermont.  

 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Construction of a parallel set of bridges 

immediately to the south of the existing bridges.  The existing bridges could be 
rehabilitated and maintained for vehicular traffic or pedestrian/bicycle usage. 

 
 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Construction of a parallel 

set of tangent type bridges immediately to the south of the existing bridges.  The 
existing bridges could be rehabilitated and maintained for vehicular traffic, or 
pedestrian/bicycle usage. 

 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal) – Construction of a new alignment that touches down 

on the Vermont side approximately 1,000 ft. south of the existing VT 119 
touchdown area, and joins with Route 119 in New Hampshire slightly east of the 
George’s Field/NH 119 intersection.  The existing bridges would be rehabilitated 
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and maintained for pedestrian/bicyclist usage.  This is the project’s preferred 
alternative. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Construction on a new alignment that touches 

down in Vermont approximately 1 mile south of the existing VT 119 touchdown 
area, and joins with Route 119 in New Hampshire south of the existing NH 119 
touchdown location.  The existing bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained 
for pedestrian/bicyclist usage. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Construction on a new alignment for the 

western bridge, which would touch down on the Vermont side to intersect with 
Route 9, approximately 1,000 ft. north of the existing VT 119 touchdown area, 
and joins with NH 119 south of the existing NH 119 touchdown location.  The 
existing bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicyclist 
usage.   

 
2.) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION  

		
While considering input from public meetings and technical support of the Working 
Group, the Bridge Committee studied the full range of project alternatives and the 
potential resource impacts of each.  In April 1998, the Bridge Committee recommended 
Alternative F (Blue Seal) as their preferred alternative.  Alternative F also received 
unanimous acceptance from the Brattleboro Selectboard in a letter dated July 7, 1998 and 
was supported by the Hinsdale Board of Selectmen in a letter dated May 15, 1998.  
Selection of Alternative F as the project’s preferred alternative was approved by the 
VAOT Secretary on November 25, 1998.  NHDOT concurred with the identification of 
Alternative F as the preferred alternative. The Bridge Committee reaffirmed the selection 
of Alternative F as their preferred alternative in June 2000 and again in November of 
2005.  Recent correspondence from the Hinsdale Office of Selectmen and the Brattleboro 
Selectboard, dated February 27, 2012 and March 20, 2012 respectively, document 
continued support for the preferred alternative from both involved communities.       

 

 
 Alternative F Description 

 
Alternative F would functionally replace both existing Route 119 bridges with a single 
bridge, to be located approximately 1,000 ft. south of the existing Route 119 western 
bridge and form a T-intersection with VT 142.  In New Hampshire, Alternative F would 
slightly realign Route 119 roadway east of the Route 119 George’s Field intersection 
(Exhibit C.1 – Alternative F).  The new bridge is to be a steel I-beam girder bridge with 
aesthetic enhancements and a sidewalk on the upstream side.  It would also allow a 
grade-separated railroad crossing in Vermont.  Exhibit C.3 graphically depicts the 
proposed new bridge.  The existing Route 119 bridges would remain open during the 
project, maintaining two lanes of traffic at all times during construction.  After 
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construction, the existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated for pedestrian and 
bicycle usage and closed to motor vehicle traffic.   

 
3.) ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION CRITERIA 

 
An Alternative Evaluation Table was developed in consultation with the 
Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee to provide a concise alternative evaluation and 
comparison analysis (see Page ES-9, Table ES-1 – Alternative Evaluation Table).  
Alternative F, highlighted in the following table, is the project’s preferred alternative.  
Each of the ten project alternatives is analyzed in two areas: 

 
a). PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 

  
The Alternative Evaluation Table also lists seven purpose and need criteria, which are 
derived from the project’s purpose and need statement, and identifies the ability of 
each alternative to meet these criteria.  The table was developed and utilized to 
summarize and evaluate the project’s alternatives. 

 
b). DESIGN CRITERIA  

 
The construction section of the Alternative Evaluation Table presents ten categories 
involving construction, design, and cost determinations for each alternative.  See 
notes at the bottom of the table for information on different construction and design 
options available for the alternatives.  

 

D.)  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTS AND IMPACTS 
  

1.) PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 

Ten alternatives were identified and evaluated that would maintain the Route 119 
transportation corridor between Brattleboro, VT and Hinsdale, NH.  Since the project 
corridor is located along both the Vermont and New Hampshire shorelines of the 
Connecticut River, resources for both states were identified and evaluated.   

 
Coordination with resource agencies, field investigations, archival research, and GIS data 
were used to identify and locate area resources.  These resources and the 10 project 
alternatives were then sited onto a set of digital base maps (Exhibit A.6 – Natural 
Resources Map; Exhibit A.7– Historic & Archaeological Resources; and Exhibit A.8 – 
Hazardous Materials Map).   





 

    Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                       December 2013 

         Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                     Page ES‐9 
ES – Executive Summary 

Alternative Evaluation Table ES-1 
 
 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 
ALTERNATIVE 

E-Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 
 
 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Improvement and 
Grade Separated 

Parallel Structure Parallel Tangent 
Structure 

 
Blue Seal 

(Preferred) 
Georgia Pacific Route 9/Main 

Street 
  
PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 
 
Maintain Transportation Corridor 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes No Yes 

 
Correct Safety Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Correct Structural Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Correct Functional Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Maintain Social Relationships 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

 
Yes No No 

 
Maintain Economic Relationships 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

 
Yes No No 

 
Preserve Area Resources (11) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No No No No No 

 
Yes No No 

DESIGN  CRITERIA  

 
Design Speed 

 
N/A 

 
25 mph (1) 

 
35 mph (1) 35 mph 35 mph 35 mph 35 mph (1) 

 
35 mph 35 mph 35 mph 

 
Disposition of Existing Bridges 

 
N/A 

 
Used For Traffic 

 
Removed Removed Removed Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Options (2) Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Bridge Typical Section (3) 

 
N/A 

 
10'-2"-10'-2"  

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
Truss Bridge Feasibility (4) 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes (5) Yes (5, 6) Yes (5) Yes 

 
Yes (6) Yes (6) Yes (5) 

 
Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing 

 
N/A 

 
No 

 
No No Yes No (7) No (7) 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Cost for Coal Tar Remediation 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

 
$0 (8) $0 (8) $0 (8) 

 
Cost for Truss Bridge 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
$1,848,035 $833,700 $833,700 $1,903,615 $2,153,725 

 
N/A (4) $3,147,218 $2,153,725 

 
Estimated ROW Costs 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
Low Low High Low Low 

 
High Moderate Moderate 

 
Construction Costs  (9) 

 
N/A 

 
$2,528,890 

 
$12,977,930 $14,839,860 $28,526,435 $10,706,098 $10,706,098 

 
$31,500,000 $31,444,385 $28,157,970 

 
Traffic Maintenance During Construction 

 
N/A 

 
Staged 

Construction 

 
Temporary Bridges Temporary Bridges Temporary 

Bridges 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing 
Bridges 

 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing 
Bridges 

Existing (10) & 
Temporary 

PURPOSE AND NEED RATINGS: 
Yes - Alternative meets the purpose and need criteria. 
No - Alternative does not meet the purpose and need criteria. 
 
CONSTRUCTION NOTES: 
(1) Due to design limitation, Alternatives A, B and E-Modified a design speed of 60 km/h (35 mph)  is not achievable. 
(2) With Alternatives E, E-Modified, F, G and H the existing bridges could be rehabilitated for pedestrians and bicyclists ($1,584,030), 

vehicle traffic ($1,917,510) or removed ($1,167,180).  
(3) Preliminary design speeds and lane widths. 
(4) Based upon the desire of the Bridge Committee to evaluate the potential of a new bridge to be a truss type bridge, which could 

aesthetically complement the existing Route 119 bridges. A project bridge design study is ongoing, which will consider aesthetic 
requirements. A trust bridge for Alternative F was removed from consideration during the bridge structure type study. 

(5) For Alternatives C, D, E and H the east bridge could be a truss. 

(6) For Alternative D, F and G, a portion of the bridge could be a truss. 
(7) As shown, Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified do not include a grade-separated rail crossing.  However, Alternative E and 

Alternative E-Modified could include a grade-separated rail crossing.  The impacts would be similar to Alternative D, and the cost 
would increase by $11,380,005 over the cost shown for Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified. 

(8) Alternatives F and G are south of the existing coal tar deposits, Alternative H is north of the coal tar deposits, estimated remediation 
costs are in 1984 dollars and would be substantially more in present day estimates. 

(9) The costs for Alternative Assumes the existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for vehicular traffic.  The costs for Alternatives B, 
C, D and H assume the existing Route 119 bridges are removed.  The costs for Alternatives E, E-Modified, F and G assume the 
existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for pedestrian usage.  All construction costs are estimated in year 2008 dollars. 

(10) For Alternative H, the west bridge would be utilized for traffic during construction; construction of the east bridge would require a 
temporary bridge. 

(11) See Resource Summary Table, pg. C-20, for individual environmental analyses for each category (see also, Appendix F). 
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2.) RESOURCE IMPACTS – NON-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

 
Each project alternative location was identified on GIS maps and in the field.  
Anticipated impacts to area resources were then identified and evaluated for each project 
alternative.  Resource impacts associated with the non-preferred alternatives are fully 
identified and evaluated in Appendix F, summarized in Chapter D, and identified on Page 
D-45 in Table D-4 – Resource Summary Table.  The Non-Preferred Alternatives are as 
follows: 
 

 No-Action Alternative, 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation), 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing), 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement), 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated), 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure), 
 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific), 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) 

 
3.) RESOURCE IMPACTS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

 
Potential resource impacts associated with construction and operation of the project’s 
preferred alternative, Alternative F, are fully identified and evaluated in Chapter D, 
Table D-4, and are summarized below. 
 

a). LAND USE/INDIRECT EFFECTS/CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 

Construction of Alternative F would be consistent with area land uses, and result in 
minimal changes to existing land uses.  The potential for indirect growth impact and 
project-related cumulative growth impacts is minimal.  No land use/induced growth 
mitigation measures are required.  This conclusion was reached in coordination with 
the appropriate Regional Planning Commissions, the town of Brattleboro, VT, and the 
town of Hinsdale, NH. 

 
b). AGRICULTURAL  

 
No agricultural lands would be impacted by construction of Alternative F.  No 
agricultural mitigation measures are required. 
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c). SOCIO-ECONOMIC/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  
 

Construction of Alternative F would have only limited impacts on the area’s socio-
economic environment.  In NH, the reconfiguration of NH 119 would vary only 
slightly in alignment from the existing Route 119 alignment, and would provide 
continued vehicle access to the George’s Field retail area.  The proposed VT 119 
touchdown location on Route 142 would be located approximately 1000 feet south of 
the existing touchdown location.  This relocation would continue to provide vehicle 
access to the downtown Brattleboro area, as well as provide better access to the 
commercial and industrial areas that are found south on VT 142.  Mitigation would 
consist of maintaining the existing Route 119 bridges for pedestrian and bicycle 
usage.  No additional socio-economic mitigation measures are required. 

 
No identifiable minority/low-income populations, as defined by E.O. 12898, exist 
within the project area and no environmental justice mitigation measures are required. 

 
d). ACQUISITIONS  

 
As the Vermont side of the project area is substantially more developed than the New 
Hampshire side, the potential for project residential/commercial acquisitions is 
greatest within the Vermont area.  In Vermont, the following potential project-related 
acquisitions are identified: 
 

 A residential structure on the west side of VT 142 
 The North Country Naturals/Raymond James Metals commercial building   
      (formerly occupied by Blue Seal) on the east side of VT 142 
 Relocation of fuel storage tanks under, and adjacent to, the Alternative F 

alignment between the Vermont shoreline and VT 142 
 Right-of-way easement over the NECR railroad line east of VT 142 
 25 parking spaces at the south end of the Marlboro College parking lot 

 
 
In New Hampshire, the following acquisition is anticipated: 
 

 Relocation of the private access road to Norm’s marina and auto recycling 
center, south of NH 119. 

 Private property on mid-channel island. 
 

Total project acquisitions would involve approximately 3.7 acres.  Mitigation would 
include an acquisition and relocation program that would be conducted in accordance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 
1970, as amended.  Relocation assistance would be made available to all residential 
and business relocations without discrimination. 
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e). PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE  
 
Construction of Alternative F would improve the area’s pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities.  Pedestrian and bicycle access between downtown Brattleboro and the 
George’s Field retail area in Hinsdale would be maintained, as the existing Route 119 
bridges would be rehabilitated for pedestrian and bicycle usage.  Also, the proposed 
new bridge would include a sidewalk on the upstream side, and shoulders.  No 
additional pedestrian/bicycle mitigation measures are required. 

 
f). RECREATIONAL FACILITIES  

 
No area recreational facilities would be physically affected by construction of 
Alternative F.  The Town of Brattleboro has identified the construction of a 
waterfront (Connecticut River) park as a potential future recreational area.  This 
proposed waterfront park would be located in Vermont on the west bank of the 
Connecticut River, immediately adjacent to the existing Route 119 western landing.  
Alternative F would be south of the proposed waterfront facility, and would not 
impact it.  Rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 bridges for pedestrian and bicycle 
usage would complement waterfront access and the new bridge alignment could 
enhance the proposed facility by routing traffic away from the proposed recreation 
area.   

 
g). AIR QUALITY  

 
Construction and operation of Alternative F would not materially alter existing area 
traffic flows and patterns.  Project details were discussed with Vermont and New 
Hampshire State air quality resource agencies and a project area microscale carbon 
monoxide (CO) analysis was conducted.  Based upon this coordination and CO 
testing, the project is not anticipated to result in any violations of National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and would not adversely impact existing ambient 
air quality levels.  No air quality mitigation measures are required. 

 
h). NOISE  

 
Traffic noise is variable, and is affected by many factors.  Noise level measurements 
were taken for existing noise levels in the project area.  Future area noise levels, with 
and without Alternative F, were computed using the FHWA Traffic Noise Modeling 
(TNM) program, version 2.5. 

 
Projected noise levels for the final condition exceeded FHWA Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) at a single location, a private residence on the west side of VT Route 
142 near the landing location.  This residence will be acquired by the State and 
removed as part of the project’s construction.  Very limited project-related noise 
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impacts are anticipated elsewhere in the evaluated area due to the construction of 
Alternative F.  No noise abatement measures will be required.   

 
i). WATER QUALITY  

 
The Connecticut River is an important water resource for municipal drinking water, 
fisheries, recreation and wildlife.  Project water quality impacts are primarily 
associated with construction-related activities.  New bridge piers within the 
Connecticut River, associated with construction of Alternative F, may result in some 
limited and temporary impacts to the river’s water quality.  Stormwater discharges 
from the completed Alternative F bridge into the Connecticut River will also occur.  
However, net stormwater discharges are anticipated to be minimal and would have 
only a minimal effect upon the receiving waters.  Coordination with resource 
agencies during the project’s design phase would take place to insure that stormwater 
runoff is collected and treated prior to discharge.  This condition would improve 
water quality in the project area relative to existing conditions where stormwater 
runoff from the existing bridges flows directly into the river.  No additional water 
quality mitigation measures are required. 

 
j). WETLANDS  

 
Area wetlands adjacent to the Alternative F alignment include portions of the mid-
channel island, a small wetland area adjacent to the NH 119 touchdown area, an NWI 
wetland in Vermont between VT 142 and the railroad, and an NWI wetland in New 
Hampshire south of the NH 119 touchdown area. 

 
Depending upon final bridge design, constructing Alternative F could impact the mid-
channel island wetland.  The bridge could either pass over the island, or locate a 
support pier on the southern tip of the island.  If the bridge passes over the island, no 
wetland impacts to the island are anticipated.  If a bridge pier is located on the 
southern tip of the island, up to 0.11 acres of the island wetland could be impacted, 
depending on the pier size and location.  No or very minimal wetland impacts are 
anticipated from new bridge abutment construction on the east or west banks of the 
river.  

 
Alternative F’s actual wetlands impacts would be determined upon final design.  The 
project would comply with all wetland permitting conditions and requirements.  No 
wetland mitigation would be required.   

 
k). WATERBODY MODIFICATIONS  

 
Alternative F would impact the Connecticut River as a result of the placement of 
bridge piers within the river, but these impacts are anticipated to be limited.  Any 
construction-related water turbidity or sediment releases resulting in impacts would 
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be short-term and confined largely to the areas of construction.  Coordination with 
resource agencies and the use of BMPs would be utilized to reduce water turbidity 
and soil sedimentation during construction.  No additional waterbody mitigation 
measures are required.   

 
 l). FLOODPLAINS  

      
The proposed eastern and western Alternative F touchdown locations are both 
above the Connecticut River’s 100-year floodplain.  As such, any floodplain 
impacts of Alternative F would be minimal.  This conclusion has been 
supported through consultation with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). 

 
Approximately six bridge piers would be located in the floodway of the 
Connecticut River.  The pier spacing would not obstruct the river’s floodway.  
No floodplain mitigation measures are required. 

 
m). FISH AND WILDLIFE/THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES  

 

The Connecticut River, and its associated shorelines, provide substantial habitat for 
fish and wildlife. 

 
   1). Fish and Wildlife 
 

The Vermont touchdown location is in a developed commercial area with a 
bulk fuel depot found on the river’s edge.  The New Hampshire touchdown 
location has an automobile recycling area located on the upper riverbank and a 
marina located at the river’s edge.  The riparian zones, on both sides of the 
river, are already impacted by the existing development.  As such, only 
limited impacts to the existing riverbank habitats are anticipated due to 
construction of Alternative F.   
 
The operation of Alternative F would have only a minimal impact on existing 
fish habitats.  Consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has supported 
this conclusion.   
 
Some temporary impacts to fish and wildlife habitats are anticipated to occur 
during construction activities.  The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department 
has requested that construction be scheduled to minimize impacts on 
migrating and spawning fish.  Coordination with resource agencies, the use of 
BMPs during construction, and compliance with construction erosion and 
sediment control requirements would be utilized to limit impacts to area 
fisheries.  No additional fish and wildlife mitigation measures are required. 
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 2). Threatened and Endangered Species   

 
a) Dwarf Wedge Mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) 

The Connecticut River, in the vicinity of Brattleboro, likely supported 
historic colonies of Dwarf Wedge mussels, a federal endangered species.  
In 1999 a Dwarf Wedge mussel dive survey was conducted after 
coordination with both state and federal wildlife resource agencies.  No 
protected mussel species were observed.  A follow-up shoreline survey for 
the shells of this protected species was conducted in 2009.  Again, there 
was no evidence to suggest that this protected species had re-colonized the 
project area.  Based on the results of these field surveys no further project 
coordination or requirements regarding impacts to the federally 
endangered Dwarf Wedge mussel are required.  No Dwarf Wedge mussel 
mitigation measures are required. 

 
   b) Rare, Fragile, and Sensitive Species 

The VT Agency of Natural Resources (VANR) Non-Game Natural 
Heritage Program (NNHP) and the NH Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB), 
requested botanical field surveys to determine the presence of and 
potential project impacts to several rare plant species thought to occur in 
the area.   
 
Based on field investigations conducted in 2009, only impacts to the local 
population of Heteranthera dubia could be considered noteworthy.  This 
largely depends on the final bridge design and support pier placement.  
This species is common throughout much of North America but is listed as 
Endangered in NH since it is on the edge of its natural range.  Only a few 
individuals of this species were observed in the project area and those 
were off the southern side of the mid-channel island.  The NH NHB has 
requested that they be provided with conceptual plans once they are 
available.  Continued coordination with the NH NHB will be necessary to 
develop a suitable mitigation strategy if impacts to the local population of 
this species are unavoidable.    

 
n). HISTORIC  

 
The existing Route 119 bridges are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The September 5, 2000, VT and NH SHPO Section 106 Letter of 
Effect determined that the project would have No Adverse Effect on historic 
properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, 
provided that the existing bridges are rehabilitated and retained for recreational use.  
The rehabilitation is to be done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards, with VAOT and NHDOT sharing maintenance responsibilities.  Also, the 
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Section 106 Letter of Effect states that community members from both Brattleboro 
and Hinsdale are to have meaningful input during the final bridge design process to 
ensure that the new Route 119 Bridge incorporates aesthetic elements to help it 
conform to the Historic character of the project area.   

  
Project mitigation would consist of rehabilitating and maintaining the existing Route 
119 bridges for recreational use, and incorporating certain aesthetic elements into the 
final bridge design.  Overall, project impacts to area historic resources would be 
minimal.  No additional historic mitigation measures are required. 

 
o). ARCHAEOLOGICAL  
 
The Connecticut River is an area of sensitivity for archaeological resources.  Project 
archaeological investigations have determined that, although numerous Euro-
American artifacts exist along the Alternative F alignment on both sides of the river, 
none of the artifacts are from intact archaeological deposits and these artifacts are not 
considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  No Native American 
artifacts were identified during these surveys.  Additionally, the mid-channel island, 
within the Alternative F alignment area, was determined to have a low potential for 
intact archaeological resources.  

 
The September 5, 2000, VT and NH SHPO Section 106 Letter of Effect determined 
the project would have no potential to cause effects on identified archaeological 
resources.  No archaeological mitigation requirements are proposed. 

 
p). HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

 
Alternative F would have only minimal impacts on any identified hazardous waste 
sites.  The Vermont touchdown area would pass over an existing bulk fuel storage 
area, which would require either partial or complete relocation.  There is an identified 
hazardous waste site in Brattleboro, consisting of coal tar residues near the existing 
Route 119 landing.  Long-term monitoring of the coal tar residue has determined that 
the deposit is largely non-migratory and is found approximately 800 feet north of the 
Alternative F alignment.  Construction of Alternative F would not impact these coal 
tar deposits.  

 
The Alternative F touchdown area in New Hampshire would be adjacent to a marina 
and auto recycling center.  Only the northern and northeastern portions of this area 
would be affected, not the center and eastern areas of the property where past auto 
recycling activities have occurred.  As such, Alternative F is not anticipated to have 
any impact to hazardous waste site locations in New Hampshire. 

 
The potential for Alternative F to impact any hazardous materials is minimal.  Care 
will be exercised during the relocation of the Vermont bulk fuel storage tanks, 
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currently situated between the VT shoreline and the New England Central Railroad, 
and any petroleum releases associated with this relocation effort would be 
remediated.  No additional hazardous materials mitigation requirements are proposed. 
 
q). VISUAL 

 

The Connecticut River corridor, in the project area, has exceptional aesthetic 
qualities.  The visual impacts associated with Alternative F largely depend on the 
final design of the bridge structure, which has not yet been fully determined.  The 
Alternative F location does not incorporate the mid-channel island as part of the 
crossing so it requires a long structure to cross the river, mid-span supporting piers, 
and an elevated travel deck to accommodate a grade-separated railroad crossing in 
Vermont.  Both the piers and high roadway could be considered a visual impact.  The 
roadway elevation of Alternative F, at the Vermont shoreline, is estimated to be at an 
elevation approximately equal to the top of the truss structure of the existing western 
Route 119 Bridge.   

 
Although the proposed structure associated with Alternative F would be longer and 
higher than other bridges in the vicinity, design elements could be incorporated that 
would allow it to better fit the surrounding context.  Mitigation for potential visual 
impacts would involve selecting bridge design elements that conform to the historic 
and aesthetic context of the surrounding area.  Both communities have identified 
visual effects as an important criterion in selecting a bridge design and are to have 
input on its final design.  

 
The existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated in accordance with the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards and within parameters designed to maintain their 
historic character.  No additional visual mitigation measures are required. 

 
r). CONSTRUCTION  

 
Alternative F would result in limited temporary impacts to the project area during the 
construction phase of the project.  Temporary construction impacts are anticipated 
primarily for traffic, noise, air and water quality, and wildlife habitat. 

 
No long-term rerouting of traffic would be necessary for the project, as the existing 
Route 119 bridges would remain open until construction of the new Alternative F 
Bridge is completed.  The requirement to change roadway elevations on VT 142, to 
provide for the new Alternative F Route 119/142 intersection, may necessitate the 
temporary closure of VT 142 in the project area. 

 
Air quality and noise impacts, due to construction, would be generally periodic and 
temporary in nature and located adjacent to construction areas.  Locations along VT 
142, and areas on the eastern shore of the Connecticut River in New Hampshire, may 
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notice a greater increase in noise and dust levels during construction due to their 
proximity to the project site.  Noise and air quality impacts can be reduced by the use 
of construction scheduling, public notices, monitored equipment usage, and dust 
reduction practices. 

 
While construction water quality impacts cannot be avoided, they can be minimized 
by utilization of best management construction practices, sedimentation and erosion 
controls, seasonal scheduling of work, and coordination with the governmental and 
business communities in Brattleboro, Vermont and Hinsdale, New Hampshire.  No 
additional construction-related mitigation requirements are proposed. 

   
4.) RESOURCE SUMMARY 
 
Resources, and the impact of each alternative on these resources, are presented in the 
following Resource Summary Table.  The column associated with Alternative F, the 
project’s Preferred Alternative, is highlighted.  Several Alternatives require temporary 
bridges to maintain traffic during construction, which substantially increases the project’s 
impact area.  Alternative F, the project’s preferred alternative, does not require a 
temporary bridge and thereby minimizes the project’s area of impact. 

 
For those resources, that did not lend themselves to quantitative analysis, the Bridge 
Committee identified the following qualitative descriptors to assist in describing an 
alternative’s potential impact upon identified resources: 
 

 None 
 Minimal 
 Limited 
 Moderate 
 Substantial
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Resource Summary Table 

 
RESOURCE 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE

B 
ALTERNATIVE

C 
ALTERNATIVE

D 
ALTERNATIVE

E 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

E Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Grade-

Separated 
Parallel 

Structure 
Parallel Tangent 

Structure 

 
Blue Seal 

(Preferred) 

Georgia 
Pacific 

Route 9/Main 
Street 

Land Use/Induced Growth 

 
None/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Substantial/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Moderate/ 

Minimal 

Agricultural 
 

None 
 

None 
 

None None None None None 
 

None None None 

Socio-economic/Enviro Justice 

 
Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Acquisitions-Residential/ Commercial  
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 2 0 / 2 0 / 13 0 / 1 0 / 1 
 

1 / 1 0 / 0 0 / 4 

Acquisition Area (acres) 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0.35 0.49 2.05 1.46 1.4 
 

3.21 4.23 0.94 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Recreational/Section 4(f)  
(Alternatives A, B, C, E, and E-Modified would have no 4(f) impacts if 
the existing bridges are rehabilitated and maintained) 

 
None/ 

None 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Substantial 
Minimal/ 
Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

 
Minimal/    

None 
Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Air Quality 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Noise 
 

Limited 
 

Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate Limited Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate 

Water Quality 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 
       Limited Limited Limited Substantial Substantial 

 
Limited Limited Limited 

 
Wetlands (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.68 1.85 2.53 1.60 1.91 

 
0.11 0.66 2.74 

 
Waterbody Modifications 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Limited 

 
Floodplains (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.94 2.08 3.07 1.71 2.07 

 
0.12 3.42 2.92 

Fish & Wildlife/Threatened & Endangered Species 
(Potential impacts to two NH-listed aquatic plants) 

 
None / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

 
Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

None 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Historic District Impacts 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Substantial Substantial Substantial Moderate Moderate 
 

Minimal Minimal Substantial 

Archaeological 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 
 

None Minimal Limited 

Hazardous Materials 
 

None 
 

None 

 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Substantial Substantial 

 
Minimal Minimal Minimal 

 
Visual 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Minimal Minimal Substantial Moderate Moderate 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

 
Construction 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
Limited Limited Substantial Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTORS (As Determined by the Bridge Committee): 
  None  Minimal  Limited  Moderate  Substantial Note: Permanent impacts only; temporary impacts are discussed in report text. 
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E.)  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION   
 

1.) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

Identification of Alternative F as the project’s preferred alternative was accomplished 
after an extensive, thorough, and lengthy public participation process.  

 
At the initiation of the current project in December 1992, local and regional inputs were 
utilized to identify area transportation requirements and deficiencies to the existing Route 
119 transportation corridor.  To facilitate these inputs, the Windham Regional 
Commission (WRC) organized a Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee (Bridge 
Committee).  The Bridge Committee members included representatives from the 
Brattleboro Selectboard (VT), Hinsdale Selectmen (NH), Windham Regional 
Commission (VT), Southwest Regional Planning Commission (NH), the Town of 
Chesterfield (NH), local citizens, and representatives from area social services, 
emergency services and local interest groups.   

 
The purpose of the Bridge Committee was initially to identify area transportation needs 
and potential solutions to these transportation needs.  Subsequent Committee tasks 
included: assisting VAOT to conduct public informational forums, the identification and 
evaluation of project alternatives, the identification and evaluation of project resource 
impacts, and to provide input to identify a preferred project alternative.   

 
Two public informational meetings were held by the Bridge Committee.  At the second 
public informational meeting, an informal poll of the approximately eighty-five people 
present showed a strong preference for the two most southern alternatives: Alternative F 
(Blue Seal) and Alternative G (Georgia Pacific). 

 
The Bridge Committee met sixteen times between February 1996 and June 2000.  Bridge 
Committee meetings were open to the public and held in both Brattleboro and Hinsdale.  
In April 1998, the Bridge Committee identified Alternative F as the project’s Preferred 
Alternative.  On June 6, 2000, the Bridge Committee reaffirmed its support of Alternative 
F as the project’s Preferred Alternative. 

 
The Bridge Committee subsequently met several times with NHDOT between 2001 and 
2002 to help evaluate potential bridge types and designs.  In January 2005, the Bridge 
Committee reconvened to consider NHDOT’s identification of a steel I-beam/concrete 
deck bridge as the bridge type to be constructed.  During 2005, the Bridge Committee 
met several additional times with NHDOT to provide input on bridge design elements 
that would retain the functionality of the bridge, while complimenting area aesthetic 
qualities.  In November 2005, the Bridge Committee affirmed NHDOT’s identification of 
a steel I-beam girder bridge, with aesthetic enhancements, as the new Route 119 bridge 
type. 
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In early 2012, VAOT requested that community leaders from both Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale reaffirm their support of the Preferred Alternative.  The project was discussed at 
the February meeting of Hinsdale’s Board of Selectmen and continued support for the 
Preferred Alternative was documented in a letter from that office dated February 27, 
2012.  The proposed work was similarly discussed by the Brattleboro Selectboard at their 
March meeting, which also resulted in a letter of support for the Preferred Alternative 
dated March 20, 2012.   

 
A public meeting was held August 1, 2013 in conjunction with a 30 day public comment 
period which began July 15. The EA document was made available to the public at 
several locations for its review. At the meeting the project, alternatives and preferred 
alternative were presented, and then comments and questions were received. This 
meeting was held to meet the public comment requirement under NEPA, transcripts and 
comments are included in Appendix E.   

 
2.) AGENCY COORDINATION 

 
To facilitate the early involvement of federal and state agencies, notice was mailed to 
federal and state resource agencies of an April 10, 1996 Agency Concerns meeting in 
Brattleboro, Vermont.  The notice provided a brief description of the project and a 
request for agency comments.  At the April 10, 1996 Agency Concerns meeting, the 
project’s purpose and need along with a brief project history, were set forth and 
additional project comments were solicited.  

 
A project description and area location map were sent to affected resource agencies on 
August 28, 1996 with a request for additional resource agency comments.  On December 
16, 1996 a copy of the project’s purpose and need statement was mailed to federal and 
state agencies with a request for agency comments.  On January 2, 1998 a copy of the 
pre-conceptual design drawings of the ten identified project alternatives, an alternative 
evaluation table, and a copy of the purpose and need statement were mailed to federal and 
state agencies with a request for comments.  

 
In October 2005, a project status letter with project alternatives and resource impacts 
maps and matrices, were forwarded to the COE, VANR, and NHDES, with a request for 
additional project comments.  Extensive project coordination has occurred with, and 
between, the Vermont and New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO).   

 
3.) PROJECT COMMITMENTS 

 
Federal, state, regional, and municipal agencies, as well as public interest groups, have all 
been involved with the project since its inception.  As a result of this public and agency 
communication, and extensive public involvement the following project commitments 
have been made (see Chapter D & E): 
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 A new committee of community leaders from both Hinsdale and Brattleboro 
will be formed to provide feedback on the final design of Alternative F’s new 
bridge.  The committee’s input during the design process will consider 
aesthetic compatibility as a criterion when determining a final design. 

 
 NHDOT and VAOT are to minimally rehabilitate the existing Route 119 

bridges in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
pedestrians, bicycle or an alternative transportation use.   

 
 VAOT and NHDOT are to share maintenance responsibilities for the 

rehabilitated Route 119 bridges. 
 

 Right-of-Way Acquisition – Alternative F would require the acquisition of an 
existing residential structure and an existing commercial building on VT 142 
near the VT touchdown location.  Relocation assistance will be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.   
 

 During any removal of fuel tanks, care will be exercised to minimize the 
potential for petroleum releases, and any releases will be remediated. 

 
 Coordination will be conducted with the VT Fish and Wildlife Department, 

NH Fish and Game Department, and the National Marine Fisheries Service, to 
schedule construction activities to minimize impacts on migrating and 
spawning fish. 

 
 Impacts to two NH-listed Endangered plants, known to occur in the project 

area, will be determined once preliminary design plans are available and 
communicated to the NH Natural Heritage Bureau.  If impacts to the local 
populations are determined to be significant and unavoidable, suitable 
mitigation measures will be implemented as required. 

 
 Best Management Practices, for erosion prevention and sediment control will 

be utilized during all phases of construction, both on-shore and in-water, to 
minimize project-related impacts to water quality.   

 
 During construction, efforts will be made to continually minimize and 

mitigate construction-related impacts to traffic, air, noise, and water quality in 
the project area. 
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4.) FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS 
 

Project Permitting - Dependent upon final project design, the following federal and state 
permits will likely be required for the project: 

 NHDES 401 Water Quality Certificate  
 NHDES Dredge and Fill Permit 
 NHDES Wetland Permit 
 VANR Vermont Stream Alteration Permit 
 COE 404 Wetlands Permit 
 COE Section 9 or 10 Navigable Waterways Permit 
 VT 401 Water Quality Certificate 
 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 
 VT Stormwater Discharge Permit 
 Vermont Act 250 Land Use Permit 

 
        It is anticipated that all applicable permits will be obtained.   
 

5.) OTHER  PROPOSED FEDERAL AND STATE PROJECTS 
 

In Vermont, the Brattleboro Waterfront Park project is proposed for the property 
immediately south of the existing Route 119 landing.  This project was initiated 
sometime in 2012 and includes a terrace overlooking the river, landscaping, reconfigured 
parking, and a boat mooring area.  No other federal or state projects are known to be 
planned for the area immediately adjacent to this project’s location in either Vermont or 
New Hampshire. 



               Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                             December 2013 

             Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                  Page A‐1 
                Chapter A ‐ Introduction 

Chapter A - Introduction 

Table of Contents 
 

A.)  INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................................... A-2 
 

1.)  PROPOSED ACTION .................................................................................................... A-2 
 

2.)  PREVIOUS INITIATIVES............................................................................................... A-2 
 

3.)  EXISTING CONDITIONS .............................................................................................. A-4 
 

4.)  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ............................................................................................. A-5 
 

5.)  AGENCY COORDINATION ........................................................................................... A-6 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





December 2013  Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              

Page A‐2                  Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment               
Chapter A ‐ Introduction 

 

A.) INTRODUCTION 
 

1.) PROPOSED ACTION 
  

The proposed action is to construct a new bridge over the Connecticut River along NH 
Route 119 between Hinsdale, New Hampshire and Brattleboro, Vermont.  Route 119 is 
the primary transportation link between these two towns.  This Connecticut River 
crossing has been in existence for more than 160 years, and is the only transportation 
connection between the States of New Hampshire and Vermont for a distance of 
approximately 15 miles to the south and 2 miles to the north.  The current Route 119 
crossing of the Connecticut River is accomplished with two steel truss bridges, which 
meet on an island in the Connecticut River (See Exhibit A.1 – Project Study Area Map). 

 
Ten project alternatives were evaluated.  These alternatives are described in detail in 
Chapter C.  The Preferred Alternative (Alternative F-Blue Seal1) consists of a bridge on a 
new alignment that would cross the main channel of the Connecticut River and provide a 
grade-separated railroad crossing in Vermont.  The bridge is to consist of two 12’ travel 
lanes, 10’ shoulders, and a 5’ sidewalk on the upstream side.  The existing Route 119 
bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian and bicycle usage.   
 
The project begins at VT 142 in Brattleboro, approximately 1,000 ft. south of the existing 
Route 119 landing, and terminates on NH Route 119, approximately 500 ft. southeast of 
the existing access road to the George’s Field retail area in Hinsdale (See Exhibit C.2 - 
Alternative F Road Map).  In Vermont, the existing Route 119 landing would be 
relocated to the south and form a T intersection with VT 142.  VT 142 would be raised 
approximately 8 ft. from its existing elevation to accommodate a grade-separated rail 
crossing over the tracks of the New England Central Railroad.  In New Hampshire, only a 
minor realignment of the existing NH 119 approach would be required.   

 
2.) PREVIOUS INITIATIVES 

 
The current initiative is not the first attempt to enhance the Connecticut River crossing of 
this transportation corridor.  Studies, meetings and initiatives regarding this corridor have 
occurred since the discovery of deficiencies in the two existing Route 119 bridges by the 
NHDOT in 1977.  Although safety and transportation problems associated with the 
existing Route 119 crossing have been identified,  project development has been slowed 
by various factors such as coal tar deposits, the RR crossing on the Vermont side, and the 
study of ten separate project alternatives.      

                                                 
1 Alternative F is referred to as the ‘Blue Seal’ Alternative throughout this document for project consistency, 
although the building near the Vermont touchdown no longer houses a Blue Seal store.  As of April 2012, two 
private businesses now operate out of the building- Raymond James Metals and North Country Natural.   
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 March 3, 1977 – NHDOT inspects the two bridges and lowers the allowable load 

limits. 
 

 July 22, 1977 – Plans for the replacement of the existing Route 119 bridges are 
first announced, with a preliminary cost estimate of $2.6 million. 

 
 July 29, 1977 – The first public hearing on the transportation corridor is held in 

Hinsdale. 
 
 August 14, 1981 – The two Route 119 bridges are scheduled to be replaced in 

1983.  The new cost estimate: $5 million. 
 
 November 10, 1981 – The New Hampshire Executive Council approves the 

bridge replacement plan. 
 
 November 17, 1981 – A formal public hearing is held in Hinsdale.  Support of the 

Brattleboro and Hinsdale Selectboards is confirmed. 
 

 December 2, 1983 – Construction is rescheduled to start in 1985.  Coal tar 
residues, created by a coal gasification plant once located along the Brattleboro 
shoreline of the Connecticut River, are recognized and are cause for concern. 

 
 September 24, 1984 – Replacement of the bridges is announced to be on schedule 

for the summer of 1985.  A coal tar study concluded that the coal tar deposits 
would not substantially affect the construction plans. 

 
 November 7, 1985 – The State of New Hampshire informs the Hinsdale 

Selectboard that the State will not allow state money to be spent on bridge 
replacement unless Vermont agrees to build and pay for a Route 119 railroad 
overpass. 

 
 November 9, 1985 – The Hinsdale Selectboard sends a letter to the State of New 

Hampshire, which supports the railroad overpass, but only if Vermont does not 
oppose the design. 

 
 November 25, 1985 – The State of Vermont and the Town of Brattleboro oppose 

the railroad overpass.  Bridge replacement costs are now estimated at $7.5 
million. 

 
 April 10, 1986 – The New Hampshire Executive Council meets with the New 

Hampshire Governor and they decided to table further discussions of the project. 
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 December, 1992 – The Windham Regional Commission (WRC) issues a report of 
work done that year by a local committee regarding the Route 119 corridor.  This 
report recommends the project proceed with a study of locally preferred options 
for a new Route 119 crossing of the Connecticut River. 

 
In the past, traffic studies, public meetings, engineering analyses and personal 
intervention by the governors of both Vermont and New Hampshire have resulted in only 
temporary repairs to the existing bridges.  Varied public opinion and interests, 
environmental and social constraints, along with fiscal concerns, have precluded an 
acceptable resolution.  Recognizing the need to maintain the Route 119 corridor between 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale, VAOT and NHDOT initiated a joint project in 1995 to evaluate 
design options and formulate a long-term solution to address the deficiencies of the 
existing river crossing.   
 
3.) EXISTING CONDITIONS  

 
The existing Route 119 crossing consists of an intersection with VT 142/Route 5, an 
approach roadway in Brattleboro, the Anna Hunt Marsh Bridge over the western main 
channel of the Connecticut River, a mid-channel island, the Charles Dana Bridge over the 
eastern side channel of the Connecticut River, and then an approach roadway in Hinsdale.   
This transportation corridor provides a vehicle/pedestrian/bicycle crossing of the river 
between these two communities (See Exhibit C.1 - Alternative F Orthorectified Image). 
However, the crossing corridor is functionally obsolete with several safety deficiencies.   

 
Bridge sufficiency ratings, or Federal sufficiency ratings, used by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), consist of a number between 0 and 100.  This number 
represents a bridge’s ability to meet the needs of the public who travel on the bridge.  The 
sufficiency rating number includes a bridge’s condition, roadway geometry, number of 
lanes, horizontal and vertical clearances, load capacity, average daily traffic, detour 
length if the bridge is closed, and other similar type items found on the National Bridge 
Inventory (NBI). 

 
The western bridge (#041/040) carries Route 119 over the main channel of the 
Connecticut River.  This bridge is a two-lane, single span steel Pennsylvania Through 
Truss bridge built in 1920, with an overall length of 339 ft.  The 2012 NHDOT bridge 
inspection report identified this bridge as having a sufficiency rating of 49, and being 
classified by the NBI Appraisal Rating as having a status of “Functionally Obsolete”. 

 
The eastern bridge (#042/044) carries Route 119 over the side channel of the Connecticut 
River.  This bridge is a two-lane, three-span Parker Truss bridge built in 1926, with an 
overall length of 297 ft.  The 2012 NHDOT inspection report identified this bridge as 
having a sufficiency rating of 47, and was classified by the NBI Appraisal Rating as 
having a status of “Functionally Obsolete”. 
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Both existing Route 119 bridges are considered to be seriously deteriorated due to river 
scouring at the footings, concrete spalling on the abutments and piers, and corrosion to 
the structural framing.  The bridges were rehabilitated in 1988.  This rehabilitation 
consisted of replacement of the bridge decking, stringers, floor beams and diaphragms.  
In 1993, both bridges had a sidewalk constructed on their north side.  Both bridges were 
again rehabilitated in 2003.  This latest rehabilitation work consisted of replacing the 
steel bridge planking with precast concrete deck panels.  The 2003 rehabilitation is 
expected to have a life cycle of ten years or more with appropriate maintenance.  Even 
with these rehabilitations, neither bridge meets current AASHTO standards for design 
load or geometrics.   More information about the bridges can be found in Chapter B.  
 
4.)  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
At the initiation of the current project in 1995, NHDOT and VAOT solicited local and 
regional input to identify area transportation requirements and evaluate existing 
deficiencies to the Route 119 transportation corridor.  To facilitate these inputs, the WRC 
organized a joint Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee. 

 
The purpose of this Committee was initially to assist NHDOT and VAOT in identifying 
area transportation needs and potential solutions to these needs.  Subsequent Bridge 
Committee contributions included sponsoring public informational forums, the review of 
project alternatives, the evaluation of potential resource impacts from the project, and 
providing input to NHDOT and VAOT regarding the preferred project alternative.  The 
Bridge Committee members included representatives from the Brattleboro Selectboard, 
the Hinsdale Office of Selectmen, the WRC, New Hampshire’s Southwest Regional 
Planning Commission, the Town of Chesterfield, local citizens, as well as representatives 
from area social services, emergency services, and other special interest groups. 

 
A project Working Group was also formed with members from NHDOT, VAOT, WRC, 
and consultant engineers.  The Working Group was created to identify and analyze 
technical issues, address Bridge Committee comments, provide coordination with 
resource agencies, formulate project alternatives, and assist in project management.  
Working group meetings were open to the public and held in both Brattleboro, VT and 
Hinsdale, NH.  Marlboro College was contacted and is aware of the proposed project. 
 
The Bridge Committee studied the full range of project alternatives and their potential 
resource impacts.  Utilizing the technical support of the Working Group and considering 
input from public informational meetings, Alternative F (Blue Seal) was identified as the 
project’s Preferred Alternative.  The choice of Alternative F was supported by VAOT, 
NHDOT and FHWA and further endorsed by community leaders from both sides of the 
river with confirmation letters from the Brattleboro Selectboard and the Hinsdale Office 
of Selectmen. 
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5.) AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

NHDOT, VAOT, and FHWA have involved state and federal agencies throughout the 
project development.  To facilitate the early and continuous involvement of federal and 
state agencies, project updates were sent to interested agencies at various project stages 
from 1996 though 2009.   

 
Agency comments on the project were solicited during the same time period and were 
considered during the project’s development.  Project agency coordination actions 
included presentations of the project at Resource Agency Meetings at both NHDOT and 
VAOT.  Meeting attendees included representatives from:  

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
 VT Agency of Natural Resources (wetlands and stream alteration),  
 VT Division for Historic Preservation,  
 NH Fish and Game Department,  
 US Fish and Wildlife Service,  
 NH Wetlands Bureau,  
 NH Rivers Management,  
 NH Division of Historical Resources, and  
 US Environmental Protection Agency.   
 

Additionally, several mailings with a project description and request for comments were 
sent to state and federal agencies to solicit input.  Although project comments were 
provided by several agency personnel, no objections to the project have been raised by 
any of the resource agency representatives.  See Chapter D for detailed information on 
resources and Chapter E for agency coordination information. 

 
VAOT, NHDOT, and FHWA have determined that the project as proposed required 
completion of this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966.  
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B.)   PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 
The project’s purpose and need statement was developed by the Bridge Committee, VAOT, and 
NHDOT and  FHWA.  A public and resource agency informational concerns meeting was held 
in Brattleboro, Vermont, on April 10, 1996 to solicit public and resource agency input regarding 
the purpose and need for the project.  Public, state, and federal agency comments on the draft 
purpose and need statement were received and incorporated into the final project purpose and 
need statement. 
 

1.) PROJECT PURPOSE 
 
To provide a safe, functionally efficient, and cost-effective Route 119 transportation 
corridor across the Connecticut River in the vicinity of downtown Brattleboro, Vermont 
and Hinsdale, New Hampshire, and to preserve the socio-economic and environmental 
resources associated with this transportation corridor. 

 
2.) PROJECT NEED 
 

    There exists a need for the project to: 
 Maintain a transportation corridor between downtown Brattleboro, Vermont 

and Hinsdale, New Hampshire. 
 Correct the safety, structural, and functional deficiencies of the existing 

transportation corridor. 
 Maintain area social and economic relationships. 
 Preserve the integrity of area resources to the extent possible. 
 Conserve fiscal resources.  

 
  These needs are set forth and described more fully below. 

 
a.)    MAINTAIN A TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR BETWEEN DOWNTOWN 

BRATTLEBORO, VT AND HINSDALE, NH 
 

The Connecticut River Route 119 bridges are the primary transportation link between 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale.  To access the next closest Connecticut River crossing 
from Hinsdale would require traveling an additional round-trip distance of 
approximately 18 miles.  
 
Route 119 is an urban collector roadway and part of a regional transportation network 
including Interstate 91, US Route 5, Vermont Routes 9, 30 and 142, and New 
Hampshire Routes 9, 10, and 63. 
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Western Bridge

VT

 
b.)    CORRECT THE SAFETY, STRUCTURAL, AND FUNCTIONAL DEFICIENCIES OF THE 

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR 
 

The existing Route 119 bridges were constructed in the 1920’s and built in 
accordance with design standards that were current at the time.  Design standards 
have substantially changed in the interim. Due to the sub-standard design geometry 
and structural capacity of this Connecticut River crossing, the Route 119 corridor 
here results in several significant traffic safety concerns.  These concerns include 
narrow lane and shoulder widths, limited sight distances, congested traffic conditions, 
an at-grade rail crossing, and the frequent use of this corridor by emergency vehicles.   
 

1.  Existing Corridor Components: 
 

Western Bridge (Main Channel) – The western bridge is a single span, two-lane 
steel through truss that carries Route 119 over the main channel of the 
Connecticut River. It has an overall length of 339 feet, a curb-to-curb width of 20 
ft., and a center vertical clearance of 15 ft. and a side vertical clearance of 11.25 
ft.  There is a 6 foot wide sidewalk cantilevered from the north side of the truss.  
The west abutment consists of a stone masonry breast wall with a concrete seat 
and backwall.  The east abutment is constructed entirely of concrete, as are all the 
wingwalls. 
 

The Towns of Hinsdale and 
Brattleboro originally built the 
western bridge in 1920.  The 
bridge is jointly owned by the 
State of New Hampshire and the 
Town of Brattleboro, and is 
maintained by the State of New 
Hampshire.  The steel plank deck, 
stringers, floor beams, and 

diaphragms were replaced in 1988, 
and the sidewalk was added in 
1993. This bridge was again 

rehabilitated in 2003 by replacing the asphalt-filled steel corrugated deck with 
precast concrete deck panels.   

 
The 2003 rehabilitation was anticipated to have a life span of ten years or more 
with appropriate maintenance.  The east approach alignment to this bridge 
remains substandard due to a 187 ft. radius in the roadway alignment at the east 
end of the bridge. 

 
 

Photo B-1 Western Bridge: View from Brattleboro 
east towards the mid-channel island. 
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Eastern Bridge (Side Channel) – The eastern bridge, which carries Route 119 
over the side channel of the Connecticut River, is a two-lane, three span structure 
with an overall length of 297 feet.  It is comprised of a 200 foot steel through truss 
main span and two 47 foot deck plate girder approach spans.  The bridge has a 
curb-to-curb width of 20 ft. and a vertical clearance of 14.25 ft.  The eastern 
bridge also has a 6 foot wide sidewalk cantilevered from the northern side.  The 
abutments and piers are concrete. 

 
The eastern bridge was 
originally constructed in 
1926 by the Town of 
Hinsdale.  It is currently 
owned and maintained by the 
State of New Hampshire.  Its 
stringers, floor beams, and 
diaphragms were replaced in 
1988.  Additionally, the 
approach span 
superstructures were replaced 
and a new asphalt-filled, 
galvanized bridge deck was 
installed on the main truss at 
that time.  The sidewalk was 

added in 1993.  Along with the western bridge, this structure was again 
rehabilitated in 2003 by replacing the asphalt-filled corrugated deck with precast 
concrete deck panels.  The 2003 rehabilitation was anticipated to have a life span 
of ten years or more with appropriate maintenance.   

 
On the west bound approach, a 
potentially dangerous condition 
results from the constriction of 
the 32 foot wide NH-119 
roadway where it enters the 20 
foot wide bridge (See Photo B2 
above).     

 
The VT 119 roadway (Bridge 
Street) is classified as an urban 
major collector with a posted 

speed of 25 mph.  This roadway 
consists of two 11 ft. lanes with 
2-ft. shoulders and a bituminous 

surface.  The roadway widens to provide a left-turn lane on the westbound 

NH 119 

Eastern Bridge 

Photo B-2 Eastern Bridge: View from Route 119 in 
Hinsdale west towards the mid-channel island. 

Photo B-3 VT 119: View from Union Station (downtown 
Brattleboro) east towards New Hampshire 
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George’s Field Eastern 
Bridge

NH 119 

Photo B-5 NH 119: View from the mid-channel 
island east towards the eastern bridge. 

approach to the intersection with Main Street (Route 5), Vernon Street (VT 142), 
and Canal Street.   
 
A concrete sidewalk, approximately 6 foot wide with curbing, is provided on the 
north side of VT 119 between Main Street and the western bridge over the 
Connecticut River.  Curbing is provided on the south side of VT 119 between 
Vernon Street and the at-grade railroad crossing, west of the Route 119 western 
bridge. 
 
NH 119 is classified as an urban Major Collector with a posted speed of 35 mph 
between the Vermont State line and 600 ft. east of the George’s Field retail access 
road, and 50 mph thereafter east towards the Village of Hinsdale.  The roadway 
consists of two 11-ft. lanes, and shoulders which vary in width from 2 ft. to 8 ft.  
Approaching from the west, NH 119 widens after the NH 119 eastern bridge to 
provide a left-turn lane at the retail access.  Both the NH 119 roadway and the 5-
ft. sidewalk on the north side of the roadway consist of bituminous pavement. 

 

Four access drives are located along Route 119 within the limits of the project. A 
signalized intersection at the retail access road and a shared 
residential/commercial drive leading to a private marina are located on the eastern 
bridge approach in New Hampshire.  Another pair of drives, Arch Street to the 
north and Depot Street to the south, intersect  the western bridge approach in 
Vermont.  The fourth access road, located on the mid-channel island, is largely 
unimproved and provides access to a boat launch.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NH 119 

Western Bridge 

Photo B-4 NH 119: View from the mid-channel 
island west towards the western bridge.  
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Route 142 – VT Route 142 (Vernon Street) is classified as a rural Minor collector 
roadway with a posted speed of 35 mph. The bituminous roadway consists of two (2) 

11 foot travel lanes, and 2 foot 
shoulders. Approaching from the 
south, VT 142 widens to provide a 
left-turn lane at the 5/119/142 
intersection.  A 5 foot wide 
sidewalk runs along the east side of 
VT 142, beginning at the 
intersection and terminating 820 ft. 
to the south.  The east side of VT 
142 also has curbing that extends 
1,180 ft. south of the same 
intersection.  The west side of VT 
142, in this area, is characterized by 
rock outcroppings and a stone 
masonry retaining wall.  

 
2.  Existing Structural and Functional Deficiencies: 

 
Both bridges and their approaches fail to meet current design criteria as set forth 
by AASHTO (for New Hampshire) and by the Vermont State Design Standards. 
Structural repairs completed on the bridges in 1988 and 2003 improved some 
structural deficiencies, but these repairs were only considered interim 
improvements.  In 2012 both bridges had a NBI appraisal rating as ‘Functionally 
Obsolete’ with federal bridge sufficiency ratings of 49 for the western bridge and 
47 for the eastern bridge.   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

NH 119 

Eastern 
Bridge 

Photo B-7 Eastern Bridge: View from New Hampshire, west, towards Vermont.              
(note: Bridge clearance is currently 14’-10” at the center and 11’-10” at the exterior) 

PHOTO B-6 VT 142: VIEW ALONG VT 142 

NORTH TO THE MARLBORO COLLEGE 

BUILDING TAKEN FROM THE FORMER BLUE
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The traffic functionality of the bridges is limited by vertical clearance, lane and 
shoulder widths, and a 187 ft. radius curve on the eastern approach to the western 
bridge.  Simultaneous passage of two large trucks at this curve, and on the 
bridges, is difficult (see photo B7). 

 
These bridges carry a consistent flow of traffic across the Connecticut River.  
According to the Highway Capacity Manual current peak hour traffic flow is 
approximately 1,285 vehicles per hour.  Projected Estimated (2035) design year 
volumes indicate that the traffic volume will be approximately 50% of the 
bridges’ vehicular capacity. Therefore, it was not necessary to consider multi-lane 
bridge, as a two lane bridge is sufficient. 

 
Western Bridge (Main Channel - Anna Hunt Marsh Bridge) – The truss 
bottom chords show signs of heavy corrosion with areas of minor section loss, 
and substantial pack rust has developed between plates.  Other truss members 
show minor damage, including corroded lattice members.  The stringers and floor 
beams are moderately rusted with areas of minor section loss.  The concrete 
abutments and piers show minor to moderate cracking and spalling, including the 
bridge seats.  The pre-cast concrete deck panels installed in 2003 show minor 
transverse and longitudinal cracking. 

 
 An underwater inspection in 1997 revealed minor to moderate scouring around 

the substructure. Up to 10 feet of sheet piling was exposed at the east abutment, 
and a 2 to 4 foot deep scour hole was found below the west abutment.  The load 
rating of the main channel truss bridge is H15.  The standard design load rating is 
HS25.  As a result, certain vehicles and loads are restricted from using the bridge.  

 
Eastern Bridge (Side Channel – Charles Dana Bridge) – The side channel 
bridge structure is in similar structural and functional condition to the main 
channel bridge.  The bridge deck that was replaced in 2003 is exhibiting minor 
transverse and longitudinal cracking. The timber plank sidewalk was not replaced, 
and now has cracked, split and curling boards with protruding nail heads.  The 
truss bottom chords display minor corrosion, and there are also areas of section 
loss on the lateral bracing and gusset plates. There is some corrosion of the rivets 
in areas where the paint has failed. In other areas the latticework has rusted, and 
the concrete bridge seats are cracked and spalled. An underwater inspection 
performed in 1997 found moderate to severe scour occurring around both piers.   

 
The grout bags that were placed around the south pier in 1988 are visible beneath 
the timber cribbing and up to 6 feet of the footing was exposed. Additionally, 
severe spalling was observed on the pier columns.  The load rating of the side 
channel truss bridge is H15.  The standard design load rating is HS25.  Like the 
main bridge, certain vehicles and loads are restricted from using this bridge also.   
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Route 119 - The existing NH 119 horizontal alignment contains a sub-standard 
curve with a radius of 187 ft. on the east approach to the western bridge.  For a 
roadway of this type with a design speed of 35mph, the minimum curve radius is 
approximately 410 ft.  The existing curve is adequate for only a 25mph roadway.  
There are also two sub-standard vertical curves on Route 119.  One curve, located 
at the Vermont rail crossing, provides a headlight sight distance of 167 ft.  The 
other curve, east of the river in New Hampshire, provides a headlight sight 
distance of 250 ft.  The minimum headlight sight distance for a design speed of 35 
mph is 275 ft. 
 
3. Other Deficiencies: 

 
Route 5/119/142 
Intersection – 
Immediately west of the at-
grade railroad crossing, 
Route 119 becomes Bridge 
Street and enters the Route 
5/119/142 (Canal / Main 
St. / Bridge St. / Vernon 
St.) intersection in 
downtown Brattleboro.  
The complex geometry of 
the roadway at this 
intersection of the 
roadways and the 
Brookside shopping plaza entrance creates a major congestion problem for area 
traffic.  It was signalized in 2011 to help reduce travel delays.  The previously 
stop-controlled approaches for Route 119 and VT 142 were over-saturated and 
operated at an LOS ‘F’ during the PM peak traffic period (See Appendix, Exhibit 
B.2 – Rte. 5/119/142). 

 
The 2015 Design Hour Volumes (DHV) and Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) volumes compiled for this intersection by Clough Harbour Associates 
(CHA) are set forth in Appendix B.3.  New traffic travel time data for the 
intersection since it was signalized are not yet available.  Even with the new 
signalization, increases in through traffic will undoubtedly limit the ability of the 
Route 5/119/142 intersection to operate at an acceptable LOS.  It was found that 
according to the Highway Capacity Manual, the intersection’s 20 year projected 
LOS would be graded at ‘D’ for all peak daily travel periods. A Level of service 
of “D” is acceptable in urban areas based AASHTO guidance.  

 
With a deteriorating LOS at this intersection, the functional efficiency of the 
existing Route 119 transportation corridor will also deteriorate. 

At-Grade Rail Crossing 

Bridge St. 
(VT 119) 

Western Bridge 

Photo B-8 VT 119 At-Grade Rail Crossing: View from VT 
119 looking east at western bridge. 
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George’s Field 

Pedestrian Path

NH 119 

Eastern 
 Bridge 

 
Route 119 at-grade Rail Crossing – The safety and functionality problems 
associated with the Route 119 river crossing are compounded by Vermont’s at-
grade railroad crossing between the western bridge and the Route 5/119/142 
intersection (See Photo B8 Above).  This active railroad crossing results in 
vehicles becoming backed up eastward across the western bridge and westward 
through the Route 5/119/142 intersection, further deteriorating the intersection’s 
level of service (LOS) for traffic passing through on Route 119.  The blocking of 
this transportation corridor that occurs during train passage/stoppage can last from 
less than one minute to in excess of fifteen minutes, with traffic delays of five or 
more minutes commonly occurring.  These rail related traffic delays can 
substantially degrade response times for the shared emergency services between 
the towns of Brattleboro and Hinsdale. 

 
c.)    MAINTAIN AREA SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS 
 
Brattleboro is the principal commercial and industrial center in southeastern Vermont, 
and an important commercial and employment center for southwestern New 
Hampshire. The Brattleboro/Hinsdale Route 119 corridor facilitates area commerce 
and social activities, diverse area land uses, and allows Brattleboro and Hinsdale to 
share emergency services.   
 
 

Vermont pedestrians and 
bicyclists frequently use 
Route 119 to access the 
mid-channel island for 
recreation and to access 
the nearby retail area in 
New Hampshire. 
Handicapped usage of the 
existing pedestrian 
pathway across the Route 
119 bridges and the mid-
channel island is difficult, 
particularly during the 
winter months when 
vehicles and pedestrians 
must share the roadway 
when traveling between the 

bridges.   Functional sidewalk and shoulder improvements to the Route 119 river 
crossing are necessary to allow safe pedestrian and bicycle travel between the two 
states on this corridor.  
 

Photo B-9 Pedestrian Path on Mid-Channel Island: View from 
mid-channel island east towards New Hampshire and existing 
pedestrian path. 
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Maintaining the corridor is consistent with the local and regional plans and necessary 
to maintain the area’s existing social and economic relationships. Loss of this 
transportation corridor would result in substantial adverse impacts to the availability 
of medical services for Hinsdale residents since the closest area hospital is in 
Brattleboro. Due to the close socio-economic ties between these two towns and 
regions, a closing or further restriction of the Route 119 corridor would result in 
substantial social and economic hardships. 
 
d.)    PRESERVE THE INTEGRITY OF AREA RESOURCES TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE 
 
The Brattleboro/Hinsdale Route 119 transportation corridor has numerous cultural 
and natural resources that contribute to the aesthetic qualities of the area.  Numerous 
historic resources exist in the area, including the Brattleboro Downtown Historic 
District and the two existing Route 119 bridges over the Connecticut River.  All 
phases of the project’s design and development should consider the structures which 
contribute to the historic district.  
 
The Connecticut River and its associated wetlands and fisheries are important 
environmental, recreational, and aesthetic resources.  The Wantastiquet Mountain 
State Forest and the Living Memorial Park in Brattleboro provide substantive area 
recreational opportunities.  The project should avoid adverse impacts to these and 
other resources, and if adverse impacts cannot be avoided, these impacts should be 
minimized to the greatest extent possible. 
 
e.)    CONSERVE FISCAL RESOURCES 
 
Project costs include direct costs associated with project construction and indirect 
socio-economic costs associated with the completed project.  The design and 
development of the Route 119 transportation corridor must consider the need to 
minimize the fiscal impacts associated with the project.   
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C.) ALTERNATIVES 
 

1.) ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION 
 

A section of the Connecticut River, centered on the existing Route 119 crossing east of 
downtown Brattleboro, was evaluated to determine the best location for a new structure.  
The initial study area for the project corridor extended from the Route 9 Connecticut 
River crossing north of Brattleboro to approximately one mile south of the railroad bridge 
river crossing south of Brattleboro (Exhibit A.1 – Project Study Area Maps).   

 
In New Hampshire, steep slopes, the lack of an existing north-south through road within 
the Wantastiquet State Forest, and the proximity of the existing Route 9 crossing of the 
Connecticut River eliminated potential alternatives north of the Brattleboro downtown 
area from further evaluation.   

 
In Vermont, the potential for viable alternatives located south of the existing railroad 
bridge was reduced by the presence of wetlands, floodplains, public lands, industrial 
enterprises, and the distance from downtown Brattleboro.  Initial consideration of an 
alternative in this southern area raised the issue of providing new access to I-91 as part of 
this project.  Since the proposed work has been identified as a “town highway bridge 
project”, its scope and funding would not extend to providing new access to I-91.  
Adding new access to the interstate would also require the completion of an 
Environmental Impact Statement to satisfy the FHWA. (see Appendix E, Page E-19, 
VAOT letter dated January 23, 1998). 

 
Ten construction alternatives and a no-build alternative were evaluated.  These 
alternatives initially included an alternative which consisted of a one-way pair of western 
bridges with one eastern bridge.  The southern bridge of the western pair of bridges was 
to be located south of the existing Vermont touchdown area, and the northern bridge 
located near the existing Route 119 location.  This alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration due to traffic flow concerns, resource impacts, and the failure of this 
alternative to adequately meet the project’s purpose and need.   

 
Additionally, a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative was initially 
considered.  This would have consisted of traffic flow and control devices, lane 
modifications, and intersection improvements.  The goal of TSM is to create safer and 
more efficient transportation facilities with the help of technological tools, such as 
intelligent transportation systems and coordinated traffic signal networks.   

 
While a TSM alternative could have improved safety and enhanced the progression of 
traffic through the corridor, it would not have addressed the existing structural and 
functional concerns associated with the current Route 119 bridges.  As such, the TSM 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
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The remaining transportation alternatives were extensively reviewed and evaluated by the 
project’s Working Group, Bridge Committee, VAOT, NHDOT, and FHWA.  Input from 
resource agencies and the public were also considered.  Numerous minor alignment shifts 
and design changes were considered for each alternative in order to maximize that 
alternative’s ability to meet the project’s purpose and need and to minimize resource 
impacts.  The following nine build alternatives were identified for further evaluation and 
are briefly summarized below (See Exhibit A.3 – Project Alternatives; and Exhibit A.4 – 
Project Alternatives Road Map).  The No-Action Alternative is evaluated for comparison 
purposes only:   

 
- No-Action Alternative – The existing Route 119 bridges would remain in 

use.  No replacement bridges would be constructed and the existing bridges 
would continue to be maintained to the greatest extent possible.  Other 
projects within the area will still be advanced. 

 
- Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – Rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 

bridges. 
 

- Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Replacement of the existing Route 119 
bridges on existing alignment.  

 
- Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Replacement of the existing Route 

119 bridges, with minor modifications to the existing roadway geometrics.  
 

- Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Replacement of the existing Route 119 
bridges with a minor alignment improvement, but with a grade-separated 
railroad crossing in Vermont.  

 
- Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Construction of a parallel set of bridges 

immediately to the south of the existing bridges.  The existing bridges would 
be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicycle use.   

 
- Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Construction of an 

eastern bridge parallel to the existing one with the replacement western bridge 
constructed on a tangent to the existing one.  The existing bridges would be 
rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicycle use. 

 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal - the project’s Preferred Alternative) – 
Construction of a single new bridge on an alignment that would touch down in 
Vermont approximately 1000 ft. south of the existing VT 119 touchdown 
area.  In New Hampshire, Alternative F would join with the existing NH 119 
roadway slightly east of the entrance to the George’s Field retail area.  The 
existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained for 
pedestrian/bicyclist use.  
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- Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Construction of a new alignment that 
touches down in Vermont approximately 1 mile south of the existing VT 119 
touchdown area.  The existing bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained 
for pedestrian/bicyclist use.  

 
-    Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Construction on a new alignment for 

the western bridge, which would touch down in Vermont to intersect with 
High Street/Route 9, approximately 1000 ft. north of the existing VT 119 
touchdown area.  The eastern bridge would be replaced on alignment.  The 
existing western bridge could be rehabilitated and maintained for 
pedestrian/bicyclist use.  

 
 

Highway and Bridge Design Criteria  
 Design criteria that were utilized to establish the project’s highway and bridge elements 

were extracted from the following publications: 
 

 A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2004) – AASHTO. The State 
of New Hampshire uses the AASHTO policy for their design standards.  This design 
policy was utilized for bridge design and NH 119 highway design.  

 
 Vermont State Design Standards (1997). These state standards were utilized for VT 

119 and VT 142 highway design. 
 

The project’s design data criteria were identified using existing traffic information and 
modern safety standard requirements.  Design criteria for affected roadways were 
identified for both the currently posted speed limit and the project’s design speeds.  
Affected project roadways would include VT 119, NH 119, and VT 142.  

 
The project involves roadways from four separate functional classifications: Urban Major 
Collector, Urban Minor Collector, Rural Major Collector, and Local Streets. The design 
standards utilized for the project are based on the AASHTO functional classifications of 
the highway, projected traffic volumes, and operational speeds. 

 
On NH 119, AASHTO policy was used to establish the design speeds of 50 mph for the 
section east of the George’s Field retail access drive, and 35 mph for the section from the 
access drive to the Vermont state line.   

 
NHDOT determined that 2035 design-year traffic volume projections require a minimum 
of 8-foot shoulders and 12-foot travel lanes for NH 119 based on AASHTO policy.  
However, NHDOT standard design widths provide for 10-foot shoulders to allow for an 
additional margin of safety associated with a broken-down vehicle on the shoulder, 
especially when the vehicle is adjacent to a guardrail.  This is consistent with the 2004 



      Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              December 2013 
                    Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                    Page C‐5 

Chapter C – Alternatives 
 

AASHTO policy, which allows a shoulder width that is wider than used elsewhere in 
areas adjacent to a guardrail or other barriers.   

 
Discussions with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and New England Central 
Railroad, Inc. (NECR) indicated a strong rail industry preference for a grade-separated 
VT 119 rail crossing, which is consistent with FHWA’s policy for rail crossings.  A 
grade-separated rail crossing of VT 119 would require a minimum of 23-feet of vertical 
clearance, which is the Vermont State vertical rail clearance standard.  

 
In April 1996, coordination with the Town of Brattleboro identified the Town’s desire to 
ensure the project is compatible with, and complementary to, other downtown projects, 
including: The Whetstone Branch bridge rehabilitation (completed in 2003), Main Street 
rehabilitation, the Brattleboro Transit Center (completed in 2004), and the Union Station 
waterfront park (initiated 2012).  Additionally, compatibility of the project with the 
Brattleboro Downtown Historic District is desirable to the Town.  

 
In February 1998, the Connecticut River Joint Commission encouraged constructing a 
replacement bridge to maintain the economic and social connection between Brattleboro 
and Hinsdale.  The rehabilitation and preservation of the existing Route 119 bridges for 
bicycle and pedestrian usage has been advocated by several local and regional officials.   

 
Traffic Design Criteria 
Traffic forecasts for various project alternatives were obtained through the use of the 
Vermont statewide TRANPLAN model and supplemented with VAOT design hour 
volume (DHV) and growth factors.  The TRANPLAN model has been created for a 
calibrated year 2000 and forecasted year 2020.  The project design year is 2035.  Growth 
factors for different types of roadway classifications were used along with the 
TRANPLAN volumes to estimate the 2015 and 2035 daily traffic volumes for the project 
study area.  The 2015 and 2035 DHVs were established using forecasted daily volumes 
and AADT data published by VAOT and NHDOT. 

 
Figures 1 through 10 in Appendix B identify the 2015 daily traffic and design hour 
volumes for each of the bridge alternatives as set forth by the TRANPLAN model.  To 
project design year traffic volumes, the 2020 modeled volumes were calibrated against 
actual traffic volumes and then extrapolated out to the year 2035.  Figures 11 through 20 
in Appendix B show the 2035 traffic volumes at the Route 5/119/142 intersection for 
each project alternative. 

 
2.)  EVALUATION CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS 

 
An analysis of the alternatives evaluated for the project is set forth below.  Each of the 
nine project build alternatives and the no-action alternative were considered with respect 
to the project’s stated Purpose and Need and resource impacts.  Plans, profiles, and 
additional purpose and need analyses for the ten identified project alternatives are located 
in Appendix A.  Two sets of evaluation criteria were developed to consider and evaluate 
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the project alternatives.  Based on its ability to best achieve the project’s purpose and 
need, Alternative F was identified as the project’s Preferred Alternative.  This choice was 
agreed upon by community leaders from Brattleboro and Hinsdale, and supported by both 
VAOT and NHDOT. The project’s non-preferred alternatives conformance with the 
evaluation criteria is also located in Appendix A. 

 
Non-Preferred Alternatives 
In this chapter, the project alternatives are summarized and analyzed with regard to both 
the stated purpose and need and to their anticipated resource impacts.  This summary is to 
illustrate the basis for their dismissal as the project’s Preferred Alternative.  Detailed 
information and analyses, regarding the non-preferred alternatives and the reasons for 
their dismissal, are presented in Appendix A.  Detailed information regarding the 
potential environmental impacts of these non-preferred alternatives can be found in 
Appendix F. 

 
No-Action Alternative – This alternative would provide only for the continued 
maintenance of the existing bridges.  

 
This alternative would not correct the existing safety, structural, and functional 
deficiencies of the corridor.  Specifically, the structural integrity of the two Route 119 
bridges would continue to deteriorate, the substandard roadway curve radii and sight 
distances would remain, and large vehicle traffic using the crossing would continue to be 
impeded.  Also, the Route 119 at-grade rail crossing would remain an impediment to 
emergency vehicles and the 119/5/142/Brookside Plaza intersection would continue to 
operate at a low level of service. 

 
This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it fails to address project 
transportation, safety, structural, and functional requirements (Table C-1, Alternative 
Evaluation Table, pg. C-13).  Therefore, the No-Action Alternative was not identified as 
the project’s preferred alternative.  It has been retained, however, for the purposes of 
serving as a baseline by which to analyze the Preferred Alternative’s impacts.   

 
- Alternative A (Rehabilitation) –This option would provide for rehabilitation of 

both the western and eastern Route 119 bridges, and reconstruction of the Route 
119 approach roadway sections.  During rehabilitation of the bridges, staged 
construction would be utilized to maintain one-way alternating traffic on both 
bridges at all times. 

 
Estimated at $2.5M, this alternative has the lowest upfront construction cost of the 
build options but would not improve the sub-standard horizontal and vertical 
curves that exist on the approach roadway sections.  Bridge rehabilitation would 
not improve the load ratings of the bridges, as the load ratings are controlled by 
the bridge trusses, which would not be restored to their original condition.  The 
existing sub-standard bridge clear widths and vertical clearances would also not 
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be improved.  Route 119 traffic flows would not be improved, and the at-grade 
Route 119 railroad crossing would remain with this alternative. 

 
This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it fails to address 
project transportation, safety, structural, and functional requirements (see Table 
C-1, Alternative Evaluation Table).  Therefore, Alternative A (Rehabilitation) was 
not identified as the project’s preferred alternative. 
 

- Alternative B (Replace on Existing Alignment) – This alternative would provide 
for the replacement of both the western and eastern bridges, and the 
reconstruction of the Route 119 approach roadway sections.  Temporary bridges 
would be utilized during the replacement of the existing bridges to maintain two 
lanes of traffic across the river. 

 
The construction and environmental remediation costs associated with this 
alternative are estimated to be in excess of $16M.  It would not improve the 
existing sub-standard horizontal and vertical curves, nor the sub-standard sight 
distances associated with the approach roadway sections, nor change the existing 
Route 119 at-grade rail crossing.  Additionally, this alternative would require the 
construction of a temporary bridge that would impact a CERCLIS-listed coal tar 
hazardous waste site, located immediately south of the existing western Route 119 
bridge. 

 
Although it would correct some of the vertical and horizontal geometry at the 
crossing, this alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it fails to 
address functional requirements, and results in substantial impacts to area 
resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation Table).  Alternative B (Replace 
on Existing) was therefore not identified as the project’s preferred alternative. 

 
- Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – This alternative would provide 

replacement structures for both the western and eastern Route 119 bridges, at 
approximately the same location as the existing bridges, and would include the 
reconstruction of the Route 119 approaches.  Temporary bridges would be utilized 
during construction to maintain two lanes of traffic across the river. 

 
 The construction, environmental remediation, and ROW acquisition costs 

associated with this alternative are estimated to be in excess of $15.8M.  The 
alternative would partially improve Route 119’s existing horizontal and vertical 
alignments, but still retain the Route 119 at-grade railroad crossing.  As a result of 
retaining the at-grade railroad crossing, Route 119 would retain a sub-standard 
vertical curve with a sub-standard sight distance.  This alternative would require a 
temporary bridge, which would impact a CERCLIS-listed coal tar hazardous 
waste site. 
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 This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it results in 
substantial impacts to area resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation 
Table); and Table C-2, Resource Summary Table).  Therefore, Alternative C 
(Alignment Improvement) was not identified as the project’s preferred alternative. 

 
- Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – This alternative would provide replacement 

structures for both the western and eastern Route 119 bridges, at approximately 
the same location as the existing bridges.  Additionally, the western bridge and 
Route 119 approach roadway would be grade separated over the railroad line in 
Vermont.  Temporary bridges would be utilized during construction to maintain 
two lanes of traffic across the river. 

 
To achieve the necessary elevation over the railroad, the elevation of the Route 
119 touchdown area in downtown Brattleboro would need to be raised, which 
would require reconstruction of the Route 5/119/142 intersection, the Whetstone 
Bridge, four city streets, and the acquisition of 13 commercial properties.  Many 
of these impacted areas and properties are located within or adjacent to the 
downtown Brattleboro Historic District.  Additionally, the construction of a 
temporary bridge would result in temporary impacts to a CERCLIS-listed coal tar 
hazardous waste site. The construction and environmental remediation costs 
associated with this alternative are estimated to be in excess of $30.4 M with 
Vermont ROW acquisition costs expected to add significant additional cost.        

 
 This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it disrupts the 

area’s social and economic relationships and results in substantial impacts to area 
resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation Table, pg. C-13).  Therefore, 
Alternative D (Grade-Separated) was not identified as the project’s preferred 
alternative. 

 
-  Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – This alternative would provide for the 

replacement of both the western and eastern Route 119 bridges with new, parallel 
bridges and approach roadway sections.  During construction the existing Route 
119 bridges would accommodate Route 119 traffic.  After construction, the 
existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and utilized for 
pedestrian/bicycle usage. 
 
The construction and environmental remediation costs associated with this 
alternative are estimated to be $13.6M.  It would partially improve Route 119’s 
existing vertical and horizontal alignments, but retain the existing at-grade 
railroad crossing.  Due to the at-grade railroad crossing, the Route 119 western 
approach’s vertical alignment would require a sub-standard curve with a sub-
standard sight distance.  This alternative’s western bridge would impact a 
CERCLIS-listed coal tar hazardous waste site. 
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This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it results in 
substantial impacts to area resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation 
Table, pg. C-13).  Therefore, Alternative E (Parallel Structure) was not identified 
as the project’s preferred alternative. 

 
- Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – This alternative would be 

identical to Alternative E (Parallel Structure), except that the western bridge 
would be constructed on a tangent alignment.  During construction, the existing 
Route 119 bridges would accommodate Route 119 traffic.  After construction, the 
existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and utilized for 
pedestrian/bicycle usage. 

 
In order to provide a tangent bridge for the western span, a sub-standard curve 
would be required on the eastern approach.  Alternative E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure) would retain an at-grade rail crossing, resulting in a sub-
standard vertical curve and a sub-standard sight distance in the western approach.  
This alternative’s western bridge would impact a CERCLIS-listed coal tar 
hazardous waste site. Construction and environmental remediation costs 
associated with this alternative are estimated to be $13.9M.   

 
This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it results in 
substantial impacts to area resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation 
Table; and Table C-2, Resource Summary Table).  Alternative E-Modified 
(Parallel Tangent Structure) was not identified as the project’s preferred 
alternative. 
 

- Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – This alternative would provide for the 
construction of a single bridge across the Connecticut River, approximately 1 mile 
south of the existing Route 119 western bridge.  During construction, the existing 
Route 119 bridges would accommodate Route 119 traffic.  After construction, the 
existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and utilized for 
pedestrian/bicycle use. 
 
Extensive public input identified that the relocation of the Route 119 corridor 
from downtown Brattleboro to an industrial area approximately 1 mile south of 
the downtown Brattleboro area was not desirable.  The location of this alternative 
would not maintain the direct Brattleboro/Hinsdale transportation connection, and 
would adversely affect established economic and social relationships in the area. 
Additionally, this alternative would result in substantial impacts to area natural 
resources. 
 
This alternative’s construction costs could be as high as $34.5M.  It does not meet 
the project’s purpose and need since it fails to maintain the existing transportation 
corridor by shifting the crossing location away from the established Route 119 
alignment.  It also could adversely affect area social and economic relationships, 
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and result in substantial impacts to area resources (see Table C-1, Alternative 
Evaluation Table, and Table C-2, Resource Summary Table).  Therefore, 
Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) was not identified as the project’s preferred 
alternative. 

 
- Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – This alternative would replace both 

existing Route 119 bridges.  The eastern Route 119 bridge would be replaced on 
alignment, and require a temporary bridge during construction.  The western 
bridge alignment would be shifted north in its take-off from the mid-channel 
island, a grade-separated rail crossing would be constructed with a touchdown 
location at the Route 9/Main Street intersection in downtown Brattleboro.  The 
current western Route 119 bridge would be utilized for existing traffic during 
construction.  After construction, the western bridge would be rehabilitated and 
utilized for pedestrian/bicycle usage. 

 
Relocation of Route 119 traffic into the center of downtown Brattleboro would 
adversely affect existing area social and economic relationships in downtown 
Brattleboro.  Additionally, this alternative would result in substantial impacts to 
area resources, both natural and cultural.  Construction and other costs associated 
with Alternative H are estimated to be $30.3M.  

 
This alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need as it fails to 
maintain the area’s established social and economic relationships, and results in 
substantial impacts to area resources (see Table C-1, Alternative Evaluation 
Table; and Table C-2, Resource Summary Table).  For these reasons, Alternative 
H (Route 9/Main Street) was not identified as the project’s preferred alternative. 
 

Preferred Alternative  
Alternative F (Blue Seal)1 

  
Alternative F is strongly supported by area citizens and local/regional officials.  In April 
1998, the Bridge Committee recommended Alternative F as the project’s Preferred 
Alternative. Alternative F received unanimous acceptance and support as the Preferred 
Alternative from the Brattleboro Board of Selectmen in a letter dated July 7, 1998 and 
was also supported by the Hinsdale Board of Selectmen in a letter dated May 15, 1998.   

 
Selection of Alternative F as the project’s preferred alternative was approved by the 
VAOT Secretary on November 25, 1998.  NHDOT has concurred with identification of 

                                                 
1  The commercial building found at the VT touchdown location that formerly housed Blue Seal Feeds, and 
contributed the name for Alternative F, is now occupied by North Country Natural and Raymond James Metals.  To 
maintain consistency throughout the document and planning process, Alternative F will continue to be referred to as 
the ‘Blue Seal’ alternative.   
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Alternative F as the project’s preferred alternative.  Community leaders in both 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale again documented their support of the chosen alternative in 
2012. The Hinsdale Office of Selectmen drafted a letter of support for the Preferred 
Alternative and the project in general in a letter to the Commissioner of NHDOT dated 
February 27, 2012.  The Brattleboro Selectboard discussed the project at their March 
2012 meeting and also documented their support for Alternative F in a letter to the 
VAOT dated March 20, 2012 (see Appendix E – Public Coordination, pgs. E-49 thru E-
51).   

 
Alternative F locates the new bridge south of the current crossing location, replaces both 
existing Route 119 bridges with a single bridge built to modern AASHTO design 
standards, and provides a grade-separated railroad crossing at the VT landing.  This off-
alignment location will minimally improve the Route 5/142/119/Brookside Plaza 
intersection by removing a contributing leg and will also allow the existing bridges to 
maintain traffic on Route 119 during construction.  The existing Route 119 bridges would 
be retained and rehabilitated for pedestrian and bicycle usage after construction.   

 
Although the Alternative F $31.5M construction cost and estimated $10.3 M ROW 
acquisition costs are high, it best meets the project’s stated purpose and need (see Table 
C-1, Alternative Evaluation Table) and minimizes impacts on area resources.   

 
The remainder of this chapter describes the Preferred Alternative in detail and discusses 
the ability of the Preferred Alternative to meet the project’s stated purpose and need.  
Impacts from the Preferred Alternative to area resources, as well as minimization and 
mitigation efforts, are described in detail in Chapter D.     

 
3.) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION  

 
a.) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 
 
Alternative F Alignment 
Alternative F involves constructing a new bridge south of the existing Route 119 
bridges.  The western approach to the bridge will form a T-intersection with VT 142, 
while the eastern bridge approach will be slightly re-aligned in New Hampshire.  The 
new bridge currently proposed is a steel I-beam girder bridge, approximately 1,800 ft. 
in total length with six supporting piers in the Connecticut River.  The proposed new 
bridge is graphically depicted in Exhibit C.3.  The bridge abutments would be located 
well above the river’s ordinary high water mark and outside the 100-year floodplain.  
Depending on the final bridge design and pier location, construction of Alternative F 
could impact the mid-channel island.  The existing Route 119 bridges would be 
rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Historic 
Preservation, and maintained for pedestrian and bicycle usage.  
 
The following pre-conceptual plans and typical roadway sections depict the Route 
119 Connecticut River crossing proposed with Alternative F.  They are as follows:   



December 2013              Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                                    
Page C‐12            Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                  
  Chapter C – Alternatives 
 

 
 Alternative F Plan – VT 119/142 Touchdown Intersection 
 Alternative F Plan – VT 142 South  
 Alternative F Plan – Route 119 Mid-Channel Island  
 Alternative F Plan – NH 119 Touchdown Location   
 VT 142/NH 119 Typical Sections  
 Route 119 Bridge Typical Section  
 
The western end of the Alternative F bridge would touch down on VT 142 
approximately 1,000 ft. south of the existing Route 5/119/142 intersection in 
Brattleboro.  The New Hampshire approach would end approximately 460 ft. east of 
the George’s Field access in Hinsdale on NH 119 (see Appendix A, Figures A-15 
through A-26).  Relocating VT 119 would help reduce traffic congestion at the Route 
5/119/142 intersection by eliminating through traffic from the Bridge Street leg of the 
intersection.  
 
Alternative F’s proposed horizontal alignment would meet design standards for a 
speed of 35 mph.  Due to the grade-separated railroad crossing, Alternative F’s 
vertical alignment could be designed for 25 mph in Vermont.  The 25 mph design 
speed would allow for a shorter vertical curve and reduce potential relocation impacts 
to VT 142 and the surrounding properties at the “T” intersection that Route 119 
would form with VT 142.  With the shorter vertical curve, VT 142 would need to be 
raised approximately 8 ft. from its existing elevation to accommodate the grade-
separated rail crossing.  A schematic cross section depicting the elevation of the 
proposed Alternative F bridge in relation to the existing western VT 119 bridge and 
adjacent buildings is illustrated in Appendix A, Figure A-24.   
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TABLE C-1:    ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION TABLE 
 
 
 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 
ALTERNATIVE 

E-Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 
 
 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Improvement and 
Grade Separated 

Parallel Structure Parallel Tangent 
Structure 

 
BLUE SEAL 

(Preferred) 
Georgia Pacific Route 9/Main 

Street 
  
PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 
 
Maintain Transportation Corridor 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes No Yes 

 
Correct Safety Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Correct Structural Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Correct Functional Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Maintain Social Relationships 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes No No 

 
Maintain Economic Relationships 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes No No 

 
Preserve Area Resources (9) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No No No No No 

 
Yes No No 

DESIGN CRITERIA  

 
Design Speed 

 
N/A 

 
25 mph (1) 

 
35 mph (1) 35 mph 35 mph 35 mph 34 mph (1) 

 
35 mph 35 mph 35 mph 

 
Disposition of Existing Bridges 

 
N/A 

 
Used For Traffic 

 
Removed Removed Removed Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Options (2) Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Bridge Typical Section (3) 

 
1’-9’-9’-1’ 

 
1’-9’-9’-1’ 

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No No Yes No (5) No (5) 

 
Yes Yes Yes 

 
Cost for Coal Tar Remediation 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

 
$0 (6) $0 (6) $0 (6) 

 
Cost for Truss Bridge (4) 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$1,848,035 $833,700 $833,700 $1,903,615 $2,153,725 
 

N/A (4) $3,147,218 $2,153,725 
 
Estimated ROW Costs 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
Low Low High Low Low 

 
High Moderate Moderate 

 
Construction Costs  (7) 

 
$0 

 
$2,528,890 

 
$12,977,930 $14,839,860 $28,526,435 $10,706,098 $10,706,098 

 
$31,500,000 $31,444,385 $28,157,970 

 
Traffic Maintenance During Construction 

 
N/A 

 
Staged 

Construction 

 
Temporary Bridges Temporary Bridges Temporary 

Bridges 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing 
Bridges 

 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing 
Bridges 

Existing (8) & 
Temporary 

PURPOSE AND NEED RATINGS: 
Yes - Alternative meets the purpose and need criteria. 
No - Alternative does not meet the purpose and need criteria. 
 
CONSTRUCTION NOTES: 
(1) Due to design limitation, Alternatives A, B and E-Modified a design speed of 35 mph is not achievable. 
(2) With Alternatives E, E-Modified, F, G and H the existing bridges could be rehabilitated for pedestrians and bicyclists ($1,584,030), 

vehicle traffic ($1,917,510) or removed ($1,167,180).  
(3) Preliminary design speeds and lane widths. 
(4)   Based upon the desire of the Bridge committee to evaluate the potential for the new bridge to be a truss type to aesthetically          
complement the existing Route 119 bridges.  A truss type bridge for Alternative F was removed from consideration during the bridge 
structure type study.   
 

 
(5) As shown, Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified do not include a grade-separated rail crossing.  However, Alternative E and 

Alternative E-Modified could include a grade-separated rail crossing.  The impacts would be similar to Alternative D, and the cost 
would increase by $11,380,005 over the cost shown for Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified. 

(6) Alternatives F and G are south of the existing coal tar deposits, Alternative H is north of the coal tar deposits, estimated remediation 
costs are in 1984 dollars and would be substantially more in present day estimates. 

(7) The costs for Alternative A assume the existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for vehicular traffic.  The costs for Alternatives 
B, C, D and H assume the existing Route 119 bridges are removed.  The costs for Alternatives E, E-Modified, F and G assume the 
existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for pedestrian usage.  All construction costs are estimated in year 2008 dollars. 

(8) For Alternative H, the west bridge would be utilized for traffic during construction; construction of the east bridge would require a 
temporary bridge. 

(9) See Resource Summary Table, pg. C-20, for individual environmental analyses for each category (see also, Appendix F). 
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Alternative F Plan – VT 119/142 Touchdown Intersection 
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Alternative F Plan – VT 142 South 
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Alternative F Plan – Route 119 Mid-channel Island 
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Alternative F Plan – NH 119 Touchdown Location 
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VT 142/NH 119 Typical Sections
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 Route 119 Bridge Typical Section 
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TABLE C-2:  RESOURCE SUMMARY TABLE 

 
RESOURCE 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

E Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Grade-

Separated 
Parallel 

Structure 
Parallel Tangent 

Structure 

 
Blue Seal 

(Preferred) 

Georgia 
Pacific 

Route 9/Main 
Street 

Land Use/Induced Growth 

 
None/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Substantial/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Moderate/ 

Minimal 

Agricultural 
 

None 
 

None 
 

None None None None None 
 

None None None 

Socio-economic 
 
Substantial 

 
Limited 

 
Limited Limited Substantial Limited Limited 

 
Limited Substantial Substantial 

Acquisitions-Residential/ Commercial  
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 2 0 / 2 0 / 13 0 / 1 0 / 1 
 

1 / 1 0 / 0 0 / 4 

Acquisition Area (acres) 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0.35 0.49 2.05 1.46 1.4 
 

3.21 4.23 0.94 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Recreational/Section 4(f)  (Alternatives A, B, C, E, and E-
Modified would have no 4(f) impacts if the existing bridges are 
rehabilitated or replaced) 

 
None/ 

None 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/    

Substantial 
Minimal/ 
Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

 
Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Air Quality 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Noise 
 

Limited 
 

Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate Limited Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate 

Water Quality 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Limited Limited Limited Substantial Substantial 
 

Limited Limited Limited 

 
Wetlands (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.68 1.85 2.53 1.60 1.91 

 
0.11 0.66 2.74 

 
Waterbody Modifications 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Limited 

 
Floodplains (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.94 2.08 3.07 1.71 2.07 

 
0.12 3.42 2.92 

Fish & Wildlife / Threatened & Endangered Species 
(Potential impacts to two NH-listed aquatic plants)  

 
None / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

 
Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

None 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Historic District Impacts  
 

None 
 

None 
 

Substantial Substantial Substantial Moderate Moderate 
 

Minimal Minimal Substantial 

Archaeological 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 
 

None Minimal Limited 

Hazardous Materials 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Substantial 
 

Substantial 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 

 
Visual 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Minimal Minimal Substantial Moderate Moderate 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

 
Construction 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
Limited Limited Substantial Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTORS (As determined by the Bridge Committee): 
 None  Minimal   Limited  Moderate  Substantial Note: Permanent impacts only; temporary impacts are discussed in report text. 
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Main Street 

Western Bridge     
on Route 119 

VT 142

US Route 5

Photo C-1 Route 5/119/142 Instersection: View from 
Brattleboro, VT east towards New Hampshire 

Proposed VT 119/142 Intersection  
The relocated VT 119 would form a “T” intersection with VT 142 south of the 
existing Route 5/119/142 intersection.  The Route 119 approach to the VT 119/142 
intersection would consist of three 12-foot travel lanes, with separate westbound left-
turn and right-turn lanes and 4-foot shoulders.  The section of VT 142 to the north of 
Route 119 would consist of three 11-foot travel lanes, with a separate left-turn and a 
through lane in each direction, and 3-foot shoulders (see Appendix A, Page A-25 and 
A-26, Figures A-15 and A-16).  South of this new ‘T” intersection VT 142 would 
consist of two 11-foot travel lanes with 3-foot shoulders (see Appendix A, Pages A-
25 and A-26, Figures A-15 and A-16).   
 
According to the requirements within the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices Millennium Edition (MUTCD), published by the FHWA, the proposed VT 
119/142 intersection would meet the peak hour volume warrant (Warrant 3) for the 
installation of traffic control signals for both 2015 and 2035.  Under this condition, 
the southbound left-turn and the westbound right-turn movements could run 
concurrently.  Signalization of this intersection would promote the passage of heavy 
traffic during busy travel periods.  Traffic modeling suggests that a signal at the VT 
119/142 intersection would allow it to function at an overall Level of Service of ‘B’ 
for the 2015 and 2035 design years.   

 
Existing Route 5/119/142 Intersection 
Located to the north of the proposed VT 119/142 intersection is the downtown 
Brattleboro Route 5/119/142/Brookside Plaza intersection. The Level of Service 
(LOS) of this intersection has been unacceptably low during the last several decades 
and is known locally as ‘Malfunction Junction’.  A traffic signal was put into service 
here in late 2011 as part of a paving project on Routes 5 and 9.  This signalization 
effort is expected to improve the LOS of this intersection during all peak travel 
periods to ‘D’ from an ‘F’ rating.  
 

Constructing Alternative F would 
change the travel patterns on VT 
142 and South Main Street.  The 
proposed relocation of VT 119 
further south would make VT 142 
a more attractive route for 
travelers from the south using the 
Route 119 Connecticut River 
crossing.  This would reduce 
traffic volumes through the Route 
5/119/142 intersection by 
approximately 5%.  Although 
Alternative F would close the VT 
119 leg of the existing Route 
5/119/142 intersection to traffic, 
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this is expected to provide only a slight additional improvement in the operation of 
this intersection.   

 
Alternative F Estimated Costs 
Since design plans are only at the pre-conceptual stage, construction limits and 
property takings have not been fully defined.  Right-of-way costs are estimated to be 
near $10M.  Actual ROW cost will be subject to substantial changes once property 
acquisition requirements have been determined.  The cost estimate below (2008) 
assumes the new bridge would be constructed with sidewalk. 
 

New Bridge Cost $27,818,000  
Rehabilitate Existing Bridges (Pedestrian) $1,584,000  
Temporary Bridge Cost $0  
Roadway Cost $2,098,000  
Right of Way Acquisitions $10,275,000 

TOTAL COST $41,775,000  

 
These 2008 year cost estimates have been further subdivided into Vermont and New 
Hampshire’s cost shares for the project. Each state’s share of the proposed structure’s 
cost and portion of the rehabilitation of the existing bridges cost is based on the 
percent length of the structure and therefore their ownership. The percent ownership 
of the proposed bridge will be re-evaluated during the final design and right of way 
plan development.  

 
  Vermont 

Share 
New 

Hampshire 
Share 

Total 

Proposed Route 119 Bridge 
(17% VT, 83% NH) 

$4,729,060 $23,088,940  $27,818,000 

Route 119 Approach Roadway $36,000 $1,590,000  $1,628,000

Route 142 Roadway Construction $472,000 $0 $472,000 

Rehabilitation of Existing Bridges 
(3.5% VT, 96.5% NH) 

$55,440 $1,528,560  $1,584,000 

Right of Way Acquisitions $10,000,000 $275,000  $10,275,000 

Total $15,292,500 $26,482,500  $41,775,000 
This estimate merges the rehabilitation cost for both bridges. Current percent ownership of the 
existing western bridge is 7% VT and 93% NH; for the eastern bridge it is 0% VT and 100% NH. 
Therefore for this estimate ownership costs are calculated by adding each percent and dividing by 
200%.  
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b.)   PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 

Purpose and Need Criteria   
This section evaluates how Alternative F satisfies the project’s purpose and need.  
The extent to which an alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and need is a 
substantial factor in evaluating the effectiveness of that alternative.  Purpose and 
Need evaluation criteria are identified and analyzed for Alternative F as follows: 

 
 Maintain the Transportation Corridor - The farther the Vermont touchdown 

location is relocated from downtown Brattleboro, the less the alternative is able to 
meet this criterion.  Alternative F, which is located approximately 1,000 ft. south 
of the existing Route 119 crossing, maintains the existing transportation 
connection between Hinsdale and downtown Brattleboro.   
 

 Correct Safety Deficiencies – Chapter B previously discussed safety issues with 
the existing Route 119 corridor.  These safety problems are further complicated 
by the at-grade railroad crossing of Route 119 between the western bridge and the 
Route 5/119/142 intersection.  Train thru-traffic and switching activities causes 
vehicles on VT 119 to stop and queue on the roadway, both eastward across the 
western bridge and westward through the Route 5/119/142 intersection.  The 
lengthy blocking of this corridor by a train at the rail crossing substantially 
degrades emergency service responses for Brattleboro and Hinsdale.   
 
Alternative F would replace the existing at-grade railroad crossing with a grade-
separated railroad crossing and satisfies this safety criterion. 
 

 Correct Structural Deficiencies - Both Route 119 bridges have deteriorated since 
their construction in the late 1920’s.  The concrete in the abutments, piers, and 
backwalls is spalled and reinforcing steel is exposed.  Portions of the trusses are 
severely corroded and there is evidence of section loss in many members.  
Chapter B specifically discusses the existing structural deficiencies.   
 
Since Alternative F provides for the construction of a new bridge across the 
Connecticut River, eliminating all of the structural deficiencies associated with 
the existing corridor, Alternative F satisfies this structural criterion. 
 

 Correct Functional Deficiencies - The transportation functionality of the existing 
Route 119 bridges is limited by bridge geometry, a 187-foot radius horizontal 
curve when approaching the western bridge from the east, and an at-grade rail 
crossing at the west end of the western bridge.  Simultaneous passage of two large 
trucks across the western Route 119 bridge is difficult.   
 
Alternative F provides for a grade separated railroad crossing in VT and the 
construction of a new bridge designed to meet modern functional and geometric 
requirements.  Alternative F will therefore meet the functional criterion. 
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 Maintain Social Relationships - The Brattleboro/Hinsdale transportation corridor 
facilitates area social activities and allows Brattleboro and Hinsdale to share 
emergency rescue, fire, and medical services.  Loss of this transportation corridor 
would adversely affect the availability of medical services to Hinsdale residents, 
as the closest area hospital is located in Brattleboro.  The nearest transportation 
crossing of the Connecticut River between Vermont and New Hampshire is 
approximately two miles north of the Route 119 bridge.  It does not provide the 
straight Brattleboro-Hinsdale access that the proposed new Route 119 bridge 
would provide. 
 
The construction of a new Route 119 bridge would maintain transportation 
accessibility between these two communities for the foreseeable future.  As such, 
Alternative F meets this social maintenance criterion. 
 

 Maintain Economic Relationships - Brattleboro is the principal commercial and 
industrial center in southeastern Vermont, and an important commercial and 
employment center for southwestern New Hampshire.  Due to the close economic 
ties, and the lack of other reasonable alternative transportation routes between 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale, the elimination of the Route 119 transportation corridor 
would result in substantial economic hardship in the project area. 
 
The construction of a new Route 119 bridge would provide a modern and safe 
transportation connection between Brattleboro and Hinsdale for the foreseeable 
future.  As such, Alternative F would be able to maintain economic relationships 
and satisfies the selection criteria.   
 

 Preserve Area Resources - The Brattleboro/Hinsdale transportation corridor has 
numerous resources that contribute to the environmental, social, economic, and 
aesthetic qualities of the area.  Alternative F would rehabilitate and maintain the 
existing Route 119 historic bridges for pedestrian and bicycle use, avoid impacts 
to historic, agricultural, and archaeological resources, result in only minimal 
impacts to pedestrian/bicycle pathways, hazardous materials, existing land uses, 
wetlands, floodplains, and air quality resources.  It would result in only limited 
and temporary impacts to socio-economic, fish and wildlife, visual, noise, water 
body, water quality, and recreational resources so Alternative F meets this 
resource preservation criterion.  These impacts are discussed in detail in Chapter 
D. 
 

 Conserve Fiscal Resources - The estimated cost of the Preferred Alternative is 
high but comparable to the other off-alignment construction alternatives that were 
evaluated and this alternative was found to best suit the needs of the local 
population.  Since Alternative F avoids costs associated with a temporary bridge, 
disturbing the coal tar deposit, and disrupting traffic flow patterns in the business 
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district of Brattleboro (substantial costs all associated with some of the other 
evaluated alternatives), it meets this fiscal conservation criterion.   

 
Design Criteria 
This section evaluates how Alternative F satisfies the project’s design requirements.  
The State of New Hampshire will be responsible for the final design of the project 
and has responsibility for a majority of the construction.  The New Hampshire portion 
of the project extends to the ordinary low water mark of the Vermont shoreline and 
includes the Connecticut River.  The State of Vermont has construction responsibility 
for that portion of the project located west of the ordinary low water mark of the 
Vermont shoreline.  Design evaluation criteria are identified and analyzed for 
Alternative F as follows: 

 
 Design Speed - The Route 119 bridge design speed is 35 mph.  Alternative F has 

a 35 mph design speed for the New Hampshire approach and on the bridge, with a 
Vermont approach that has a 25 mph design speed.  This lower design speed in 
VT is needed to accommodate the vertical curve over the grade-separated rail 
crossing.  Per the VT State Standards, this 25 mph design speed is acceptable for 
Urban Collectors and appropriate given the proposed ‘T’ intersection of 119 and 
Route 142 in VT.  

 
 Disposition of Existing Bridges - The existing Route 119 bridges are classified as 

historic resources.  The Vermont Division for Historic Preservation and the New 
Hampshire Division of Historical Resources have commented that these Route 
119 bridges should be preserved.  Alternative F would provide for retaining and 
rehabilitating the existing bridges for pedestrian and bicycle usage. 
 

 Bridge Typical Section - The NHDOT uses the AASHTO policy of 12 foot for 
travel lanes and 10 foot for shoulders on bridges and approaches in New 
Hampshire.  Using AASHTO policy for this roadway classification (Urban major 
collector), Alternative F would be designed to provide for a 10 ft.–12 ft. –12 ft. –
10 ft. typical, resulting in an overall roadway width of 44 ft., excepting the 
slightly narrower approaches on VT 142 within the 25 mph design speed area.  
 

 Truss Bridges Feasibility - To assist in evaluating the potential for the new bridge 
to aesthetically match the existing Route 119 structures, an analysis of each 
alternative to incorporate a truss type bridge was requested.  While the western 
portion of the proposed Alternative F Bridge could be designed and constructed 
using a truss-type bridge, incorporating a truss bridge into Alternative F was 
eliminated during the bridge structure Type Study.  This study was conducted 
when this criteria was originally identified to evaluate potential project aesthetic 
impacts.  Consideration of bridge aesthetics was subsequently integrated into the 
bridge type and design studies. 
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 Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing - A grade-separated railroad crossing of 
Route 119 would be consistent with FHWA policy.  It would also enhance the 
efficiency of traffic flow in the corridor, reduce the accident potential at the 
existing at-grade railroad crossing, and enhance the travel of emergency vehicles 
between Brattleboro and Hinsdale.  Alternative F is designed to provide for a 
grade-separated railroad crossing.  This grade-separated crossing would provide 
for a minimum of 23 feet of vertical clearance above the railroad, allowing the 
passage of double-stacked rail cars.  
 

 Construction Costs - Construction and ROW acquisition costs for Alternative F 
are approximately $41.7M (year 2008), which includes rehabilitation of the 
existing Route 119 bridges for pedestrian and bicycle usage. 
 

 Traffic Maintenance During Construction - Maintaining a transportation corridor 
between Brattleboro and Hinsdale during construction is essential to the 
maintenance of area economic and social relationships, and to provide shared 
emergency services between Brattleboro and Hinsdale.  Alternative F allows the 
existing Route 119 bridges to maintain traffic during construction and eliminates 
the need for a temporary bridge.  The new roadway and bridge would be opened 
to traffic prior to rehabilitating the existing structures for bicyclist and pedestrian 
use.   

 
c.) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY 

 
FHWA, VAOT, and NHDOT have studied the full range of project alternatives and 
their potential impacts on area resources. This review was conducted in conjunction 
with the Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee and utilized input from the public 
and resource agencies, as well as technical support from the Bridge Working Group, 
which included various technical disciplines such as bridge and roadway engineers 
from VAOT, NHDOT, and private consultants.  In April 1998, the Bridge Committee 
recommended Alternative F as the project’s Preferred Alternative (PA). 
 
In summary, Alternative F was chosen as the project’s PA because its construction 
would: 

 
 - Maintain a vital transportation corridor between downtown Brattleboro, 

VT and Hinsdale, NH. 
 

    - Correct the structural, functional, and safety deficiencies that exist with 
the current Route 119 bridges and adjacent roadway approaches. 

 
- Provide a grade-separated crossing of the railroad, which would improve 

rail crossing safety, reduce traffic queuing, and eliminate emergency 
vehicle delay at the rail crossing. 
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- Allow for pedestrian and bicycle travel on the rehabilitated Route 119 
truss bridges. 

 
-  Maintain the area’s social and economic relationships. 
 

    -  Minimize impacts to environmental and cultural resources. 
 

    -  Rehabilitate and preserve the existing historic truss bridges on Route 119. 
 

- Avoid disturbing the Connecticut River coal tar deposits.   
 
    - Provide mitigation for project-related impacts to area resources. 

 
Alternative F received unanimous acceptance and support from the Brattleboro 
Selectboard in a letter dated July 7, 1998.  It was also supported by the Hinsdale 
Board of Selectmen in a letter dated May 15, 1998.  Selection of Alternative F as the 
project’s PA was approved by the VAOT Secretary on November 25, 1998.  NHDOT 
has concurred with identification of Alternative F as the PA.  In June 2000 and in 
November 2005 the Bridge Committee reaffirmed its support of Alternative F as the 
PA.   
 
Correspondence obtained from the Brattleboro Selectboard dated March 20, 2012 and 
Hinsdale’s Office of Selectmen dated February 27, 2012 also document continued 
support of Alternative F.   

 
4.) ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION SUMMARY 

 
The ability of each alternative to meet the construction criteria and the purpose and need 
criteria is identified in the preceding Alternative Evaluation Table C-1.  This table was 
originally developed as a concise alternative evaluation and comparison analysis.  The 
project’s PA, Alternative F, is highlighted in the table.  As previously discussed, each of 
the ten project alternatives is analyzed in two areas: 

 
PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 
The Alternative Evaluation Table lists seven purpose and need criteria, which are derived 
from the project’s purpose and need statement and identify the ability of each alternative 
to meet the project’s purpose and need.  The table was developed and utilized to 
summarize and evaluate the project’s alternatives. 

 
DESIGN CRITERIA 
The construction criteria section of the Alternative Evaluation Table sets forth ten 
categories involving design criteria.  Nine table footnotes, located at the bottom of the 
Alternative Evaluation Table, provide information on different construction and design 
options available for the alternatives. 
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D.) AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  AND IMPACTS 
   

1.)  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES   
 
The project’s previously evaluated alternatives are summarized as follows:   

-  No-Action Alternative, 
-  Alternative A (Rehabilitation), 

  -  Alternative B (Replace on Existing), 
  -  Alternative C (Alignment Improvement), 
  -  Alternative D (Grade-Separated), 
  -  Alternative E (Parallel Structure), 
  -  Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), 
  -  Alternative F (Blue Seal) – Preferred Alternative, 
  -  Alternative G (Georgia Pacific), and 
  -  Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) 

 
The approximately 3.5 mile section of Connecticut River corridor that was evaluated for 
this project extends from the current Route 9 Bridge, approximately 2 miles north of 
Downtown Brattleboro, to an area near the Cersosimo lumber facility, which is 
approximately 1.5 miles south of Brattleboro.  Exhibit A.3 – Project Alternatives 
illustrates the alignment of each of these proposed alternatives within this study area.  
 
Existing resource data, field investigations, and coordination with state and federal 
agencies were used to identify and locate resources within the project study area.  Each 
project alternative was independently evaluated for potential impacts to these area 
resources.  Anticipated impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are identified 
and evaluated in detail below, as well as any mitigation developed.  Resource impacts for 
the project’s non-preferred alternatives are summarized within this Chapter’s Table D-4 
(pg. D-45) and more fully identified and evaluated in Appendix F. 
 
2.) ALTERNATIVE F IMPACTS  

 
Project area resources, resource impacts, and any proposed impact mitigation for the 
project’s preferred alternative (Alternative F) are identified and discussed below.  
Potential impacts to the following resources were evaluated for the project area:  

 Land Use 
 Induced Growth 
 Agricultural Resources 
 Socio-Economic  
   /Environmental Justice 
 Acquisitions/Relocation  

 Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 Recreational/Public Parks 
 Section 4(f) Properties 
 Air Quality 
 Noise 
 Water Quality 
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 Wetlands 
 Waterbody Modifications 
 Floodplains 
 Fish & Wildlife / T&E 
   Species 

 Historic &Archeological 
 Hazardous Materials 
 Visual 
 Construction  

 
a.)   LAND USE  

 
The western side of the study area is along the Connecticut River and within the City 
of Brattleboro, Vermont.  The Windham Regional Plan identifies the Brattleboro area 
as a regional growth center.  The town is typified by both commercial and residential 
development.  Downtown Brattleboro is considered Urban and is found in the center 
of the study area.  The southwestern section of the project study area is characterized 
by large commercial and industrial facilities.   
 
A majority of the project study area on the eastern side of the river is within the Town 
of Hinsdale, New Hampshire.  The northern limit of the study area extends into 
Chesterfield, New Hampshire.  This northeastern section is dominated by New 
Hampshire’s Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest, an undeveloped natural area with 
steep topography.  Several commercial and retail facilities are found near the existing 
Route 119 crossing.  The southeastern end of the study area has some limited 
commercial and residential development but is largely undeveloped.   
 
Constructing Alternative F would only minimally impact existing land uses and is 
consistent with VT and NH regional plans.  In Vermont, a commercial building and a 
private residence would be lost, Marlboro College would lose approximately 25 of 
their 130 parking spaces, and a bulk fuel storage facility under the proposed 
alignment would need to be relocated.  In New Hampshire a private access road 
leading to a marina would need to be relocated.   
 
These project-related acquisitions would not affect overall land use patterns in the 
project area.  The loss of vehicular access to the private mid-channel island boat 
launch will limit the owner’s use of the site to launching only small or hand-carried 
watercraft.  NHDOT will further investigate this issue during right-of-way plan 
development.  No other land use mitigation measures are required.  
  
b.)  INDIRECT EFFECTS AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
 
Growth impacts from indirect effects are those caused by an action and are delayed in 
time, but are reasonably foreseeable.  Cumulative impacts are those that result from 
the incremental consequences of an action when added to past actions and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  
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Indirect Effects 
A change in accessibility to an area, resulting from a change in a transportation 
system, would affect the potential for growth in that area.  Construction of a 
transportation system alone seldom creates development, but changes in a 
transportation system can redirect the location of growth. 
 
The New Hampshire touchdown area for Alternative F is located in approximately the 
same location as the existing Route 119 touchdown area.  No identifiable change in 
accessibility would occur in New Hampshire from the construction of Alternative F.  
As such, there exists only a minimal potential for additional growth in this area due to 
the construction of Alternative F. 
 
The proposed Route 119 touchdown area in Vermont is approximately 1,000 feet 
south of the existing Route 119 touchdown location and would create a new 
intersection with VT 142.  The western side cut of VT 142 at this location is very 
steep and a nearly vertical retaining wall of granite blocking parallels the roadway.  
This side of the road offers no opportunity for future development.  The eastern side 
of VT 142 is developed with a parking lot and a commercial building, which is 
referred to as the ‘Blue Seal’ building throughout this document.  As of 2009, there 
were two businesses occupying the building – ‘North Country Natural’ a natural food 
distributor and ‘Raymond James Metals’, a specialty metals recycler.  Behind this 
building there is a steep slope down to the rail line and another slope down to the bulk 
petroleum storage facility and the Connecticut River.  Both the commercial building 
and petroleum storage facility are anticipated to be acquired for the project. 
 
A small area south of this commercial building could feasibly support minimal 
commercial development.  The new bridge is unlikely to stimulate development in 
this area as most traffic at the new intersection would be traveling north to reach 
downtown Brattleboro or to continue west on VT Route 5.  The potential of 
Alternative F to induce additional growth in Vermont is therefore minimal as this is 
the same area that the existing bridge now provides access to. 
 
Although constructing Alternative F would relocate the Route 119 crossing of the 
Connecticut River, it would not materially change existing transportation facilities, 
travel patterns, or the amount of vehicles traveling in the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area.  
As such, any changes in accessibility due to the construction of Alternative F would 
be minimal, and hence the potential for it to result in identifiable indirect effects in 
the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area is minimal. 
  
Cumulative Impacts 
Within the last 40 years the amount and type of development in the immediate project 
area has not substantially changed.  Future growth in the project area is anticipated to 
be consistent with past development patterns, which has been minor.  Brattleboro is 
considering a waterfront park north of the proposed project location.  That project is 
not expected to result in growth when considered in concert with the implementation 
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of Alternative F.  The potential for Alternative F to result in identifiable project-
related cumulative impacts from growth in the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area is minimal. 
 
Constructing Alternative F as proposed will result in only minimal cumulative and 
indirect growth in the project area.  Impacts on area resources, as a result of this 
induced growth, are also anticipated to be minimal.  No induced growth mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
c.)  AGRICULTURAL 
 
No agricultural lands exist on either side of the river within the project area, and 
being urban, the project would be exempt from the FPPA of 1981.  Regardless, no 
project-related impacts to agricultural land or agricultural operations are anticipated 
with the construction of Alternative F and no agricultural mitigation would be 
required. 
 
d.)  SOCIO-ECONOMIC/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  
 
Socio-economic 
The township of Brattleboro is adjacent to the Connecticut River and had a 
population of 12,046 as of the 2010 census.  The Windham Regional Plan designates 
Brattleboro as a regional growth center.  As a regional growth center, it serves as a 
focal point for area business, social, and recreational activities.  Downtown 
Brattleboro is the socio-economic center of southeastern Vermont and southwestern 
New Hampshire.  It provides a majority of the region’s employment opportunities and 
medical services.  Route 119 provides the primary transportation corridor between 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale and is essential for the emergency and health care services 
that these two communities share.   
 
The downtown business area of Brattleboro is immediately west of the existing Route 
119 crossing.  It is characterized by the diverse residential, commercial, industrial, 
religious, and public facilities typical of mixed-use development. Currently, Route 
119 traffic flows through the southern portion of this downtown area.  
 
Hinsdale, New Hampshire is also located adjacent to the Connecticut River but on the 
eastern side.  The town had population of 4,170 during the 2010 census, with the 
village being located approximately 5.9 miles southeast on Route 119 from the 
Connecticut River crossing.  Route 119 provides Hinsdale residents access to 
Brattleboro’s employment opportunities, social life, and medical services.   
 
‘George’s Field’ is located in New Hampshire off of Route 119 immediately east of 
the Connecticut River crossing.  This area has been developed into a large retail 
shopping center that is easily accessible from Vermont via the existing Route 119 



      Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              December 2013 
                    Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                    Page D‐7 

Chapter D – Impacts 

roadway.  Any substantial relocation of the eastern terminus of the Route 119 Bridge 
would isolate this retail area on a dead end road. 
 
Construction of Alternative F would not adversely impact the existing area’s socio-
economic structure.  The NH Route 119 highway reconfiguration associated with 
Alternative F would result in only a minor realignment of Route 119, and would 
continue to provide the same vehicular access to the George’s Field retail area. 
 
In Vermont, the Route 119/142 reconfiguration associated with Alternative F would 
relocate the intersection to the south approximately 1000 feet from the existing 
touchdown location.  The relocated VT 119 would continue to provide vehicular 
access to the downtown Brattleboro area, as well as provide access to the commercial 
and industrial areas located farther south on VT 142.  The relocation of this 
intersection would reduce the number of available parking spaces in the southern end 
of Marlboro College’s commuter lot by approximately 20% and as such would result 
in limited impacts to the area’s existing socio-economic structure. 
 
Keeping the existing Route 119 bridges open for pedestrian and bicycle use would 
maintain direct non-vehicular accessibility between the downtown Brattleboro area 
and the George’s Field retail center. It would also provide a safe access to Brattleboro 
for non-motorized travelers using the Ashuelot and Fort Hill Rail Trails.  No socio-
economic mitigation measures would be required. 
 
Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (EO) 12898 was signed on February 11, 1994.  EO 12898 states: 

To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law… each Federal 
Agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and 
activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the United 
States… 

 
Minority/low income populations are defined, by FHWA Order 6640.23, as readily 
identifiable groups of minority/low-income persons that live in geographic proximity.  
Minorities are defined as African-American, Hispanic, Asian-American, and Native 
American persons.  Low-income individuals are defined as persons whose household 
median income is at, or below, the US Department of Health and Human Services 
poverty guidelines. 
   
Area Minority/Low-Income Populations 
Downtown Brattleboro – The project area includes a portion of the downtown 
Brattleboro area.  Construction of the project in Brattleboro would be limited to the 
area adjacent to the Connecticut River and VT 142.  This is a developed area with 
industrial and commercial uses.  The area of impact is not residential and therefore no 
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Photo D-1 Blue Seal Building: View from 
VT 142 looking south. 

concentrated minority or low-income populations, as defined by E.O. 12898, exist 
within the VT project area.   
 
Town of Hinsdale - Construction of the project in New Hampshire will be limited to 
those areas in Hinsdale along the eastern shore of the Connecticut River and are 
adjacent to NH 119, and potentially the southern tip of the mid-channel island.  These 
areas are either in commercial usage or undeveloped.  No identifiable minority/low-
income populations, as defined by E.O. 12898, exist within the NH project area.  
 
Project Effects  
The construction of the project would require the removal of a single residential 
structure in Vermont but would not result in the physical division of any minority or 
low-income community or neighborhood.  The proposed work would not result in 
reduced accessibility to any necessary services for minority/low-income 
neighborhoods.   
 
Construction of Alternative F would not disproportionately affect any identifiable 
minority/low-income populations.  Extensive and continuing project public 
participation opportunities have provided numerous opportunities for local 
populations to become aware of the proposed work and to provide public comment 
and input on the project.  The project would not have a disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects on any minority/low-income 
populations.  No environmental justice mitigation measures are required. 

 
e.)  ACQUISITIONS 

 
 Residential/Commercial Properties 

Within the project area, the limits of construction are currently approximate and the 
existing roadway right-of-way width is assumed to be three rods (49.5 feet).  All 
anticipated acquisitions associated with Alternative F would result in approximately 
3.2 acres of property being acquired for the project.  As the Vermont project area is 
more developed and more off the existing alignment than the New Hampshire project 
area, project-related residential/commercial acquisition is greatest within Vermont.   

 
Alternative F is expected to require the 
following acquisitions in Vermont (see 
Exhibit C.1): 

 
VT 142 Private Residence 
A residential structure on VT 142, slightly 
northwest of the Vermont touchdown area, 
will be acquired.  This residence is located 
very near the proposed VT 119/142 
intersection.  The orientation of Vermont-
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Connecticut River Fuel Tanks Fuel Tanks 

Photo D-2 Bulk Fuel Storage at Blue Seal: Fuel 
tanks in Vermont, view from the VT rail line east 
towards the Connecticut River. 

bound traffic on the bridge and the resultant effect of increased traffic volume on VT 
142 combine to impact the suitability of this location for a private residence.      

   
Blue Seal building 
The former Blue Seal Building, located at the VT touchdown location, would be 
acquired and demolished.  There are two businesses that currently (April 2012) 
operate out of this building:  Raymond James Metals, a specialty metals recycler and 
North Country Natural, a natural foods distributor 

 
Bulk fuel storage facility 
There is a bulk fuel storage facility 
found on the western bank of the 
Connecticut River on the proposed route 
119 alignment.  While the bridge would 
be elevated enough to pass over most of 
its infrastructure, required safety 
clearances will obligate the State of 
Vermont to acquire this facility (see 
Photo D-3).   

  
Marlboro College Parking Lot 
In order for the bridge to have adequate 
clearance over the railroad tracks, the 
grade of the VT 142 roadway must be 
elevated approximately 8-feet at the proposed intersection of Route 119.  Due to the 
earthwork required to elevate VT 142, some parking spaces would be lost at the 
Marlboro College campus.  There are currently 130 parking spaces in their Vernon 
Street lot and the College feels that number is inadequate based on their 2011 student 
enrolment.   
 
A proposed retaining wall adjacent to VT 142 would reduce the number of parking 
spaces lost to approximately 25.  Final roadway design is needed to more accurately 
determine how many parking spaces will be lost. In June 2001, Marlboro College was 
notified of the project and the potential for impacts to the existing parking lot. 
Coordination also occurred in 2005 at a Bridge Committee Meeting held at Marlboro 
College, and again in spring of 2012 when updating this document.  The loss of these 
parking spaces will be addressed during the right-of-way acquisition process.  The 
utilization of a portion of the existing Marlboro College parking area is not 
anticipated to result in any substantive impacts to the use of the Marlboro College 
building or its operations.   
 
In addition there may be easements required for Alternative F to pass over tracks of 
Rail America’s New England Central Railroad (NECR) line. 
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Alternative F will require the following acquisitions in New Hampshire (See Exhibit 
C.1): 

 
Marina Access Road 
Construction would require relocating the private access road to the marina and auto 
recycling center (see photo D4) located immediately south of the New Hampshire 
Route 119 touchdown location.   This relocated access road would intersect with NH 
119 approximately 500 feet east of the existing access to George’s Field retail area.  
Although, this would result in a longer access road to the marina and auto recycling 
center, it would not substantially impact the access or use of either facility.   
 
Mid-Channel Island 
In the preferred alternative it is proposed to rehabilitate the two existing bridges that 
currently provide vehicular and pedestrian access to the mid-channel island and 
convert them into bicycle and pedestrian carrying structures. This change will 
eliminate vehicular access to the private property on the island. During the right-of-
way process the owner’s rights to their property and loss of access will need to be 
negotiated.   
 
 Brattleboro/Hinsdale area has 

sufficient housing and 
commercial facilities to provide 
suitable replacements for all of 
the project’s acquisitions, 
although finding an acceptable 
site to relocate the bulk fuel 
storage depot will be 
challenging. The  mitigation for 
project-related acquisitions will 
be conducted in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 

as amended.  Relocation resources will be made available to all residential and 
business relocates without discrimination.  

 
Utilities 
Both underground and overhead utilities are present in the Vermont and New 
Hampshire project areas.   
 
Brattleboro has a 12” water main and a sanitary sewer line routed along VT 142.  In 
addition, there are aerial and underground utilities belonging to Central Vermont 
Public Service Corporation, FairPoint Communications, and Adelphia Cable within 
the Vermont project area.  New Hampshire also has aerial and underground utilities, 

Photo D-3 Existing Marina Access Road: View from NH 
119 southeast. 
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which belong to New England Power, Public Service of New Hampshire, FairPoint 
Communications, and Comcast. 
 
Alternative F may impact some of these utilities.  Within the Vermont project area, 
the existing 12” water main would require relocation.  The relocation of some 
sanitary manholes may also be required along VT 142.  The aerial utilities along VT 
Route 142 will require relocation within the project limits.  The underground utilities 
may also require relocation.  Both aerial and underground utilities will require 
relocation within the New Hampshire construction limits.  The extent of impact to 
these utilities will be further identified during the final design phase of the project.  
Services will be maintained during utility relocation.  Utility mitigation measures are 
not anticipated. 
 
f.)  PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE  
 
Pedestrian and bicycle trails are found throughout the Brattleboro and Hinsdale areas.  
Pedestrian and bicycle access between Vermont and New Hampshire is currently 
provided by walkways cantilevered off of the north side of the existing Route 119 
bridges.  Numerous individuals, particularly those without access to private 
transportation, use this passageway to travel between downtown Brattleboro and the 
George’s Field retail center in New Hampshire.  Additionally, these walkways 
provide non-motorized travelers access to recreational opportunities available on the 
mid-channel island such as fishing and swimming.     
 
As long as the existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for pedestrian and bicycle 
usage, the construction of Alternative F would not adversely impact pedestrian and 
bicycle access to or from Brattleboro, the mid-channel island, or Hinsdale.  The 
proposed replacement bridge would facilitate both pedestrian and cyclist use since it 
is to include a sidewalk and roadway with 10 foot shoulders.   Overall the project 
would be beneficial to area pedestrians and cyclists.  No pedestrian/bicycle mitigation 
measures are required. 
 
g.)  RECREATIONAL/PUBLIC PARKS  
 
Recreational Facilities 
The project corridor offers numerous recreational opportunities.  The Connecticut 
River provides excellent recreational fishing and boating.  Fishing access is provided 
all along the river’s shoreline, with local boat access to the river being available in 
NH from Norm’s Marina and an unimproved boat ramp found on the privately owned 
mid-channel island.  The Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest also provides hiking, 
biking, and wildlife viewing opportunities.  
 
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 6(f) property is property that has been 
developed or improved for recreational use with LWCF funding.  There is LWCF 6(f) 
property located within the project corridor approximately 1.1 miles to the south of 
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the Alternative F alignment.  This Vermont property is a 15-acre peninsula south of 
the identified project alternatives and located between a backwater area and the main 
channel of the Connecticut River.  It would not be impacted by construction of 
Alternative F.  
 
The project action to retain and rehabilitate the existing bridges for bicycle, 
pedestrian, and emergency vehicle use would be beneficial to most existing and 
proposed recreational facilities in the area.  Once rehabilitated however, NHDOT 
plans to close the existing bridges to all other vehicular traffic.  Although this action 
is not a project requirement, NHDOT is investigating enhancing an existing boat 
launch in the vicinity.   

 
Public Parks 
 Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest – Construction of Alternative F will not 

adversely affect any portion of New Hampshire’s Wantastiquet Mountain State 
Forest.  Construction activities would not restrict vehicular access to the area and 
its recreational use would not be impacted.  
 

 Living Memorial Park – A 
small public park, the Living 
Memorial Park, exists on the 
southern edge of the Route 
5/119/142 intersection in 
Brattleboro (see Photo D-6).  
Construction of Alternative F 
will not impact or adversely 
affect this park.    

 
 Union Station Waterfront Park 

– The Town of Brattleboro has 
begun to construct a waterfront 
park on the Connecticut River 
independently of this project.  The park is located on the west bank of the 
Connecticut River immediately south of the existing Route 119 Bridge and is 
designated as the ‘Union Station’ project.  The town has identified this park as a 
public recreational area.  The facility includes a terrace overlooking the river, 
reconfigured parking, landscaping and a future boat mooring facility (See Exhibit 
C.8).  It includes pedestrian facilities, open space along the river, landscaping 
elements, parking, and a bus stop and turn-around loop.  Alternative F would be 
constructed south of this park and would not physically affect the facility.  The 
decision of NHDOT to rehabilitate the existing Route 119 bridges, after 
construction of the new bridge, for pedestrian and bicycle usage would 
undoubtedly enhance usage of the Union Station facility by non-motorized 
travelers.  No recreational mitigation measures will be required. 

VT 142 Bridge St. 
(VT 119) 

PARK 
Western Bridge

Photo D-4 Living Memorial Park: View east from US 
5 in Vermont across the Route 5/119/142 intersection. 
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 Fort Hill Rail Trail - The Fort Hill Rail Trail extends north from the terminus of 

the Ashuelot Rail Trail in Hinsdale NH.   The Ashuelot trail is a reclaimed rail 
bed that connects the NH communities of Keene and Hinsdale.  Both trails are 
used by the public for hiking, biking, horseback riding, cross-country skiing and 
snowmobiling.  Alternative F does not adversely impact the trail.  Since the 
proposed action includes rehabilitating the existing bridges for non-vehicular use, 
it would provide trail users with a safer crossing point over the Connecticut River 
and into downtown Brattleboro.   

  
h.)   SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 
 
The project area has several Section 4(f) properties.  These include historic resources, 
public parks, and public recreation areas.  Each is discussed below. 
 
Historic 
Any historic resource listed in, or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places is a Section 4(f) resource.  Historic properties in the project corridor 
are identified and summarized in the Historic Resource Section of this Chapter and 
Appendix D includes a detailed list of Historic Resources.  These properties include: 
the Brattleboro Downtown Historic District, which is an eligible historic district along 
Route 5 just north of the downtown Brattleboro area, numerous individual historic 
sites, and the existing Route 119 bridges.   
 
Construction of Alternative F does not use land within the Brattleboro Downtown 
Historic District, nor adversely affect other historic structures.  The September 5, 
2000, SHPO Section 106 letter of Effect (see Appendix D) has opined that the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative F) will have No Adverse Effect on historic 
properties.  Two conditions of this conclusion are that the Brattleboro-Hinsdale 
Bridge Committee is a full partner in the aesthetic design of the new bridge, and that 
the existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for pedestrian and bicycle usage in 
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. 
 
The project does not result in a Section 4(f) use of any historic resources.  There are 
no additional historic Section 4(f) minimization or mitigation requirements identified 
for the project.   
 
Public Parks/Public Recreation Areas 
 Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest – The Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest is 

located in New Hampshire in the northern area of the project corridor.  Portions of 
this multi-use state forest could be identified as Section 4(f) resources, dependent 
upon their public recreational usage.  Construction of Alternative F would not 
require the use of any portion of the Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest.     
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 Union Station Waterfront Park – This small waterfront park is found along the CT 
river immediately south of the existing Route 119 landing in Vermont (See 
Exhibit C.8).  The park is open to the public and provides pedestrian facilities, 
open recreational space along the river, landscaping elements, parking, and a bus 
stop.  This facility is considerd to be a Section 4(f) resource.  Construction of 
Alternative F would not require the use of any portion of this park.   
 

 Living Memorial Park – A small public park, the Living Memorial Park, exists on 
the southern edge of the Route 5/119/142 intersection in Brattleboro (See Exhibit 
C.9).  This park is identified as a Section 4(f) resource.  Construction of 
Alternative F does not require the use of this park. 

 
i.)  AIR QUALITY 
 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) authorized the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 
pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment.  These standards 
identify permissible levels of a given air pollutant.  The six criteria pollutants 
regulated by the NAAQS include: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide, ozone, 
lead, particulates, and sulfur dioxide.  
  
The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) list 188 Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(HAPs) and addressed the need to control toxic emissions from transportation 
sources.  The amendments also required that air monitoring be conducted throughout 
multiple states in the Northeastern Region.  This monitoring is performed by the 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (VANR) and the New Hampshire Department 
of Environmental Services (NH DES), in accordance with EPA protocols.  Both 
agencies maintain a database of the monitoring results and reports this information to 
the EPA.   
 
The EPA can designate certain geographic areas that do not meet air quality standards 
for a given pollutant as ‘non-attainment’ areas.  These non-attainment areas are 
classified by increasing levels of severity as: marginal, moderate, serious, severe or 
extreme.  Classifications are based on regional monitoring data and the number of 
annual NAAQS exceedences.  Air quality monitoring sites in Brattleboro indicate that 
the area meets all established air quality standards for transportation related 
pollutants.  The proposed project does not create concerns with regard to air quality 
since it would not substantially increase traffic volumes and is proposed in an area 
that already attains all established air quality standards.   
 
Air Quality Permitting 
Since the project would result in a negligible increase in air pollution compared to the 
No-Action Alternative, VT ANR’s Air Pollution Control Division has indicated that 
air quality analyses of the proposed project would not be required.  NHDES – Air 
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Resources, determined that the proposed project would have no significant air quality 
impacts in New Hampshire since the project would not substantially increase traffic 
levels and is located in an area that is “in attainment” for NAAQS.  Consequently, no 
air quality permitting in New Hampshire would be required for the project.   

       
    Microscale Analysis of Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

CO is used in transportation microscale studies to indicate roadway pollutant 
levels since it is a common pollutant emitted by motor vehicles and is often found in 
high concentrations around congested intersections.  Although unnecessary for state 
permitting, a microscale air quality analysis was completed to more fully evaluate the 
project’s potential impacts on air quality in accordance with NEPA.  

 
Version 2.0 of the EPA’s CAL3QHC modeling software was used in conjunction 
with the Mobile Source Emission Factor Model to predict CO concentrations at 
receptor locations near the proposed VT 119/142 intersection.  This intersection was 
selected since it is the location where the project would have the greatest potential to 
affect local air quality.  State standards and NAAQS criteria do not allow average 
ambient CO concentrations to exceed 35 parts per million (ppm) during a one-hour 
period, and 9 ppm during an eight-hour period.  It is proposed that traffic would be 
signalized at this intersection and was modeled as such in the air quality analysis.  
    
In New Hampshire, the project would only minimally change the current location of 
NH 119 and would not change the current configuration of its intersection with the 
George’s Field access road.  Very minimal changes in air quality, between the No-
Action Alternative and Alternative F, are anticipated in New Hampshire.  As such, 
CO monitoring and modeling was not performed for this intersection. 
 
Existing Air Quality Conditions 
An existing condition air analysis was conducted within the VT project area along VT 
142 to determine existing CO concentrations.   The air quality receptors were located 
adjacent to VT 142.  The locations and results of the air quality monitoring and 
modeling analysis are set forth in Exhibit B.1 – Existing Air Quality Map.  They 
show that the entire area is well below the NAAQS criteria and is projected to remain 
in attainment for the foreseeable future without the construction of Alternative F.  The 
highest CO concentrations occur on the west side of VT 142, with a reading of 3.3 
ppm over the one-hour period and a reading of 1.7 ppm over the eight-hour period.  

Projected Air Quality Conditions 
An analysis of the projected air quality impact associated with Alternative F was 
conducted in the vicinity of the proposed VT 119/142 intersection as well.  The 
analysis predicted CO concentrations in the area for the year 2016.  Again, the highest 
concentrations are expected on the west side of VT 142, across from the proposed 
intersection.  Readings of 4.5 ppm over the one-hour period and 2.4 ppm over the 
eight-hour period could be expected.  See Exhibit C.10 - Proposed Air Quality. 
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If Alternative F were constructed, these analyses predict that CO concentrations 
would still be well below the maximum allowable NAAQS for CO. Thus, the project 
is expected to be in compliance for all NAAQS concentrations.  Since the project is 
not anticipated to result in any violations of NAAQS, and would not substantially 
impact existing ambient air quality levels, it conforms to both the Vermont and New 
Hampshire state air quality implementation plans.  Overall, project air quality impacts 
are anticipated to be minimal.  No air quality permitting would be required and no air 
quality mitigation measures will be required. 
 
Mobile Source Air Toxics 
Since the project has been determined to generate minimal air quality impacts for 
CAAA criteria pollutants and will not have a meaningful impact on traffic volumes or 
the vehicle mix on Route 119, it is not linked with any special mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) concerns.  The project would result in no meaningful  
potential MSAT effects beyond those that are anticipated with the no-build 
alternative. 
 
j.)  NOISE  
 
Since the project consists of the physical alteration of an existing roadway involving a 
substantial horizontal and vertical alignment shift, it can be considered a Type I 
project per 23 CFR 772 and as such, requires a noise impact analysis.  FHWA Noise 
Abatement Criteria (NAC) levels are based on land use and can be found in Table D-
1.  This table lists the noise levels for each land use category at which mitigation 
measures could be considered appropriate.  Different types of noise impact can occur 
based on whether the predicted noise level approaches, equals or exceeds the NAC 
level.  As set forth in both the NHDOT and VAOT Noise Analysis and Abatement 
Policies, a noise impact can occur in two ways; if the predicted noise level either 
approaches or exceeds the NAC levels, or if predicted noise is substantially higher 
than the ambient background noise levels.  In both NH and VT, ‘approaching’ in this 
context is defined as being within 1 dBA of the Federal NAC.  For both VT and NH 
substantially higher is defined as an increase of 15 dBA.  
 
The methods used in this evaluation are identified in the Federal-Aid Policy Guide, 
Subchapter H, Part 772 (23 CFR 772), Vermont Agency of Transportation Noise 
Analysis and Abatement Policy (2011 update) and the NHDOT Noise Policy (2011 
update).  Existing activities, or land uses, that may be affected by noise from the 
proposed project, are identified on Exhibit  B.4 – Noise Land Use Map. 

  



      Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              December 2013 
                    Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                   Page D‐17 

Chapter D – Impacts 

 
Table D-1: Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity  
Category 

Leq*(h) Description of Activity Category 

A 57 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Tracts of land which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need, and where 
preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose.  

B 67 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, public meeting 
rooms, libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sports areas and parks.  

C 72 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in 
Categories A and B above.  

D --- For undeveloped lands. 

E 52 dBA 
(Interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, public meeting 
rooms, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

*Leq is the Equivalent Continuous Noise Level.  It is a steady state sound in a period of time that 
contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound levels observed during the same time 
period.  Leq(h) is the hourly value of Leq. 

 
Existing Noise Levels 
Existing noise level measurements were taken during May 2005 at four measurement 
locations.  Field noise measurements were obtained with a Metrosonics Metrologger 
(ANSI Type II) noise level meter.  Using these data a total of 15 noise receptor 
locations were then modeled throughout the project area using the FHWA traffic 
noise modeling (TNM) program, version 2.5.  The 15 sites were selected to represent 
areas where noise levels may change as a result of this project.  

     
  To accurately measure the sound levels at each site, measurements of at least 15 

minutes were taken during both the AM and PM peak traffic periods.  The results of 
these measurements are shown in Table D-2. 

 
Table D-2: Existing Noise Measurement Data 

MEASUREMENT 
LOCATIONS 

PRIMARY SOURCE(S) OF 
NOISE 

   TIME DATE Leq(h)* 
(dBA) 

3 Route 142 &  
South Main Street 

4:45 PM 
7:40 AM 

5/17/05 
5/18/05 

54 
57 

6 Route 142 &  
South Main Street 

4:25 PM 
7:20 AM 

5/17/05 
5/18/05 

56 
56 

14 Route 119 5:15 PM 
8:30 AM 

5/17/05 
5/18/05 

54 
52 

15 Route 119 5:35 PM 
8:10 AM 

5/17/05 
5/18/05 

48 
49 

    



December 2013              Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                                      
Page D‐18            Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                  
  Chapter D – Impacts 

Projected Noise Levels 
Other than the short-term noise associated with construction, any increases in project-
related noise would occur as the result of traffic.  Traffic noise is variable, and can be 
influenced by the number and type of vehicles, vehicle speed, highway surface, 
weather conditions, and obstructions between the roadway and receptors.  The year 
2035 noise levels are reported in terms of the Leq.  This noise model considers: 
 Traffic volumes and classifications 
 Vehicle operating speeds 
 Roadway surface, alignment, and grade 
 Physical barriers 
 Distance to receptors 
 Terrain 

 
Using the inputs of traffic volumes, distance to receptors, traffic speed, roadway 
alignments, physical noise barriers, and then calibrating the model with the existing 
noise levels, the TNM 2.5 program predicted the worst-case traffic noise levels 
throughout the project corridor for the existing conditions, the 2035 No-Action 
Alternative, and the 2035 Preferred Alternative (see Exhibit B.3 – 2005 Design Hour 
Traffic Volumes). 

     + 
   Noise Impacts 

For both NH and VT transportation agencies, a noise impact occurs if the predicted 
noise level exceeds or is within 1 dBA of the appropriate FHWA Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC), or if the predicted design year noise level is substantially higher than 
the existing noise levels. The NAC thresholds used for determining noise-impacts are 
67 dBA for residential and recreational areas, and 72 dBA for commercial areas. (See 
Table D-1). Both the NHDOT and VAOT define ‘substantially higher’ as an increase 
of 15 dBA.  
 
Existing background noise levels were modeled using TNM 2.5 and found to range 
from 39 to 64 dBA Leq at 14 of the 15 receptor sites.  One of the sites, Receptor 4, 
had a noise level of 72 dBA, which exceeds the impact criteria for residential NAC.  
The residence would be considered impacted by traffic noise even without the 
construction of a replacement bridge.  Projected traffic volumes for 2035 were then 
used to predict potential traffic noise impacts to the 15 noise receptors in the project 
area for 2035 under both the ‘No Build’ and ‘Preferred Alternative’ scenarios.    
 
No receptors showed increases in 2035 noise levels under the Preferred Alternative 
that would exceed the ‘substantially higher’ criteria of 15dBA, and with the exception 
of Receptor 4 none of the 2035 Preferred Alternative Leq levels exceed the NAC 
listed in Table D-1. Due to required roadway modifications on VT 142, the project 
would result in this building becoming isolated from the roadway.  Therefore no noise 
abatement measures were considered at the residence adjacent to Receptor 4.  The 
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structure will be acquired as part of the project’s Right of Way process and 
demolished so no noise mitigation measures would be necessary.     

 
k).  WATER QUALITY 
 
The Connecticut River is an important water resource for fisheries, recreation, 
wildlife, and municipal drinking water supply.  The New Hampshire 2004 Section 
303(b) and 303(d) Surface Water Quality Report identifies this section of the 
Connecticut River (Vernon Dam Impoundment) as being impaired with 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  The project would not result in any further PCB 
loadings to the river so project-related activities will not impair water quality in this 
section of the Connecticut River. 
 
Since Alternative F involves building multiple bridge piers within the Connecticut 
River, water quality impacts from the proposed work are expected to be temporary 
and primarily associated with construction activities.  This will undoubtedly result in 
some limited short-term sediment loading to the water column but would have a 
negligible impact on the overall water quality in the river.   
 
The wider replacement bridge will have an increased surface area compared to the 
existing bridges but since vehicular traffic is to be removed from the existing Route 
119 bridges and the project will result in no appreciable increase in vehicular traffic 
on Route 119, there should be no net increase in stormwater borne pollutants entering 
the river if the Preferred Alternative is constructed as proposed.  Stormwater from any 
new bridge would likely be collected and treated on either shoreline with grass-lined 
swales, detention ponds or similar stormwater treatment structures before being 
discharged into the Connecticut River which would be an improvement over existing 
conditions.   
 
A wellhead protection area exists around a public drinking water supply well 0.6 
miles to the north of Alternative F (See Exhibit A.6).  Alternative F would have no 
impact on this wellhead protection area.  No additional mitigation measures would be 
required. 
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Table D-3, Noise Modeling Data 
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l.)   WETLANDS   
 
Executive Order 11990 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires the FHWA 
to avoid new construction in wetlands, unless there is no practicable alternative to 
such construction, and that the proposed action includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to the wetlands, which may result from such use.   
     
Wetlands Resources  
Wetlands within the Alternative F project area were identified and located using both 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps and field investigations.  These wetlands 
are also protected by VT and NH state law.  Wetlands identified in the project area 
(See Exhibit A.6) include: 

 
    Mid-Channel Island Wetland – The mid-channel island, located in the 

Connecticut River and part of New Hampshire, is used as a section of the existing 
Route 119 crossing.  Much of this island is forested with cottonwood trees.  The 
southwestern portion supports an emergent marsh dominated by cattails.  Most of 
its land area can be classified as wetland habitat.  Despite fills from the existing 
Route 119 roadbed, this island consists of substantial floodplain forest and marsh 
wetland communities. 

        
    New Hampshire Landing Wetlands – Adjacent to the NH Route 119 landing, and 

on the northern side of the roadway, a 100 ft by 65 ft depression exists that 
supports several very small emergent marsh wetland areas.  The total wetland area 
at this location is approximately 500 square feet.  These wetlands have limited 
functions and values due to their small size.  
 

    Vermont Morningside Drive Wetland – An emergent marsh wetland in Vermont, 
designated a Vermont Class II wetland, is located on the western shore of the 
river, extending from the river west to VT 142.  This wetland extends north/south 
along the Vermont rail line for approximately 1,500 feet, with the mid-point of 
being just east of the VT 142/Morning Side Drive intersection.  The functions and 
values of this community are compromised from the rail, highway and 
commercial development surrounding it on three sides.  The area still is able to 
provide limited wildlife habitat, floodplain storage, and a degree of nutrient and 
sediment retention. 
 

    New Hampshire Route 119 Wetland  - A New Hampshire NWI listed wetland is 
located south of the Route 119 landing in New Hampshire, between Route 119 
and the river, and is adjacent to an open water area.  This wetland, due to its 
location, also provides wildlife habitat, floodplain storage, and nutrient and 
sediment retention. 
 

Mid-Channel Island
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    Public Boat Launch Mitigation Site Wetlands –The Vernon dam has created a 
large semi-permanent, open water and emergent marsh wetland complex along 
the eastern shoreline of the Connecticut River and west of Hinsdale village. There 
is an existing boat launch facility found at the edge of this wetland complex off of 
Prospect Street and approximately 5.6 miles south of the Alternative F alignment.  
This public facility would be enlarged and reconfigured as mitigation for project 
related impacts to the mid-channel island boat launch.    

 
Wetland Impacts 
Except for the existing Route 119 roadway, much of the mid-channel island has both 
hydric soils and hydrophytic vegetation and is considered jurisdictional wetland.  
Rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 bridges for pedestrian and bicycle passage is 
not anticipated to impact any of this wetland area.   
 
Depending on final bridge design, construction of the Alternative F crossing could 
impact wetlands on the mid-channel island.  The Alternative F bridge may require 
that a support pier be located on the southern tip of the island where an emergent 
marsh exists currently.  Up to 0.11 acres of this wetland area could be impacted, 
depending on the size and location of the bridge pier.  No wetland impacts on the 
island are anticipated if a pier is not required at its southern tip.   
 
Although, the bridge’s final design has not yet been determined, the bridge is 
anticipated to be substantially elevated prior to crossing the Connecticut River.  The 
structure is to be elevated to provide a 
grade-separated crossing over the 
New England Central Railroad on the 
VT shoreline.  As such, bridge 
abutment work, in either the New 
Hampshire or Vermont, is not 
expected to occur below the 
Connecticut River’s ordinary high-
water mark.  No abutment or 
approach work associated with 
Alternative F is anticipated to impact 
wetland habitat in either Vermont or 
New Hampshire.   
 
As part of the project, improvements are proposed to the Prospect Street Boat Launch 
facility, which is found approximately 6 miles south of the Route 119 crossing 
location.  These improvements would likely result in some fill impacts to a emergent 
marsh wetland found there.  Conceptual plans indicate that approximately 0.02 acres 
of wetland area could be filled.   
 

Eastern Bridge 

Southern Tip of Island 

NH 119

Photo D-5 Mid-Channel Island Southern Tip 
Wetlands: View from the eastern Route 119 bridge 
towards the southwest and Vermont. 



      Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                              December 2013 
                    Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                   Page D‐23 

Chapter D – Impacts 

Alternative F’s actual wetlands impacts will be determined upon completion of the 
project’s conceptual design, but in any event would be minimal.   
 
Wetland Permitting 
During the January 1998 NHDOT Resource Agency meeting it was decided that, 
although the Connecticut River is jurisdictionally part of New Hampshire and a 
majority of the proposed work is in that territory, the Vermont Project Office of the 
COE would have primary jurisdiction for the project.  Attendees at this meeting 
included representatives from the NH Fish and Game Department, USFWS, COE, 
NH Wetlands Bureau, NH River Management and USEPA.   
 
The project was also presented to the COE and other resource agencies during a 
similar Resource Agency meeting at VAOT in 1998.  No objections to the project 
were noted.  In November 2005 the Vermont Project Office of the COE was provided 
updated copies of the project’s purpose and need statement, an Alternatives 
Evaluation Table, and the Project Resource Summary Table.  Minutes from the 
Bridge Committee and Working Group meetings were also provided to assist the 
COE in their review and understanding of the project.  Additional coordination with 
the VT Project Office of the COE during August of 2009 established the COE had no 
additional project comments at this time. 
    
Conceptual design plans indicate that Alternative F would not impact any NWI 
mapped wetlands.  As the project could impact the NH shoreline, a NHDES Shoreline 
Permit for dredge and fill and a NH 401 Water Quality Certificate may be required 
for the project.  Depending on whether a pier is placed on the mid-channel island and 
the location of any bridge piers adjacent to the riverbanks, a COE 404 permit may be 
required for the project.  Further project coordination with the COE will be required 
to determine permitting requirements once preliminary design is completed for the 
project. The project would comply with all wetland permitting requirements.  No 
wetland mitigation measures will be required.   
      
Impact Avoidance and Minimization  
The current Route 119 bridges over the Connecticut River are not considered 
functional by modern highway design standards and their current structural condition 
is considered deficient.  This assessment identified and evaluated ten alternatives to 
replace the crossing.  Wetlands impacts associated with these ten alternatives ranged 
from approximately 2.8 acres (Alternative H) to minimal (Alternative A - 
Rehabilitation).  
 
With the potential to impact 0.14 acres or less of wetland habitat, from a bridge pier 
placement on the mid-channel island and the enhancement of the existing Prospect 
Street Boat Launch, the construction of Alternative F is not anticipated to have a 
significant impact any Vermont or New Hampshire wetlands.  Alternative F includes 
all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.   
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m.)  WATERBODY MODIFICATIONS 
 
The Connecticut River drains approximately 
3930 square miles in Vermont and 3050 square 
miles in New Hampshire.  The river and its 
shorelines provide a valuable natural resource for 
wildlife and waterfowl, drinking water supplies, 
recreational and agricultural activities, fisheries, 
forestry and plant habitats.   
 
In the project study area, the Connecticut River, is listed by the US Department of 
Interior in the Nationwide River Inventory for its unique hydrology, historical 
significance, and botanical diversity.  The river is not classified as a Wild and Scenic 
River but the NH Rivers Management and Protection Program designated the 
Connecticut River for protection due to its outstanding natural and cultural resources.  
The Connecticut River is New England’s largest river ecosystem and one of the 
Nation’s 14 American Heritage Rivers.  This designation recognizes the Connecticut 
River for its scenic, historic, natural, recreational, cultural, and archaeological 
qualities. As an American Heritage River, all river-based structures and 
improvements should be constructed so as to minimize any alterations or 
impediments to the natural character of the river.  Additionally the stretch of US 
Route 5 next to the Connecticut River in Brattleboro was named a National Scenic 
Byway by the FHWA in 2005.  The project sponsors and the Bridge Committee 
engaged in designing a bridge structure that is aesthetically and functionally 
compatible with the river and the adjacent shorelines. 
        
The existing Route 119 crossing of the river is approximately 5.9 miles upstream of 
the New England Power Company’s Vernon dam, and about 19.8 miles downstream 
of their Bellows Falls dam.  The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has 
commented that the project would not have any impact on the safety of the New 
England Power Company’s dams at Vernon and Bellows Falls.  The project area is 
located within the area of flowage rights granted to New England Power Company 
for the operation of its Vernon power project.  Construction of Alternative F would 
have no impact upon New England Power’s flowage rights.   
 
By letter dated January 26, 2005, the US Coast Guard (USCG) commented that the 
project would not require a bridge permit, but that certain stipulations must be met.  
Specifically, the NHDOT shall coordinate with the USCG regarding navigational 
lights and other signals upon completion of the design.  The USCG may also provide 
comments relative to the maintenance and safety of boat traffic both during and after 
construction.  From a navigational standpoint, the horizontal and vertical clearances 
between substructure units of the proposed bridge would not be more restrictive than 
those of the existing bridge.   

Photo D-6 Connecticut River: View 
from the Route 9 Bridge south. 
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Only limited waterbody modifications to the Connecticut River are anticipated with 
the construction of Alternative F.  These modifications are associated with the 
placement of bridge piers in the river and the enhancement of an existing boat launch.  
Best management practices would be used to reduce sedimentation and contain water 
turbidity during all construction activities.  No additional waterbody modification 
mitigation measures will be required. 
 
n.)  FLOODPLAINS 

      
Floodplain Resources and Impacts 
Throughout the project area a large portion of the east and west shorelines of the 
Connecticut River are classified as floodplain (See Exhibit A.6).  The 100-year 
floodplain, near the existing Route 119 crossing is 233 feet above sea level. 
 
The New Hampshire Office of Emergency Management has expressed concern for 
additional encroachments in the project area’s floodplain.  However, due to the high 
touchdown elevations required for Alternative F in both Vermont and New 
Hampshire, which are necessary for the grade-separated railroad crossing in Vermont 
and to join with Route 119 in New Hampshire, minimal encroachment into the area’s 
floodplain is anticipated in both Vermont and New Hampshire.   
 
Alternative F would touch down on Route 
142 in Vermont approximately 1000 ft 
south of the existing VT 119 touchdown 
location, cross the Connecticut River and 
then connect with existing NH 119.  The 
eastern and western Alternative F 
touchdown locations are both above the 
100-year floodplain.  Floodplain impacts 
associated with the shoreline touchdown 
locations of this alternative are anticipated 
to be negligible, on the order of 
approximately 100 square feet.   
  
Hydraulic Analysis 
The project’s greatest potential to impact the Connecticut River floodplain relates to 
the bridge’s mid-channel support piers.  A floodway hydraulics analysis was 
completed for Alternative F to evaluate those impacts.  The HEC-RAS software from 
Haestad Methods was used to model water surface elevations at both the existing and 
proposed bridge crossing locations.  The existing conditions utilized HEC-2 data from 
the Town of Brattleboro Flood Insurance Study (FIS), dated December 4, 1985.   
 

Photo D-7 Floodplains: View from Blue Seal 
touchdown locaiton east across the Connecticut 
River 
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The proposed Alternative F bridge was conservatively modeled as having seven 6.6 ft 
wide, mid-channel piers.  The roadway deck was set at 52.8 ft wide and abutments 
were parallel to the river.  It had an average low chord elevation of 22 ft above the 
local 100-year flood elevation (255 feet above sea level) and a waterway opening of 
73,900 sq ft.  These design specifications were based on the preliminary bridge 
design and field survey information completed by NHDOT.   
  
When compared to the hydraulic conditions below the existing Route 119 bridge 
crossing, the worst-case bridge hydraulic impact scenario creates a negligible increase 
of 0.5 inches to the water surface elevation just upstream of the proposed bridge 
during the 100-year flood event.  Final bridge design will take pier spacing into 
consideration to minimize impacts on flood event water elevations and ensure that 
floodway obstructions would be minimized.  No floodplain impact mitigation will be 
required. 
 
Floodplain Coordination 
At the January 28, 1998 NHDOT Resource Agency meeting and at the February 4, 
1998 VAOT/COE Agency coordination meeting the project was identified and 
explained.  Potential floodplain impacts associated with Alternative F were identified 
at these meetings.  No objections to the project, or potential floodplain impacts, were 
raised by VANR, NHDES, COE, USFWS, USEPA or local officials.   
 
Additional coordination in 2005, with the NH Bureau of Emergency Management, 
Office of Energy and Planning, indicated that no additional coordination with the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is required since the hydraulic 
analysis shows that the project would comply with Executive Order 11988.   
 
The final design of the bridge and approach roadway sections will minimize 
encroachments to the floodplain and the floodway to the maximum extent practicable.  
Within the context of E.O. 11988 and 23 CFR 650, the construction of Alternative F 
would not result in any significant floodplain encroachment.     
 
o.)  FISH AND WILDLIFE/THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
Fish and Wildlife Resources 
The Connecticut River, its tributaries, and shorelines, provide substantial habitat for 
fish.  Vermont’s Department of Fish and Wildlife states that the Connecticut River 
supports a mixed fishery of warm, cold, and anadromous species. Warm water fish 
such as large and small mouth bass, walleye, yellow perch, northern pike and pickerel 
reside in the project area year round.  Wetlands bordering the river provide critical 
spawning, rearing, and feeding habitat for many of these warm-water sport fish.   
 
Cold water and anadromous fish such as brown and rainbow trout, Atlantic salmon 
and American shad also occur in the project area during seasonal migrations.  Salmon 
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migrate through the proposed project area to find suitable spawning sites in 
Connecticut River tributaries.  Shad spawn in the Connecticut River itself, including 
waters around the proposed project area.  The spawning migration season for salmon 
and shad is from mid-May through early July.  Juvenile salmon migrate through the 
project area between mid-April and mid-June on their way out to sea, while juvenile 
shad migrate downstream during mid-September to late October.   
 
Since 1967, the Vermont Fish and Game Department has been cooperating with the 
three other Connecticut River Basin States (New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and 
Connecticut), the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries 
Service to restore Atlantic salmon and American shad to the Connecticut River and 
its tributaries. A fish ladder at New England Power Company’s Vernon dam has 
facilitated the upstream migration of adult salmon and shad since 1981.   In some 
years as many as 30,000 shad have migrated upstream of the Vernon dam using this 
ladder.     
  
Both immediately adjacent shorelines of the Connecticut River are substantially 
developed in the project area.  The Vermont landing location has a bulk fuel depot 
located on the river’s edge while the New Hampshire landing has an automobile 
recycling area located on the upper bank and a marina at the river’s edge.  Wildlife 
tolerant of human development and activity could be found in these riverbank areas.  
The river channel itself provides habitat for waterfowl and other water dependent 
animals such as freshwater mussels.   
 
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
The resident mussel population has been the subject of numerous field investigations 
and surveys. The Connecticut River, in the vicinity of Brattleboro is believed to have 
formerly supported colonies of the Dwarf Wedge mussel, a species listed as 
Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.   
 
In September and October 1999, a Phase I Fresh Water Mussel Survey was conducted 
under the proposed Alternative F alignment.  This survey was initiated after 
coordination with the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department (by letter dated 
September 16, 1999), the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department (by letter dated 
September 13, 1999), and the USFWS (by letter dated October 18, 1999).  The 
surveyed area extended across the river in a 400’ wide swath, including 100’ feet 
upstream of the Alternative F alignment and 300’ feet downstream.  The study area is 
depicted in Exhibit C.5 – Dwarf Wedge Mussel Study Area Map.   
 
The study was completed in December 1999.  Two common species of mussel were 
encountered in the area, the Eastern elliptio (Elliptio complanata) and Eastern floater 
(Pyganodon cataracta).  No live specimens or shells of the Dwarf Wedge mussel 
were discovered in the project area.  No mussels of any type were found along either 
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the Vermont or New Hampshire shorelines or the mid-channel island during this 
investigation.   
      
In correspondence dated December 13, 1999, the USFWS stated that since no 
evidence of the species was found within the surveyed area, no further project 
coordination regarding its potential impact to the Dwarf Wedge mussel was 
necessary.  In correspondence from May 2005, the USFWS stated that the results of 
the 1999 survey were still valid and that no further investigations for the Dwarf 
Wedge mussel were required at that time.  Follow up coordination in July 2009 with 
the VT Nongame and Natural Heritage Program and the USFWS determined that the 
1999 mussel survey results were outdated.  Additional field work was requested in the 
project area to confirm the results of the 1999 survey.   
 
Per correspondence with the USFWS dated July 22, 2009 it was determined that 
another extensive dive survey of the project area was not justified at this time and that 
a less intensive field reconnaissance was sufficient.  The field reconnaissance was to 
consist of two tasks and included: searching for piles of mussel shells made by 
predatory muskrats along the river’s shorelines and evaluating the habitat substrate in 
the project area.  If field observations suggest that the Dwarf Wedge Mussel may 
have re-colonized the project area in the decade since the most recent dive survey, the 
USFWS would request that another mussel survey of the entire impact area be 
conducted.   
 
The requested field work was completed in August 2009.  The investigated area was 
on both the east and west riverbanks where they intersect with the proposed roadway 
alignment, and extended ~100’ upstream and ~300’ downstream from the location of 
potential abutments.  The shoreline of the mid-channel island was also searched for 
shells.  Several hundred empty mussel shells were observed on the riverbanks in the 
investigated area, with the majority of these found on the NH side.  Shells were 
cleaned and sorted in the field and a representative assortment collected.  All shells 
small enough to potentially be from the Dwarf Wedge Mussel (less than 
approximately 1.75 inches long) were collected or photo documented and 
subsequently shown to a mussel specialist for positive identification.   
 
Limited shoreline snorkel observations indicated that the substrate in the project area 
was suitable to provide mussel habitat.  Extensive mussel beds were also observed 
along the VT shoreline, downstream of the proposed alignment, but within the 
investigated area.  None of these observed individuals were small enough to be the 
Dwarf Wedge Mussel and the population appeared to be nearly exclusively the 
common and widespread Eastern Elliptio.  After coordination with regional mussel 
experts, it was determined that none of the collected shells were from the endangered 
Dwarf Wedge Mussel  (See Appendix E, pages E-27 thru E-32).  Based on these 
observations, there is no indication that the species has recolonized the project area 
since the 1999 dive survey was completed.   
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In addition to concerns about the Endangered Dwarf Wedge Mussel, the NH Natural 
Heritage Bureau (NHNHB) has concerns about two state-listed Endangered plants 
that are known to occur in the project area, Potamogeton nodosus, and Heteranthera 
dubia.  At the May 20, 2009 resource coordination meeting held in Concord NH, the 
NHNHB requested an evaluation of the project area to determine the presence of, and 
the project’s potential impacts to these two aquatic plant species (See Appendix E, 
pages E-17 thru E-21).  Field observations of the following species were made in the 
project area in August 2009: 

 
 Potamogeton nodosus- This species was observed to be well established in the 

shallow water throughout the entire project area.  More than 20 separate stands 
were encountered in gravelly substrate, primarily along the VT shoreline and 
north of the existing Route 119 alignment.  Some of these stands were fairly 
extensive.  Several were present on the south-southwestern side of the mid-
channel island.  The distribution of this species in North America is very large 
and NH is on the edge of its natural range.   
 

 Heteranthera dubia- This species was much less common in the project area than 
the Potamogeton.  Only 6 individuals of this species were observed in the project 
area and they were all clustered in the shallow water around the southern side of 
the mid-channel island.  The distribution of this species in North America is also 
very large with NH being on the edge of its natural range.   

 
Project Impacts 
The project was presented to the National Marine Fisheries Service in June 2001 and 
in 2005 an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment was completed regarding the 
project’s effect on the Atlantic salmon.  
The EFH Assessment determined that, 
for the Brattleboro/Hinsdale section of 
the Connecticut River, any project-
related adverse effects on the Atlantic 
salmon would be minimal.  
 
Based on the results of the 1999 dive 
survey and the 2009 shoreline survey, 
it is not anticipated that the project will 
have an adverse effect on the federally 
protected Dwarf Wedge Mussel.  
Based on the abundance of the NH 
listed Potamogeton nodosus in and 
around the project area, impacts to this 
species from the project would not be 
substantial.  Depending on final bridge 

Photo D-8 Fish and Wildlife Habitat along the 
Connecticut River: View from the mid-channel 
island northeast towards Wantastiquet Mountain 
State Forest. 
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design and support pier placement, impacts to the local population of Heteranthera 
dubia could be substantial.  Although common throughout much of North America, 
this species is listed as Endangered in NH and was only observed in the project area 
off the southern side of the mid-channel island.  The NHNHB has requested that they 
be provided with conceptual plans once they are available.  Continued coordination 
with the NHNHB will be necessary to develop a suitable mitigation strategy if 
impacts to these rare plants are unavoidable.    
 
Both the Vermont and New Hampshire touchdown locations would be substantially 
above the existing the riverbanks so Alternative F is anticipated to have very minimal 
impacts to riverbank habitat.   
 
No further fish and wildlife mitigation measures are anticipated to be required. 

p.)  HISTORIC 
 
Project area historic resources that are listed on or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places are fully described and identified in Appendix D (see 
Pritchett Report, Map 2).  Historic resources found near the Alternative F location are 
identified below and depicted as lettered or numbered sites on Exhibit A.7 – Historic 
and Archaeological Resources Map. 
 
Historic Districts 
The following Historic Districts, determined to be listed or eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places, have been identified in the vicinity of the 
Alternative F project corridor:   

 
 The Brattleboro Downtown 

Historic District (Site A) was 
listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places on February 
17, 1983.  This District 
includes the VT Route 119 
area west of the railroad tracks, 
and adjacent areas to the south 
and north. 

 The Clark Street Neighborhood 
Historic District (Site C) is 
located southwestern from the 
project and adjacent to VT 
Route 5. 
 

 The Canal Street Schoolhouse Historic District #6 (Site D) is located 
southwestern of the project and adjacent to VT Route 5. 

Photo D-9 Brattleboro Historic Museum (Union 
Station): View from VT 119 west to downtown 
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Historic Sites 
 House, c. 1890 (Site 1), Route 119, Hinsdale, NH, located east of Route 119 in 

Hinsdale, New Hampshire. 
 Hinsdale Bridge (eastern bridge) (Site 8), 1926, NH Route 119 over the side 

channel of Connecticut River. 
 Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge (western bridge) (Site 9), 1920, NH Route 119 over 

the main channel of the Connecticut River.  
 

Historic Impacts  
Since the existing Route 119 bridges are eligible for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places, their proposed rehabilitation would serve to preserve their historic 
significance.   Only minimal project-related aesthetic impacts are anticipated to occur 
to the Downtown Brattleboro Historic District, and to other project area historic sites 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  No physical impacts to any area 
historic resources are anticipated with construction of the project. 
 
The September 5, 2000, Section 106 Letter of Effect (see Appendix D) concluded the 
preferred alternative (Alternative F) would have “No Adverse Effect” on properties 
listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places.  It states 
that the Brattleboro-Hinsdale Bridge Committee provided meaningful and important 
input into the design process and that coordination between both VT and NH SHPOs 
took place to reach this conclusion.  Rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 bridges 
would be done in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.  No 
additional historic mitigation measures will be required. 
 
q.)  ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
 
The Connecticut River is an area of sensitivity for both historic and pre-historic 
archaeological resources, noted in Exhibit A.7.  
 
Archaeological Resources 
Several areas in the project study area have the potential to contain archeological 
deposits.  Four archaeological investigations have been conducted in support of the 
project. 

 
 January 1997 – Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment - This original assessment 

determined that the project study area has the potential to contain archeological 
deposits associated with Native American cultures.   
Several factors however, reduce the likelihood of recovering prehistoric materials 
in the area.  There has been extensive prior disturbance from historic 
development, excessively steep slopes are present, and extensive erosion has 
occured.  The earliest reported historic European settlement occurred in the 
southern portion of the project area.  Varied commercial, industrial, residential, 
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and transportation developments have historically occurred throughout the 
corridor.  
 

 October 1997 – Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment Addendum – This 
addendum to the January 1997 Sensitivity Assessment determined the potential 
for prehistoric archaeological resources is greatest in the areas that have not 
undergone extensive historic development, such as on the New Hampshire side of 
the river.   
 
That portion of the project corridor located in, or adjacent to, the main business 
district of Brattleboro has undergone substantial historic development.  As such, 
much of this area has undergone extensive disturbance and is unlikely to contain 
intact prehistoric archaeological deposits.  Portions of the project corridor south of 
downtown Brattleboro and along VT 142 may contain undisturbed soils and are 
considered archeologically sensitive to both prehistoric and historic 
archaeological deposits.   
 

 November 30, 2000 – An Archeological Phase 1B Survey - This archaeological 
study focused on the preferred alignment (Alternative F).   
The survey included the excavation of twenty-eight test pits spaced at 5-meter 
intervals.  Eight were dug at the Vermont landing site and twenty at the New 
Hampshire landing site.   
 
Although several historic Euro-American artifacts were recovered from the 
project area, none were part of any intact archeological deposits, and none were 
considered significant enough to warrant inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  No Native American artifacts were identified within the project 
area.   

 
 Since no Native American artifacts or 

significant historic Euro-American 
 deposits were identified during the 

Phase IB survey, it was concluded that 
Alternative F would not adversely 
affect any archaeologically significant 
cultural resources. 

 
 December 24, 2001 – Phase 1A 

Archaeological Reconnaissance of the 
8.4 acre Mid-Channel Island in the 
Connecticut River - This study 
evaluated the potential of the mid-
channel island to contain 
archaeologically significant resources.   

Photo D-10 NH 119 Fill on Mid-Channel Island: 
View northwest across NH 119 toward New 
Hampshire 
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Research found that much of the island was inundated in 1909 as a result of the 
Vernon dam being constructed downstream.  Those portions of the mid-channel 
island not previously inundated were severely eroded between 1927 and 1938 by 
a series of three large floods.  Except in areas protected by riprap or other 
artificial structures, these floods appear to have removed nearly the entire island 
that remained above the level of the Vernon impoundment.   
 
Since the 1930’s, the island appears to have recovered some additional surface 
area through accretion at the northern and southern tips, and through the addition 
of artificial fill and riprap.  A small area of the original island surface may be 
preserved somewhere beneath the fill for Route 119 at the western end of the 
island.  Prior to the twentieth century, the western portion of the island was the 
highest (and presumably driest) part of the island, and successive episodes of road 
construction and repair may have buried and protected this original core of the 
island from flood erosion.  Overall, however, the mid-channel island is considered 
non-sensitive for archaeological resources. 
 
Two areas that contained foundation remains from late nineteenth to early 
twentieth-century were identified during field reconnaissance.  The western 
masonry abutment of the last covered bridge over the side (eastern) channel was 
identified.  This abutment appears to be typical of such structures and has been 
altered by repairs and improvements after the beginning of the twentieth century 
when poured concrete came into general use as a construction material.  This area 
does not appear to possess significant historical associations, nor does it comprise 
a notable example of such structures.  As such, its archaeological potential 
appears to be limited, and does not comprise a significant archaeological resource. 
 
Additionally, various masonry features, believed to be elements from the 
foundation of the Island Park Dance Pavilion, were recorded.  These possess 
limited integrity and little archaeological potential and do not appear to comprise 
evidence of a significant archeological resource. 

 
Based upon review of documentary information, and field reconnaissance, the 
study concluded that the mid-channel island area has a low potential to contain 
intact prehistoric or early historic period archaeological deposits. 

 
Archaeological Impacts  
Project archeological investigations determined that, although numerous Euro-
American artifacts exist along the Alternative F alignment on both sides of the river, 
none of these artifacts are from intact archeological deposits and are not considered 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  No Native American artifacts 
were identified during these surveys.  Additionally, the mid-channel island, within the 
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Alternative F alignment area, was determined to have a low potential for intact 
archeological resources.  
 
The September 5, 2000, Section 106 Letter of Effect (see Appendix D) determined 
the project (Alternative F) would have no potential to cause effects on identified 
archaeological resources.     
 
r.)  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
There exist several VANR-identified petrochemical hazardous waste sites along the 
Vermont side of the project corridor (See Exhibit A.8 – Hazardous Materials Map).  
The New Hampshire side of the corridor has few identified hazardous waste sites. 
 

  Several large bulk fuel storage tanks are located on the VT shoreline adjacent to the 
Alternative F alignment.  Alternative F would pass over some of these fuel storage 
tanks and its construction would require their removal.   
 

  A marina and auto recycling center is located on the NH shoreline.  A Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment for this property was conducted in October 2003 and 
resulted in the following determinations: 

  
 The property, a marina and auto recycling center, is a 17.7-acre parcel consisting 

of a residence, an auto service garage, a small boat marina, a used auto sales 
business, and a used auto parts business.  The owner has been disposing of the 
auto parts inventory business due to the diminishing commercial demands for 
used auto parts.  Hazardous materials, associated with the house, used auto parts 
sales, and the marina businesses on the property, include gasoline and fuel. 

 
 A historical release of gasoline was identified on the property during the course of 

the assessment.  A 300-gallon gasoline underground storage tank was discovered 
to be leaking and removed from the ground in 1992 in accordance with NHDES 
regulations.  It was recorded to have been in service between January 1976 and 
August 1992.  A subsurface investigation completed in 1992 revealed that the 
amount of the release was not substantive. 
 

 The portions of the property affected by auto recycling activities are generally 
restricted to the center and eastern edges of the project, and do not affect the areas 
along the existing highway right-of-way where the Alternative F road and bridge 
alignments would be located.  
 

Brattleboro Coal Tar Deposits  
Adjacent to the existing Route 119 landing in VT is a CERCLIS-listed hazardous 
waste site.  The site is approximately 1.2 acres in size and is contaminated with coal 
tar residues.  These coal tar residues are byproducts of the former Brattleboro Gas 
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Works coal gasification plant.  The company’s primary coal gasification facility, 
which operated from 1869 to 1949, was located immediately south of the existing VT 
119 touchdown area, and adjacent to the Connecticut River shoreline.  The coal 
gasification facility disposed of coal tar residues by dumping them into the 
Connecticut River and the surrounding area is contaminated with coal tar residues.   
 
This resulting layer of coal tar residues is approximately 8 feet thick and extends from 
the west riverbank approximately 150 feet eastward into the river (Exhibit C.6 – 
Pollution / Hazardous Materials Map).  The southern migration of these residues, due 
to the southern flow of the river, is not extensive and the deposits are relatively stable 
and fixed.  Borings conducted in 1999 determined that this coal tar plume has not 
migrated into the Alternative F alignment.   
 
Currently, the in-river coal tar residues are covered by a layer of sediment 
approximately 6 feet deep, which has resulted in minimal releases of coal tar residues 
into the environment.  Several studies have been conducted to determine the extent 
and location of these coal tar deposits.  These studies, and their findings, are 
summarized as follows: 
 
 E.C Jordan, Site Contamination Audit Construction Procedures, Brattleboro-

Hinsdale Bridge, August 1984.  
 
 This study was conducted to identify the location of coal tar deposits as part of a 

prior project to replace the Route 119 bridges.  River bottom soil borings 
determined that the concentration of PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons) 
constituents in soil and groundwater samples is highest on the west side of the 
river and diminishes rapidly in an eastern direction.  Samples collected from soil 
borings and monitoring wells on the mid-channel island did not show evidence of 
contamination.  Samples collected west of the Brattleboro shoreline also show 
diminishing concentrations of coal tar contaminants, indicating that the coal tar 
residues are largely restricted to the western edge of the river channel and appear 
unlikely to migrate east of their current location.   

  
 DuBois & King, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Brattleboro-

Hinsdale Bridge, Vermont Landing Properties, August 1998. 
 
 This study evaluated private properties located along the west shore of the 

Connecticut River from VT 119 south to the Blue Seal building area.  The study 
determined that the coal tar wastes are confined to the waterfront properties at the 
northern end of Depot Street and the adjacent river bottom.  No coal tar 
contamination on the Blue Seal or Marlboro College properties was identified 
during the study.   
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 Based on the viscous nature of the wastes, as well as their specific gravity, and the 
tendency of accumulating alluvial sediments to shield the residues from the 
surface water flows, it was concluded that the downstream migration of these 
wastes would occur very slowly.   

 
 DuBois & King, Inc., Identification of Coal Tar Residuals and River Bottom 

Contours, June 3, 1999. 
 
 This study determined the degree and extent of coal tar residue contamination 

along the Alternative F alignment.  Borings were conducted in the Connecticut 
River to determine the presence, or absence, of coal tar residues in the vicinity of 
the proposed work.  Laboratory results indicated low levels of PAH components 
at only two boring locations.  PAH levels were within water quality criteria.  No 
evidence was found that coal tar residues had migrated into to the Alternative F 
alignment area.  

  
 Haley and Aldrich, Inc.  Summary Report, Brattleboro Manufactured Gas Plant, 

Brattleboro, Vermont, July 26, 1999. 
 
 This study was conducted, in coordination with VANR and NHDES, to determine 

the extent of coal tar residue distribution along the western Connecticut River 
bank, within the river, and to assess the potential for remediation requirements.  
The study determined that on the Vermont side of the riverbank, coal tar or coal 
tar-related compounds occur in the soil approximately 9 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface.  These compounds are largely immobile and are out of contact 
with the groundwater.  Groundwater contamination has reached a steady state, 
and biodegradation of dissolved phases of benzene, toluene, and naphthalene is 
occurring. 

 
Coal tar-related sediment materials were found to be distributed sporadically on 
the western side of the Connecticut River, with these deposits appearing to be 
immobile.  All of the coal tar-related materials are deposited below sediments at 
depths greater than 14 feet.  Some isolated deposits are deeper in the southern 
portion of the site where water depths are greater than 30 feet.  No coal tar 
compounds are migrating from the land portion of the site into the Connecticut 
River. 
 
Haley and Alrich, Inc. have maintained a yearly monitoring program and report 
that area coal tar residues levels have generally remained steady, with no 
discernable upward or downward trend. 
 

Any alternative that touches down just south of the existing Vermont 119 touchdown 
location, or requires the construction of a temporary bridge in this location, would 
involve these deposits.  Currently, they are located under six to ten feet of sediment 
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and appear to be generating only very limited releases to the environment.  To 
preclude additional coal tar releases, construction in or immediately adjacent to this 
area of the coal tar residues should be avoided. 
 
Hazardous Materials Impacts 
Alternative F would have only minimal impacts on any identified hazardous materials 
locations.  The Vermont touchdown area would pass over the existing bulk fuel 
storage tanks (see Exhibit C.1 and Photo D3).  There is a potential for petroleum 
releases to occur during removal of these fuel storage tanks, but best management 
practices would be followed during this process and any resulting petroleum 
contamination will be treated and remediated. 
 
The New Hampshire touchdown area would be in the vicinity of the marina and auto 
recycling center.  However, the Alternative F alignment would not effect the portions 
of this property used in auto recycling activities and is not anticipated to have any 
impacts on hazardous waste locations in New Hampshire. 
 
Alternative F is located approximately 1000 feet south of the Brattleboro coal tar 
hazardous waste site.  On-shore and in-river borings have established that the coal tar 
hazardous waste deposits are generally localized, non-migratory, and located north of 
Alternative F (See Exhibit A.8).  Construction of Alternative F would not impact 
these coal tar deposits.  No impacts to other hazardous waste sites are anticipated due 
to construction of Alternative F. No hazardous materials mitigation requirements 
have been identified. 
 
s.)  VISUAL 

 
The Connecticut River 
corridor in the project area 
has exceptional aesthetic 
qualities.  The terrain and 
land use on the eastern side 
of the river is substantially 
different from that on the 
western side, a contrast 
considered visually pleasing 
to many people.  To the 
north, the New Hampshire 
shoreline is framed by the 
rugged terrain of the 
Wantastiquet Mountain 
State Forest that steeply 
rises from the river’s edge.  
Except for the area 

Photo D-11 Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest: View east 
from the Route 119 western bridge. 



December 2013              Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                                      
Page D‐38            Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                  
  Chapter D – Impacts 

immediately adjacent to Route 119, the New Hampshire shoreline has limited 
residential and commercial development.  The village of Hinsdale is located 
approximately 6 miles south of the Route 119 crossing so the dominant visual 
character around the proposed bridge is natural and undeveloped.   
 
The Connecticut River is itself a substantial visual resource.  Access by pedestrians 
and cyclists to the wooded island in the center of the river is possible via pedestrian 
walkways on the existing Route 119 bridges.  At the turn of the century, this mid-
channel island was a recreation site and  included a baseball stadium and pavilion.  
The island still provides a scenic visual resource for Brattleboro. 
 
The Vermont side of the river consists of a densely settled urban area and historic 
district.  This area of downtown Brattleboro includes a railroad line with Amtrak 
service, the Brattleboro Museum, numerous restaurants, stores, churches, offices and 
a large residential community.  The visual connection between this community and 
the river is strong.  To the north of the existing Route 119 crossing, Route 5 rises 
steeply to an intersection with Route 9.  This area is the center of downtown 
Brattleboro and is characterized by churches, banks, and office buildings grouped in a 
densely developed urban setting. 
 
Slightly south of the downtown Brattleboro area, along the riverfront, is an industrial 
area, which includes fuel and gas storage facilities.  City-owned land adjacent to the 
river in this area was converted for use as a municipal waterfront park in 2012.  This 
waterfront park includes a river overlook, redesigned parking, a bus stop, pedestrian 
facilities, and landscape elements.  The park is proposed to also include boat docking 
facilities.  It is located on the Vermont shoreline immediately adjacent to the existing 
Route 119 landing.   
 
The Vermont shoreline 
south of the existing 
Route 119 corridor is 
separated from VT 142 
by railroad tracks.  
Located along VT 142 
are the Marlboro College 
and the Blue Seal 
buildings, which are 
connected to the 
downtown district with 
sidewalks.  The western 
side of VT 142 is 
characterized by very 

Photo D-12 Lumber Yard and Connecticut River Backwater 
located at the southern limit of the project area: View southwest 
from the Cersosimo lumberyard, across the Connecticut River 
backwater area 
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steep slopes and retaining walls of granite blocks.  Farther south along VT 142 is an 
industrial area centered around the former Georgia Pacific plant and the Cersosimo 
lumber facility.   
 
Throughout the project corridor, the Vermont side of the river is generally 
characterized by residential, commercial and industrial development associated with 
the Town of Brattleboro.  Many of these structures and areas have unique 
architectural and historic qualities, which provide substantive urban visual 
characteristics.  These contrast with the rural and undeveloped visual characteristics 
of the New Hampshire side of the river. 
 
Visual Impacts 
The visual impacts associated with Alternative F depend, in large part, on the type 
and final design of the selected bridge structure.  Since the Alternative F does not 
utilize the mid-channel island in the proposed crossing, the location requires that a 
new structure be long enough to span the entire river.  It must also have a elevated 
travel deck that is high enough to accommodate a grade-separated railroad crossing in 
Vermont.  The new Alternative F bridge would most likely incorporate concrete 
supporting piers to accomplish this.  The roadway elevation of Alternative F at the 
Vermont shoreline is estimated to be as high as the top of the western truss at the 
existing crossing location.  Both the supporting piers in the river and the structure’s 
height could be considered visual impacts. 
 
Mitigation for potential visual impacts would entail selecting a bridge design that 
conforms with the historic and aesthetic context of the surrounding area.  As 
identified in the September 5, 2000 Section 106 Letter of Effect, a Bridge Committee 
of community leaders from VT and NH has been involved in the design of the 
Alternative F bridge.  This Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee has identified 
visual effects as an important criterion in selecting a bridge design.  The existing 
Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards and within design parameters that would maintain their historic 
character.   
 
Although the proposed structure associated with Alternative F would be longer and 
higher than other bridges in the vicinity, design elements could be incorporated that 
would allow it to better fit the surrounding context.  Also, the elevated roadway 
would not affect the natural character of the eastern shoreline in NH.  No additional 
visual mitigation measures are anticipated to be required. 
 
t.)  CONSTRUCTION 
 
Alternative F would result in temporary impacts to the project area during the 
construction phase of the project.  Construction would occur on both the western and 
eastern banks of the river requiring temporary detours and changes in access to some 
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properties adjacent to the project site.  Constructing support piers will also occur in 
and over the Connecticut River and would likely involve coffer dams, work barges, 
heavy equipment, and temporary fills.  Temporary construction impacts associated 
with these activities are anticipated for traffic, air quality, noise, water quality, and 
wildlife. 

 
 Traffic - No long-term rerouting of Route 119 traffic would be necessary for the 

project.  The existing bridges would remain open to vehicular traffic until 
construction of the new bridge is completed.  During construction a partial lane 
closure of NH 119 would be necessary to accommodate construction of the NH 
119 approach to the Alternative F bridge.  Construction related traffic impacts 
may also occur as the result of VT 142 being elevated approximately 8 feet to 
accommodate the touchdown location of the Alternative F bridge.   

 
Construction measures would be taken to ensure that the duration of any closures 
of VT 142 would be minimized to the extent practicable.  Local access to 
driveways along VT 142 would be maintained throughout any road closures.  
Existing local roads would provide an alternative traffic route during any required 
closure of VT 142 for construction. 

  
Traffic impacts would be mitigated by providing public notice of pending 
construction activities, and well signed detour routes for road closures.  
Additionally, lane closures would be limited during the AM and PM peak traffic 
periods. 

 
 Air Quality - construction-related impacts to air quality are generally associated 

with dust and heavy equipment emissions.  These impacts are generally sporadic 
and temporary in nature.  During construction, airborne particles would minimally 
increase as dust is raised by construction vehicles and equipment operation.  
Additionally, vehicle emissions would increase due to the presence of 
construction vehicles. 

   
Construction-related air quality impacts should be minimal.  Dust resulting from 
earth-moving activities and from exposed soils would be controlled during dry 
and windy conditions, by wetting unpaved roadways in the construction zone, 
covering loads on trucks, and by mulching and reseeding open areas as soon as 
possible.  Vehicular air emissions can be reduced by proper vehicle maintenance 
and mandating the use of appropriate low-sulfur fuels.  The impacts from 
nuisance odors and particulates, due to paint fumes during construction, would be 
controlled by the appropriate scheduling of structure painting and the use of 
screens/covers to reduce paint particle air dispersal. 
 

 Noise - Construction activities that consist of building demolition, earthwork, 
paving, and bridge erection would increase noise levels in the vicinity of the 
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project during construction.  Noise receptors at locations on VT 142 and on the 
eastern shore of the Connecticut River would notice a greater increase in noise 
levels during construction due to their proximity to the project site.  Specific land 
uses in these areas include a residence directly across from the VT landing site, a 
college building, a marina, and a residence adjacent to the marina.  The River 
View Diner, in Vermont, may also experience an increase in noise levels during 
rehabilitation of the western bridge. 
 
Exact noise levels due to construction cannot be determined at specific sites, since 
the number and types of construction equipment that would be used would vary.  
However, based on typical construction equipment usage for projects similar to 
the construction of Alternative F, noise levels may reach 70 dBA within 
approximately 200 feet of the construction boundary and 80 dBA within 
approximately 75 ft of the construction boundary.  However, noise at these levels 
would normally occur only during working hours involving intensive earthwork 
operations. 
 
The construction of the proposed bridge would likely involve pile driving and 
may involve blasting of bedrock.  Pile driving would likely be required for 
construction of each abutment and pier.  Noise levels due to pile driving typically 
reach maximum noise levels of 97 to 103 dBA at 50 feet from the equipment.  
These levels are intermittent and reached only when the driving hammer contacts 
the pile.  At most of the pier locations that would require pile driving, there are no 
receptors within 50 feet.   
 
Blasting may be necessary in some areas where rock is excavated, particularly for 
construction of the west abutment.  Blasting noise is different than mechanical 
equipment noise, as it is less frequent and shorter in duration.  Noise levels due to 
blasting are typically around 94 dBA at 50 feet from the blast location.  There 
would be no receptors within 50 feet of any area that would require blasting.  
Both pile driving and blasting operations, if required, can be completed during 
daylight hours so as to be less intrusive.  Jackhammer operations are not currently 
anticipated for the proposed project.   
 
Noise control measures would be used to reduce construction noise and noise 
impacts to the project area.  Potential noise control strategies include: 
 

o Source Control – The requirement to use properly designed and well-
maintained mufflers, engine enclosures, and intake silencers to aid in the 
reduction of construction noise. 
 

o Site Control – Stationary equipment would be placed as far away as 
possible from sensitive noise receptors, and work activities would be 
scheduled to avoid time periods when people would be most likely to be 
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affected by construction noise (i.e. minimizing or not allowing night 
work). 
 

o Community Awareness – Notifying the public of upcoming construction 
operations likely to produce high noise levels (blasting etc..) could help 
minimize potential noise impacts. 

 
 Water Quality and Wildlife - The NHDES Water Division has commented that 

proper sediment and erosion control will be required during construction, and that 
adequate stormwater management measures must be designed into the project.  
While construction water quality impacts cannot be avoided, their effects can be 
mitigated by utilization of best management practices for construction, the use of 
sedimentation and erosion controls, and seasonal scheduling of work.  
 
Shallow water in the project area supports emergent wetlands and provides rare 
plant habitat.   Both resources could be impacted by water level fluctuations, 
especially dewatering.  Any manipulations of the river’s water level to facilitate 
bridge construction would likely have a temporary impact on these resources.  
 
Any impacts to fish, wildlife, and riverbed habitat that might occur during 
construction of the bridge piers and related on-shore construction support 
activities would be limited.  Utilization of best management practices for 
construction, the scheduling of construction events to coincide with periods when 
fish spawning and migration activities are minimal, and compliance with 
construction erosion and sediment control procedures would limit these temporary 
impacts.   

 
Overall, project construction-related impacts would be limited and temporary in 
nature. Air quality impacts would be reduced by the use of standard dust control 
measures.  Noise impacts would be minimized by source control, site control, time 
restrictions, and community awareness.  Water quality and wildlife impacts would be 
reduced by the use of best management practices, seasonal scheduling of work, and 
the use of sedimentation and erosion controls. Best management practices would be 
utilized during the removal of the bulk fuel storage tanks on the VT shoreline to 
ensure that no sediments or petroleum based pollutants enter the river.   
 

3.)  RESOURCE SUMMARY – NON-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 
 

The river corridor that was evaluated for this project extends from the current Route 9 
Bridge, approximately 2 miles north of Downtown Brattleboro, to a an area near the 
Cersosimo lumber facility, which is approximately 1.5 miles south of Brattleboro.  
Exhibit A.3 illustrates the alignment of the project alternatives that were considered 
within the study area.  Environmental resources and constraints, within this study area, 
are identified, along with the project alternatives, on Exhibits A.5, A.6, A.7 and A.8, and 
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in Appendix F.  Impacts associated with these 10 alternatives are shown on Resource 
Summary Table (Table D-4 on the following page).   
 
Coordination with Federal and State resource agencies, field investigations, archival 
research, and the use of GIS database information were used to identify and locate area 
resources onto a GIS base map.  The ten project alternatives were then digitized onto this 
base map and quantifiable area resource impacts for each alternative were determined.  
 
For those resources which did not lend themselves to a quantitative analysis, qualitative 
descriptors were used to assist in describing an alternative’s impact upon identified 
resources.  They were: None, Minimal, Limited, Moderate, and Substantial.  See the 
following Resource Impact Summary Table.    
 
Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), 
and H (Route 9/Main Street) require the use of temporary bridges to maintain traffic 
during construction. Impacts associated with the construction of these temporary bridges 
are listed in parentheses in the Resource Summary Table (Table D-4).  To determine the 
total impacts of an alternative, for a given resource, the alternative’s construction impacts 
and the impact of the temporary bridges should be considered.  Alternative F, the 
project’s Preferred Alternative, is highlighted in Table D-4.   

 
4.) RESOURCE MITIGATION AND COMMITMENTS SUMMARY – ALTERNATIVE F 

 
The following items summarize mitigation requirements associated with Alternative F 
and its potential impact to area resources.   

 
 Land Use – The project would impact some of the existing land uses in VT.  On 

VT 142 a commercial building that currently houses two businesses, Raymond 
James Metals and North Country Naturals, would be removed.  A private 
residence in the vicinity would also be removed.  Both businesses and residents of 
the private home would need to be relocated.  A bulk petroleum storage and 
distribution facility on the VT shoreline will need to be removed.     
 

 Indirect/Cumulative Effect – Project growth impacts from indirect or cumulative 
effects would be minimal.  No mitigation measures would be required. 
 

 Agricultural – No agricultural impacts are anticipated.  No agricultural mitigation 
measures would be required. 
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Table D-4:  Resource Summary Table 

 
RESOURCE 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

E Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Grade-

Separated 
Parallel 

Structure 
Parallel Tangent 

Structure 

 
Blue Seal 

(Preferred) 

Georgia 
Pacific 

Route 9/Main 
Street 

Land Use/Induced Growth 

 
None/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Substantial/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Moderate/ 

Minimal 

Agricultural 
 

None 
 

None 
 

None None None None None 
 

None None None 

Socio-economic/Enviro Justice 

 
Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Acquisitions-Residential/ Commercial  
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 2 0 / 2 0 / 13 0 / 1 0 / 1 
 

1 / 1 0 / 0 0 / 4 

Acquisition Area (acres) 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0.35 0.49 2.05 1.46 1.4 
 

3.21 4.23 0.94 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Recreational/Section 4(f)  (Alternatives A, B, C, E, and 
E-Modified would have no 4(f) impacts if the existing bridges are 
rehabilitated and maintained) 

 
None/ 

None 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/    

Substantial 
Minimal/ 
Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

 
Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Air Quality 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Noise 
 

Limited 
 

Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate Limited Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate 

Water Quality 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Limited Limited Limited Substantial Substantial 
 

Limited Limited Limited 

 
Wetlands (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.68 1.85 2.53 1.60 1.91 

 
0.11 0.66 2.74 

 
Waterbody Modifications 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Limited 

 
Floodplains (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.94 2.08 3.07 1.71 2.07 

 
0.12 3.42 2.92 

Fish & Wildlife / Threatened & Endangered 
Species 
(Potential impacts to two NH-listed aquatic plants)  

 
None / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

 
Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

None 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Historic District Impacts  
 

None 
 

None 
 

Substantial Substantial Substantial Moderate Moderate 
 

Minimal Minimal Substantial 

Archaeological 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 
 

None Minimal Limited 

Hazardous Materials 
 

None 
 

None 

 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 

 
Substantial 

 
Substantial 

 
Minimal 

 
Minimal 

 
Minimal 

 
Visual 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Minimal Minimal Substantial Moderate Moderate 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

 
Construction 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
Limited Limited Substantial Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTORS (As determined by the Bridge Committee): 
 None  Limited  Substantial   Minimal  Moderate Note: Permanent impacts only; temporary impacts are discussed in report text. 
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 Socio-Economic/Environmental Justice – Socio-economic impacts would be 
limited; mitigation would consist of rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 
bridges to maintain pedestrian/bicycle access between the downtown Brattleboro 
area and the George’s Field (Hinsdale) retail area in New Hampshire.  The project 
would not impact any identifiable minority/low income neighborhoods.  No 
environmental justice mitigation measures would be required. 

 
 Acquisitions – In Vermont, the implementation of Alternative F would result in 

acquiring one residential and one commercial structure, the removal of several 
bulk fuel storage tanks, and the loss of approximately 25 parking spaces at 
Marlboro College.  In New Hampshire, Alternative F would require the relocation 
of a private access road to a marina, and acquisition of private property on the 
mid-channel island.  Multiple overhead and underground utilities will need to be 
relocated in both Vermont and New Hampshire.   
 
Mitigation would include acquisition and relocation actions that would be 
conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended.  Relocation assistance 
would be made available to all residential and business relocations without 
discrimination.  Committing to installing a retaining wall along roadway side-
slopes will minimize the number of parking spaces lost at Marlboro College. 
 

 Pedestrian/Bicycle – Pedestrian/bicycle impacts would be minimal.  The western 
touchdown area of Alternative F would be relocated approximately 1,000 feet 
south of the existing Route 119 touchdown area.  Mitigation would consist of 
installing 10 foot shoulders and a sidewalk on the new bridge as well as 
rehabilitating and maintaining the existing Route 119 bridges for 
pedestrian/bicycle usage.  Under the Alternative F scenario the existing bridges 
would continue to provide non-motor vehicle access to and from the mid-channel 
island, the George’s Field retail area in New Hampshire, and the downtown 
Brattleboro area. 
 

 Recreational/Public Parks – The project would not adversely affect Brattleboro’s  
‘Union Station’ waterfront park.  To provide for continued access to the mid-
channel island for island recreational opportunities, the existing Route 119 
bridges are to be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicycle passage.  
Closing the rehabilitated bridges to non-emergency vehicles would prevent some 
private recreational usage of the mid-channel island;  the NHDOT will address 
this item further as right-of-way plans progress.  No other project-related impacts 
to recreational facilities are anticipated.   
 

 Air Quality – Only minimal impacts to existing air quality, with no violations of 
NAAQS, are anticipated. 
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 Noise –A single private residence in VT was predicted to be impacted by noise 
but the property will be acquired as part of the project’s property acquisitions.  
Noise abatement measures will not be needed.     
 

 Water Quality –Coordination with resource agencies during final design will 
determine the most appropriate stormwater treatment approach to mitigate the 
additional impervious area created by the new bridge.  Best management practices 
(BMP) will be required during construction to minimize sediment and/or pollutant 
loading to the river. 
 

 Wetlands – Location of a bridge pier on the southern portion of the mid-channel 
island would result in approximately 5,000 square feet of wetland impacts.  
Should this pier placement be necessary, the project would comply with all 
wetland permitting requirements.  Wetland impacts associated with construction 
at the boat launch enhancement site could be an additional 1,100 square feet.   
 

 Waterbody Modifications – Placement of bridge piers within the Connecticut 
River would result in limited waterbody modifications impacts to the river.   
 

 Floodplains – Both the western and eastern bridge approaches of Alternative F, 
and its bridge abutments, would be above the Connecticut River’s 100-year 
floodplain.  Approximately six bridge piers would be located in the river’s 
floodway.  Locating a bridge pier on the southern portion of the mid-channel 
island would result in approximately 5,000 square feet of floodplain impacts.  If 
the bridge pier is not located on the mid-channel island, floodplain impacts are 
estimated at 100 square feet.  No floodplain or floodway mitigation measures 
would be required. 
 

 Fish and Wildlife/Threatened and Endangered Species – Most project impacts to 
fish and wildlife would be temporary and construction-related.  No project-related 
wildlife impacts are anticipated.  Two aquatic plant species listed as Endangered 
by the NH Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB) are present in the project area.  One of 
these species was only observed on the southwestern side of the mid-channel 
island.  Final designs will be needed to determine if these individuals would be 
impacted by the proposed work.  If impacts are unavoidable, VAOT will work 
with the NH NHB to develop an appropriate mitigation strategy.  No other 
threatened or endangered species were identified in the project area.   
 

 Historic – The Downtown Brattleboro Historic District and the existing Route 119 
bridges have been identified as being listed or eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places.  The VT and NH SHPO Section 106 No Adverse 
Effect determination (September 5, 2000) recommends the existing Route 119 
bridges to be rehabilitated in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s 
Standards, and then maintained.  To ensure project aesthetic conformity with the 
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Downtown Brattleboro Historic District, the Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge 
Committee is to be a full partner in the design of the new bridge, having 
meaningful and important input into the design of the bridge. 
 

 Archaeological – The September 5, 2000 VT and NH SHPO Section 106 Letter of 
Effect states that the project would have no potential to cause effects on identified 
archaeological resources.  No archaeological mitigation measures are required. 
 

 Hazardous Materials – Release of fuel could occur during the removal of the bulk 
fuel tanks along the Vermont rail line.  Care would be exercised during removal, 
and any releases during removal would be treated and remediated.  No other 
project impacts on area hazardous materials sites have been identified. 
 

 Visual – Project-related visual impacts to the Connecticut River, its adjacent 
shorelines, and downtown Brattleboro depend, in large part, on the final design of 
the bridge structure.  A bridge committee of community leaders is to be a full 
partner in the bridge’s design and to have meaningful and important input into the 
bridge’s design.  This Committee has identified visual effects as an important 
criterion in their efforts to identify an appropriate bridge design. 
 

 Construction – Potential construction impacts are anticipated to be associated with 
traffic, air, noise, water quality, and wildlife.  The closure of VT 142, to construct 
the VT 119/142 intersection, will require a temporary detour.  Noise and air 
quality impacts will require the use of construction scheduling, public notices, 
appropriate equipment usage, and dust reduction practices.  Construction on the 
riverbanks, and placement of the piers in the Connecticut River, could result in 
some limited construction-related water quality impacts.  Coordination with 
resource agencies during final design and the use of BMPs would reduce water 
turbidity and soil sedimentation during construction 
 
The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department has requested that construction be 
scheduled to minimize impacts on migrating and spawning fish.  Coordination 
with resource agencies, the use of BMPs during construction, and compliance 
with construction erosion and sediment control requirements would limit impacts 
to area fish species. 
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E.) COMMENTS AND COORDINATION  
 

1.) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  
 

Alternative F was identified as the project’s preferred alternative after an extensive, 
thorough, and lengthy public participation process.    
 
At the initiation of the current project in December 1995, input from local and regional 
sources was used to identify area transportation requirements and deficiencies to the 
Route 119 transportation corridor.  To facilitate these inputs, the Windham Regional 
Commission (WRC) organized the Brattleboro/Hinsdale Bridge Committee (Bridge 
Committee).   
 
The purpose of the Bridge Committee was initially to identify local and regional 
transportation needs and potential solutions for these transportation needs.  Subsequent 
committee tasks included:  conducting public informational forums, the identification and 
evaluation of project alternatives, the identification and evaluation of project resource 
impacts, and the identification of a Preferred Alternative.  The Bridge Committee 
members included representatives from the Brattleboro Selectboard (VT), Hinsdale 
Selectboard (NH), WRC (VT), Southwest Regional Planning Commission (NH), the 
Town of Chesterfield (NH), local citizens; and representatives from area social services, 
emergency services, and local interest groups. 
 
The Bridge Committee met sixteen times between February 1996 and June 2000.  Bridge 
Committee meetings were open to the public and were held in Brattleboro, Vermont and 
Hinsdale, New Hampshire.  Between April 1996 and April 1999 the Windham Regional 
Commission, (WRC) in coordination with the Bridge Committee, published the following 
four public informational newsletters, which were sent to over 300 citizens and 
organizations. 

 
 April, 1996 – This newsletter provided a summary of the history of past bridge 

studies and an explanation of the current study.   
 

 June, 1997 – This newsletter provided an update of the work accomplished and 
identified preliminary corridor alternatives. 
 

 November, 1997 – This newsletter provided a detailed identification and description 
of the project’s alternatives.  
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 April, 1998 – This newsletter set forth the Bridge Committee’s findings, and 
recommended Alternative F (Blue Seal) as the Bridge Committee’s preferred 
alternative.  

 
In April 1998, the Bridge Committee recommended Alternative F; a new bridge to be 
located 1,000 ft. south of the existing western Route 119 Bridge, as its Preferred 
Alternative, (PA).  During June 1998, the project’s draft Initial Scoping Report (ISR) was 
reviewed by the Bridge Committee and made available to the public for review.  The 
Bridge Committee then voted unanimously to accept the ISR, with the recommendation 
that Alternative F be selected as the P.A..  On June 6, 2000, the Bridge Committee 
reaffirmed its recommendation of Alternative F as its P.A.      
 
The Bridge Committee subsequently met several times with NHDOT between 2001 and 
2002 to help NHDOT identify and evaluate different bridge types and designs.  In 
January 2005, the Bridge Committee reconvened to consider NHDOT’s identification of 
a steel I-beam/concrete deck bridge as the bridge type to be constructed.  During 2005, 
the Bridge Committee met several additional times with NHDOT to provide input into 
bridge design features that would retain the functionality of the bridge, while maintaining 
area aesthetic qualities.  In November 2005, the Bridge Committee concurred with 
NHDOT’s recommendation of a steel I-beam girder bridge; with aesthetic enhancements, 
as the new Route 119 bridge type. 
 
Working Group 
A project Working Group was formed to identify and analyze technical issues, address 
Bridge Committee comments, provide coordination with resource agencies, formulate 
project alternatives, and assist in project management.  Working group meetings were 
open to the public and were held in Brattleboro, VT and Hinsdale, NH.  Members of the 
Working Group included:  

 
 Vermont Agency of Transportation 
 New Hampshire Department of Transportation 
 Windham Regional Commission 
 DuBois & King, Inc. 
 Clough, Harbour & Associates, LLP  

 
A total of twenty Working Group meetings were held between February 1996 and June 
2000. 
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Public Informational Meetings  
In addition to the Bridge Committee meetings being open to the public, the Bridge 
Committee conducted two public informational meetings.   
 
The first public informational meeting, a public scoping/agency concerns meeting co-
hosted with VAOT and NHDOT, was held on April 10, 1996 in Brattleboro, Vermont.  
Public Notice of the meeting was published in the Brattleboro Reformer on April 2, 1996.  
The history of the project, scope for this project as well as a request for public and agency 
comments were set forth at the meeting.  Approximately forty people attended the 
meeting, including local residents, business owners, project team members, local and 
state government officials, resource agency representatives, and several journalists.  This 
meeting resulted in several project comments.   
 
A second public informational meeting; also co-hosted with VAOT and NHDOT, was 
conducted on December 10, 1997, in Brattleboro, Vermont, and was broadcast on a local 
cable access television channel.  This meeting provided information on area social and 
environmental resources, identified project alternatives, and included discussion groups 
to evaluate the various project alternatives.  Approximately eighty-five people; including 
committee members and members of the public, attended this meeting.  An informal poll 
taken of those in attendance showed a strong public preference for the two southern 
alternatives: Alternative F (Blue Seal) and Alternative G (Georgia Pacific).   
 
A public meeting was held August 1, 2013 in conjunction with a 30 day public comment 
period which began July 15. The EA document was made available to the public at 
several locations for its review. At the meeting the project, alternatives and preferred 
alternative were presented, and then comments and questions were received. This 
meeting was held to meet the public comment requirement under NEPA. The meeting 
transcript, public comments, and responses are included in Appendix E. 

 
2.)  AGENCY COORDINATION  

 
To facilitate the early and continuous involvement of federal and state agencies, project 
updates were sent to several agencies, and agency comments on the project were solicited 
(see Chapter E).  Project agency coordination actions included: 

 
 Resource Agency Coordination 
 

- April 10, 1996 – An Agency Concerns Meeting was held in Brattleboro, Vermont.  
Notice of the meeting was mailed to federal and state resource agencies. 

 
- August 28, 1996 – A project description and area location map were sent to 

resource agencies, with a request for agency comments.  
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- December 16, 1996 – The project’s purpose and need statement was mailed to 
federal and state agencies, with a request for agency comments. 

 
- January 2, 1998 – The pre-conceptual design drawings of the ten identified 

project alternatives, an alternative evaluation table, and a copy of the purpose and 
need statement were mailed to federal and state agencies, with a request for 
agency comments.  

 
-    January 22, 1998 – At the NHDOT Resource Agency Meeting the project was 

presented.  Attendance at the meeting included representatives from the NH Fish 
& Game Department (NHF&G), United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), US Army Corps of Engineers (COE), 
Federal Highway Administration, NHDES Wetlands Bureau, NH Designated 
Rivers Coordinator, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA).   

 
- February 4, 1998 – At the VAOT’s Resource Agency Meeting the project was 

presented.  Attendees at this meeting included representatives from the COE, 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (VANR), VANR Wetlands, and VANR 
(Stream Alteration).    

 
- October 2005 – A project status letter, with alternative and resource maps and 

matrices, was forwarded to the COE, VANR, and NHDES, with a request for 
additional comments. 

 
- August 2009 – Additional coordination with regulatory agencies was again 

undertaken to update the USFWS, COE, VANR, and NHDES on the project’s 
status and determine if there were any new issues with regulated resources in the 
project area.  This resulted in numerous field studies including a rare aquatic plant 
survey and a shoreline survey for shells of the federally endangered Dwarf Wedge 
Mussel.   

 
- January 2012 – Former NH members of the Bridge Committee and officials with 

the NHF&G, NH Department of Resources and Economic Development (DRED), 
NHDOT, and TransCanada were all contacted in an effort to determine ownership 
and maintenance responsibility for the mid-channel island boat-launch facility.      

 
Throughout this process of involvement with federal, state, and local agencies, numerous 
comments were received.  No objections to the project were raised by any of these 
resource agencies.   

 
 NHDOT Resource Agency Meetings 
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The project was presented to federal and state resource agencies at the NHDOT Resource 
Agency Meeting on January 22, 1998.  Resource agency comments included: 

 

 Historical – Maintain existing bridges.  (The existing Route 119 bridges  will be 
rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicycle usage.) 

 Hazardous Waste – Minimize impacts to existing coal tar deposits in the 
Connecticut River along the Vermont shoreline.  (Alternative F avoids the  coal tar 
deposits.)  

 Wetlands – Minimize wetland impacts, Vermont COE will have project 
jurisdiction.  (Alternative F will result in only minimal wetland impacts –  see 
Chapter D.) 

 Alternatives – Alternative E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent 
Structure) are not favored if they retain the existing bridges for  vehicular 
traffic.  Alternatives D (Grade-Separated) and H (Route 9/Main  Street) are not 
favored due to their extensive impacts to downtown  Brattleboro. (Alternative F 
has been identified as the project’s preferred alternative.)   

The NHDOT Resource Agency Meeting notes are attached as part of Appendix E.  
Meeting attendees included representatives from NH Fish and Game Department, US 
Fish and Wildlife Service, COE, NH Wetlands Bureau, NH Rivers Management, NH 
Division of Historical Resources and US Environmental Protection Agency.  Although 
project comments were made by several agencies, no objections to the project were raised 
by any of the resource agency representatives.   

VAOT Resource Agency Meetings 
The project was presented at the VAOT Resource Agency meeting held February 4, 
1998.  Resource agency comments included: 

 VANR – A request for a preliminary visual analysis of Alternative F.  (Visual 
analysis information for Alternative F is included in Chapters C and D, and 
Appendix A.) 

 Historical – Preservation of the existing Route 119 bridges, if possible.  (The 
existing Route 119 bridges will be rehabilitated and maintained for 
pedestrian/bicycle usage.) 

 COE – Requested that a modified Alternative H be considered to determine if a 
modified Alternative H would reduce wetland impacts.  (Alternative H-Modified 
was subsequently designed.  A conceptual design of this alternative identified that 
both the wetlands impacts and construction costs would be extensive.  As a result, 



     Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH                             December 2013 

  Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment                           Page E‐7 
  Chapter E ‐ Comments and Coordination  

Alternative H-Modified was subsequently dropped from project consideration.)  
The COE suggested the Bridge Committee make a recommendation as to the 
Committee’s Preferred Alternative.  (The Bridge Committee identified Alternative 
F as the Preferred Alternative in April 1998.) 

The VAOT Resource Agency meeting minutes and attendees list are attached as part of 
Appendix E.  Meeting attendees included representatives from the COE, VANR, VANR 
(wetlands) and VANR (stream alteration).  Although project comments were made by 
several agency attendees, no objections to the project were raised by any of the resource 
agency representatives.  

VAOT and NHDOT SHPO Coordination 
 

SHPO Coordination 
 

Extensive project coordination has occurred with, and between, the Vermont and New 
Hampshire State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO).  This coordination is 
summarized as follows: 

 April, 1996 – The Vermont Division for Historic Preservation (VT DHP) and the 
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR) were provided 
notification of the project’s Agency Concerns meeting and requested to provide 
comments. 

 January 22, 1998 – The project was identified and discussed with the NHDHR at 
the NHDOT resource meeting. 

 February 4, 1998 – The project was identified and discussed with the VAOT SHPO 
at the VAOT resource meeting. 

 June 23, 1999 – Project coordination occurred between VT FHWA and the VAOT 
SHPO regarding project Section 106 issues. 

 August 31, 1999 – VAOT SHPO and VT DHP met and discussed project Section 
106 issues. 

 August 23, 2000 thru September 5, 2000 – VAOT SHPO, VT DHP and NHDHR 
conducted coordination regarding project impacts on historical/archaeological 
resources and a potential Section 106 determination of effect for the project. 

 September 6, 2000 – Section 106 Letter of Effect for the Brattleboro, Vermont – 
Hinsdale, New Hampshire BRF 2000(19) SC project was signed by: VT FHWA, 
VT DHP, VAOT, NH FHWA, NHDHR and NHDOT. 
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 September 7, 2000 – VAOT, NHDOT, VT FHWA, NH FHWA, VAOT SHPO and 
NHDHR met to discuss Section 106 coordination/determination of effect issues and 
requirements. 

 June 16, 2000 – VAOT conducted coordination with VAOT SHPO regarding 
project status and Section 106 compliance. 

 
Section 106 Documentation 
 
The following documents have been developed as part of the project’s Section 106 
compliance process: 

 Historic (see Appendix D) 
 

- December 10, 1996 – Section 106 Review document. 
 

- January 26, 1997 – Section 106 Review Update document. 
 

- September 17, 1999 – VAOT SHPO Memorandum, re: Historic 
Buildings, Structures, Sites, and Districts. 

 Archaeological (see Project Technical Reports) 
 

- January, 1997 – Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment. 
 

- October, 1997 – Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment Addendum. 
 

- November, 2000 – Archaeological Phase 1B Survey. 
 

- December, 2001 – Phase 1A Archaeological Survey of the Mid-
Channel Island. 

 Letter of Effect – September 5, 2000 
 

A Section 106 Letter of Effect, for the Brattleboro, Vermont – Hinsdale, New Hampshire 
BRF 2000(19) SC project was signed by the VT FHWA, VT DHP, VAOT, NH FHWA, 
NHDHR, and NHDOT on September 6, 2000. 
 
The Letter of Effect required, as conditions of a determination of ‘No Adverse Effect’, 
the following: 

 
- The existing Route 119 historic bridges to be minimally rehabilitated 

by NHDOT, in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, 
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for pedestrian/bicycle use by NH and VT residents and visitors.  
Vermont and New Hampshire are to share in the maintenance 
responsibilities for these bridges. 

 
- The Brattleboro-Hinsdale Bridge Committee is to have input into the 

bridge design process that will be a meaningful and important element 
in the final design. 

 
The Section 106 Determination of Effect for the project is: 

 
- Archaeological – The project would have no potential to cause effects 

on identified archaeological resources. 
 

- Historic – The project will have No Adverse Effect on historic 
properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places; provided that the Brattleboro – Hinsdale Bridge 
Committee is a full partner in the design of the new bridge. 

Agency Coordination 

Several federal and state agencies have provided written project comments.  Generally, 
these comments express a desire to remain informed of the project and identify concerns 
for area resources.  As part of the project information and coordination process, the 
following agencies were contacted: 
 National Marine Fisheries Service 
 State of Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 State of Vermont Agency of Natural Resources Department of Forests, Parks and 

Recreation 
 State of Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food and Markets 
 State of New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services 
 State of New Hampshire Executive Department Office of Emergency Management 
 State of New Hampshire Department of Resources and Economic Development 
 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, New York Regional Office 
 United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
 United States Coast Guard 
 United States Natural Resource Conservation Service  
 United States Army Corps of Engineers 
 United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 Town of Brattleboro, Vermont, Planning Commission 
 Town of Brattleboro, Vermont, Board of Selectman 
 Town of Hinsdale, New Hampshire, Board of Selectman 
 Town of Hinsdale, New Hampshire, Planning Board 
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 Town of Chesterfield, New Hampshire, Board of Selectman 
 Windham Regional Planning Commission (Vermont) 
 Southwestern Regional Planning Commission (New Hampshire) 
 Connecticut River Joint Commissions, Wantastiquet Region River Subcommittee 
 Vermont Division for Historic Preservation 
 New Hampshire Division of Historic Resources 

Agency comments are included in Appendix E. 
   

Agency coordination included the following entities:                            
 New England Power Service 
 New England Central Railroad 
 Marlboro College 

Regional and Local Coordination 

 Transportation access across the Connecticut River; to include during the 
construction period, is essential for maintaining area economic and social 
relationships and maintaining emergency services between Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale.  Construction of a grade-separated railroad crossing would improve safety 
and reduce the potential for emergency vehicle delays due to trains blocking the 
Route 119 highway/railroad crossing.  Both Brattleboro and Hinsdale strongly 
support maintaining a transportation crossing of the Connecticut River within the 
project corridor.  

 A transportation corridor that provides access to downtown Brattleboro is important 
to the continued vitality of the downtown Brattleboro area.  The Windham Regional 
Commission Plan identifies, in its proposed Transportation System section, the 
reconstruction of the Route 119 Hinsdale bridges.   

 A transportation corridor located in the southern part of the project corridor would 
provide Hinsdale residents with better access to I-91 in Vermont, particularly if a 
Vermont bypass to I-91 is ever constructed.  However, an I-91 bypass is not 
currently anticipated by the State of Vermont (see Appendix E).   

 Additional regional and local comments included: 

    -   The project be consistent with the historic developmental patterns  
  in downtown Brattleboro. 

    -  The historic train station/museum in downtown Brattleboro be   
     preserved. 

    -  The project recognize the historic values of the existing bridges.   
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    -  An adequate pedestrian/bicycle accessway across the river near  
  downtown  Brattleboro be maintained. 

    -  The project be consistent with the Main Street traffic project to   
  improve traffic flow through downtown Brattleboro.   

     -  Access to the waterfront, the mid-channel island, and the river be  
   maintained. 

    -  The project provide adequate transportation access to Hinsdale, New  
  Hampshire. 

    -  The project minimize the impact of traffic through residential   
     neighborhoods. 

    -  The project minimize traffic impacts to private land.   

  -  Existing land use patterns be maintained.  
   

3.)   COMMITMENTS 
 

The following project commitments exist: 

 A new Bridge Committee of community leaders from both Hinsdale and 
Brattleboro will be formed which would be a full partner in the final design of 
Alternative F’s new bridge.  The Bridge Committee’s input into the design process 
will consider architectural aesthetics as a criterion in determining a final design. 

 NHDOT and VAOT are to minimally rehabilitate the existing Route 119 bridges in 
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for pedestrians, bicycle or an 
alternative transportation use.   

 VAOT and NHDOT are to share maintenance responsibilities for the rehabilitated 
Route 119 bridges. 

 Relocation assistance will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.  
Vermont anticipates the following acquisitions during the implementation of the 
Preferred Alternative: 

 
i. A residential structure on VT 142, slightly northwest of the proposed VT 

119/142 intersection.  
 

ii. The former Blue Seal Building, located at the VT touchdown location.  
There are two businesses that currently (April 2012) operate out of this 
building:  Raymond James Metals, a specialty metals recycler and North 
Country Natural, a natural foods distributor. 
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iii. A bulk fuel storage facility on the western bank of the Connecticut River 

on the proposed route 119 alignment.  While the bridge would be elevated 
enough to pass over most of its infrastructure, required safety clearances 
will obligate the state of Vermont to acquire and remove some structures 
associated with this facility. 

 
iv. Easements for Alternative F to pass over tracks of the New England 

Central Railroad (NECR). 
 

v. In order for the bridge to have adequate clearance over the NECR tracks, 
the grade of the VT 142 roadway must be elevated approximately 8-feet at 
the proposed intersection of Route 119.  To accomplish this, a portion of 
the Marlboro College commuter parking lot would need to be acquired.  If 
a retaining wall is incorporated into the final roadway design to minimize 
impacts, approximately 25 of the 130 parking spaces found in the lot 
would be required for the project.   

 New Hampshire anticipates the following acquisitions during the implementation of 
the Preferred Alternative: 

 
i. Construction would require relocating the access road to the marina and 

automobile recycling center located immediately south of the New 
Hampshire Route 119 touchdown location.  Although, this would result in 
a longer access road, it would not substantially impact the access or use of 
either facility.   

 During any removal of fuel tanks, care will be exercised to minimize the potential 
for petroleum releases, and any releases will be remediated. 

 Coordination will be conducted with the VT Fish and Wildlife Department, NH 
Fish and Game Department, and the National Marine Fisheries Service, to schedule 
construction activities to minimize impacts on migrating and spawning fish. 

 Impacts to two NH-listed Endangered plants, known to occur in the project area, 
will be determined once preliminary design plans are available and communicated 
to the NH Natural Heritage Bureau.  If impacts to the local populations are 
unavoidable, further coordination with the NH NHB will be required. 

 Best Management Practices, for erosion prevention and sediment control will be 
utilized during all phases of construction, both on-shore and in-water, to minimize 
project-related impacts to water quality.   
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 During construction, efforts will be made to continually minimize and mitigate 
construction-related impacts to traffic, air, noise, and water quality in the project 
area. 

 
4.)   FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS 

 
- PROJECT PERMITS – Dependent upon final project design, the following 

federal and state permits will likely be required for the project: 
 NHDES 401 Water Quality Certificate  
 NHDES Dredge and Fill Permit 
 VANR Vermont Stream Alteration Permit 
 COE 404 Wetlands Permit 
 COE Section 9 or 10 Navigable Waterways Permit 
 VT 401 Water Quality Certificate 
 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 
 VT Stormwater Discharge Permit 
 Vermont Act 250 Land Use Permit 

 
 It is anticipated that all applicable permits will be obtained.    
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APPENDIX A 
 

Alternative Descriptions And Evaluations 
 
1) ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS 
 

The following pre-conceptual plans and profiles were completed when metric units 
were standard for VAOT.  The agency has reverted to using English units again in the 
interim period before this EA was finalized.  Although metric units were removed 
from the main chapters of the document, both units of measurement were retained in 
this appendix so the metric plan sheets can be referenced where necessary.  For each 
of the ten project alternatives, the location and estimated costs are identified and 
described as follows:  

 
 No-Action Alternative – This would provide for only the continued 

maintenance of the existing bridges and approach roadway sections.  The 
existing bridges would continue to deteriorate and would require increased 
maintenance efforts to remain in operation.  Traffic patterns would remain 
unchanged with this alternative. 

 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – Rehabilitation of Existing Bridges and 

Reconstruction of Approach Roadway Sections.  (See Figures A-1, A-2) 
 

 Alternative A would provide for the rehabilitation of both the western and 
eastern existing Route 119 bridges, and the reconstruction of the Route 
119 approach roadway sections.  Construction would begin at the Main 
Street intersection in Brattleboro and would end approximately 66 ft (20 
m) east of Mountain Drive on NH 119 in Hinsdale.  During rehabilitation 
of the bridges, phased construction would be utilized to maintain one-way 
alternating traffic on both bridges at all times.  This alternative would not 
improve the existing sub-standard horizontal and vertical curves on the 
approach roadway sections.  Horizontal and vertical alignments for this 
alternative would be identical to Alternative B. 

 
 Rehabilitation of the bridges would improve the bridge decks, gusset 

plates on the truss bottom chords, paint, concrete bridge seats, and scour 
protection.  The rehabilitation would not improve the load rating of the 
bridges, as the load ratings are determined by the bridge trusses.  
Replacement of the bridge trusses would be required to improve the load 
rating to the standard of MS23 (HSS25).  The existing sub-standard bridge 
clear width and vertical clearance would also be retained with Alternative 
A.  The structural repairs would extend the service life of the bridge by 15 
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to 30 years, assuming that interim maintenance such as painting and deck 
repair was completed.  Proposed rehabilitation work would include: 

 
- Complete cleaning and painting of both structures, utilizing full 

containment for removal of the lead-based paint. 
- Applying a new asphalt wearing surface, with a membrane on the bridge 

deck. 
 

- Performing miscellaneous steel repairs. 
 

- Performing concrete repairs to the abutments of the main channel 
(western) bridge, and repairs to the columns of the side channel (eastern) 
bridge. 

 
- Installation of rip rap for scour protection at the abutments of the main 

channel bridge, and to the piers of the side channel bridge. 
 

There is no additional right-of-way required for his alternative, nor are there any 
commercial or residential displacements. 
 
Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 
(Alternatives A through E) would not change travel patterns in the study area.  
The unsignalized Route 5/119/142 intersection would continue to operate at level 
of service F during the peak hour. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with Alternative A are as 
follows: 
 

Rehabilitate Bridge Cost (Vehicle) $1,917,510 
Approach Roadway Cost $611,380 

TOTAL COST $2,528,890 
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Figure A-1 – Alternative A Existing Horizontal Alignment
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Figure A-2- Alternative A Existing Profile
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 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Replacement of Existing 
Bridges and Reconstruction of Approach Roadway Sections.  (See figures 
A-3, A-4) 

 
Alternative B would provide for the replacement of both the western and 
eastern existing Route 119 bridges, and the reconstruction of the Route 
119 approach roadway sections.  Construction would begin at the Main 
Street intersection in Brattleboro and would end approximately 66 ft (20 
m) east of Mountain Drive on NH 119 in Hinsdale.  Temporary bridges 
would be utilized during the replacement of the existing bridges in order to 
maintain two lanes of traffic over the Connecticut River.  This alternative 
would not allow for improvement to the existing sub-standard horizontal 
and vertical curves, nor to substandard sight distances associated with the 
approach roadway sections. 
 
The total right-of-way required for this alternative would be 
approximately 0.4 acres (1400 m2 ).  The proposed construction of the 
western bridge and approach roadway sections would require the 
relocation of the Riverview Diner and demolition of the former Synergy 
Gas Building. 
 
Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 
(Alternatives A through E) would not change the travel patterns in the 
study area.  The unsignalized Route 5/119/142 intersection would continue 
to operate at level of service F. 

 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with Alternative B are 
as follows: 

 
New Bridge Cost $9,212,385 
Remove Existing Bridges $1,167,180 
Temporary Bridge Cost $1,986,985 
Roadway Cost $611,380 

TOTAL COST $12,977,930 
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Figure A-3 – Alternative B Plan
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Figure A-4 – Alternative B Profile 
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 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Replacement of Existing 
Bridges and Reconstruction of Approach Roadway Sections with Minor 
Geometric Improvements.  (See Figures A-5, A-6) 

 
 Alternative C would provide for the replacement of both existing Route 

119 bridges at approximately the same location as the existing bridges, 
and would include the reconstruction of the Route 119 approach roadway 
sections.  The reconstruction would begin at the Main Street intersection 
in Brattleboro and would end approximately 66 ft (20 m) east of Mountain 
Drive on NH 119 in Hinsdale. 

 
 Alternative C would improve the horizontal and vertical alignments to 

provide for a design speed of 35 mph (60 km/h).  A 623 ft (190 m) radius 
curve over the western bridge section would replace the existing sub-
standard 187 ft (60 m) radius curve on the eastern approach to the western 
bridge.  Due to the at-grade railroad crossing, the vertical alignment would 
retain a sub-standard curve with a sub-standard sight distance of 95 ft (29 
m).  The minimum standard sight distance for a design speed of 35 mph is 
275 ft (83.8 m). 

 
 Temporary bridges would be utilized during the replacement of the 

existing bridges in order to maintain two lanes of traffic over the 
Connecticut River.  The roadway approach to the temporary bridge on the 
Brattleboro side would require the demolition of the former Synergy Gas 
building.  The proposed reconstruction would also require the acquisition 
of the Riverview Diner in order to provide for a standard horizontal curve. 

 
 The total right-of-way required for Alternative C would be approximately 

0.50 acres (2,000 m2).  Aside from acquisition of the Synergy Gas building 
and the Riverview Diner, no other commercial or residential 
displacements would be required. 

 
 Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 

(Alternatives A through E) would not change the travel patterns in the 
study area.  The unsignalized Route 5/119/142 intersection would continue 
to operate at level of service F. 
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 The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with this alternative 

are as follows: 
 

New Bridge Cost $10,838,100 
Remove Existing Bridges $1,167,180 
Temporary Bridge Cost $1,986,985 
Roadway Cost $847,595 

TOTAL COST $14,839,860 
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Figure A-5 – Alternative C Plan 
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Figure A-6 – Alternative C Profile
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 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Replacement of Existing Bridges with 
Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing at Existing Location.  (See Figures A-
7, A-8, A-9, A-10) 

 
 Alternative D would replace both Route 119 bridges at approximately the 

location of the existing bridges, and would provide a new bridge over the 
railroad.  The reconstruction would begin approximately 98 ft (30 m) west 
of the Route 5/119/142 intersection in Brattleboro and would end 98 ft (30 
m) east of Mountain Drive on NH 119 in Hinsdale. 

 
 The proposed horizontal and vertical alignment for Alternative D would 

meet standards for a 35 mph design speed.  In order to provide standard 
grades, vertical curves, and railroad clearances, the Route 119 profile 
would require the Route 5/119/142 intersection to be raised approximately 
8 ft (2.5 m).  Reconstruction of 374 ft (114 m) of Main Street, 348 ft (106 
m) of Vernon Street, 122 ft (37 m) of Flat Street, and 305 ft (93 m) of 
Arch Street would also be required.  The Main Street reconstruction would 
require replacement of the Whetstone Bridge. 

 
 The proposed new western bridge would be approximately 34 ft (10.3 m) 

higher than the existing bridge on the Brattleboro side.  A cross section 
taken at the west shoreline depicts the existing and proposed bridge 
elevations as well as the Riverview Diner and museum locations (see 
Figure A-10). 

 
The reconstruction of Arch Street would include two sub-standard vertical 
curves.  Due to the proposed raising of Main Street and the existing non-
standard features of Arch Street, the headlight and stopping sight distances 
for the two curves would be a sub-standard 82 ft (25 m) and 72 ft (22 m) 
respectively.  The minimum standard sight distance for a design speed of 
25 mph is 150 ft (45.7 m). 

 
The reconstruction and raising of the Route 5/119/142 intersection would 
require acquisition of the Barrows Coal Building, located on Main Street 
between Whetstone Brook and Arch Street.  Additionally, access to the 
first floor of the Wilder Building, located on Main Street between 
Whetstone Brook and Flat Street, would be eliminated.  The 
reconstruction of Arch Street would also require the acquisition of the 
building behind the Barrows Coal building. 

 
The proposed bridge and approach roadways for Alternative D would be 
in approximately the same location as the existing bridge and roadway.  
During construction, traffic would be maintained on temporary bridges.  
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Access to the temporary bridges on the Brattleboro side would be 
provided using a temporary roadway to the south of Bridge Street (Route 
119).  This temporary roadway would require acquisition of the Union 
Station Building, which houses the museum and train station, and is listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places.  Upon completion of 
construction, a new riverfront access road would be provided from Vernon 
Street (Route 142), and be located in the vicinity of the existing Union 
Station building.  The proposed bridge location would also require 
acquisition of the Riverview Diner and demolition of the former Synergy 
Gas building. 

 
 The total right-of-way required for Alternative D would be approximately 

2.05 acres (8300 m2).  In addition, Alternative D would require a total of 
12 commercial displacements, plus the Union Station building.  No 
residential displacements would be required. 
 
Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 
(Alternatives A through E) would not change the travel patterns in the 
study area.  The unsignalized Route 5/119/142 intersection would continue 
to operate at level of service F. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) for Alternative D are as follows: 

 
New Bridge Cost $21,620,620 
Remove Existing Bridges $1,167,180 

Temporary Bridge Cost $1,986,985 

Roadway Cost $3,751,650 

TOTAL COST $28,526,435 
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Figure A-7 – Alternative D Plan 
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Figure A-8 – Alternative D Profile – Route 119
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Figure A-9 – Alternative D Profile – Local Streets 
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Figure A-10 – Alternative D Schematic Cross-section 
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 Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Replacement of Existing Bridges on 
Parallel Alignment.  (See Figures A-11, A-12) 

 
 Alternative E would provide for the replacement of both the existing 

Route 119 western and eastern bridges with new, parallel bridges and 
approach roadway sections.  To meet standards for a design speed of 35 
mph (60 km/h) the western bridge would be curved with a radius of 623 ft 
(190 m).  The proposed parallel alignment would utilize the existing 
bridges to maintain two lanes of traffic at all times during construction.  
After construction, the existing bridges could be used for pedestrian and 
bicyclist traffic.  Reconstruction would begin at the Main Street 
intersection in Brattleboro and end approximately 65 ft (20m) east of the 
George’s Field access in Hinsdale on NH 119.  As a sub-alternative to 
Alternative E, the existing bridges could be used in combination with the 
new bridges with each carrying one-way traffic (this sub-alternative is not 
shown in the plans or reflected in the costs shown below). 

 
 Due to the at-grade railroad crossing, the vertical alignment would contain 

a sub-standard curve with a sub-standard stopping sight distance of 105 ft 
(32 m), which would not meet the standards for a design speed of 35 mph.  
The minimum standard stopping sight distance for a design speed of 35 
mph is 275 ft (83.8 m).  The remaining portions of the vertical and 
horizontal alignments would meet standards for a design speed of 35 mph. 

 
The total right-of-way required for this alterative would be approximately 
1.5 acres (5900 m2).  In addition to the right-of-way, the proposed 
alignment would require demolition of the former Synergy Gas building.  
No other commercial or residential displacements would be required.   
 
Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 
(Alternatives A through E) would not change the travel patterns in the 
study area.  The intersection of Route 5/119/142 would continue to operate 
at similar to current and projected levels of service. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with this alternative 
are as follows: 
 

New Bridge Cost $8,309,210 
Rehabilitate Existing Bridges (Pedestrian) $1,584,030 
Temporary Bridge Cost $0 
Roadway Cost $812,858 

TOTAL COST $10,706,098 
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Figure A-11 – Alternative E Plan
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Figure A-12 – Alternative E Profile 
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 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Replacement of 
Existing Bridges with Tangent Bridges on Parallel Alignment.  (See 
Figures A-13, A-14) 

 
 Alternative E-Modified would be identical to Alternative E, except that 

the new western bridge would be constructed on a tangent alignment.  In 
order to provide a tangent bridge for the western span of the Connecticut 
River, a sub-standard curve with a radius of 328 ft (100 m) would be 
required on the eastern approach.  The minimum standard radius for a 
design speed of 35 mph is 410 ft (125 m).  The 328 ft (100 m) radius curve 
would meet standards for a 34 mph design speed.  The remainder of the 
horizontal alignment would be identical to Alternative E. 

 
 The vertical alignment would be very similar to Alternative E and would 

contain the same sub-standard curve at the railroad crossing.  The existing 
bridges would be utilized to maintain two lanes of traffic at all times 
during construction.  After construction, the existing bridges could be used 
for pedestrian and bicyclist traffic. 

 
 The total right-of-way required for this alternative would be 

approximately 1.4 acres (5700 m2).  In addition to this right-of-way, the 
proposed bridge location would require demolition of the former Synergy 
Gas building.  No other commercial or residential displacements would be 
required.  

 
Figure 2, Appendix B, indicates that the alternatives on existing alignment 
(Alternatives A through E) would not change the travel patterns in the 
study area.  The intersection of Route 5/119/142 would continue to operate 
at similar to current and projected levels of service.. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with this alternative 
are as follows: 

 
New Bridge Cost $8,309,210 
Rehabilitate Existing Bridges (Pedestrian) $1,584,030 
Temporary Bridge Cost $0 
Roadway Cost $812,858 

TOTAL COST $10,706,098 
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Figure A-13 – Alternative E - Modified Plan 
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Figure A-14 – Alternative E - Modified Profile
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 Alternative F (Blue Seal) – Replacement of Existing Bridges and 
Construction of Approach Roadway Sections on New Alignment 

 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal) is the project’s preferred alternative, and is 

identified, located, described, and analyzed in the EA document (see 
Chapter C).  Alternative F would provide for the replacement of both the 
existing Route 119 eastern and western bridges with one bridge, located 
approximately 1,000 feet (300 meters) south of the existing VT 119 
touchdown location and would join with NH 119 slightly east of the 
George’s Field/Route 119 intersection in New Hampshire. 

 
 The following figures, A-15 through A-26, identify, locate, and partially 

describe Alternative F (Blue Seal).  See also, Figure 3, Appendix B, for 
changes in area traffic flow patterns associated with Alternative F. 
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Figure A-15 – Alternative F Plan – VT 119/142 Touchdown Intersection 
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Figure A-16 – Alternative F Plan – VT 142 (South) 
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Figure A-17 – Alternative F Plan – Route 119 Mid-Channel Island 
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Figure A-18 – Alternative F Plan – NH 119 Touchdown
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Figure A-19 – Alternative F Profile – VT 119 
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Figure A-20 – Alternative F Profile – Route 119 Mid-Channel 
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Figure A-21 – Alternative F Profile – NH 119 Touchdown 
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Figure A-22 – Alternative F Profile – VT 142 (North) 
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Figure A-23 – Alternative F Profile – VT 142 (South) 
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Figure A-24 – Alternative F Schematic Cross-section 
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Figure A-25 – Alternative F River Access Plan 
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Figure A-26 – Alternative F River Access Profiles
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 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Replacement of Existing Bridges in the 

Vicinity of the Abandoned Railroad Bridge.  (See Figures A-27, A-28, A-
29) 

 
 Alternative G would provide for the replacement of both the existing 

Route 119 eastern and western bridges with one bridge, in the vicinity of 
the abandoned railroad bridge.  Construction would begin on VT 142 at 
the existing railroad siding grade crossing approximately 1 mile (1600 m) 
south of the Main Street intersection.  The proposed bridge would be 
located parallel to, and just south of, the abandoned railroad bridge and 
would meet NH 119 approximately 1 mile (1600 m) south of the George’s 
Field access to Route 119. 

 
The proposed horizontal and vertical alignments would meet standards for 
design speeds of 35 mph in New Hampshire and 25 mph in Vermont.  
Utilizing a 35 mph design speed in Vermont would locate Route 119 
through a CVPS sub-station, and would require a retaining wall to avoid 
acquisition of two adjacent commercial properties.  A 25 mph design 
avoids these impacts, as well as impacts to the Cersosimo Lumber 
Company truck garage. 
 
The location of the new bridge would provide two options for the existing 
bridges, demolition or rehabilitation.  The new bridge would be too far 
removed from the existing bridge locations to serve pedestrians and 
bicyclists that currently use the existing bridges. 
 
A prepared “rails to trails” route utilizing the abandoned railroad bridge in 
the vicinity of Alternative G could limit the need for pedestrian and 
bicyclist provisions on the new bridge.  As such, the costs shown below 
assume the new bridge would not provide for pedestrian and bicyclists, 
and the existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and utilized for 
pedestrian and bicyclists. 
 
The right-of-way required for this alternative would be approximately 4.2 
acres (17,100 m2).  No residential or commercial acquisitions would be 
required for Alternative G. 
 
Figure 4, Appendix B, indicates that Alternative G would alter the travel 
patterns on Route 142, South Main Street, Fairground Road, and Route 5 
(Canal Street).  The location of Alternative G would increase the 
attractiveness of Fairground Road and Cotton Mill Hill over use of Route 
5, South Main Street, and the Route 5/119/142 intersection for travelers  
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accessing the bridge.  The traffic volumes through the Route 5/119/142 
intersection would decrease about 10%; however, this intersection would 
continue to operate similar to current and projected levels of service. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with this alternative 
are as follows: 

 
New Bridge Cost $27,456,520 
Rehabilitate Existing Bridges (Pedestrian) $1,584,030 
Temporary Bridge Cost $0 
Roadway Cost $2,403,835 

TOTAL COST $31,444,385 
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Figure A-27 – Alternative G Plan 
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Figure A-28 – Alternative G Profile
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Figure A-29 – Alternative G Schematic Cross-section 
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 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Replacement of Existing Bridges to 
Intersect Main Street at the Route 9 Intersection.  (See Figures A-30, A-
31) 
 
Alternative H would provide for the replacement of both existing Route 
119 bridges.  Alternative H would create an alignment that would intersect 
Main Street at the Route 9 intersection.  A grade-separated railroad 
crossing would be provided.  The proposed horizontal and vertical 
alignments would meet standards for a design speed of 35 mph.  The 
existing western bridge would remain open during construction to 
maintain two lanes of traffic over the main channel of the Connecticut 
River.  The eastern bridge would be replaced and require a temporary 
bridge.  The project would begin at the intersection of Route 9 and Main 
Street in Brattleboro and end approximately 66 ft (20 m) east of Mountain 
Drive on Route 119 in Hinsdale, NH. 
 
The total right-of-way required for this alternative would be 
approximately 1 acre (3800 m2) and would require acquisition of one 
building, which contains four businesses located at the intersection of 
Route 9 and Main Street.  No other commercial or residential 
displacements would be required. 
 
Figure 5, Appendix B, indicates that Alternative H would reduce traffic 
volumes on Route 5 (Main Street) and through the Route 5/119/142 
intersection.  Traffic volumes through the intersection would decrease 
approximately 35%, and the intersection could then operate at a B level of 
service. 
 
The estimated construction costs (2008) associated with this alternative 
are as follows: 

 
New Bridge Cost $24,385,725 
Remove Existing Bridge $1,167,180 
Temporary Bridge Cost $687,555 
Roadway Cost $1,917,510 

TOTAL COST $28,157,970 
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Figure A-30 – Alternative H Plan
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Figure A-31 – Alternative H Profile 
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2). ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 

The Bridge Committee developed a number of evaluation criteria to identify and 
analyze each of the proposed project alternatives.  They were divided into Purpose 
and Need criteria or Construction criteria and are identified below: 

 
 A)  Purpose and Need Criteria 
 

  The purpose and need of a project directs and focuses the process of 
alternative identification, analysis, and selection.  The extent to which an 
alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and need is a substantial factor in 
evaluating the viability of that alternative. 

 
 Maintain Transportation Corridor – This criterion considers an 

alternative’s ability to maintain the existing transportation corridor 
between downtown Brattleboro, Vermont and Hinsdale, New 
Hampshire.  The farther the Vermont touchdown location is 
relocated from downtown Brattleboro, the less the alternative is 
able to meet this criterion.  Due to the existing safety, traffic 
efficiency, and structural deficiencies that exist with the current 
Route 119 corridor crossing, the No-Action Alternative and 
Alternative A (Rehabilitation) do not meet this criterion.  
Additionally, Alternative G (Georgia Pacific), located 
approximately 1 mile to the south, does not meet this 
transportation corridor criterion due to the alternative’s distance 
from the downtown Brattleboro area.  All other alternatives meet 
this transportation corridor criterion. 

 
 Correct Safety Deficiencies – The existing Route 119 corridor 

crossing has several transportation safety concerns, which include 
the at-grade railroad crossing of Route 119 between the western 
bridge and the Route 5/119/142 intersection.  This active railroad 
crossing results in vehicles queuing eastward across the western 
bridge, and queuing westward through the Route 5/119/142 
intersection during times of train passage.  The lengthy blocking of 
Route 119 by a train at the railroad crossing can substantially 
degrade the shared emergency services between Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale.  The No-Action Alternative, Alternative A 
(Rehabilitation), Alternative B (Replace on Existing), Alternative 
E (Parallel Structure), and Alternative E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure) would maintain a Route 119 at-grade railroad 
crossing.  Alternatives D (Grade-Separated), F (Blue Seal), G 
(Georgia Pacific), and H (Route 9/Main Street) provide a grade-
separated railroad crossing. 
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The New Hampshire approach to the eastern bridge narrows from a 
32 foot (9.7 meter) roadway to a 20 foot (6.1 meter) bridge width.  
The roadway approach alignment to the western bridge, from the 
east, 187 foot radius curve leading immediately to a 20 foot (6.1 
meter) bridge width.  Both of these roadway deficiencies create 
safety concerns.  The No-Action Alternative and Alternative A 
(Rehabilitation) do not meet the safety criterion, as these 
alternatives would maintain the existing roadway geometrics, 
bridge widths, and the at-grade railroad crossing.  All other 
alternatives meet this safety criterion. 

 
 Correct Structural Deficiencies – Both Route 119 bridges have 

deteriorated since their construction in the 1920’s.  The concrete in 
the abutments, piers and backwalls is spalled and eroded, and 
reinforcing steel is exposed.  The strength of floor beams and 
stringers have had their strength substantially reduced.  In 2004, 
New Hampshire engineers rated the western bridge as having a 
sufficiency rating of 30.5%, and being classified by the National 
Bridge Inventory (NBI) Appraisal Rating as “Functionally 
Obsolete”.  The eastern bridge had a 2004 sufficiency rating of 
32.5% and an NBI Appraisal Rating of “Functionally Obsolete”. 

 
Limited structural repairs were completed on both bridges in 1988 
at a cost of $1,660,000.  These repairs consisted of replacement of 
the bridge decking, stringers, floor beams and diaphragms, which 
corrected some structural deficiencies.  In 2003 additional 
rehabilitation was performed on the bridges.  This rehabilitation 
work consisted of replacing the steel bridge planking with precast 
concrete deck panels.  The 2003 rehabilitation is anticipated to 
have a life cycle of 10 years or longer. 
 
The bridges continue to show signs of structural deficiencies.  All 
alternatives, except for the No-Action Alternative and Alternative 
A (Rehabilitation), due to this alternative’s failure to correct the 
existing Route 119 bridges structural loading deficiencies, were 
determined to meet this structural criterion. 

 
 Correct Functional Deficiencies – The traffic functionality of the 

existing Route 119 bridges is limited by vertical clearance heights, 
curb-to-curb widths, varying roadway widths and a 187 foot radius 
curve on the eastern approach to the western bridge, and the at-
grade rail crossing located west of the western bridge.  
Simultaneous passage of two large trucks across the western bridge 
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is very difficult.  The maximum vehicle capacity that these bridges 
can currently accommodate is approximately 1,935 vehicles per 
hour.  Since the No-Action Alternative, Alternative A 
(Rehabilitation), and Alternative B (Replace on Existing) do not 
correct the existing roadway geometric deficiencies, they do not 
meet this functional criterion.  All other alternatives meet this 
criterion. 

 
 Maintain Social Relationships – The Brattleboro/Hinsdale 

transportation corridor facilitates area social activities, influences 
area land uses, and allows Brattleboro and Hinsdale to share 
emergency rescue, fire, and medical services.  Loss of this 
transportation corridor would adversely affect the availability of 
area medical services for Hinsdale residents, as the closest hospital 
is located in Brattleboro. 

 
 Due to the limited ability of the exiting Route 119 structures to 

meet existing and projected area transportation requirements, the 
No-Action Alternative does not meet this criterion.  Alternative D 
(Grade-Separated) also does not meet this criterion due to this 
alternative’s extensive relocation impacts to the downtown 
Brattleboro area.  Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) does meet this 
criterion due to Alternative G’s distance from the downtown 
Brattleboro area.  Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) does meet 
this criterion due to this alternative’s adverse impact on traffic and 
pedestrian activities near the Route 9/Main Street touchdown area 
in Vermont.  All other alternatives meet this social criterion. 

 
 Maintain Economic Relationships – Brattleboro is the principal 

commercial and industrial center in southeastern Vermont, and an 
important commercial and employment center for southwestern 
New Hampshire.  Due to the close economic ties between the 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale communities, and the lack of any other 
reasonable alternative transportation route between the towns, 
loosing this transportation corridor would result in substantial 
economic hardship to the area.   

 
 Due to the limited ability of the exiting Route 119 structures to 

meet existing and projected transportation requirements between 
Brattleboro and Hinsdale, the No-Action Alternative does meet 
this criterion.  Alternatives D (Grade-Separated) and H (Route 
9/Main Street) do not meet this criterion due to their potential to 
result in substantial adverse physical and economic impacts to the 
downtown Brattleboro businesses district.  Alternative G (Georgia 



December 2013  Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH   

Page A‐48  Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment   
  Appendix A – Alternative Descriptions And Evaluations 
 

Pacific) does not meet this criterion due to this alternative’s 
distance from the downtown Brattleboro area.  All other 
alternatives meet this economic criterion. 

 
 Preserve Area Resources – The Brattleboro/Hinsdale transportation 

corridor has numerous resources that contribute to the social, 
economic, environmental, and aesthetic qualities of the area. 

 
 Although, the No-Action Alternative would result in long-term 

socio-economic impacts to the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area, this 
alternative would not result in other impacts to area resources.  As 
such, the No-Action Alternative would meet this resource criterion.   

 
Alternative A (Rehabilitation) would result in no impacts to 
agricultural land, waterbodies, threatened and endangered species, 
historic and archeological resources, hazardous materials, and 
visual resources; and only minimal impacts to water quality, fish 
and wildlife, floodplains, air, wetlands, and land use resources.  As 
such, Alternative A meets this resource criterion. 
 
As Alternative B (Replace on Existing) results in approximately 
1.7 acres of wetland impacts, 1.9 acres of floodplain impacts, 
demolition of the historic Route 119 bridges, and would require 
impacting the coal tar deposits.  As such, Alternative B does not 
meet this resource criterion.   

 
As Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) results in 
approximately 1.9 acres of wetland impacts, 2.1 acres of floodplain 
impacts, demolition of the historic Route 119 bridges, and 
potential impacts to the exiting area coal tar deposits.  As such, 
Alternative C does not meet this resource criterion.   

 
As Alternative D (Grade-Separated) results in approximately 2.5 
acres of wetland impacts, 3.1 acres of floodplain impacts, 
substantial socio-economic and land-use impacts, adverse historic 
impacts to downtown Brattleboro and the historic Route 119 
bridges, and potential impacts to the area’s coal tar deposits.  As 
such, Alternative D does not meet this resource criterion. 
 
As Alternative E (Parallel Structure) results in approximately 1.6 
acres of wetlands impacts, 1.7 acres of floodplain impacts, and 
substantially impacts the area’s coal tar deposits.  As such, 
Alternative E does not meet this resource criterion. 
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As Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) results in 
approximately 1.9 acres of wetland impacts, 2.1 acres of floodplain 
impacts, and substantially impacts the area’s coal tar deposit areas.  
As such, Alternative E-Modified does not meet this resource 
criterion. 
 
Alternative F (Blue Seal) would preserve and maintain the exiting 
Route 119 historic bridges for pedestrian and bicycle usage.  This 
alternative would avoid impacts to: the area’s coal tar deposits, 
agricultural lands, and archaeology resources; Alternative F would 
result in only minimal impacts to wetlands, threatened and 
endangered species, floodplains, historic, pedestrian/bicycle, land 
use, hazardous materials, and air quality resources.  Additionally, 
only limited impacts would result to waterbodies, water quality, 
noise, fish and wildlife, visual, and socio-economic resources.  As 
such, Alternative F meets this resource criterion. 

 
Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) would result in substantial socio-
economic impacts to downtown Brattleboro, VT, approximately 
0.7 acres of wetland impacts, and 3.4 acres of floodplain impacts.  
As such, Alternative G does not meet this resource criterion. 

 
Alternative H would result in substantial socio-economic impacts 
to downtown Brattleboro, VT, moderate land use impacts, 
approximately 3.4 acres of wetlands impacts, and 4.2 acres of 
floodplain impacts.  As such, Alternative H does not meet this 
resource criterion. 

 
B) Construction Criteria 
 

 Design Speed – The State of New Hampshire has responsibility for 
project design for that portion of the project that is in New 
Hampshire, which includes the Connecticut River as it extends to 
the ordinary low water mark on the Vermont shoreline.  The State 
of Vermont has responsibility for that portion of the project located 
western of the Vermont shoreline.  The designated bridge design 
speed is 35 mph.  Due to design limitations, the 35 mph design 
speed could not be achieved for the No-Action Alternative and 
Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), and E-
Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure).  All other alternatives have 
a 35 mph design speed.  Alternatives F (Blue Seal) and G (Georgia 
Pacific) utilize a 25 mph design speed for bridge approaches on 
only the Vermont side.   
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 Disposition of Existing Bridges – The existing Route 119 bridges 

are classified as historic resources.  The Vermont Division for 
Historic Preservation and the New Hampshire Division of Historic 
Resources have commented that the existing Route 119 bridges 
should be preserved.  The No-Action Alternative would maintain 
the current status of the Route 119 bridges.  Alternative A 
(Rehabilitation) maintains the existing bridges for traffic use.  
Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), and D (Grade Separated) would result in the 
removal of the bridges.  Alternatives E (Parallel Structure), E-
Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), F (Blue Seal), G (Georgia 
Pacific), and H (Route 9/Main Street) provide options for retaining 
and rehabilitating the existing bridges for pedestrian/bicycle usage. 

 
 Bridge Typical Section – The NHDOT used the AASHTO policy 

of 12 foot (3.6 m) travel lanes and 10 foot (3 m) shoulders for 
design guidance on the bridges and eastern approaches in New 
Hampshire.  The No-Action Alternative and Alternative A 
(Rehabilitation) would maintain the existing road width of 20.3 ft 
(6.2 meters).  For this roadway classification, using AASHTO 
guidance, all other construction alternatives would be designed to 
provide for a 10-12-12-10 foot (3-5.6-5.6-3 meter) roadway 
typical, resulting in an overall roadway width of 44 feet (13.2 
meters). 

 
 Truss Bridges Feasibility – To assist in evaluating the potential for 

any new structure to aesthetically match the existing structures, the 
feasibility of each alternative to accommodate a truss type bridge 
was requested by the Bridge Committee.  While this criterion was 
originally identified by the Bridge Committee to evaluate the 
potential for visual impacts, consideration of aesthetic impacts has 
now been integrated into the bridge type and design studies.  The 
No-Action Alternative would retain the exiting Route 119 truss 
bridges.  Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing) 
and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) could be constructed 
as truss bridges.  For Alternatives C (Alignment Improvement), D 
(Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure) and H (Route 9/Main 
Street) the east bridge could be a truss type bridge.  For 
Alternatives D (Grade-Separated), F (Blue Seal) and G (Georgia 
Pacific) the western portion of the proposed bridge could be a truss 
type bridge. 
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 Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing – A grade-separated railroad 
crossing of Route 119 would enhance the efficiency of the 
transportation corridor’s traffic flows, reduce the vehicular 
accident potential at the existing at-grade railroad crossing, and 
facilitate the travel of emergency vehicles between Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale.  The No-Action Alternative would continue the existing 
Route 119 at-grade crossing.  Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B 
(Replace on Existing), and C (Alignment Improvement) do not 
provide for a grade-separated crossing.  Alternatives E (Parallel 
Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), as 
designed, do not provide for a grade-separated railroad crossing.  
However, Alternative E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified 
(Parallel Tangent Structure) could be designed to include a grade-
separated railroad crossing.  A grade-separated railroad crossing 
would increase the costs for Alternative E (Parallel Structure) and 
E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) by approximately 
$8,190,000 each.  Alternatives D (Grade-Separated), F (Blue Seal), 
G (Georgia Pacific) and H (Route 9/Main Street) are designed to 
provide for a grade-separated railroad crossing. 

 
 Cost for Coal Tar Remediation – Located immediately south of the 

existing Route 119 touchdown area in Vermont is an area of coal 
tar deposits, which extends along the Vermont shoreline and out 
into the Connecticut River for approximately 150 feet (45 m).  
These coal tar deposits were evaluated by the E.C. Jordan 
Company for the New Hampshire Department of Public Highways 
in 1984.  They were further investigated by DuBois & King, Inc., 
in 1998 and 1999, and Haley & Aldrich in 2000 and through 2003.  
Groundwater monitoring of the area near the existing western 
Route 119 bridge was initiated in 2001 and is ongoing.  

 
Any alternative, which touches down just south of the existing 
Vermont 119 touchdown location, or requires the construction of a 
temporary bridge located immediately south of the existing 
western bridge, could impact these coal tar deposits.  Currently, 
these deposits are located under 6 to 10 feet of sediment and 
appear to be generating only limited releases of coal tar residues to 
the environment. 

 
 To preclude additional coal tar releases, the area of the coal tar 

residues should be avoided.  If avoidance is not possible or 
practicable, the coal tar site should either be remediated prior to 
construction, or specialized construction techniques utilized to 
minimize releases.  Without knowing the full extent of the coal tar 
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deposits, or the exact location of new bridge piers, coal tar deposit 
remediation/construction costs are difficult to estimate.  In 1984, 
the E.C. Jordan Company report indicated remediation costs might 
approach $1,000,000, today these costs would be substantially 
higher. 

 
 The No-Action Alternative and Alternative A (Rehabilitation) 

would not result in construction within the identified coal tar 
deposit areas.  Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure) and E-
Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) would require construction 
or temporary bridges within the limits of the existing coal tar 
deposits.  Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) is located north of 
the coal tar deposits, Alternatives F (Blue Seal) and G (Georgia 
Pacific) are located south of the coal tar deposits.  Construction of 
Alternatives F (Blue Seal), G (Georgia Pacific), and H (Route 
9/Main Street) are not anticipated to result in construction impacts 
to these coal tar deposit areas.   
 

 Cost for Truss Bridge – Based on the desire of the Bridge 
Committee for the project to aesthetically complement the existing 
Route 119 bridges, the potential of each alternative to incorporate a 
truss bridge into the design was evaluated.  If a truss type bridge 
were to be utilized for the project, the additional costs to each of 
the alternatives were estimated and set forth as follows: 

 
 No-Action – N/A 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation)   -  $0 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing)    -  $  1,848,035 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement)  -  $     833,700 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)   -  $     833,700 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure)   -  $  1,903,615 
 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent 

Structure)      -   $ 2,153,725 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal)   -  $N/A 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific)  -  $  3,147,218 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street)   -  $  2,153,725 

 
 A project bridge design study will consider aesthetic requirements.  

A truss bridge for Alternative F was removed from consideration 
during the bridge structure study. 
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 Estimated Right-of-Way Costs – As alternative design plans are 
only pre-conceptual, construction limits and property takings have 
not yet been clearly defined.  However, to provide some estimation 
of the potential right-of-way costs associated with each alternative, 
right-of-way costs are described utilizing the terms low, moderate 
and high.  Project right-of-way costs are estimated to be between 
$1 million and $10 million.   

 
The No-Action Alternative and Alternative A (Rehabilitation) are 
not anticipated to result in any additional right-of-way acquisition 
costs.  Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure) are anticipated to have low right-of-way 
acquisition costs.  Alternatives G (Georgia Pacific) and H (Route 
9/Main Street) are anticipated to have moderate right-of-way 
acquisition costs.  Both alternatives D (Grade-Separated), and F 
(Blue Seal), are anticipated to have a high right-of-way acquisition 
costs.  These relocation cost classifications are for alternative 
comparisons only, and may be subject to substantial changes upon 
a final determination of property acquisition requirements. 

 
 Construction Costs – Estimated construction costs (in year 2008 

dollars) for each alternative are set forth more fully previously in 
this Appendix.  Construction costs include the costs of demolition 
for Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), and H (Route 9/Main Street).  
Construction costs for Alternatives E (Parallel Structure), E-
Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), F (Blue Seal), and G 
(Georgia Pacifica) include rehabilitation of the existing bridges for 
pedestrian and bicyclist usage.  If the existing bridges are to be 
removed instead of rehabilitated, then the cost of these alternatives 
could be reduced by approximately $300,000.  Estimated 
construction costs, for each alternative, (year 2008 dollars) are 
identified as follows: 

 
 No-Action – N/A 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation)   -  $  2,528,890 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing)    -  $12,977,930 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement)  -  $14,839,860 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)   -  $28,526,435 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure)   -  $10,706,098 
 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent 

Structure)      -  $10,706,098 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal)   -  $31,500,000 
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 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific)  -  $31,444,385 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street)   -  $28,157,970 

 
 Traffic Maintenance During Construction – Maintaining a 

transportation corridor between Brattleboro and Hinsdale during 
construction is essential to maintain existing economic and social 
relationships, and to provide for area emergency services.  The No-
Action Alternative would maintain the existing transportation 
corridor facilities.  Alternative A (Rehabilitation) would maintain 
the existing corridor through phased construction techniques, 
which would require one lane usage of the existing bridges.  
Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), and D (Grade-Separated) would require the 
construction of temporary bridges during construction.  For these 
alternatives, the western temporary bridge would be located 
immediately south of the existing Route 119 west bridge, the 
eastern temporary bridge would be located immediately north of 
the existing Route 119 east bridge.  Alternatives E (Parallel 
Structure), E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), F (Blue Seal), 
and G (Georgia Pacific) would use the existing bridges for traffic 
during construction.  Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) would 
use the existing western bridge during construction, but require a 
temporary eastern bridge. 

 
C) Alternative Evaluation Table 
 

Construction criteria, with estimated construction costs, are set forth for 
each alternative in the following table.  Additionally, the ability of each 
alternative to meet the project’s purpose and need criteria is set forth in the 
table.  The table was developed and utilized by the Bridge Committee to 
summarize and evaluate the project’s alternatives. 
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Table	A‐1:				Alternative	Evaluation	Table	
 
 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 
ALTERNATIVE 

E-Modified 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 
 
 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Improvement and 
Grade Separated 

Parallel Structure Parallel Tangent 
Structure 

 

Blue Seal 
(Preferred) 

 
Georgia Pacific Route 9/Main 

Street 

  
PURPOSE AND NEED CRITERIA 
 
Maintain Transportation Corridor 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No Yes 

 
Correct Safety Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes 

 
Correct Structural Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes 

 
Correct Functional Deficiencies 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes 

 
Maintain Social Relationships 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No No 

 
Maintain Economic Relationships 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No No 

 
Preserve Area Resources (11) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No No No No No 

 
Yes 

 
No No 

CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA  

 
Design Speed 

 
N/A 

 
25 mph (1) 

 
35 mph (1) 35 mph 35 mph 35 mph 34 mph (1) 

 
35 mph 

 
35 mph 35 mph 

 
Disposition of Existing Bridges 

 
N/A 

 
Used For Traffic 

 
Removed Removed Removed Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Options (2) 

 
Options (2) Options (2) 

 
Bridge Typical Section (3) 

 
N/A 

 
10'-2"-10'-2"  

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
10'-12'-12'-10' 10'-12'-12'-10' 

 
Truss Bridge Feasibility (4) 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes (5) Yes (5, 6) Yes (5) Yes 

 
Yes (6) 

 
Yes (6) Yes (5) 

 
Grade-Separated Railroad Crossing 

 
N/A 

 
No 

 
No No Yes No (7) No (7) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes Yes 

 
Cost for Coal Tar Remediation 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

 
$0 (8) 

 
$0 (8) $0 (8) 

 
Cost for Truss Bridge 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
$1,848,035 $833,700 $833,700 $1,903,615 $2,153,725 

 
N/A (4) 

 
$3,147,218 $2,153,725 

 
Estimated ROW Costs 

 
N/A 

 
$0 

 
Low Low High Low Low 

 
High 

 
Moderate Moderate 

 
Construction Costs  (9) 

 
N/A 

 
$2,528,890 

 
$12,977,930 $14,839,860 $28,526,435 $10,706,098 $10,706,098 

 
$31,500,000 

 
$31,444,385 $28,157,970 

 
Traffic Maintenance During Construction 

 
N/A 

 
Staged 

Construction 

 
Temporary Bridges Temporary Bridges Temporary 

Bridges 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing 
Bridges 

 
Existing 
Bridges 

 
Existing 
Bridges 

Existing (10) & 
Temporary 

 PURPOSE AND NEED RATINGS: 
Yes - Alternative meets the purpose and need criteria. 
No - Alternative does not meet the purpose and need criteria. 
 
CONSTRUCTION NOTES: 
(1) Due to design limitation, Alternatives A, B and E-Modified a design speed of 35 mph  is not achievable. 
(2) With Alternatives E, E-Modified, F, G and H the existing bridges could be rehabilitated for pedestrians and bicyclists ($1,584,030), 

vehicle traffic ($1,917,510) or removed ($1,167,180).  
(3) Preliminary design speeds and lane widths. 
(4) Based upon the desire of the Bridge Committee to evaluate the potential of a new bridge to be a truss type bridge, which could 

aesthetically complement the existing Route 119 bridges. A project bridge design study is ongoing, which will consider aesthetic 
requirements. A trust bridge for Alternative F was removed from consideration during the bridge structure type study. 

(5) For Alternatives C, D, E and H the east bridge could be a truss. 

(6) For Alternative D, F and G, a portion of the bridge could be a truss. 
(7) As shown, Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified do not include a grade-separated rail crossing.  However, Alternative E and 

Alternative E-Modified could include a grade-separated rail crossing.  The impacts would be similar to Alternative D, and the cost 
would increase by $11,380,005 over the cost shown for Alternative E and Alternative E-Modified. 

(8) Alternatives F and G are south of the existing coal tar deposits, Alternative H is north of the coal tar deposits, estimated remediation 
costs are in 1984 dollars and would be substantially more in present day estimates. 

(9) The costs for Alternative A  assumes the existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for vehicular traffic.  The costs for Alternatives 
B, C, D and H assume the existing Route 119 bridges are removed.  The costs for Alternatives E, E-Modified, F and G assume the 
existing Route 119 bridges are rehabilitated for pedestrian usage.  All construction costs are estimated in year 2008 dollars. 

(10) For Alternative H, the west bridge would be utilized for traffic during construction; construction of the east bridge would require a 
temporary bridge. 

(11) See Resource Summary Table, pg. C-21, for individual environmental analyses for each category (see also, Appendix F). 
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Photo 1 – River View Restaurant 
View of the Riverview Restaurant from the westerly 
Route 119 bridge west towards Brattleboro.

Photo 2 – Mid-Channel Island Wetland 
View of the island’s southern tip wetland from the mid-
channel island south towards the Connecticut River. 

Photo 3 – Route 119 Westerly Bridge 
View of the Route 119 westerly bridge from the New 
Hampshire private marina northwest towards 
Brattleboro 

Photo 4 – Route 119 Easterly Bridge 
View of the Route 119 Easterly Bridge from the 
Connecticut River northeast towards New Hampshire.
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Photo 5 – Marina Access Road (West) 
View of the New Hampshire boat marina access road 
from NH 119 southwest to the Connecticut River.

Photo 6 – Marina Access Road (East) 
View of the New Hampshire touchdown area from the 
NH boat marina entrance northeast towards NH 119.

Photo 7 – Marina 
View of the New Hampshire boat marina, north along 
the Connecticut River towards the Route 119 easterly 
bridge. 

Photo 8 – Brattleboro Coal Tar Deposit Area 
View of the former Brattleboro Gas Works building in 
VT and area adjacent to the Connecticut River in 
which coal tar residues have been identified northeast 
towards the Connecticut River from Depot Street.
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Photo 9 – Brattleboro Gas Works Building 
View of the only remaining structure associated with 
the former Brattleboro Gas Works from Depot Street in 
VT northeast towards the westerly Route 119 bridge.

Photo 10 – Blue Seal Building (Front) 
View of the front of the former Blue Seal building (VT 
touchdown area) from VT 142 southeast towards New 
Hampshire.

Photo 11 – Blue Seal Building (Side) 
View of the south side of the former Blue Seal Building 
(VT touchdown area) north along Route 142 towards 
the Marlboro College Building.  

Photo 12 – Blue Seal Building (Rear) 
View of the rear of the former Blue Seal Building (VT 
touchdown area) from Depot Street west towards VT 
142. 

 
 

 
 
 
 



APPENDIX C 
 

Project Photographs 
 

December 2013  Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH   

Page C‐4  Transportation Corridor, Environmental Assessment   
  Appendix C – Project Photographs 
 

Photo 13 – Bulk Fuel Tanks 
View of fuel storage tanks (which will be removed by 
the project in the Preferred Alternative) from Depot 
Street in Brattleboro northwest towards the Marlboro 
College Building. 

Photo 14 – Living Memorial Park 
View of the Living Memorial Park from the Route 
5/119/142 intersection east towards New Hampshire.

Photo 15 – VT 142 Residence 
View of VT 142 residence (which may be acquired by 
the project) from VT 142 west towards Brattleboro.
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1                THURSDAY, AUGUST 1, 2013;

2 (Recording 080113-Environmental Assessment Hearing) 

3          MR. LANDRY:  Good evening, it's nice to see 

4 a lot of people out tonight on a night that's not a 

5 real great weather night, but appreciate it.  

6          Before I forget, anybody that comes in 

7 should sign that sign-in sheet, so we all have a 

8 record that you've been here.  

9          My name is Danny Landry, I've met several 

10 of you in the past, I'm a project manager with the 

11 structures division of Vermont Agency of 

12 Transportation, and we're here tonight to gather 

13 comments for the environmental assessment for the 

14 Brattleboro-Hinsdale Bridge replacement job which 

15 has been titled BRF 2000(19) SC.

16          Tonight's agenda is going to be rather 

17 informal, I'm not real big on formal presentations, 

18 but we're going to start out with Mary O'Leary from 

19 the visionary consulting firm of EIS -- EVI -- 

20          MS. O'LEARY:  EIV.  

21          MR. LANDRY:  -- EIV, excuse me -- who is a 

22 principal author in the environmental assessment.  

23 Mary is going to talk a little bit about 

24 environmental documents, what they are, why we do 

25 them, and then she'll get into this environmental 
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1 document and discuss some details of it and what the 

2 document basically says.  After she completes her 

3 presentation -- and I should point out this is 

4 Jackie Dagesse, who's also with EIV, and she'll be 

5 taking notes, and so forth, of the comments that are 

6 made tonight.  

7          After Mary finishes her presentation, we're 

8 going to open it up to the field and have people 

9 provide comment to the project, and also if there 

10 are questions, I prefer that you eliminate or have 

11 those questions relate to clarity of what's been 

12 said up here more than exact detail.  Much of the 

13 engineering has not been -- actually has been no 

14 engineering that's been done, at this point.  It's 

15 been all we have a conceptual idea of what the 

16 project will look like in its finished product.  

17          So we're going to limit also the comments 

18 to, verbal comments, to about five minutes per 

19 person in order to get everyone in, and once we have 

20 as many questions as we feel that everybody has had 

21 a chance, we can open it up for additional questions 

22 and comments, too, at that point in time.  

23          Written comments can be unlimited.  We have 

24 15 days left before the environmental assessment is 

25 completed.  You may write everyday, you may write as 
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1 long as you want, and those comments, along with the 

2 verbal comments we hear tonight, will be 

3 incorporated into the final environmental assessment 

4 document.  

5          The Agency of Transportation will attempt 

6 to reply to each of those comments if it is 

7 appropriate; in other words, there'll be certain 

8 comments that we won't reply to, such as "I'm in 

9 favor of the project," fine, that's great.  "I'm not 

10 in favor of the project," okay, that's fine, too.  

11 But we will comment on certain specific comments 

12 that you have; for example, you're missing a comma 

13 on page 23, okay, we will -- our comment would be 

14 we'll fix that.  

15          Okay, so at this time, I'd like to have 

16 Mary step up and start her presentation.  

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you, Danny.  So forgive 

18 my voice, I was on vacation for ten days, and I just 

19 got in at 2 a.m., in Burlington, so it's been a bit 

20 of a hazy day.  

21          So I'm also not going to talk a lot tonight 

22 because we're really looking for comments from 

23 people on the environmental document, so I'm just 

24 going to describe what NEPA is and why we're doing a 

25 document like this, why we're required to by law, a 
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1 brief history of the project, I think many of you 

2 are familiar with it, and then a brief description 

3 of the project, and then we'll open it up for 

4 comments.  

5          So we're here because of NEPA, National 

6 Environmental Policy Act, was enacted in 1970, and 

7 it said that any Federal project, any undertaking by 

8 the Federal Government has to consider environmental 

9 impacts, and not only that, but they have to include 

10 public comments and documentation of those public 

11 comments.  And that environmental impact has grown 

12 to include social impacts, economic impacts, 

13 cultural resources and natural resources, so all of 

14 those are looked at under a NEPA documentation.  

15          There are three levels that kind of -- 

16 lowest level is called the categorical exclusion, 

17 that's for projects that are done over and over by 

18 the agencies; for example, for a transportation 

19 agency, a categorical exclusion project would be a 

20 paving project that stayed within the right-of-way.  

21 All right, so there's the check list that you go 

22 through and show that you have met all of those 

23 requirements under NEPA for the cultural, social, 

24 economic and in natural resource qualities.  

25          For the next step up, which is what we have 
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1 here, it's called an environmental assessment.  

2 That's when the project is a little different or may 

3 be a little larger, and you don't know exactly what 

4 the environmental impacts are going to be from the 

5 project, so you do an assessment to determine what 

6 those impacts will be.  If after the assessment you 

7 find that there is no significant impact from the 

8 project, a FONSI is issued, a finding of no 

9 significant impact.  Those of you who are old enough 

10 remember Fonzi, so -- 

11          If, after an environmental assessment like 

12 this, you find that there are significant impacts, 

13 the project gets bumped into an environmental impact 

14 statement, which probably many of you have heard 

15 about the larger, more controversial projects in 

16 both New Hampshire and Vermont run into an 

17 environmental impact statement, and it's much more 

18 complex, it's a lot more analysis, it's a way bigger 

19 document, it takes a lot longer period of time.  So 

20 we are an environmental assessment, we feel at this 

21 point, we're hoping, that we will be able to get a 

22 FONSI, a finding of no significant impact.  

23          So the Federal agency that is responsible 

24 for this particular project is the Federal Highway 

25 Administration because it's a transportation 
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1 project, so they have reviewed this document already 

2 before it goes out to the public.  And then as Danny 

3 said, we're going to be taking everybody's comments 

4 today verbally, we'll write everything down, we have 

5 already received comments by e-mail and by letter.  

6 We'll continue to take written comments for the next 

7 15 days, and as Danny described, we'll respond to 

8 those as well as we can.  We'll change the document 

9 as we need to.  

10          And then we include the transcript of what 

11 happens today, all of the letters, or anything that 

12 got sent in to us, and any of the changes, 

13 documentation of what changes we made from those 

14 comments, those all go with this document to Federal 

15 Highway, Rob Sikora, who's sitting in the back of 

16 the room, and he gets to look at this and make a 

17 determination as the lead agency for this NEPA 

18 documentation.  

19          Any questions?  That's your environmental 

20 regulatory process.  

21          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Just one more time.  

22 Environmental, what do you mean by that.  

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Environmental assessment.  

24          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, in, you know,  

25 just the -- like pollution, and that kind of thing, 
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1 like a.  

2          MS. O'LEARY:  No, so cultural and natural 

3 resources, economic and social aspects, that's how 

4 this is designed.  

5          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So that's what this 

6 is ultimately going to be used --  

7          MS. O'LEARY:  All of those things, yeah. 

8          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you.  

9          MS. O'LEARY:  You're welcome.  

10          All right, so for the project, itself, the 

11 project actually started in the 1970s, a long, long, 

12 long time ago, unfortunately, right.  However, it 

13 really kicked into there were a lot of issues with 

14 the rail crossing on the Vermont side, back and 

15 forth between Vermont and New Hampshire on who was 

16 going to handle things, there were budget 

17 constraints, there were a lot of different issues 

18 that kind of had to be worked out, so the project 

19 really did not get into gear until the 1990s.  

20          In the early 1990s a bridge committee was 

21 formed, I believe we have several members here 

22 today.  And that was a local organization, it was 

23 made up of people from other select boards from 

24 Hinsdale, New Hampshire, Brattleboro, Vermont, Town 

25 of Chesterfield, the regional planning commissions 
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1 on both sides, and then other interested parties and 

2 organizations and individuals, and that bridge 

3 committee was very active, actually.  They met 

4 almost -- I think just slightly under 20 times 

5 within a few years, in the late 1990s and early 

6 2000.  They published a newsletter four or five 

7 times that went out to the whole region.  They had 

8 two public hearings, informational hearings that 

9 talked about the project and the preferred 

10 alternative that they had recommended.  

11          There was also a technical working group 

12 that was made up of the design engineers that were 

13 involved before we were in this project, New 

14 Hampshire DOT and Vermont AOT and a fourth group 

15 that I can't think of right now, a technical working 

16 group.  They also met about 20 times and had at 

17 least one public meeting or participated in public 

18 meetings for that.  

19          So then design engineers were hired, but 

20 not to do the design of the bridge, it was to do 

21 this conceptual design and the alternative studies.  

22 So the environmental assessment that I was talking 

23 about earlier is very prescribed what we need to 

24 look at.  You need to identify the purpose and need 

25 for the project, and there's, you know, all kinds of 
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1 regulations that say what you need to include in 

2 this.  You need to look at the alternatives for your 

3 project.  You need to assess each of those 

4 alternatives for function, for the social impacts, 

5 for environmental impacts and for cost.  

6          So the bridge committee helped assess all 

7 of those alternatives, helped disseminate that 

8 information throughout the public.  Between all of 

9 those groups and all of the public information that 

10 had happened, and between the agencies that were 

11 involved, in addition to the regulatory agencies, 

12 like the wetlands group and Army Corps of Engineers 

13 and Fish and Game, there has been a preferred 

14 alternative identified which is option F, and we 

15 it -- I'll show it to you on the map, and we have it 

16 here in the document.  

17          So within -- we were hired about three 

18 years ago.  There had been a lot of work done on 

19 this project and a bunch of different companies had 

20 worked on it, and so we pulled together all of that 

21 documentation.  We also updated some of the 

22 environmental studies that had become out-of-date in 

23 that time frame, and finished up this document to 

24 the point we are today.  So it has been, at this 

25 point, reviewed by Federal Highway.  It's ready to 
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1 go out to you, it's been out for 15 days, it will be 

2 out for another 15 days, as I said.  And then we'll 

3 be compiling all of that and sending it into Federal 

4 Highway.  

5          Any questions on that?  No.  All right.  

6          So the existing bridges that we're talking 

7 about, two bridges that span the Connecticut River.  

8 The western bridge actually goes over the main 

9 channel of the Connecticut River from Brattleboro to 

10 a mid-channel island, then the eastern bridge goes 

11 from the mid-channel island over to Hinsdale, New 

12 Hampshire.  

13          Both bridges, they were built in the 1920s.  

14 They are deemed by the bridge-rating system, the 

15 National Bridge Rating-System to be 

16 functionally-obsolete.  They have scores of I think 

17 it's 47 and 49 out of 100, so they are 

18 structurally-deficient, functionally-deficient as 

19 far as sight distances, and things like that, so 

20 they need to be replaced.  

21          As part of this environmental assessment, 

22 we looked at ten different alternatives.  One 

23 alternative required by NEPA requirements is 

24 nothing, that you don't do anything, that you leave 

25 it as it is, that's always a choice.  So we looked 
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1 at that.  Of course that does not meet the purpose 

2 and need to have a state-efficient transportation 

3 corridor.  

4          Then we also looked at replacing the -- 

5 rehabbing the bridges on the existing alignment, 

6 replacing the bridges on the existing alignment, and 

7 then six other alternatives of various different 

8 geometry and tweaking of the bridges to come up with 

9 the preferred alternative, which is a single-span 

10 bridge south of the existing location -- and I know 

11 it's hard to see from back there, it's this red line 

12 here, it's called alternative F, it's called the 

13 Blue Seal option in the environmental document.  And 

14 if you've read it, because the building there, at 

15 the time, used to be Blue Seal, it's not any longer, 

16 but because that's what all the old documents had, 

17 we're keeping that name so that everybody knows what 

18 we're talking about.  

19          It's approximately 1800 feet, it hits in 

20 Vermont at Route 142 about a thousand feet south of 

21 the existing intersection, and it hits in Hinsdale, 

22 New Hampshire just slightly south of the existing 

23 bridges by George's Field, just south of there.  

24          So as Danny explained, this is conceptual.  

25 So we don't have a lot of the engineering details 
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1 set up, so the work that we're doing is based on 

2 these conceptual numbers.  There are some 

3 environmental concerns in this area.  There are some 

4 wetlands, there's coal-tar contamination in the 

5 Connecticut River.  There are two endangered plant 

6 species that are in the area.  And from the 

7 Connecticut River we have flood-way issues, 

8 flood-plain issues, so all of those issues are 

9 discussed in the environmental documentation.  

10          We are fairly comfortable that we will be 

11 able to avoid the environmental resources or 

12 minimize the impact to them or mitigate for them.  

13 And until we actually get the final bridge design, 

14 we won't know exactly how many acres.  

15          We have a hand-out for you.  

16          MR. LANDRY:  You want me to take care of 

17 that for you?  

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Sure, thank you.  

19          MR. LANDRY:  You want one copy left on 

20 the -- 

21          MS. O'LEARY:  I have one right there.

22          MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  

23          MS. O'LEARY:  So these talk about the ten 

24 alternatives and the different environmental 

25 impacts -- should have handed those out before -- 
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1 and approximate cost for the project.  

2          Now fiscal responsibility is part of NEPA, 

3 it is not the only part, it's equal to all of the 

4 other aspects.  They say maintaining social and 

5 economic relationships in the area and conserving 

6 resources.  So on the one side you'll see -- and in 

7 -- alternate evaluation table, and this goes through 

8 each of the alternatives that were looked at, 

9 identifies whether or not we meet the purpose and 

10 need of the project.  And then identifies if there 

11 are any issues under some of the design criteria, 

12 the fact that we have a design sheet set up, 

13 construction costs, trying to avoid this coal-tar, 

14 which is why we're not going north of the project, 

15 the existing project.  

16          On the back side of this document is the 

17 resource summary table for each of the alternatives 

18 that we look at.  Alternative F is the preferred 

19 alternative, and that goes through agricultural 

20 impact, socio-economic, air qualtiy, noise, water 

21 quality, wetlands, threatened and endangered 

22 species, historic impacts, all of those resources 

23 that we looked at as part of this document.  

24          The bridges, themselves, are existing 

25 bridges, are historic.  They will be under 
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1 alternative F, our preferred alternative, they will 

2 be preserved.  They'll be minimally-changed and kept 

3 as pedestrian and bike pathways.  

4          Yes?  

5          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Your alternative is 

6 to, like you just said, conservative (unclear) -- 

7          MS. O'LEARY:  Yes, --

8          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- the best 

9 alternative.  

10          MS. O'LEARY:  -- that's it, yeah, 

11 alternative F is to build a new single-span 

12 shore-to-shore, keep the two existing bridges as 

13 pedestrian and bike bridges.  

14          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, thank you, 

15 (unclear).  

16          MS. O'LEARY:  I'm sorry, not single-span, 

17 shore-to-shore.  There'll be a number of piers, 

18 their exact location hasn't been chosen, yet.  

19          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you.  

20          MS. O'LEARY:  You're welcome.  Is there any 

21 other -- is there any questions before I open it up 

22 for comments?  

23          So the environmental document has been -- 

24 this environment assessment, which I know you can 

25 all use for late-night reading if you haven't 
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1 already.  The executive summary I think is 20 pages, 

2 so you can read that, and then delve into more of 

3 the chapters if you are interested.  

4          So in the public notice that you all saw, 

5 and we have those locations, this is available a 

6 variety of places, each of the planning commissions, 

7 New Hampshire DOT, Vermont AOT, we can certainly 

8 point you to other places where it is located if you 

9 haven't already had a chance to look at this.  

10          Yes?  

11          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Who would be funding 

12 this project?  

13          MS. O'LEARY:  This will be funded -- I 

14 think you have a good question.  So this is not 

15 unique because it has some software.  So for this, 

16 this is Vermont and New Hampshire together, the 

17 funding comes through on the Federal Highway, the 

18 Federal Government.  Vermont has been in charge of 

19 this part, the environmental documentation up to 

20 this point for actual design of the bridge, and 

21 moving to construction, New Hampshire is going to be 

22 in charge of that, but it's several steps down the 

23 road.  

24          First, we have to get this approved, then 

25 there's some negotiations and some other aspects of 
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1 the project that still need to be looked at, and 

2 then New Hampshire will move into design and 

3 construction of the project.  

4          Yes?  

5          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So in the future, 

6 what if the Federal Government goes broke and 

7 there's no money, then we'd go back to the original 

8 alternative and don't do anything, or -- 

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Yes.  

10          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- is there another 

11 other way of doing this?  So the sooner we do it, 

12 the most likely we would have a bridge.  

13          MS. O'LEARY:  Potentially.  If no one has 

14 any specific questions, I'd like to open up for 

15 comments.  If anyone has comments about the 

16 environmental assessment, anything you notice that 

17 we said that was factually inaccurate, anything that 

18 you think we missed that we would need to put in.  

19          Mike.  

20          MR. MULLIGAN:  First of all, the 

21 characterization of the traffic on the bridge is 

22 incomplete as far as the -- you said that barely two 

23 trucks couldn't pass the -- on the Hinsdale Bridge, 

24 and actually only one truck at a time can easily -- 

25 can pass the bridge.  
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1          Also, I'm interested on both sides of the 

2 bridge, to the geometry issue, --

3          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

4          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- can go on, and so the 

5 truck has to stick its nose way out in the traffic, 

6 and there's all sorts of issues with -- of 

7 obstructing traffic.  These trucks going out there, 

8 (unclear), stuff like that, so that sort --

9          MS. O'LEARY:  And geometrically, right, 

10 there are definitely issues with both bridges and 

11 approach-ways.  That is documented in the EA, as I 

12 said, and I think that it said that two bridges 

13 can't -- or two trucks can't pass at the same time, 

14 that's the difficulty, if they need to, that's what 

15 we're trying to fix, and they can't right now, so 

16 you're correct only that one at a time, under 

17 certain conditions at certain parts of Route 19 

18 across the bridge, that is correct.  

19          MR. MULLIGAN:  And cars -- 

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

21          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- a car can't pass a 

22 tractor-trailer on the bridge where it approaches, 

23 and stuff like that.  

24          MS. O'LEARY:  On either?  

25          MR. MULLIGAN:  On either, right, right, so 
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1 that we know.  

2          And also, that the greater issue is -- the 

3 core issues of the bridge, you know, my side of the 

4 story is, I want you guys to expect everybody to 

5 start digging dirt in the spring of next year.

6          MS. O'LEARY:  Hmm.

7          MR. MULLIGAN:  The socio-economic issue of 

8 it, or a bridge shut-down, or the -- restricting the 

9 weight on the bridges, and all that sort of 

10 stuff, -- 

11          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

12          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- will be tremendous as far 

13 as both communities; and also hindering as far as 

14 growth and business growth, and stuff like that, is 

15 a great concern if the bridges are allowed to stand 

16 as they are.  

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

18          MR. MULLIGAN:  As far as 2010, there were 

19 7200 vehicles per day, --

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

21          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and 2012, there were 

22 10,000 vehicles per day, and in 2015 -- you want me 

23 to correct -- projects 13,000 vehicles a day, --

24          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

25          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and that's a tremendous 
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1 increase in vehicle traffic.  We don't know what the 

2 break-out is as far as trucks and stuff like that.  

3          MS. O'LEARY:  Right.  

4          MR. MULLIGAN:  On the -- the bigger problem 

5 again is the condition of the bridges.  I think it 

6 is grossly-inaccurate in your report and also the 

7 DOT.  I see tremendous bridge-type issues on the 

8 bridge.  There's tremendous member of bending and 

9 gusset-bending and gusset-weakening, and the -- the 

10 side -- the thing that's in the gusset is 

11 half-an-inch, -- 

12          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

13          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and there's another 

14 half-inch or less on the outside, so how can New 

15 Hampshire even consider construction and integrity 

16 of the gusset?  These bridges, as you know, are 

17 critical -- are both critical, --

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm. 

19          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- both (unclear), or both 

20 critical, or both (unclear), whatever it is.

21          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

22          MR. MULLIGAN:  A gusset goes and the whole 

23 bridge goes in the drink.  So we have the footing 

24 (phonetic) problems, the Brattleboro west side 

25 bridge, that whole -- additions, the dirt, and 

E-82

Laura
Callout
EAH-1



Environmental Assessment Hearing - 8/1/2013 Brattleboro, VT - Hinsdale, NH Transportation Corridor

802-862-4593 - cra@craofvt.com
Court Reporters Associates

Page 22

1 everything, is all shifting.  

2          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

3          MR. MULLIGAN:  And there's gusset movement 

4 and bending and stuff like that.

5          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

6          MR. MULLIGAN:  And indicates that there's 

7 been movement of that side of the bridge, and stuff 

8 like that.  But everybody's playing, you know, let's 

9 make believe, this is the way it is, and nobody 

10 wants to go down there and really look at that 

11 bridge --

12          MS. O'LEARY:  So you feel that we over -- 

13 even though we're saying it's structurally-obsolete 

14 and functionally-obsolete, you're feeling that we're 

15 over-estimating the safety of the bridge is your 

16 comment.  

17          MS. MULLIGAN:  By many magnitudes.  

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay.  

19          MR. MULLIGAN:  And -- and like I said, when 

20 this issue of all these members meeting, --

21          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

22          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- all these super-structure 

23 members being bended, tremendous damage, tremendous 

24 bending of these members, and stuff like that, would 

25 that be critical, a bridge like that -- one of those 
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1 things would go and the whole bridge could go in.  

2 As long as the -- they indicated with the footings 

3 and the huge truss knuckles underneath the bridge, 

4 there's a tremendous amount of wastage (phonetic) on 

5 those knuckles and bolts that hold the trusses 

6 together, and stuff like that, along that.  

7          So you have the members that are bent and 

8 huge areas of these trusses -- well, not huge, --

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

10          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- let's say, the huge 

11 trusses, themselves, are bent and will be opened up, 

12 and stuff, along with all that stuff underneath it.  

13 How do we know that New Hampshire DOT really 

14 understands these two interactions together, how do 

15 we really know that these bridges are going to last 

16 for another 50 years?  Because the way it's going 

17 now, New Hampshire isn't going to change their 

18 politics, and -- and they're starving their 

19 transportation budgets, right, --

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

21          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- stagnation and starving 

22 for the last 30 years.  They can't pass -- you know, 

23 that bridge is unsafe, they can't pass it, to shut 

24 it down if it's unsafe, right?  And so the gap, the 

25 gap of these two things, you know, these New 
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1 Hampshire officials don't have the courage, they'll 

2 face tremendous political outcome if they had to 

3 shut that bridge down.  And so -- and so the gap, 

4 the gap, between these two things, these two 

5 impossibilities is they falsify documents.  

6          MS. O'LEARY:  Well, I certainly can't speak 

7 to that, and I can tell you that we don't have any 

8 falsified documents in here, and unfortunately I 

9 can't speak to the New Hampshire budget, either, but 

10 bridges are rated on an engineering scale that's 

11 used across the country for safety.  And so they did 

12 score low in the 40s, definitely, which is why 

13 they're in line to be fixed, but it's not made-up 

14 reasons, there's definitely -- there's criterias, 

15 and there's -- specific things get checked on every 

16 bridge, and so that has been done, and that's why we 

17 have the numbers in the 40s.  

18          MR. MULLIGAN:  All I say -- one more 

19 thing -- 

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Yeah.  

21          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- is that that's a near 

22 collapse, we're going to break apart, where that 

23 bridge is so fragile, there's so many degraded 

24 parts, the super-structure underneath the bridge.  

25 The New Hampshire -- the DOT, they come with these 
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1 fancy words about engineering, and stuff, and 

2 degrees, and Master's Degrees and Ph.Ds, and you 

3 can -- you can baloney the people, and stuff, with, 

4 you know, the institutional stuff with the engineers 

5 and educators, and stuff like that, and at the end 

6 of the day, you're not asking proof of these guys, 

7 they're just throwing you -- they're just throwing 

8 you trash and words, and stuff like that, and 

9 they're not showing you any of the events that are 

10 really going on, and stuff.  And so just by throwing 

11 out (unclear) the professional class, and -- 

12          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

13          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and you don't have to 

14 have (unclear) from us, we'll just -- we'll go on 

15 our statute and our sense of professionalism.  A guy 

16 like me, they don't ask -- they ask like what's your 

17 proof, what's your proof that that bridge is going 

18 to go down, and stuff like -- they ask me triplicate 

19 proof, they simply -- you know, they don't trust me.  

20 The professional class, they -- they trust them to 

21 be infinite, you know, as far as that, so -- and 

22 there you go.  

23          MS. O'LEARY:  All right, well, thank you 

24 for your comments.  

25          MR. MULLIGAN:  Thank you.  
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1          MS. O'LEARY:  Sir.  

2          MR. SPRAGUE:  I'm sorry, I missed the first 

3 part of the meeting, what -- what are we supposed to 

4 be asking questions about?  

5          MS. O'LEARY:  So for the Route 119 

6 Brattleboro-Hinsdale, New Hampshire Bridge, this is 

7 the environmental assessment, it has to be done by 

8 Federal law, and so we look at the project, we look 

9 at all the different alternatives, -- 

10          MR. SPRAGUE:  Okay.  

11          MS. O'LEARY:  -- identify a purpose and 

12 need.  In this case, the bridges are 

13 functionally-obsolete, they need to be replaced, -- 

14          MR. SPRAGUE:  Oh.  

15          MS. O'LEARY:  -- and so we're looking at 

16 the alternatives.  We've looked at ten and came up 

17 with a preferred alternative, after a lot of work 

18 with community, and regional people, and the two 

19 agencies from Vermont and New Hampshire, and came up 

20 with this environmental document.  It's been on 

21 public notice for 15 days, it's going to continue to 

22 be on public notice for the next 15 days.  

23          And so what we're looking for tonight is 

24 specific comments on this document, on the preferred 

25 alternative, if you feel that there is anything that 
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1 we missed in here.  If, like Danny said, if we had, 

2 you know, even -- I mean we will take commas, you 

3 know, you missed a comma, or you need this, or you 

4 called something the wrong name, you know, editorial 

5 comments are fine.  Bigger-picture comments, any 

6 other concerns, --

7          MR. SPRAGUE:  Okay.  

8          MS. O'LEARY:  -- anything about the 

9 project, itself.  

10          MR. SPRAGUE:  I'm from Hinsdale, New 

11 Hampshire, --

12          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

13          MR. SPRAGUE:  -- I'm a taxpayer over there.  

14 And my wife is in a wheelchair, and she occasionally 

15 has to have the ambulance bring her to the 

16 hospital -- 

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

18          MR. SPRAGUE:  -- for various items.  And I 

19 do worry that, you know, there's going to be a train 

20 on the track sometime, and they're not going to be 

21 able to get through it soon enough, that's one 

22 thing.  

23          Another thing I think about, and I -- I 

24 don't really think about it, but what if there's a 

25 nuclear accident and everybody has to use that 
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1 bridge, and you have how many, first, student buses 

2 goes across that bridge -- 

3          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

4          MR. SPRAGUE:  -- I think they come from 

5 Brattleboro, don't they?  

6          MS. O'LEARY:  I believe so.  

7          MR. SPRAGUE:  I don't know on that.  

8          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That bridge is not 

9 in the evacuation plans for the town (unclear).

10          MS. O'LEARY:  That bridge isn't?  

11          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That bridge is not 

12 in the evacuation plans for the town.

13          MR. SPRAGUE:  It isn't, okay.  Hinsdale has 

14 to go over on 119 to Keene, I believe it is, up, but 

15 I imagine it's still -- there's going to want to be 

16 people, parents, and everything else, that are going 

17 to want to go that way, you know, but I think that 

18 would be a really, really -- 

19          MS. O'LEARY:  So some of the things that 

20 you mentioned are being addressed with this 

21 alternative F, with the -- 

22          MR. SPRAGUE:  (unclear).

23          MS. O'LEARY:  -- alternative F, the 

24 preferred alternative.  There'll be a grade 

25 separated for the rail, so the traffic will not back 
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1 up onto the bridge the way that it does now, so 

2 there'll be a lot easier flow back and forth.  

3          MR. SPRAGUE:  Yes.  

4          MS. O'LEARY:  And one of the considerations 

5 for this actual bridge design is to improve 

6 emergency services back and forth between the two 

7 towns.  

8          MR. SPRAGUE:  Yes, that'd be wonderful.  

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

10          MR. SPRAGUE:  But there was an accident on 

11 the bridge today.  

12          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm, an accident did you 

13 say?  

14          MR. SPRAGUE:  She had -- she had an 

15 accident, yes.  

16          MS. O'LEARY:  Oh, hm-hmm.  

17          MR. SPRAGUE:  It ripped the side of a box 

18 trailer, utility box trailer, one of those nice 

19 black ones.  

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

21          MR. SPRAGUE:  Just ripped the whole side of 

22 it right off it, there was I think a gas truck 

23 coming the other way.  

24          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

25          MR. SPRAGUE:  And so then another truck 
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1 stopped coming this -- coming from Hinsdale.  

2          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

3          MR. SPRAGUE:  So you had to go around this 

4 way, around this way, around this way, and that way 

5 through the three vehicles that were involved, 

6 one-way traffic, and it was a real mess.  

7          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

8          MR. SPRAGUE:  We had a doctor's 

9 appointment, my wife did, and I had to get there 

10 late.  It's stuff like that that's --  

11          MS. O'LEARY:  And that is one -- that is 

12 one -- you just said it perfectly -- that is one of 

13 the deficiencies right now, the geometry, --

14          MR. SPRAGUE:  Yes. 

15          MS. O'LEARY:  -- and the width of the road, 

16 and the consistency of the road across the two 

17 bridges, so this alternative F will address that.  

18          MR. SPRAGUE:  One thing that got me at the 

19 last meeting I was at, I was at the meeting over in 

20 Hinsdale, they said all their money is going to be 

21 funneled into Route 93, you know, I think that's so 

22 wrong.  

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

24          MR. SPRAGUE:  I mean I realize -- I drove 

25 that road for quite a number of years, --
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1          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

2          MR. SPRAGUE:  -- and it's a mess up there, 

3 I realize that.  

4          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

5          MR. SPRAGUE:  But I think they have to 

6 consider it, you know, a problem, you know, here, 

7 too.

8          MS. O'LEARY:  Right.  

9          MR. SPRAGUE:  And I imagine the economy 

10 would be a lot better in this area if we had another 

11 bridge.  Brattleboro, I don't think, wants a lot of 

12 tractor-trailers going through Brattleboro.  

13          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

14          MR. SPRAGUE:  But it would (unclear) this 

15 economy.  They've got 400 acres of land over there, 

16 industrial land which is waiting to be developed 

17 over there.  

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

19          MR. SPRAGUE:  And plus the whole commercial 

20 corridor over there, and I just -- I just think it's 

21 too dangerous.  

22          MS. O'LEARY:  So the bad news is that this 

23 isn't going to happen next year because you know the 

24 way these things happen, but the good news is that 

25 this is a very good first step, and it has to happen 
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1 first in order to go to design engineering and then 

2 construction design.  

3          MR. SPRAGUE:  It said in the paper that 

4 they were on the ten-year list, they aren't on a 

5 ten-year list unless they just went on it recently.  

6          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I saw that in the 

7 paper, too, and --

8          MS. O'LEARY:  Yeah.  

9          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- (unclear).  

10          MR. SPRAGUE:  It's not on the ten-year 

11 list.  

12          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  As far as I know, 

13 it's not on the ten-year list.  

14          MS. O'LEARY:  Yeah, I don't think it is.  

15          MR. SPRAGUE:  It's not on any list.  

16          MS. O'LEARY:  No.  

17          MR. SPRAGUE:  Because -- because of the 

18 population, I think is what -- 

19          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

20          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Okay, that's fine.  

21          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you.  Sir?

22          MS. DAGESSE:  Wait, Mary, --

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Oh, I'm sorry.  

24          MS. DAGESSE:  -- (unclear) name.

25          MS. O'LEARY:  Sir, I'm sorry, could we have 
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1 your name?  

2          MR. SPRAGUE:  Dwight Sprague.  

3          MS. O'LEARY:  Sprague.  Thank you, Mr. 

4 Sprague.  

5          MS. DAGESSE:  And you have to move 

6 (unclear).  

7          MS. O'LEARY:   Oh.  You're only going to 

8 hear me talking on this, not everyone else.  

9          Can I have your name, sir?  

10          MR. LINDSEY:  Steve Lindsey from Keene, New 

11 Hampshire.  And I have some associations with this 

12 area, even though I live up in the county seat, I 

13 was a State Rep from there.  I would like to -- we 

14 keep referring to these two bridges as the 119 

15 bridges, but they have formal names, just as the 

16 Vilas Bridge, and Bellows Falls has a formal name, 

17 and the CV Bridge in Chesterfield has a formal name.  

18 The larger of the two is the Anna Hunt Marsh Bridge, 

19 and the smaller one is the Charles Anderson Dana 

20 Bridge, named after prominent Hinsdale residents who 

21 went on to change the world.  

22          And I'd like the media and the Government 

23 to name the bridges with their formal names.  The 

24 Legislature approved this, the Towns of Hinsdale and 

25 here approved it, and the Governor signed it, so I'd 
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1 like that to be put in.  

2          I've got two other things, and I understand 

3 as an avid historic preservationist and a lover of 

4 our built environment, I understand that a new 

5 bridge is necessary, and I can see it as much, but I 

6 would like to see the two old bridges remain 

7 standing as a recreational span, as well as for 

8 emergency vehicles.  We are over a major body of 

9 water, the interface of two states, two political 

10 entities, and I hope that we can save the Charles 

11 Anderson Dana Bridge and the Anna Hunt Marsh Bridge 

12 and we utilize them as a historic, recreational and 

13 also for emergency resources.  Thank you for 

14 listening to me.  In the interstit disclosure, I'm 

15 the one that submitted the bills that named those 

16 bridges a few years back, thank you.  

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you.  So I was not 

18 aware of the formal names.  We can get the 

19 documentation and certainly include that in the 

20 document.  

21          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yeah, yeah.  

22          MS. O'LEARY:  And to answer your -- your 

23 other point is that the existing bridges are going 

24 to be left for recreational and for pedestrian and 

25 bicycle use.  I'm not exactly sure about emergency 
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1 services, but we can certainly -- they're not, at 

2 this time, but we can certainly at least include 

3 your comments in the document and look into that.  

4          MR. LINDSEY:  I appreciate it, and thank 

5 you for considering the formal names, they have 

6 distinct personalities as people, who cross them 

7 everyday, realize.  

8          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay, thank you.  Any other 

9 comments?  Yeah.  Sir.  Your name?  

10          MR. SMITH:  Edwin Smith.  I have served on 

11 several of those committees that you referred to in 

12 the beginning.  

13          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

14          MR. SMITH:  And I think it took us a long 

15 time to get to this point.  There has been a 

16 professional assessment done, it points to choice 

17 F -- 

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

19          MR. SMITH:  -- on our papers here.  I think 

20 that we should do whatever we can to make this 

21 happen.  This is shown by the experts, who have 

22 looked at it, to be environmentally-friendly, it's 

23 shown to be functionally-workable.  The two bridges 

24 that we have now don't meet any of those criteria, 

25 there are a lot of criteria that they don't meet.  
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1          The bridges that we're looking at now are 

2 somewhere close to 90-years-old, and we're looking 

3 at probably five to seven to ten years before this 

4 bridge can be designed and have traffic on it just 

5 because of the process of the engineering, and all 

6 of the rights-of-way, and other things that have to 

7 be looked at during the process.  I think it's time 

8 that we did focus on choice F -- 

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

10          MR. SMITH:  -- and move this forward so 

11 that we do get out of the situation we're in now 

12 with bridges that are functionally, and, in many 

13 ways, obsolete.  I don't have all the terminology 

14 that the young lady had, but it's time to do the 

15 right thing in this case and get a bridge that 

16 does -- and one of the other points that was 

17 referred to -- 

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

19          MR. SMITH:  -- a few minutes ago by 

20 Representative Lindsey was the impact on our 

21 medical -- 

22          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

23          MR. SMITH:  -- because that's where -- our 

24 emergency medical source comes from Brattleboro.  

25          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  
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1          MR. SMITH:  That's where our emergency 

2 medical needs are met in Hinsdale.  Other than that, 

3 -- and the hospital, as well.  The hospital from 

4 Hinsdale is seven miles, the next closest hospital 

5 is in Keene which is 21 miles away.  

6          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

7          MR. SMITH:  We also have to think about 

8 doing these in a timely fashion so that they aren't 

9 closed, because if they are closed, it's more than 

10 20 miles from the bridge -- the bridges we're 

11 talking about to the bridge in Chesterfield, which 

12 is the closest one, the other alternative is down in 

13 Northfield which is about 10 miles further.  

14          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm, farther.  

15          MR. SMITH:  If these bridges aren't 

16 replaced -- at the last traffic count, there were 

17 9700 cars going across these bridges daily.  If only 

18 half of that traffic goes up Route 63 in New 

19 Hampshire, that road is going to be an environmental 

20 disaster, as well as a lot of other things, because 

21 it's going to require a lot of funding just to keep 

22 it up.  

23          The other big factor on the Vermont side is 

24 Putney Road's already congested.  If half of those 

25 people from the south side of Brattleboro go up to 
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1 the Putney Road, that road is going to become a lot 

2 more congested than it is now.  So both states have 

3 a horse in this race, I guess, --

4          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

5          MR. SMITH:  -- we'll go back to the old 

6 Hinsdale harness racing days -- do have a horse in 

7 this race, and it's important to get this thing done 

8 and get it where it should be so that we can have a 

9 better bridge, thank you.  

10          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you.  Sir?  

11          MR. BUTYNSKY:  My name is Bill Butynsky, 

12 and I've had the opportunity to serve on the bridge 

13 committee for the last year or two and have lived in 

14 the area for over half my life.  I strongly support 

15 alternative F and moving forward with a new bridge 

16 as soon as possible.  

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

18          MR. BUTYNSKY:  Just to reinforce what 

19 Mr. Sprague said earlier, in terms of his wife in a 

20 wheelchair, my mother, in fact was 97, in serious 

21 ill health for a number of years, she passed away 

22 recently, but to get to the hospital, you have to go 

23 across the railroad tracks, and that was always a 

24 danger for her or for anybody else in Hinsdale that 

25 has a heart attack or has immediate medical needs.  
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1 And I would just like to see that type of thing, if 

2 it's possible, to be put into the environmental 

3 assessment.  

4          The other reality is, when the trains go 

5 across, obviously all of the cars back up, and it 

6 certainly negatively-impacts air quality.  

7          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

8          MR. BUTYNSKY:  And I think that could be 

9 reinforced within the report.  So there are a 

10 variety of things in there, but I just want to say I 

11 strongly endorse what you propose in terms of 

12 alternative F and moving forward as fast as 

13 possible.  

14          And again, it isn't even just the medical 

15 care, it's also police, --

16          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm. 

17          MR. BUTYNSNKY:  -- fire, I mean any safety 

18 of Hinsdale, we are to a large extent dependent upon 

19 Brattleboro, and vice versa, sometimes our people 

20 come in and help Brattleboro.  But when there are 

21 trains going across there, we can do nothing, and 

22 that's a very serious problem that I just want to -- 

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

24          MR. BUTYNSKY:  -- I'd like to see 

25 emphasized more within the plan, but -- 
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1          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay.  

2          MR. BUTYNSKY:  -- again, I fully endorse, 

3 strongly support alternative F and hope we can move 

4 forward as soon as possible, thank you.  

5          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you.  Sir?  

6          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Just a quick 

7 question, I'm with the Brattleboro Reformer.  Just a 

8 quick question for clarification.  

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

10          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Would this new 

11 bridge go over or bypass the railroad tracks that 

12 does not -- making the railroad tracks a problem for 

13 ambulances or other emergency vehicles?  

14          MS. O'LEARY:  Correct, they'll be 

15 separated.  

16          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  They would go over, 

17 okay, perfect, thank you.  

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  Yes?  

19          MR. MACK:  Just a quick statement.  I'm 

20 J.B. Mack, I'm a transportation planner at Southwest 

21 Region Planning Commission in New Hampshire, and I'm 

22 going to be submitting some written comments, minor 

23 things, but -- 

24          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

25          MR. MACK:  -- but one kind of sort of 

E-101



Environmental Assessment Hearing - 8/1/2013 Brattleboro, VT - Hinsdale, NH Transportation Corridor

802-862-4593 - cra@craofvt.com
Court Reporters Associates

Page 41

1 stand-up comment that I wanted to make tonight was a 

2 little bit of a discussion or small piece of 

3 information about train traffic -- 

4          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

5          MR. MACK:  -- and changes that we may be 

6 seeing in train traffic in the vicinity of the 

7 bridge project.  

8          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

9          MR. MACK:  Massachusetts and Vermont have 

10 been upgrading their rail systems -- 

11          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

12          MR. MACK:  -- with the idea that they'll be 

13 using them more frequently, --

14          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

15          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- have more 

16 frequent Amtrak service, is my understanding.  

17          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

18          MR. MACK:  And, you know, also taking away 

19 some obstacles so that you can actually have higher 

20 loads passing through the area, freight loads 

21 passing through the area, is my understanding.  I 

22 don't work in those states, --

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

24          MR. MACK:  -- so I can't verify that, but 

25 if you could do a little inquiry with -- 
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1          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

2          MR. MACK:  -- the state -- a state -- 

3          MS. O'LEARY:  So to clarify whether or not 

4 the -- although, again, this is conceptual, at this 

5 point, that the concept is including the possibility 

6 to increase train traffic, --

7          MR. MACK:  Yeah, --

8          MS. O'LEARY:  -- if that is planned in the 

9 region, okay.

10          MR. MACK:  -- my point being is that an 

11 alternative, where you can bypass the track 

12 system, -- 

13          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

14          MR. MACK:  -- will be even more important 

15 in the future.  

16          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm, okay.  

17          MR. MACK:  And that, you know, it's just as 

18 we're showing traffic projections of vehicles 

19 crossing over the bridge, -- 

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

21          MR. MACK:  -- what kind of traffic will we 

22 be seeing with our train system, as well?  

23          MS. O'LEARY:  I don't know the prediction 

24 for that, thank you, I'll look into that.  

25          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  That was my 
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1 question.  

2          MS. O'LEARY:  That was your point, too?  

3 Okay.  

4          Any other comments, questions?  We will be 

5 here for awhile if you have specific -- oh, I'm 

6 sorry, Mike.  

7          MR. MULLIGAN:  There -- my friends in 

8 Hinsdale are wondering why I'm not in jail tonight, 

9 and maybe I should be.  It's associated with the 

10 walkway, --

11          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

12          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- the walkway's been in 

13 terrible condition.  

14          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

15          MR. MULLIGAN:  The State has known that the 

16 walkway, they have loose boards on the walkway.  And 

17 I've seen a (unclear) from Brattleboro, they go to 

18 the convenience store, and there's two or three 

19 people with wheelchairs that uses that walkway.  

20 It's unavailable in the wintertime because nobody 

21 wants to snow-blow it.

22          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

23          MR. MULLIGAN:  A lot of fear that the 

24 bridges would collapse if there's a lot of heavy 

25 vehicles, or machines, and stuff like that.  And so 
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1 they've had a recent inspection.  The bridge, they 

2 had actually two inspections, last fall and this 

3 spring, and stuff, and -- and a thorough inspection, 

4 more or less, --

5          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

6          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- but they didn't catch the 

7 bridge walkway.  They didn't catch all the dangerous 

8 boards that were loose, and, you know, as you're -- 

9 you go with a bicycle, and you go 

10 lap-lap-lap-lap-lap, there are loose boards, and I'm 

11 the expert at knowing something in boards in 

12 Hinsdale because I threw a bunch of them in the 

13 river yesterday.  

14          And so the thing is, really the thing is, 

15 is that you can't trust the State, you cannot trust 

16 the State to do an inspection.  You can -- they're 

17 too politically-controlled, and stuff like that.  

18 That the walkway is a metaphor for how the New 

19 Hampshire DOT handles oversight and inspections, and 

20 it's like I said, there's a prime example that they 

21 couldn't take that -- I was on there this spring 

22 with the inspectors, the bridge inspectors, and 

23 talking to them, and stuff like that.  I explained 

24 to them how dangerous these boards are and how the 

25 hundreds of thousands of people -- and that's what 
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1 I'm saying, hundreds of thousands of people who have 

2 gone past me, and who I've submitted, and who I've 

3 thrown kisses at and -- by the way, females and 

4 males, and an assortment of antics, --

5          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm. 

6          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and stuff like that, how, 

7 you know, how dangerous it is, the conditions are 

8 dangerous.

9          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

10          MR. MULLIGAN:  What's more dangerous with 

11 the State of New Hampshire Department of 

12 Transportation, they cannot fill out paperwork 

13 accurately.  They -- the bridgeway -- the walkway, 

14 and stuff like that, which I handle myself by 

15 throwing boards over, and made it impassable, and 

16 they had a, you know, a -- they couldn't come down 

17 on their own, fix it right, they have a bridge 

18 (unclear) do the work that the New Hampshire 

19 Department of Transportation should have done, and 

20 stuff.  

21          And so, you know, you watch a movie, you 

22 see these movies where there's been terrible bridge 

23 accidents, right? --  

24          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

25          MR. MULLIGAN:  -- and in all of them, 
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1 there's always an angel hanging around the bridge 

2 before the collapse, I'm that bridge angel, thank 

3 you.  

4          MS. O'LEARY:  Thank you, Mike.  

5          MR. LANDRY:  There was a question 

6 over here.  

7          MS. O'LEARY:  Yes.  

8          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (unclear).  I think 

9 -- I had a question -- it mentioned (unclear) that 

10 there was air-quality monitoring done, I can't quite 

11 connect to where it -- the map is, and so I was 

12 curious at what time of year that was done, because 

13 it's our understanding of where Brattleboro is, 

14 sometimes subject to temperature aversion, 

15 winter, -- 

16          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

17          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- although there's 

18 no air-monitoring stations.  The closest one is 

19 Keene, and -- 

20          MS. O'LEARY:  Right.  

21          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- we're a little 

22 far away for that, so I was just curious, you know, 

23 the traffic backing up now, you know, if it was 

24 monitored on a day that's -- 

25          MS. O'LEARY:  On a day -- 
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1          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- not in the 

2 winter, you know, --

3          MS. O'LEARY:  Right, I do believe it was in 

4 summer, I don't have the dates off the top of my 

5 head, but I can certainly find that information, 

6 find what was done.  I do believe it was in summer 

7 because, you know, we do try to look at the peak 

8 issues which would be when things were backing up.  

9          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.  

10          MS. O'LEARY:  So I'll have to get that to 

11 you.  

12          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It may be worth 

13 mentioning that, you know, there is the temperature 

14 aversion issue that happens here.  

15          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

16          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So sometimes air 

17 quality could be poor in the wintertime, so the 

18 continued traffic on the existing bridges.  

19          MS. O'LEARY:  On the existing bridges.  

20 Okay, thank you.  Sir?  

21          MR. MANN:  Matt Mann, I'm J.B. Mack's 

22 counterpart, --

23          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.

24          MR. MANN:  -- Windham Regional Commission.  

25 And to his question or comment about the train 
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1 traffic -- 

2          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

3          MR. MANN:  What Vermont, Massachusetts and 

4 Connecticut are in the process of doing is upgrading 

5 the rails to 286,000 pounds, --

6          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

7          MR. MANN:  -- it's called the Knowledge 

8 Corridor.  Vermont's already completed their section 

9 up to the Massachusetts line.  Massachusetts and 

10 Connecticut, as I understand, will probably be 

11 completed in 2015, 2016.  That would probably 

12 increase the freight traffic, --

13          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

14          MR. MANN:  -- but there hasn't been 

15 discussion about passenger rail, yet.  

16          MS. O'LEARY:  Hm-hmm.  

17          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So -- 

18          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay.  

19          MR. MANN:  And I've worked with NECR in 

20 terms of trying to get out of them their forecast 

21 for the train traffic, and it's been tough.  

22          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay.  

23          MR. MANN:  You know, some of it's pri -- 

24 proprie --

25          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Proprietary, yeah.
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1          MS. O'LEARY:  Proprietary, hm-hmm.  

2          MR. MANN:  Sure -- that information, so -- 

3 but I can definitely be of assistance if -- if -- 

4          MS. O'LEARY:  Okay.  

5          MR. MANN:  -- if you work on it.  

6          MS. O'LEARY:  And again, at this point, you 

7 know, we just have the concept, so we don't have the 

8 actual engineering details, and those types of 

9 details would be incorporated as we go forward with 

10 final design, but it's definitely an important thing 

11 to consider, and we'll make sure we include the 

12 comment on that.  

13          Anyone else?  All right, thank you very 

14 much for attending tonight.  We will be here for a 

15 while longer if you have any questions or comments, 

16 or you want more detailed information, or we can 

17 discuss any chapters in the assessment.  And if -- I 

18 will leave some business cards out over on the table 

19 with the address of where you can put in written 

20 comments, it was on the notice that went out, but 

21 I'll leave some additional ones here so you can send 

22 in formal written -- e-mails are fine, don't have to 

23 be formal, text language is probably not so good, 

24 but I probably would be able to figure it out.  

25          UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (unclear) sign, sign 
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1 in.

2          MS. O'LEARY:  And please sign in if you 

3 came in late and did not get a chance to sign in.  

4 Thank you very much.  Have a good evening.  

5 (End of recording)
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Laura Wheelock

From: Jacqueline Dagesse <jdagesse@eivtech.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 12:40 PM
To: Laura Wheelock
Subject: Fwd: Hinsdale, NH New Bridge Pubic Comment
Attachments: Route 119 Hinsdale, NH Bridge comment.docx

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Michael Mulligan <steamshovel2002@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 25, 2013 at 2:22 PM 
Subject: Re: Hinsdale, NH New Bridge Pubic Comment 
To: jdagesse@eivtech.com 
 

Dear Jacqueline Dagesse, 
Could you place my attachment into the comment section of the Hinsdale, NH Route 119 
Transportation Corridor public meeting documentation?  
Thanks, 
Mike Mulligan 
Hinsdale, NH 
16033368320  
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Dear Loriella Babkirk, 
 
What a pretty first name! 
 
 I received a copy of your e‐mail titled "RE: Brattleboro/ Hinsdale Bridge" dated July 8, 2013 a 
few days ago. The documents were placed anonymously on the open front seat of my car at the 
approach of the Route 119 Brattleboro. Actually, I got the Vermont and NH state DOT officials’ 
response to youy letter also with all the attachments. You haven’t seen the truth in these 
official state responses and their documents. 
 
By the way, could somebody send me through e‐mail those NHDOT bridge inspection reports 
and photos stated in the attachments please…the five attachments? 
 
You know, everyone’s got to start buckling up here right now. This ride is going to get goddamn 
rough. 
 
I am the guy at the Route 119 Hinsdale bridges blessing you and everyone else who passes this 

area. Have you recently seen me dressed up with my nice halo as a bridge safety angel? I am 

warning all of the lands with an impending bridge collapse or closure in the near future. It is 

going to be an economic, individual and multi community catastrophe. 

As you know, I have spent considerable time at the bridge this year. This is my third year 
working on this project. I am the talk of the town in Hinsdale...mostly positive and a few even 
threatening harm to me. Most of Hinsdale thinks I have really gone overboard with my halo and 
blue angel get‐up. Pictures of pathetic me wearing a halo are on my blog! See pictures on my 
blog! 
 
I would consider our grossly technically obsolete 1921 and dangerously degraded 
bridge…engineers language… being a “super fracture critical” bridge! The collapsed I35 
Minneapolis Bridge was built in 1964 and the I‐5 Skagit River Bridge was built in 1955. The 
Hinsdale/Brattleboro Bridges were built in 1921. The Concord, NH Sewalls Falls road bridge five 
miles north of Concord, NH was built in 1915. This is the future of our bridge.    
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse  
“NTSB findings: 
 
Because the deck truss portion of the I‐35W bridge was non‐load‐path redundant, the 
total collapse of the deck truss was likely once the gusset plates at the U10 nodes failed. 
 
Non‐load‐path‐redundant: The condition where fracture of an individual structural 
element (a fracture‐critical element) could lead to a partial or total collapse of the entire 
bridge. A bridge that is non‐load‐path‐redundant is not inherently unsafe, but it does 
lack redundancy in the design of its support structure. Such bridges are sometimes 
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referred to as fracture critical. The I‐35W bridge was of a non‐load‐path‐redundant 
design.” 

 
I will speak plainly to you. I think the NH bridge inspection process is severely corrupted. The 
NHDOT roads and bridges budget has been severely restrained for many years now. NH got a 
huge back log of projects. We are never going to catch up to our responsibilities.  They don't 
have enough money to keep the 1921 Hinsdale Bridge functional and up to date with 
maintenance considering the growth of traffic and large trucks. So these guys just close their 
eyes to Hinsdale. The NHDOT fear the enormous political fallout if they are forced to restrict 
flow of the traffic or close the bridge. NHDOT fears more the approximate $35 million dollar 
cost with the replacement bridge. 
 
New Hampshire and their NHDOT are in existentialism’s vice between money limitations and 
vital societal pubic needs. It ends up as a disproportional war against small town and rural New 
Hampshire from the powerful well‐heeled and high population areas. An unfair and severely 
unsafe proportion of the NHDOT budgets (and stimulus) has been going to the powerful well 
healed Concord, Nashua and our NH golden seacoast corridor triangle. This is Boston’s exurbia 
bedroom community within New Hampshire. That blood sucking sound you hear is all the big 
southeast NH transportation projects stealing our hopes and dreams from us…the jobs and 
transportation resources from rural NH. 
 
Our Route 119 Hinsdale/Brattleboro Bridge is tragically obsolete and fracture critical. I keep 
thinking about the disgusting bent, corroded gusset and the deeply displaced vertical member 
caused by a vehicle crash on our bridge. How  come that wasn’t ever repaired. This indicates a 
profound agency attitude with valuing human life and infrastructure engineering integrity. 
 

“I‐5 Bridge listed as 'fracture critical” 
 
Columbia River span could collapse if hit with big enough blow 
  
Tuesday, May 28, 2013 
 
Both spans of the Interstate 5 Bridge over the Columbia River are considered "fracture 
critical" by the Oregon Department of Transportation, meaning if one crucial part of the 
bridge sustains a big enough blow, the bridge could collapse. 
 
In it, the I‐5 Columbia River Bridge is categorized as a bridge without safety 
redundancies or backups that would prevent it from collapsing if part of a bridge truss is 
damaged or removed. 
 
"If one of the fracture‐critical pieces is somehow taken out, removed or fails in some 
way, the whole bridge could collapse," Oregon transportation spokesman Don Hamilton 
said Tuesday. He declined to specify where the bridge would need to be damaged in 
order to collapse, because he didn't want to make the bridge's weak spots public. 
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It is the absence of our tiny voice within New Hampshire government with how we control the 
arterial life blood flow within little Hinsdale and all of the small town and rural New Hampshire. 
And our tiny voice stands up for the efficiency of traffic flow and safety for our surrounding 
communities and bordering states. The majority of the flow of traffic on Hinsdale’s route 119 is 
not our town’s people. This itty bitty voice in the wilderness is sticking up for the safety interest 
of the multitudes. They all come from far and wide for passage through our town or to see our 
little rendition of heaven.  
 
I am saying, who is going to oversee and regulate the state bridge inspectors?  Who is going to 
inspect the NH bridge inspectors? I wouldn’t be surprised after reading the 2007 NTSB’s 
Minneapolis I35 bridge report if knowingly grossly inaccurate and falsified state and federal 
documents are legal in New Hampshire. You know, the privilege of kings with total 
unaccountability. This is a fundament flaw with our nation. We don’t have one highway and 
road standard, seeing how we send many million dollars to the states. Our federal system 
should have stick oversight of the State Dots. As an example, just look at the I‐35 Minneapolis 
bridge collapse. There was many known long term flaws in bridge maintenance and state DOT 
engineering codes. Who is going to step in if the states don’t give a shit?       
 
So the easy way out of this political mess is to falsify bridge inspections and state and federal 
documents. The NHDOT staff and officials of NHDOT are severely demoralized, underpaid and 
intimidated by severely underfunded and highly politicalized agency state budgets. The NHDOT 
employees are all facing massive and unprecedented employee, personal and official layoffs 
and firings in the next two years. The organizations are a "black hole" with withholding 
information and selective truth telling for political, personal and career protection. Just give 
them the minimum transparency, boys…for our protection. This is black hole organization is 
beyond the control of any entity on the planet because of their self‐interested selective truth‐
telling, lying and object and uncontested NH and federal illegal document falsification. 
 
So below article is an analogy for similar cultures and systems across many organizations.  Who 
plays the roles of the patients, the doctors, the medical employees and the medical 
establishment and the bureaucracy in our system of bridges, towns, employees, 
voters/taxpayers/ public, the feds, state DOT  and our wider transportation system. If the 
NHDOT respects their professional employees more will Hinsdale town’s people be more secure 
and safe? At least the citizens of Hinsdale would have a lot more accurate information to 
engage our state politicians. Of course, our state government never operates on the facts. Is 
the sick patient the Hinsdale Route 119 Bridge or is it all the people and businesses who use our 
bridges?    
 
Why is government always hiding in the deep shadows? 
 
Where is the respect of us and why is it lacking in in our wider culture and system? I bet you it’s 
all related to greed and economic insecurity?  
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“In a Culture of Disrespect, Patients Lose Out” (NYT) 
 
I’ve always thought about respect as common decency, something we should do 
because it’s simply the right thing to do. In the medical world, we certainly need to 
strive for respectful behavior, especially given our historically rigid pecking order, our 
ingrained traditions of hierarchical bullying and, of course, a primary constituency — 
patients — who are often on uniquely vulnerable footing. 
 
 But then I stumbled across two articles in Academic Medicine that talked about respect 
as an issue of patient safety. The authors, a group of doctors and researchers at Harvard 
Medical School, outlined the myriad acts of disrespect that we’ve come to accept as a 
way of life in medicine, and showed how these can lead to a final pathway of harm to 
our patients. 
 
 This shift in perspective was a shock to the system. When we tolerate a culture of 
disrespect, we aren’t just being insensitive, or obtuse, or lazy, or enabling. We’re in fact 
violating the first commandment of medicine. How can we stand idly by when our 
casual acceptance of disrespect is causing the same harm to our patients as medication 
errors, surgical mistakes, handoff lapses and missed lab results? 
 
… Though these annoyances may seem trivial,  this lack of respect “undermines morale, 
and inhibits transparency and feedback,” the authors write. Morale, transparency and 
feedback are pillars of preventing medical error. Patients ultimately bear the brunt of 
this unhealthy atmosphere. 
 
…Added to the clarion call should be patient safety. The connection between 
disrespectful behavior to patient safety should be made explicit in our efforts, since this 
is a rallying point that everyone can agree on. Medical staff members should absolutely 
be holding ourselves to the highest bar of professional and respectful conduct. We have 
no excuses for anything less. But beyond this, the medical system needs to re‐evaluate 
itself and the way it respects — or disrespects — its own workers, and by extension, its 
patients. 
 
We are still trying to figure out what this NHDOT scientific and engineering phrase 
means. A lead “bridge inspector” told us this. He was performing a bridge inspection this 
spring. We got pictures...see my blog. He told us his group was just "corn cobbing" these 
bridges. What does "corn cobbing" a bridge inspection mean? This is such obscene 
disrespect to concerned members of the public. 
 

So this is my blog: "The Poppervillve Town Hall”. 
 
 

"Summer 2013: Hinsdale/Brat Route 119 Bridge Protest" 
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http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/ 
 
http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/2013/07/the‐route‐119‐hinsdale‐family‐
killer.html 
 

 
  
Don't forget to click on my other articles and links in my blog...I pictured up most of the 
underneath of the Route 119 Brattleboro and Hinsdale bridge. Scroll down to look at all of my 
bridge pictures...you won't be able to stop. These are dangerously obscene pictures of the 
structures of the bridge. 
 
The Vermont DOT officials might recognize my name. I took pictures of their I 91 (between exit 
1 and 2) “William Street" interstate bridge in early 2007. See my pictures of this now 
demolished bridge under steamshovel2002 and Flickr. Those bridge piers were in dangerously 
and atrocious conditions. This rather new 1960 (smile) bridge was functionally obsolete. The I91 
Interstate Bridge was dangerously narrow and didn’t have safety breakdown lanes like 
Hinsdale’s route 119 bridges. 
 
Do you remember a tractor trailer who was trying to miss a skidded and stalled car on the 
Williams Street Bridge? The semi tried to skid around the stalled car on the north bound bridge. 
Instead, he went right through the bridge railings like tissue paper to his death. I renamed that 
bridge the Vermont “Daddy Killer Bridge” because the driver had young kids. What shall I name 
the Hinsdale Route 119 Bridges? 
 
I thinking “The Route 119 Hinsdale, NH Family Killer Bridges“. I could make this a sign and 
plaster the bridges with it. 
 
I forced Vermont into the replacement of these bridges and many blame me with a rethink on 
the conditions of all I 91 bridges. This demolished young (humor) bridge was built in the early 
1960 and the new bridges are 1000 times more gorgeous than the dead headed baby boomer 
bridge when we were developing our Interstate system.    
 
Man, I am in love with those new huge concrete piers holding the new Brattleboro "William 
Street" bridge. You know, those NJ style integral to the bridge concrete safety barriers will 
certainly contain any fully loaded tractor trailer. The Vermont DOT official knows what i mean. 
Mr. Mike Hedges of the VTDOT, you tell the NHDOT how powerful my pictures are. They are 
going bend to my will! 
 
So here is my list of safety and economic concerns with the Route 119 Hinsdale bridges. They 
are all pictured up on my blog. If any of these issues are missing and not explained in detail in 
the past NHDOT inspection reports this is “prima facia” evidence there is massive NHDOT 
bridge fraud and falsification of paperwork throughout the state. It is NHDOT bridge illegal 
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paperwork falsification to meet a political and self‐interested ends? My experience with 
organizational lying and fraud…it doesn’t happen in one spot in the organizations. The rot is in 
everything in the organization and in related organizations.    
 
1)   A few days ago I was on the Brattleboro side of the Route 119 Bridge and standing directly 
across from the new Whetstone Station restaurant. I had my halo on and was dressed up as a 
blue angel warning everyone of an impending bridge collapse. Dave, the owner of the 
restaurant walked over to me. I thought he was irked that I was scaring away his customers. He 
has a large bar with huge windows facing my protest area on the Hinsdale side of the bridge. 
Seems, they were watching me. These huge picture windows have a gorgeous elevated view of 
the Connecticut River and Wantastiquet Mountain. I asked him if I am chasing away your 
customers. He said not at all. I explained I am trying to replace this bridge. Dave said I am totally 
on your side. Then he asked me, “Did you hear about the recent serious bicycling accident on 
the bridge walkway?” 
 
The bridge wooden walkway has many loose and warped planks. It is much worse than last 
year. As a bicyclist was crossing the bridge walkway, his tire flipped up a loose plank. He did an 
Endo…flipped over the handle bars on the bridge. He crashed into the railing banging his head 
and breaking his shoulders. He was almost thrown into the river. He was stunned. Dave called 
the ambulance. The bicyclist said he would have been dead if he was flipped into the river. 
 
So this spring I was interviewing my NHDOT “corn cobbling” lead bridge inspector buddy. I got 
pictures of this…see my blog. I said at one point, you guys got big problems with the bridge 
walkway wooden planks. Most of the planks are loose and many warping. It is getting worst. 
Some planks are warping where the middle is sticking up and many are warping where one end 
sticks way up in the air. He told me, “the iron metal structure that attaches the planks by 
screws to the bride is too corroded to accept the screws.” “It is all just rust down there and all 
the screws just spin.” You got to wonder will the wooden walkway collapse into the river 
someday. I told “Mr Corn cobbing bridge inspector” (2013), you know, we got many disabled 
people with motorized wheelchairs traveling this walkway. They complain to me about the 
plank bumps and the not snow blowed walkways in the winter? They mostly go the 
convenience store in the old Wal‐Mart store.   
  

“A Plea To President Obama For A NewBridge” (Sept 24, 2012) 
 
“These bridges have an increasing diabetic rotting wasting disease…” 
 
“The bridge underneath looks like this diabetic's rotting legs and bridge's rotting railings 
and beams.” 
 
“There is a lot of grass over‐growth into the middle of the sidewalk that rubs onto his 
wheelchair and face. Robert worries a piece of metal will get pulled out into the 
walkway and then he not sees it. It cuts his leg and then he can't control the infection, 
or the cut won't heal. Then they have to cut off the leg. A fallen down branch could be 
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hidden in the overgrown grass onto the sidewalk...again he is at extreme risk with losing 
a limb if it cuts or bruises him. This could easily put him in the grave.” 
 
“The little spin in his wheel chair is one of the few freedoms Robert has.” 
 
“He has had his family fixing the ruts (sidewalk) in this asphalt sidewalk.” (So his 
wheelchair wouldn’t fall over or make him stuck in place.) 
 
…“Here is Robert right to your face (Sept 24, 2012). You notice the decaying bridge 
wood walkway planking under his wheelchair...many loose and warped big time.” 

 
Note: My blog and my picture (fall 2012) of Robert’s diabetic leg and the rotting bridge railing 
made the NHDOT fix the cancerous railing in the 2013 spring inspection. May god have mercy 
on all our runaway monstrous Frankenstein New Hampshire souls? You see the rotting wooden 
planks under the rotting railing and this poor man’s wheelchair. They completely ignored the 
dangerous wooden planks and the screws that wouldn’t catch. This unsafe walkway are well 
known to NHDOT for many years. 
 
Hinsdale use to remove the snow from the walkway with their special sidewalk plowing vehicle. 
They stopped because Hinsdale figured out the machine was too heavy for the walkway and  it 
was also scraping up the loose wooded planks. Why can’t they drive down the road with a snow 
blower in a pickup? Why can’t the state pay Hinsdale to snow blow the state walkway? How 
come the bridge walkway doesn’t get snow plowed in the winter? I get it, money, money, 
money! 
 

You know what I am really trying do here; I am trying to save the soul of the state of 
New Hampshire! 
 

You see the New Hampshire monstrous disregard for the value of human life with the Route 
119 Hinsdale/ Brattleboro bridge walkway issue. Let’s role play the NHDOT District 4 Engineer’s 
job. Did you see his pathetically poverty stricken and isolated list of small towns in his area. One 
can only imagine the magnitude the long list of backlogged transportation jobs for his District. I 
wonder what the criteria is for shoving out NHDOT projects in his district? I bet it is political and 
population density! 
 
So the Hinsdale Route 119 bridge walkways come to his attention. They are in unsafe condition. 
He knows he just can’t put screws into the rotting wooden planks. They pop that baby open and 
he knows it going to be a complete rework of the walkway and their iron support structure. He 
knows if they go mucking around the bridge deck support iron beams and severely corroded 
gussets might need a lot of work. The job cost could get really big and shut the bridge anyways. 
The bridge is obsolete by four times and it is breathing its death throes. He goes spending big 
bucks in Hinsdale…then ten other towns in his district are going to be looking to string him up 
to their worst bridge. 
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It makes you wonder if we are seeing a NHDOT organizational disease. We make one of those 
“facilitative assumptions” where the bridge is so dilapidated and old, why waste money in it. A 
new bridge is right around the corner so shut your eyes and don’t waste money on it. The state 
effectively disconnects itself from the overseeing the bridge and doing the proper upkeep of it. 
A young or middle‐age bridge has a huge value in it so we will take care of it. A decrepit bridge 
is so ugly and expensive…just turn away your eyes from it and don’t look. It is only human 
nature. Is there something in our brain or organization that unintentionally turns off our caring 
because of these affects…obscures our vision and curiosity?     
 
The below from the most recent spring 2013 Environmental Assessment is interesting. The first 
Wal‐Mart store forced Hinsdale and the NHDOT to construct a sidewalk and a walkway. With 
the rot going on in wooden planks and rotting iron works who won’t hold a screw or hold on to 
the planks, it must be a cheapy defective design and construction of this walkway. 
 
You know, that is the “New Hampshire Advantage”. It is a whole set of half ass fixes and 
“facilitative assumptions”. This unseen and hidden corruption goes on for decades after 
decades into the indefinite.  A facilitative assumption is when a CEO, politician and agency 
head…especially the professional class and engineers…who knowingly makes a corrupt critical 
organizational decision based on self‐interest or a narrow interest in order to save his job and 
career. You make an assumption deep under the citizenry and employees, knowingly not 
aligned with the facts or the greater good in order fulfill a narrow and shallow interest. It is 
dastardly hidden corruption deep behind the scenes that screws all the innocent and good 
citizens. It mostly benefits the professional class and the politicians. 
 
There are also good facilitative assumptions. A young man makes a mistake. You think he is just 
inexperience and immature…but you give him many breaks because you know he will become a 
great man. You will make him a great man. And he then does become a great man. 
 
Heuristics is related this…    
 

Environmental Assessment 
 
BRATTLEBORO, VT – HINSDALE, NH TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR BRF 2000(19)SC  June, 
2013 
 
…In 1993 a sidewalk was installed on the north side of both bridges… 
 
So the Hinsdale bridge walkway becomes direly unsafe…the District 4 Engineer’s choices 
are to refurbish the walkway or to block the walkway from further traffic. He doesn’t 
have the funding to do our bridge walkways. All the pedestrians will then have to walk 
the bridge deck roadway. Two opposing cars at the same time got barely enough room 
to pass each other…certainly there in insufficient room for two big trucks. Can you 
image the hue and cry to the District 4 Engineer and Concord if they make pedestrians 
walk on the functionally obsolete bridge road bed without any safety breakdown lane? 
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Believe me; the daily peak traffic doesn’t have enough room to get the cars by without a 
lot of time delay, with the sharp 90 degree turn and massive public speeding. 
 
I know the solution considering the realities in Concord, NH and keeping my job…only 
one lane of traffic going across the one bridge at one time. Here comes the New 
Hampshire Advantage? It will reduce the traffic stress of the bridge to extend the bridge 
life and allow pedestrians to passage the bridge without a separated walkway. Everyone 
will be safe.  But traffic will be backed up all the way to Putney and Winchester? 

 
Many people and my own family have come up to me to explain how impacted and 
inconvenienced they will be. Mike, if the bridge closes, you are going to eat up between two to 
three hours a day with a round trip. We are talking about 30 miles and verging on $10 bucks a 
day. This is going to severely impact thousands of innocent people. Mike, you know your town 
is poverty stricken and most of our community is struggling with inadequate income and time. 
This is going to hurt the poor way more than anyone else…don’t even talk about gasoline 
prices. Mike, you are stealing money right out of their purses and pockets.  
 
So you got conflicting human needs and budgets, priories and limitations... budgets, priorities 
and limitations are always extraordinarily immoral. The limitations always get concentrated in 
the poorest and weakest segments of our society. The state of New Hampshire with this NH 
Advantage has become a monster to our weakest and poorest. It is tax breaks for the big boys 
and suffering and insecurity for the bottom half… 
 
The bridge inspection group leader right in front of me turned a blind eye to the deterioration 
of safety with the walkway…he knew injuries and possible deaths was right around the corner. 
The enormous consequences without adequate budgets for valuing human life was too severe 
for the NHDOT and the Districts 4 Engineer…the known severely degraded walkway wooden 
planks and the iron works that holds up the walkway. The easy default that just defers pain and 
suffering…compared to shutting downing down the bridge, walkway or gaining more funding 
for the NH transportation system…was to knowingly turn a blind eye to the rotting walkway and 
to falsify NH and federal documents. 
 
As Ralph Nader once chewed us all out…he said it was always about the least worst choice. It 
always about the least worst choice. It is never about our highest or best choice. It is never 
about us all being honorable men and women. The miserable and rotten system makes our 
lives all about least worst choices. Our children live whole least worst lives. Did god make a 
least worst Universe?   
 
You know when an organization is near brain dead…where they don’t appreciate paper work 
and the bureaucracy. Were everyone in trained that documented observations and concerns 
are extraordinarily important attributes for a learning organization. You make it easily 
document their concerns in public form and you make is the issues non erasable and 
searchable. You hold yourself accountable to the voter, public, and everyone. 
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If you ignore something or miss it then a person can come back through the recorded 
document. I warned them. Here, this is from their system…see, they got a pattern going on 
here. I am telling you this is powerful stuff and it leverages experiences in the learning 
organization. 
 
Then you got the constant do nothing complainers. You say stop that chatter, do something 
about it. Make a complaint and stick with to the end. The rumor is these guys are serious with 
complaints and you can change things. Right, you are talking about public participation and the 
little guy gaining faith in government. But I am crazy guy at the foot of the bridge wearing a 
halo and putting a cut blue sheet over my shoulders…      
 
It is easily apparent to me the NHDOT increasingly is losing the organizational ability to 
discriminate between little human safety risk or community well‐being risk and enormous risk 
of injury, death and widespread wellbeing risk to a community. They increasingly can’t separate 
the background noise from an important signals or message. The NHDOT is facing deepening 
troubles with NHDOT budgets and ever increasing to‐do‐list of degraded roads, bridge and 
infrastructure. A human’s brain or organization ability to discriminate big problems from little 
problems is a wonderful gift…when a brain is forced to discriminate too much it becomes 
exhausted or we call it we “become numbed”. Becoming numb in high consequence 
organizations, as is in prolong driving a car in heavy metropolitan congestion and traffic 
becomes extraordinarily dangerous when you become numbed…is very dangerous.  It is much 
like if an organization dances around or jumps over the fire too much…you become numb to 
the dangers of the fire. 
 
I am warning you, New Hampshire is a runaway monster without a conscience…or they have 
become severely numbed by an increasing assortment of problems, financial problems and 
pressures. They can’t tell right from wrong, background noise from critical warnings and 
information. NH is acting as a monster…we have become monsters because we have become 
so inattentive, exhausted and numbed because of insecurity, inadequate resources and 
increasing needs.    
 
2)   You got real issues with this 1921 (Brattleboro) bridge swinging, vibrating and swaying 
under light load and traffic conditions. It gets much worst increasingly with heavier traffic. Two 
or three cars and a pickup truck on the bridge gets that bridge vibrating uncomfortably. Heavy 
traffic, big trucks and especially semis creates stomach wrenching vibrations, creates resonant 
traffic vibrations.  I am taking about swaying and up and down…plus the big vibrations. There 
got to be some engineering limits or standards to this dangerous motion. Something is really 
wrong with that bridge. 
 
I consider this abnormal bridge movement a dire warning of imminent bridge collapsed and a 
direly weak or damaged bridge structure. I kid everyone; you have to take your motion sickness 
(Dramamine) meds if you don’t want to throw up before you get 350 feet to the other side of 
the bridge. 
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I am just saying, you could have a lot of unseen damage and degradation to the bridge 
stiffening structural members, relatively small iron works…this could set up this tragic heavy 
unnatural vibration and swaying. It just could be a poor design for the conditions we place this 
1921 bridge under with the heavier vehicles and never anticipated heavy traffic. Traffic levels 
drastically are on the way up too in the coming years…    
 
They got small cell phone like instrumentation and powerful accelerometers. They could record 
the bridge vibration and send them the data intermittently through the cell phone system. They 
got decent accurate modern computer structural programs…they could give you a normal range 
of bridge vibrations. It would give you an early indication of developing bridge problems. Did I 
remind you this bridge is 93 years old?     
 

It is interesting thinking about the historic and future daily average traffic going across 
this bridge. As I say, New Hampshire is a monster without a conscience to think our 
“hanging by thread”severely degraded bridge can withstand the beating of 13,000 car 
and trucks per day for any length of time. 
 
Think about this increasingly severe degradation going on in an assortment of 1921 
bridge components and 13,000 vehicles traveling across the bridge in 2015. They should 
put the NHDOT executives into the Brattleboro Retreat. You catch trend with the rate of 
change of vehicles a day going over this in a very short period?  How much traffic will 
the farm tractor supply store and burgeoning fireworks industry bring us by 2020? My 
best estimate with the politics of New Hampshire is the new bridge won’t be built for 50 
years. 
 
The 1915 “Sewalls Falls Road Bridge” in Concord NH is another of the NHDOT’s 
Frankenstein monsters with allowing huge chunks of the bridge to fall off and they say 
you are good to go till  2015 if you cross that bridge with your eyes closed. Hinsdale is 
heading directly to the Sewalls Falls Road Bridge with huge weight restriction and lane 
limitations. 
 
God help us all if the economy picks up?    
      
2010: 7200 vehicles per day (vpd) 
 
2012: 9700 vpd 
 
2015: 13,000 vpd   
 

This spring I asked my “corn cobbling” NHDOT Bridge lead inspector buddy if this bridge is 
swaying and vibrating dangerously? He said the new Navy Seabees Bridge does the same 
vibrating and swinging…all modern bridge does this to minimize stresses. It sounded good from 
a NHDOT bridge inspection leader, right. I wonder how much bridge inspection training they 
really get and their educations levels. These guys probable get a three week quickie course and 
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a few days of training every ten years. The first thing NH cuts has always been training and 
education. 
 
The next thing I know I was then standing for 2 hours in the middle of the New Route 9 
Connecticut River Seabees Bridge four miles upstream from Hinsdale in heavy traffic. It is really 
a beautiful and sturdy bridge. The bridge doesn’t have any walkway, the old bridge is the 
walkway…so I was standing on the unprotected spacey and gorgeous breakdown safety lane. I 
mean, what was I going to tell the cops if they came? I was trying to get a feel for the bridge 
vibration? They would have been taking me to Retreat. It was solid and vibration free. It was if I 
standing on a granite outcrop on the nearby Wantastiquet Mountain. I think all these NHDOT 
employees are habituated into lying and telling half‐truths to the stupid mushroom public. Or 
just not talking when they know something… 
 
3)  What is up with that huge anchor bolt not being attached to the concrete footing on the 
Brattleboro Bridge’s southern corner side? Why is the really thick iron plate bent that attaches 
the nut to the dangling anchor bolt?  Why is the thick iron plate below the bent iron plate 
mostly destroyed by corrosion and it is 80% delaminated? The concern I have with seeing this 
picture with the original 1921 concrete, is massive degradation of the bridge west concrete 
footing. The big semis would be beating the hell out of this concrete. As with the massive 
unseen corrosion destruction of the iron plates seen in my picture that is deep within the belly 
of this beast, how assured can we be that the other iron structural components on or near the 
footing or foundation are not destroyed. 
  

“WSDOT Bridge Design Manual” 
 
Obviously, bridges cannot be built incrementally longer without eventually requiring 
expansion joint devices. The incidence of approach pavement distress problems 
increases markedly with increased movement that must be accommodated by the end 
diaphragm pressing against the backfill. Approach pavement distress includes pavement 
and backfill settlement and broken approach slab anchors. 
 
…If some means was not used to accommodate this, the bridge could buckle. 

 
4)   The Brattleboro Bridge has no expansion joint. Our bridge can expand and contract to the 
tune of 2 to 6 inches between the extremes of the outside seasonal temperatures. Both sides of 
these bridges are hard attached by multiple large anchor bolts to the crumbling 1921 concrete 
footing or foundation. The bridge has an expansion joint on the west side…it is non‐
functional…the deck is hard attached to the footing on both side.  Why isn’t a lack of a 
functioning bridge expansion joint leading to serious bridge degradation and an eventual bride 
collapse? I think this is a critical bridge design error and it is amazing that massive bridge 
damage hasn’t shown up yet… 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse 
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“Expansion joint: A meeting point between two parts of a structure that is designed to 
allow for independent movement of the parts due to thermal expansion while 
protecting the parts from damage. Expansion joints are commonly visible on a bridge 
deck as a hinged or movable connection perpendicular to the roadway” 

 
5)   The bridge rollers are frozen in place and a roller (rocker bearing) is displaced at an angle 
indicating severe bridge movement. I got a feeling during prior bridge renovations and 
refurbishment the NHDOT intentionally bypassed the bridge rollers by hard connecting the 
bridge deck to the footing or foundation though huge anchor bolting? 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse 
  
 “Rocker bearing: A bridge support bearing that accommodates thermal expansion and 
contraction of the superstructure through a rocking action.” 
 

This should be damaging the bridge and leading to a bridge collapse as read in all the bridge 
engineering and maintenance procedures. It leads to much more expensive maintenance on a 
bridge on a not maintained bridge. It should be noticed the traffic entrance at both ends of the 
bridge comes on the bridge at an angle or not good geometry…not a straight shot across the 
bridge including their entrances. It is a lot to torque (centrifugal) and stress for a bridge with a 
car or heavy truck turning on the bridge at high speeds. This creates all sorts unnatural bridge 
stress with the modern vehicle weights and unimagined traffic at bridge design time that was 
never considered in the initial bridge analysis. See pictures in my blog. 
 
6)   On the west side of the Brattleboro Bridge the huge upper truss (2) iron beams (holds up 
the deck) are connected to the concrete by a huge metal bracket (4). A huge metal nut and bolt, 
along with metal plates, holds the critical truss to the concrete abutment or footing. There is 
massive and severe corrosion going on in all these components. The concrete footing is 
severely cracked and spalled allowing road water to intrude deeply into the degraded abutment 
or/and footing. I estimate the safety critical truss, bolting and brackets are more than 70% 
destroyed. Stomach wrenching and throwing up disgusting pictures of these components are 
on my blog. The pictures from my camera don’t near capture how bad this area is and  can’t 
give you a good impression of the depth of wastage.       
 
7)   The whole Brattleboro Bridge East entrance is subsiding and shifting.  This includes the 
bridge abutment, footing, foundation, masonry materials, the large granite blocks are 
displaced, piers and the whole east end of the bridge. In the right weather conditions, saturated 
soil the heavy truck vibrations  could get massive shifting or a landside of the entrance under 
soil ending with the huge bridge and its passengers calving into the river. That includes both 
sided of the bridge detaching from the foundations with its weak attachments and the bridge 
tipping over in the river. We have no idea what is under the bridge foundation…it is probably 
river sand, composting sentiment and compacting mud. In 1921 you can’t count on it being rock 
ledge or granite bed rock. Remember “Island Park” is nothing but a Connecticut River sand 
bar.    
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8)   Let’s play the “value of human” life hide and seek game? State NHDOT peek‐a‐boo. This 
should take the breath away from any bridge civil engineer of any standing what‐so‐ever. 
  

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse  
 
Distortion of Gusset Plates: The Safety Board concludes that distortion such as bowing is 
a sign of an out‐of‐design condition that should be identified and subjected to further 
engineering analysis to ensure that the appropriate level of safety is maintained. 
 

Can you find the bent and detaching bridge gusset on the Brattleboro Bridge? Bent and damage 
bridge gussets are a severe indication of imminent bridge failure or collapse. You blind and 
stupid civil engineers’ need a clue and a real life, it is on the east side of the Brattleboro Route 
119 Bridge with the subsiding bridge entrance and its foundation, and the severe corrosion to 
the upper truss connection, to the bridge crumbling foundation.  
    

Environmental Assessment 
 
BRATTLEBORO, VT – HINSDALE, NH TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR BRF 2000(19)SC  June, 
2013  
 
‘The existing substructures are a mix of concrete and masonry materials. Vertical and 
horizontal clearances are inadequate by current AASHTO design standards. In 1988 
structural elements were replaced. In 1993 a sidewalk was installed on the north side of 
both bridges. In 2003 precast concrete deck panels were installed on both bridges. 
Despite ongoing maintenance efforts, both bridges are considered seriously 
deteriorated due to river scouring at the foundations, concrete spalling in the 
abutments and piers, and corrosion to the structural steel framing.” 

 
9)   Towards the west end of the Brattleboro Bridge a vertical member, maybe a diagonal 
member near the road bed is severely bent and displaced. I suspect it occurred on contact with 
a snow plow or it comes from a vehicle accident when this member wasn’t protected by, maybe 
the 1988 installed guard rail job. 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse  
 
“Corrosion on Gusset Plates: The I‐35W bridge was only one of a number of steel truss 
bridges that were found to have gusset plate corrosion and section loss that had been 
overlooked or underestimated by State bridge inspectors. In 1996, gusset plates on the 
eastbound Lake County Grand River bridge in Ohio failed while the bridge was 
undergoing maintenance. The failure was attributed to corrosion and section loss, which 
had completely penetrated the gusset plates at some locations. The amount of section 
loss had been masked by corrosion products to the extent that it could not be 
adequately assessed solely through visual bridge inspections.” 

E-127



 
The below road grade gusset to which the vertical member is attached is severely corroded and 
the rust is black and delaminating. It’s got two huge rust bubbles on this gusset protruding out 
maybe a quarter inch on each side and thick delaminated rust layers can clearly be seen. The 
gusset is below road level and it is exposed to a lot of salt in the winter. I suspect the significant 
vehicle contact bent the lower gusset in two places…this is where the cancerous rust is growing. 
For all the below road grade gussets I intensely inspected, this gusset is by far the worst…this is 
””way”” worse than any of the others. 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse 
 
Finding #21 
 
“The Safety Board therefore concludes that because visual bridge inspections alone, 
regardless of their frequency, are inadequate to always detect corrosion on gusset 
plates or to accurately assess the extent or progression of that corrosion, inspectors 
should employ appropriate nondestructive evaluation technologies when evaluating 
gusset plates.” 

 
I believe bending this gusset in a vehicle collision intensified the corrosion process and poor 
inspection allowed this condition to fester. This corrosion is so thick there just in no way to 
access the metal integrity underneath it. The thickness of the metal plate could be severely 
degraded and we have no idea if there are cracks developing in the gusset underneath the 
member damage and severely delaminating rust. This half inch gusset looks like it is an “inch” 
thick looking at it from the side. 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse  
Probable Cause 
  
The National Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause of the 
collapse of the I‐35W bridge in Minneapolis, Minnesota, was the inadequate load 
capacity, due to a design error by Sverdrup &amp; Parcel and Associates, Inc., of the 
gusset plates at the U10 nodes, which failed under a combination of (1) substantial 
increases in the weight of the bridge, which resulted from previous bridge 
modifications, and (2) the traffic and concentrated construction loads on the bridge on 
the day of the collapse. Contributing to the design error was the failure of Sverdrup 
&amp; Parcel’s quality control procedures to ensure that the appropriate main truss 
gusset plate calculations were performed for the I‐35W bridge and the inadequate 
design review by Federal and State transportation officials. 
 
>>>Contributing to the accident was the generally accepted practice among Federal and 
State transportation officials of giving inadequate attention to gusset plates during 
inspections for conditions of distortion, such as bowing, and of excluding gusset plates 
in load rating analyses.<<< 
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It doesn’t look like the NHDOT did their mandatory gusset inspection of every similar style 
bridge coming out of the 2007 NTSB Minneapolis I 35 bridge collapse investigation… 
 

NTSB 2007 Investigation into the Minneapolis I35 Bridge Collapse  
 
Gusset plate: A metal plate used to unite multiple structural members of a truss. 

 
 I believe the ‘Environmental Assessment BRATTLEBORO, VT – HINSDALE, NH TRANSPORTATION 
CORRIDOR BRF 2000(19)SC “ is severely incomplete and has a serious lack of granularity. The 
Environment Assessment report wasn’t observant enough with truck and car bridge 
interactions. They are keying off the NHDOT who have falsified their reports and they haven’t 
done independent evaluations of the structural condition of both bridges. 
 
I will submit to you, there is way more tractor trailers and giant logging tractor trailers trucks 
than cement trucks. 
 
This is how it should have been stated the truck and car interaction. The local population who 
crosses these bridges know what I am saying is accurate. Typically only one large semi and no 
cars can passage critical choke points at the same times. If the assessment is so incomplete with 
traffic interactions, why isn’t other assessment and analysis incomplete?  
 
Typically on both entrances of the Brattleboro Bridge, the vast majority of the semis stop 
before he enters the bridge. He is waiting for all the traffic to clear before he jumps onto the 
bridge. He is also waiting for a polite vehicle on the other side of the bridge to stop before 
enters the bridge. At multiple points, his cab has to jump into the opposing traffic lane so he 
can get his big butt “way back there” to make it around the protruding corner of the bridge. It 
take him many feet to get his big rig straighten out on the bridge.  A lot of these semis once on 
the bridge ride in the middle of bridge straddling both lanes. He doesn’t want anyone on the 
bridge with him. Then he has to put his cab in the opposing traffic lane so his butt “way back 
there” will be able to make it around the corner. The sides of the bridge have drastically 
inadequate height…he could damage the trailer and bridge because the trailer is too high if he 
drive too close to the outside of the road. He drives in both lanes of traffic so his trailer won’t 
be damaged.  So that is another reason these semis take up the two lanes of this two lane 
bridge. They even do that on the Hinsdale Bridge even with no sharp corners and a straight 
approach in both directions. Even small trucks and the semis know the small truck can’t be on 
the bridge with the semi. 
 
You can see the guard railing damage on both sides of the bridge when a semi driver misjudges 
this maneuver…it happens a lot. 
 
I am saying this report severely minimizes the truck traffic and car problems with their passage 
through the critical choke points on the Hinsdale Route 119 bridges. They just weren’t very 
observant with their reporting. They are severely downplaying the condition of the bridge. 
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Environmental Assessment 

 
“Simultaneous passage of two large trucks at this curve, and on the bridges, is difficult.” 
 

We are in a Town and locale emergency…it is a huge emergency. This report doesn’t state that 
clearly. We could lose the bridge at any moment…get draconian vehicle restrictions in the next 
second…lose lives in a bridge collapse.  These could hurt tens of thousands of people and many 
businesses. We are in a state NHDOT hurricane Katrina or Superstorm Sandy emergency…our 
New Hampshire state government has caught on fire and nobody has called 911 and the fire 
department yet.    
 
I am available to give tours explaining my pictures…especially for executives and engineers with 
the NHDOT, any government officials and the media. I will teach you a lot.  You should bring 
Dramamine and wear old jeans. Some areas would need you to be a little gutsy and you 
shouldn’t be too afraid of heights. Just give me a call or throw me email. 
 

Mike Mulligan, Hinsdale, NH 
  
1‐603‐336‐8320  
  
steamshovel2002@yahoo.com    

 
I was the instigator of one of the largest fraud criminal cases in the State of New Hampshire 
($500 million ‐$600 million dollars and many people going to jail).  
 
God only gives me the impossible cases….the problems everyone has given up on. They bring 
me into a problem when all hope is lost. I take the cases nobody else will touch. I am the prince 
of the improbable and the impossibility. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mike Mulligan 
PO 161 
Hinsdale, NH 
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1

Laura Wheelock

From: Jacqueline Dagesse <jdagesse@eivtech.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 12:28 PM
To: Laura Wheelock
Subject: Fwd: Hinsdale bridges comment

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: <fabouch@comcast.net> 
Date: Thu, Aug 1, 2013 at 6:26 AM 
Subject: Hinsdale bridges 
To: jdagesse@eivtech.com 
 

 
From Frances K. Boucher: 

I have been a resident of Hinsdale for 38 years.  We have navigated the bridges for all of that time 
and for 12 of those years it was on a daily basis for me as I traveled to my teaching position at 
Bellows Falls Union High School.  Both bridges become instant one-way bridges if there are any large 
trucks that need to get through.  I have noticed that the local bus to Hinsdale only uses them as a 
one-way approach.   I have not read the hard copy report yet, but since I will not be available for 
Thursday's meeting I wanted to at least express my opinion on the design of the bridges.  There is a 
tremendous amount of history behind the bridges, esp. the Anna Hunt Marsh bridge.  I feel the design 
of the bridge should coordinate with the Brattleboro downtown efforts to preserve a more colonial 
effect that would be both complementary and inviting to Brattleboro and Hinsdale.  The lighting should 
be similar to a lamppost or lantern that reflects the historical nature of the area.  If there are plaques 
now on the present bridges consider preserving them as historical artifacts.  The bridges are not far 
from the Col. Ebenezer Hinsdale Homestead located on Rte. 119 that has just been listed on the NH 
State Registry; which includes the Anna Hunt Marsh Annex.  It is important to consider the historical 
area references as well as cost.  

Frances K. Boucher 
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1

Laura Wheelock

From: Jacqueline Dagesse <jdagesse@eivtech.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 12:42 PM
To: Laura Wheelock
Subject: Fwd: Environmental Assessment, Brattleboro VT - Hinsdale NH Transportation Corridor 

BRF (19) SC

From: "Robert Harcke" <rharcke@cibranco.com> 
Date: August 13, 2013, 2:52:32 PM EDT 
To: <moleary@eivtech.com> 
Subject: Environmental Assessment, Brattleboro VT - Hinsdale NH Transportation 
Corridor BRF (19) SC 

Dear Ms. O’Leary, 

 I am President of the Hinsdale Commercial and Industrial Development Corporation (HCIDC) 
and attended your recent presentation of the environmental assessment for the Brattleboro – 
Hinsdale Bridge.  Our organization extends our thanks to you for a thorough job completed and 
your excellent presentation August 1.  We wish to extend our enthusiastic support for alternative 
F and hope that the completion of your study will accelerate the desperately needed completion 
of this project. 

 As an organization responsible for promoting economic development in Hinsdale our greatest 
single concern is the link between Hinsdale and Brattleboro.  Hinsdale actively seeks business 
development and, as a suburb of Brattleboro, depends heavily on services provided by 
Brattleboro businesses and the access to I-91.  Brattleboro and Hinsdale residents in substantial 
numbers rely on this link to get to their jobs in the respective towns.  The potential red listing of 
these bridges would have a definitive adverse effect on Brattleboro’s economy and would be 
devastating to Hinsdale.  We have over 400 acres of land zoned for and awaiting industrial and 
commercial development that would be a tremendous jobs stimulus for our area and generate 
future revenue in the form of tax dollars to New Hampshire.  A 90 year old set of dysfunctional 
bridges is too serious an obstacle to overcome and we hope that this can be remedied soon with 
our “alternative F” bridge. 

 Please contact me if our organization can be of assistance, 

Sincerely, 

Hinsdale Commercial and Industrial Development Corporation 

Robert S. Harcke, President 

603-381-4100 

rharcke@cibranco.com 
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Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH 
2013 Public Comment Period and 8/1/2013 
Environmental Assessment Hearing  
 

Response to Received Comments 
 
Public Meeting 8/1/2013 
EAH-1 Page 21 Line 4 Response: The proposed bridge will replace the existing structures under the 
preferred alternative.  
 
EAH-2 Page 27 Line 18 Response: The preferred alternative will provide for grade separation of the 
roadway and railway.   
 
EAH-3 Page 30 Line 10 Response: The proposed bridge will replace the existing structures under 
the preferred alternative.  
 
EAH-4 Page 33 Line 22 Response: The formal names for the Western Bridge (Anna Hunt Marsh 
Bridge) and Eastern Bridge (Charles Dana Bridge) have been added into the narrative regarding the 
existing structures in Chapter B.  
 
EAH-5 Page 34 Line 2 Response: In the preferred alternative the two existing bridges are scheduled 
to be rehabilitated to become pedestrian and bicycle structures.  
 
EAH-6 Page 37 Line 15 Response: The preferred alternative will address the deficiencies identified 
with the existing bridges. With the completion of the Environmental Assessment the project is 
poised to move forward to the next stage of design.  
 
EAH-7 Page 38 Line 22 Response: The preferred alternative will address the deficiencies identified 
with the existing bridge, the railroad, and emergency service responses between Brattleboro and 
Hinsdale. With the completion of the Environmental Assessment the project is poised to move 
forward to the next stage of design 
 
EAH-8 Page 42 Line 20 Response: The grade separation of the roadway and railway under the 
preferred alternative will use current design standards, including sufficient vertical clearance to 
provide double stacking of rail cars.   
 
Written Comments 
July 25, 2013 Email from Mike Mulligan: Under the preferred alternative the existing structures will 
be rehabilitated and a new structure will be constructed off alignment thereby addressing your 
concerns.  
 
August 1, 2013 Letter from Joe and Ellen Roy: The preferred alternative includes replacement of the 
existing deficient bridges.  
 
August 1, 2013 Email from Frances K. Boucher: The deficiency you noted is included in the 
environmental assessment and identified in the purpose and need for this project. Under the 
preferred alternative the existing structures will remain in place; they will be rehabilitated and used as 
bicycle and pedestrian bridges. At this stage of the project the design of the proposed structure has 
not been conceptualized, there will be separate public meetings to receive input on the new 
structure.  
 
  
           E-136 



Brattleboro, VT – Hinsdale, NH 
2013 Public Comment Period and 8/1/2013 
Environmental Assessment Hearing  
 

August 12, 2013 Letter from the Town of Hinsdale Board of Selectmen: The support from the 
Town of Hinsdale for the preferred alternative is understood and how it will meet the needs of the 
entire community.  
 
August 13, 2013 Letter from Robert S. Harcke of the Hinsdale Commercial and Industrial 
Development Corporation: The support from the Hinsdale Commercial and Industrial 
Development Corporation for the preferred alternative is understood and how it will meet the needs 
of the entire community and the Industrial Development Corporation.  
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APPENDIX F 
 

NON-PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES – IMPACTS 
 
 
1) NON-PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
 This appendix identifies and evaluates resource impacts for the project alternatives that were 
not identified as the project’s preferred alternative. 
 
 Alternative F (Blue Seal) is the project’s preferred alternative.  Alternative F provides for a 
new alignment that will consist of a single bridge that touches down on the Vermont side of the 
Connecticut River approximately 1,000 feet south of the existing Route 119 touchdown area.  
The existing Route 119 bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicyclist 
usage.  Alternative F’s effect on area resources is fully described and evaluated in the main text 
of the Environmental Assessment (EA), (see Chapter D).   
 
 The transportation corridor alternatives not identified as the project’s preferred alternative 
are: 
 

- No-Action Alternative – This alternative would provide for the continued 
maintenance of the existing bridges. 

 
- Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – This alternative would consist of rehabilitation 

of the existing Route 119 corridor crossing. 
 
- Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – This alternative would consist of 

replacement of the existing Route 119 corridor, to be located on the existing 
alignment. 

 
- Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – This alternative would consist of 

replacement of the existing Route 119 corridor with minor modifications to the 
existing highway geometrics, to be located in the same approximate area as the 
existing alignment. 

 
- Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – This alternative would consist of replacement 

of the existing Route 119 corridor, to be located on the existing alignment, but 
with a grade-separated railroad crossing in Vermont. 

 
- Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – This alternative would consist of construction 

of a parallel set of bridges immediately to the south of the existing bridges.  The 
existing bridges could either be rehabilitated and maintained for 
pedestrian/bicycle usage, or be demolished. 
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- Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – This alternative would 
consist of construction of a parallel set of tangent type bridges immediately to the 
south of the existing bridges.  The existing bridges could either be rehabilitated 
and maintained for pedestrian/bicycle usage, or be demolished. 

 
- Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – The alternative would consist of construction 

of a new alignment that touches down on the Vermont side approximately 1 mile 
south of the existing Route 119 touchdown area.  The existing bridges could 
either be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicyclist usage, or be 
demolished. 

 
- Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – This alternative would consist of 

construction on a new alignment for the westerly bridge, which would touch 
down on the Vermont side to intersect with Route 9, approximately 1,000 feet 
north of the existing Route 119 Vermont touchdown area.  The existing easterly 
bridge would be replaced on alignment.  The westerly bridge could either be 
rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian/bicyclist usage, or be demolished. 

 
The New Hampshire touchdown areas, for Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on 

Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure), E-Modified 
(Parallel Tangent Structure) and H (Route 9/Main Street) would be located at approximately the 
same location as the existing NH Route 119 touchdown area.  Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) 
would touch down in New Hampshire just south of an abandoned railroad bridge in an 
undeveloped area, prior to linking with NH Route 119. 

 
The Vermont touchdown locations for Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, and E-Modified would be 

located at the same approximate location as the existing VT Route 119 touchdown area.  
Alternative G would touch down in Vermont in an industrial area approximately 1 mile south of 
downtown Brattleboro.  The Vermont touchdown area for Alternative H would be at the 
intersection of Route 9 and Main Street, located in the commercial/retail center of downtown 
Brattleboro. 
 
 Additionally, a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternative consisting of traffic 
flow and control devices, lane modifications, and intersection improvements was initially 
considered.  While the TSM alternative could have assisted in enhancing Route 119 traffic flows, 
this alternative would not have addressed the structural, functional, and safety concerns 
associated with the existing Route 119 corridor.  As such, the TSM alternative was not identified 
for further project consideration. 
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Figure F-1 – Project Alternatives 
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2) RESOURCE IMPACTS – NON-PREFERRED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
 Each non-preferred project alternative has been evaluated to identify potential impacts to 
existing area resources.  Area resources and project impacts that have been identified and 
evaluated in the Environmental Assessment (EA) (see Chapter D), will be referenced and 
summarized where possible in this appendix. 
 
A) Land Use / Induced Growth 
 

1) Land Use 
 
The western-side of the project corridor along the Connecticut River is located within the 

Town of Brattleboro, Vermont.  The northern part of this western side corridor evidences 
commercial and residential development.  The center portion of the western-side corridor 
includes downtown Brattleboro, an urbanized area.  The southern section is characterized by 
large commercial/industrial type facilities with adjacent undeveloped areas. 

 
The eastern side of the project corridor is located within the Town of Hinsdale, New 

Hampshire, except for the northeastern portion of the eastern-side corridor, which is located 
in Chesterfield, New Hampshire.  The northeastern section of this corridor is dominated by 
the Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest, an undeveloped natural area characterized by steep 
topography and forested areas.  Near the New Hampshire Route 119 crossing of the 
Connecticut River several commercial and retail facilities exist.  The southern area of this 
corridor, on the New Hampshire side, is largely undeveloped with some limited commercial 
and residential development. 

 
Land use impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified as 

follows: 
 

 No-Action Alternative – None; this alternative would not change existing land uses. 
 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 

Improvement), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 
Minimal; these alternatives would touch down in both Vermont and New Hampshire 
in the same approximate location as the current Route 119 touchdown areas.  Only 
minimal changes to existing area land uses are anticipated with these alternatives. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Substantial; this alternative, in Vermont, would 

touch down at the existing Route 5/119/142 intersection.  The required changes in 
elevation for this reconstructed intersection, and adjacent streets, would substantially 
impact the commercial/retail land uses that exist in the area. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Minimal; this alternative, in New Hampshire, 

would be located in an undeveloped area just south of an abandoned railroad bridge.  
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This area is characterized by steep topography adjacent to the river.  No changes to 
existing land uses are anticipated in this area.  In Vermont, Alternative G would touch 
down in an industrialized area.  Existing area facilities include a trucking facility, 
lumberyard, and municipal wastewater treatment facility.  Minimal changes in 
existing land uses are anticipated with this alternative. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Moderate; this alternative, in New Hampshire, 

would touch down at the location of the existing Route 119 touchdown area, with no 
change in existing land uses.  In Vermont, Alternative H would touch down in an area 
that is the commercial/retail center of downtown Brattleboro.  This touchdown 
location could result in increasing the amount of traffic in downtown Brattleboro, and 
effect existing area land uses.  Moderate changes to existing land uses are anticipated 
with this alternative. 

 
2) Induced Growth 

 
  Indirect impacts are those that are caused by an action and are delayed in time, but are 

still reasonably foreseeable.  Cumulative impacts are those that result from the incremental 
consequences of an action when added to past actions and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. 

 
 A change in accessibility to an area, resulting from a change in the area’s transportation 
system, will effect the potential for growth in the area.  While development is often the result 
of other (non-transportation) growth factors, changes in the transportation system can redirect 
the location of this growth. 

 
 The No-Action Alternative would not change the existing transportation corridor.   
 
 Alternatives A, B, C, D, E and E-Modified would be located in the same approximate 
location as the existing Route 119 corridor.  Alternative G would be located approximately 1 
mile to the south of the existing Vermont and New Hampshire bridge touchdown areas.  For 
Alternative G, the Vermont touchdown area would be in an existing industrial area, the New 
Hampshire touchdown area would be in an underdeveloped area that is not favorable for 
development. 
 
 Alternative H would be located approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing Vermont 
touchdown area.  For Alternative H, the Vermont touchdown area would be located in the 
commercial/retail center of downtown Brattleboro, the New Hampshire touchdown area 
would be located along the existing Route 119 corridor. 
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- Indirect Growth 
 

  The No-Action Alternative would result in only minimal additional indirect growth as the 
project corridor has been in existence over 100 years, and most indirect growth spawned by 
this transportation corridor has already occurred. 

 
  Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, E-Modified, G and H would replace the existing Route 119 

crossing of the Connecticut River.  However, these alternatives would not materially change 
the location of this transportation corridor, area travel patterns, or the amount of vehicular 
traffic in the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area.  As such, any changes in area accessibility, due to 
construction of any of these non-preferred alternatives, would be minimal, and hence the 
potential for any of these alternatives to result in identifiable indirect growth in the 
Brattleboro/Hinsdale area is minimal. 

 
- Cumulative Growth 

 
  Within the last 40 years the total amount and type of development within the project area 

(Brattleboro/Hinsdale) has not materially changed.  Future growth in the project area is 
predicted to be consistent with past developmental patterns, which have resulted in only 
minimal changes in growth.  The potential for any of the non-preferred alternatives to result 
in identifiable cumulative growth in the Brattleboro/Hinsdale area is minimal. 

 
  Overall the project-related indirect/cumulative growth affects of the project’s non-

preferred alternatives on area resources are anticipated to be minimal. 
 
 B) Agricultural 
 

 Vermont, within the project transportation corridor, is characterized by industrial and 
commercial usages and is largely developed.  New Hampshire, within the project 
transportation corridor, is characterized by the steep forested slopes of the Wantastiquet 
Mountain State Forest area, retail and commercial areas adjacent to Route 119, and 
undeveloped areas along the southern portion of the corridor.  No agricultural lands, in either 
Vermont or New Hampshire, would be impacted by any of the non-preferred project 
alternatives. 

 
 C) Socio-Economic/Environmental Justice 
 

3) Socio-Economic 
 

 The 1997 Windham Regional Plan designates Brattleboro as a regional growth center.  
As a regional growth center, Brattleboro serves as a focal point for area employment, social, 
and recreational activities. 
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 The Brattleboro downtown business area is immediately west of the existing Route 119 
crossing.  This location is the center of the project area’s social and economic activities, and 
is fully served by public utilities and transportation facilities.  This area consists of mixed-use 
development, which includes residential, commercial, industrial, religious, and public uses.  
Currently, Route 119 traffic flows through a portion of this area. 

 
 Hinsdale, New Hampshire is located east of the Connecticut River.  The village portion 
of Hinsdale is located approximately 5.9 miles east on Route 119 from the existing Route 
119 river crossing.  Route 119 provides Hinsdale residents access to Brattleboro for 
employment opportunities, social interaction, and medical/emergency services. 

 
 Socio-economic impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 
identified as follows: 

 
 No-Action Alternative – Substantial; continued deterioration of the existing Route 

119 bridges will eventually result in their closure, which will have substantial adverse 
affects on existing area socio-economic relationships. 

 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replacement on Existing), C (Alignment 

Improvement), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 
Limited; these alternatives would largely maintain the existing Route 119 
transportation corridor.  While a limited number of commercial acquisitions are 
associated with some of these alternatives, the existing socio-economic relationships 
would be maintained for the project area, as overall the established commercial and 
social centers in these areas would be only partially affected by the project.  These 
alternatives would result in limited impacts to the area’s existing socio-economic 
relationships. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Substantial; this alternative would result in the 

westerly terminus of the Route 119 bridge being located at the downtown 
Brattleboro’s Route 5/119/142 intersection, and would require the reconstruction of 
this intersection along with Main Street, Vernon Street, Flat Street, and Arch Street in 
Brattleboro, resulting in 13 commercial acquisitions.   These changes to downtown 
Brattleboro would result in substantial impacts to the area’s existing socio-economic 
relationships. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Substantial; this alternative would relocate Route 

119 approximately 1 mile south of the existing Route 119 corridor.  In Vermont, this 
would affect the socio-economic relationships that exist in the downtown Brattleboro 
area by directing personal and commercial transportation away from this downtown 
area.  In New Hampshire, the George’s Field commercial/retail area would be located 
at the dead-end of a side road to Route 119.  This alternative would result in 
substantial impacts to the area’s existing socio-economic relationships. 
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 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Substantial; this alternative would relocate the 
Vermont bridge touchdown area into the commercial/retail center of downtown 
Brattleboro, resulting in several commercial acquisitions.  The relocation of Route 
119 traffic through the social and economic center of Brattleboro, combined with the 
loss of some existing commercial enterprises, would substantially impact the area’s 
existing socio-economic relationships. 

 
2) Environmental Justice 

 
 Introduction 

 
Executive Order (EO) 12898 was signed on February 11, 1994.  EO 12898 states: 

 
To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, each Federal Agency 
shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing, as appropriate, disproportional effects of its programs, policies and 
activities on minority populations and low income populations in the United 
States… 

 
 Area Minority/Low-Income Populations 

 
No identifiable minority/low-income populations, as defined by EO 12898, exist 
within the project area. 

 
 EO 12898 Compliance 

 
Construction of any of the project alternatives will not impact any identifiable 
minority/low-income populations.  Extensive project public participation 
opportunities have provided numerous opportunities for minority/low-income 
populations to become aware of the project, and to provide for public comment 
and input into the project.  The project, to include all of the non-preferred 
alternatives, will not have any disproportionately high and adverse human or 
environmental effects on any minority/low-income populations. 

 
 D) Acquisitions 
 
  Potential acquisitions and relocations are identified on each alternative’s design drawings 

(see Appendix A).  The limits of construction are approximate, and the existing road right-of-
way is assumed to be three rods (49½ feet). 

 
  Project-related acquisitions, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified as follows: 
 

 No-Action Alternative – None. 
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 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - None. 
 

 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing) and C (Alignment Improvement) - Two 
commercial structures in Vermont, the Riverside Diner and the former Synergy Gas 
building, would require acquisition for either of these alternatives.  The total right-of-
way required for Alternative B would be approximately 0.4 acres; for Alternative C, 
the total right-of-way required would be approximately 0.5 acres. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) - To achieve the necessary rail line overpass height 

for a Route 119 grade-separated rail crossing, the Route 5/119/142 intersection 
touchdown area would have to be raised approximately 8 ft.  This would require the 
raising of the VT 142, Route 5 and Main Street approaches to this intersection, which 
would result in impacts to 13 commercial enterprises in downtown Brattleboro.  The 
total right-of-way required for Alternative D would be approximately 2.05 acres.  
Additionally, several other businesses would be economically impacted as a result of 
the changes in street elevations, which would restrict access to these businesses. 

 
To reduce this impact, a 40 km/hour design speed for the Vermont approach was 
considered.  Although, this did reduce the required elevation change of the Route 
5/119/142 intersection, the resulting elevation change did not change the number of 
acquisitions required for this alternative. 
 

 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – A 
slight southerly alignment shift, associated with these two alternatives, from the 
existing Vermont touchdown location, would result in the acquisition of the Synergy 
gas building.  Alternative E (Parallel Structure) requires the taking of approximately 
1.5 acres.  Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) requires the taking of 
approximately 1.4 acres. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) - To achieve a grade-separated crossing of the 

railroad, this alignment would cross over VT 142 and complete a 180-degree turn, 
while at the same time descending to the south to a touch down with VT 142.  A 
design speed of 37 mph for the Vermont approach would result in the loss of three 
commercial structures, one of which is a power substation. 

 
Utilizing a 25 mph design speed for the Vermont approach reduces the curve radius 
such that acquisition of the substation and the other two commercial properties would 
not be required.  However, a 25 mph design speed would locate the Vermont 
touchdown area near the Cersosimo Lumber Company, Inc., truck maintenance 
facility.  A slight shifting of the curve alignment could allow the 37mph alignment to 
miss both the substation and the truck maintenance facility. 
Acquisition of property in the touchdown area, and the potential acquisition of 
easements for the alignment’s overpass of the railroad and the Brattleboro municipal 
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wastewater treatment plant, would be necessary.  The right-of-way required for this 
property would be approximately 4.2 acres. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) - The Vermont touchdown area, utilizing a 

37mph Vermont approach design speed, is located near the center of the downtown 
Brattleboro commercial area.  Lowering the design speed to 25 mph would not effect 
this alternative’s acquisition requirements, as the alignment’s approach would still 
need to rise to meet Main Street, not drop to the connecting roadway as with 
Alternatives’ D (Grade-Separated), F (Blue Seal) and G (Georgia Pacific).  The total 
right-of-way required for this alternative would be approximately 1 acre, with up to 
four commercial acquisitions. 

 
 E) Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 

The existing Route 119 corridor provides pedestrian and bicycle access between the 
downtown Brattleboro, Vermont commercial district and the George’s Field 
retail/commercial center located immediately north of Route 119 in New Hampshire.  
Additionally, the existing Route 119 bridges provide access to the mid-channel island for 
recreational activities.  Numerous individuals, particularly individuals without access to 
private vehicular transportation, utilize the existing Route 119 pedestrian/bicycle passageway 
between downtown Brattleboro, Vermont, the mid-channel island, and the George’s Field 
retail area in New Hampshire. 

 
Movement of this transportation corridor away from its existing location would adversely 

effect the ability of pedestrian and bicyclists to access the mid-channel island and the New 
Hampshire retail area from downtown Brattleboro, Vermont. 

 
 Bicycle/pedestrian impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 
identified as follows: 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 

Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure) – Minimal; slight changes in Route 119 touchdown locations and 
roadway alignments would result in only minimal impacts to pedestrian and bicycle 
usage. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Minimal; this most southerly alternative is located 

approximately 1.5 kilometers south of the existing crossing.  Rehabilitation of the 
existing Route 119 bridges would maintain pedestrian/bicycle access across the river 
in the project area. 
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 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Minimal; location of the Vermont touchdown 
area in downtown Brattleboro, would not adversely effect area pedestrian/bicycle 
facilities.  Additionally, Alternative H would maintain both pedestrian and bicycle 
access across the mid-channel island. 

 
F) Recreational/Section 4(f) 

 
1) Recreational Facilities 
 
 The project corridor offers numerous recreational opportunities.  The Connecticut 
River provides excellent fishing and boating opportunities.  Fishing access is provided 
from the river’s shoreline, with boat access to the river being available from the NH Fish 
and Game Department’s public boat access site on the mid-channel island.  The 
Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest in New Hampshire offers hiking, biking, and hunting 
opportunities. 
 
 The Town of Brattleboro has identified the construction of a waterfront park as a 
potential future recreational area.  This proposed waterfront park would be located on the 
west bank of the Connecticut River, immediately south of the existing Route 119 
touchdown area.  The proposed waterfront facility would include: a terrace/overlook of 
the river, reconfigured parking, landscaping, and a boat mooring facility. 
 
 The only Land Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 6(f) property located in the project 
corridor is in the southerly “backwater area” of the Connecticut River, and is on the 
Vermont side of the river.  This five acre parcel is approximately 1.2 miles south of the 
Brattleboro downtown area, and is a peninsula type section of land located between the 
backwater area and the river. 
 
 The No-Action Alternative would have no impacts on any area recreational facilities.  
All other project alternatives would have only minimal impacts on area recreational 
facilities, generally associated with slight changes in accessibility, either temporary or 
permanent, to existing area recreational facilities. 
 

 2) Section 4(f) Properties 
 
 Potentially impacted Section 4(f) properties within the project area include: 
 

 The Brattleboro Downtown Historic District 
 The existing Route 119 Bridges 
 Living Memorial Park (immediately south of, and adjacent to, the Route 

5/119/142 intersection in Vermont) 
 Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest (Multi-Use) 
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 Use of Section 4(f) resources, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, 
are identified as follows: 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 

 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 

Improvement), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) 
– Moderate; these alternatives would remove or rehabilitate the historic Route 119 
bridges. 
 

 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Substantial; this alternative would: remove the 
historic Route 119 bridges, use the Living Memorial Park (adjacent to the Route 
5/119/142 intersection), and adversely effect the downtown Brattleboro Historic 
District.   
 

 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Moderate; recreational access to the mid-
channel island would be restricted by this alternative to non-vehicular usage. 
 

 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Substantial; this alternative would remove 
the Route 119 historic westerly bridge, and adversely effect the downtown 
Brattleboro Historic District, as a result of reconstructing the Route 9/Main Street 
intersection in downtown Brattleboro.  Recreational access to the mid-channel 
island would be maintained by this alternative. 

 
 G) Air Quality 
 
  National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been identified by USEPA to 

evaluate regional air quality.  Standards have been set for six criteria pollutants.  The project 
must be in conformity with the State Implementation Plans (SIP) for air quality in both 
Vermont and New Hampshire.  Based on air quality monitoring data received from sites in 
the Brattleboro, Vermont area, the USEPA has designated this area of Vermont as “in 
attainment” for all transportation-related NAAQS pollutants.  Coordination with the NHDES 
Air Resources Division, established that Cheshire County, New Hampshire, in which New 
Hampshire’s portion of the project is located, is also “in attainment” status for all six 
NAAQS pollutants. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) testing is used in transportation studies to identify localized 
roadway air pollutant levels.  As set forth in the EA (see Chapter D), a microscale CO 
analysis was conducted for the No-Action Alternative and Alternative F (Blue Seal). 

 
As regards traffic volumes, flows, and location, the No-Action Alternative is similar, for 

air analyses, to Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 
Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure).  As such, the air analysis conducted for the No-Action Alternative is 
indicative of air quality affects associated with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E and E-Modified. 
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 Alternative F is similar, as regards air analyses, to Alternatives G (Georgia Pacific) and H 
(Route 9/Main Street), as Alternative F traffic flows and volumes are similar to the traffic 
conditions that would exist with Alternatives G and H.  As such, the air analysis conducted 
for Alternative F is indicative of air quality affects associated with Alternatives G and H. 

 
 As set forth in the EA, both existing and projected CO air quality, associated with the No-
Action and Alternative F (Blue Seal) Alternatives, are within NAAQS criteria and meet State 
air quality standards. 
 
 Air quality impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified 
as follows: 
 

 No-Action Alternative – Minimal; Existing traffic patterns would remain unchanged 
with this alternative.  The Brattleboro area is classified as “in attainment” for 
NAAQS.  Even with normal increases in traffic levels, the air quality within the 
project area would continue to be in compliance with the NAAQS.  

 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment 

Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure) – Minimal; project-related traffic flows, volumes, and locations 
are anticipated to experience only minimal changes, which would result in minimal 
changes to existing and projected area air quality.  Air quality, associated with the 
construction of these alternatives, is anticipated to remain in compliance with all 
NAAQS. 

 
 Alternatives G (Georgia Pacific) and H (Route 9/Main Street) – Minimal; these 

alternatives would result in air quality impacts that are similar to those air quality 
affects associated with Alternative F (Blue Seal).  The Alternative F air quality 
analysis indicated compliance with all NAAQS.  Alternatives’ G and H affect on area 
air quality is anticipated to be minimal.  Air quality is anticipated to remain in 
compliance with the NAAQS. 
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H) Noise 
 

 Most project-related noise, other than construction-generated noise, occurs as the results 
of additional traffic.  Traffic noise is variable, and is affected by the number and type of 
vehicles, speed of the vehicles, type of highway surface, the distance the noise receptor is 
located from the vehicles, and climatic conditions. 

 
 FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) levels, based on land use, are listed in the 
following table.  This table lists the noise levels, for each land use category, at which 
consideration of noise abatement measures is appropriate.  A noise impact occurs if the 
predicted noise level approaches or exceeds the NAC level. 
 

Table F-1 
Noise Abatement Criteria Table 

Hourly A – Weighted Sound Level – Decibels (dBA) 
 

Activity 
Category 

Leq(h) Description of Activity Category 

A 57 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Tracts of land which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance 
and serve an important public need, and where preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended 
purpose. 

B 67 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, public meeting rooms, 
libraries, hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active 
sports areas and parks. 

C 72 dBA 
(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories A 
and B above. 

D --- For undeveloped lands. 
E 52 dBA 

(Interior) 
Residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, public meeting rooms, 
libraries, hospitals and auditoriums. 

 
As set forth in the EA (see Chapter D), a noise analysis was conducted for the No-Action 

Alternative and Alternative F (Blue Seal).  As regards traffic volumes, flows, and location of 
noise receptors, the No-Action Alternative is similar, for noise analyses, to Alternatives A 
(Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-
Separated), E (Parallel Structures), and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure). 

 
 Alternative F is similar, as regards noise analyses, to Alternatives G (Georgia Pacific) 
and H (Route 9/Main Street), as Alternative F traffic flows and volumes would be similar to 
the traffic conditions that would exist with Alternatives G and H. 

 
 As regards noise receptor locations, Alternatives F and H have similar noise receptors in 
New Hampshire.  There exist no adjacent residential or commercial noise receptors in New 
Hampshire associated with Alternative G.  In Vermont, Alternative G touches down in an 
industrialized area.  Alternative H, in Vermont, touches down in a developed 
commercial/retail area. 
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 Limited noise level impacts are projected with both the No-Action Alternative and 
Alternative F (see EA, Chapter D). 
 
 Noise impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified as 
follows: 

 
 No-Action Alternative – Limited; Existing noise level measurements were taken at 

various locations within the project area.  Area traffic patterns would remain 
unchanged for the No-Action Alternative, and as such, project-related noise levels 
will be similar to the existing noise levels.  Receptor site 4 currently experiences 
noise levels that exceed the FHWA NAC.  This site would continue to experience 
noise levels that exceed the NAC with the No-Action Alternative. 

 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation), B (Replace on Existing), and C (Alignment 

Improvement), – Limited; project-related traffic flows, volumes and noise receptor 
locations are similar to those associated with the No-Action Alternative.  Limited 
increases in noise levels, at some existing area noise receptors, would occur.  FHWA 
NAC noise levels could be approached, or slightly exceeded, at some area noise 
receptors. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Moderate; traffic flows and volumes are 

anticipated to be similar to those associated with the No-Action alternative.  The 
Vermont touchdown area for Alternative D is the Route 5/119/142 intersection.  
Several noise receptors are located adjacent to this intersection.  Potentially, moderate 
increases in noise levels, at some adjacent noise receptors, would occur.  FHWA 
NAC noise levels would be approached and exceeded at some area noise receptors. 

 
 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 

Limited; traffic patterns would remain relatively unchanged from existing travel 
patterns for these alternatives, and, as such, noise levels would be similar to existing 
traffic noise levels at most locations.  However, these alternatives would shift the 
alignment closer to the marina on the eastern site of the Connecticut River.  This 
would create the possibility of increased noise levels at this location.  Noise receptor 
site 14 (see EA, Chapter D), located in the vicinity of the marina, currently 
experiences noise levels well below the NAC.  The alignment shift introduced by 
these alternatives is not anticipated to result in area noise levels that exceed the NAC 
or result in a substantial increase in noise levels over existing levels.  Receptor site 4 
(see EA, Chapter D) currently experiences noise levels that exceed the FHWA NAC.  
This site would continue to experience noise levels that exceed the NAC with these 
alternatives. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Limited; Alternative G would relocate the 

intersection of Route 119 and VT 142 to an industrial area.  This alternative would 
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increase traffic volumes in the vicinity of this relocated Vermont intersection.  The 
traffic noise levels in the vicinity of the new intersection could approach the noise 
levels predicted for the intersection of Route 119 and VT 142 associated with 
Alternative F, and could represent a traffic noise impact at receptors near the 
proposed intersection.  Noise levels along VT 142 south of the existing Route 119 
intersection would be similar to the noise levels predicted for Alternative F.  Noise 
levels elsewhere in the project area would remain largely the same as those associated 
with the No-Action Alternative. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Moderate; project-related traffic flows and 

volumes are anticipated to be similar to those associated with Alternative F.  The 
Vermont touchdown area for Alternative H is located in the center of the downtown 
Brattleboro commercial/retail area.  Several noise receptors areas are located adjacent 
to this intersection.  The introduction of the new bridge, along with a new eastern leg 
of the Route 9 and Main Street intersection, may result in traffic noise impacts at 
adjacent noise receptors.  Moderate increases in noise levels at some of these noise 
receptors could occur.  FHWA NAC noise levels will be approached and could be 
exceeded at some area noise receptors. 

 
 I) Water Quality 
 

The Connecticut River is an important water resource for municipal drinking water, 
fisheries, recreation, and wildlife.  Project water quality impacts will generally be associated 
with construction-related activities. 

 
Water quality impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified are identified below.  The following impact determinations first identify the 
potential for each alternative to impact water quality, and then identify the potential impact 
that construction of a temporary bridge would have on water quality. 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - Minimal. 

 
 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), and D (Grade-

Separated)  - Limited; construction of these alternatives would result in limited, but 
temporary, water quality impacts.  Due to the necessity of maintaining access across 
the river during construction, a temporary bridge would be constructed just south of 
the existing westerly bridge.  This temporary bridge would be within the area of 
identified coal tar deposits, and construction could cause the release of coal tar 
residues into the Connecticut River (Substantial). 

 
 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 

ubstantial; these alternatives would be constructed within the area of the river  
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containing the identified coal tar deposits.  Disturbance of these deposits during 
bridge construction could cause the release of coal tar residues into the Connecticut 
River. 

 
 Alternatives G (Georgia Pacific) and H (Route 9/Main Street) – Limited; the 

placement of bridge piers within the river would result in some limited and temporary 
construction impacts to water quality.  No impacts to the area’s coal tar deposits are 
anticipated with these alternatives. 

 
 J) Wetlands 
 

The Route 119 mid-channel island, except for the existing roadway, consists largely of 
wetlands.  Each alternative’s potential wetland impacts result largely from a shift in that 
alternative’s roadway alignment on the mid-channel island.  Some of these island wetland 
impacts could be mitigated for by returning that portion of the island, from which the 
alignment is shifted away from, back to wetlands. 

  
Wetland impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified 

below.  The following impact determinations first identify the potential for each alternative to 
impact area wetlands, and then identify the potential impact that construction of a temporary 
bridge would have on area wetlands. 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - Minimal. 

 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Alternative B would result in approximately 

1.7 acres of wetland impacts.  Construction of the temporary Route 119 bridges 
would result in an additional 0.1 acres of impact to wetlands. 

 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Alternative C would result in 
approximately 1.8 acres of wetland impacts.  Construction of the temporary Route 
119 bridges would result in an additional 0.1 acres of impact to wetlands. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)  - Alternative D would result in approximately 2.5 

acres of wetland impacts.  Construction of the temporary Route 119 bridges would 
result in an additional 0.1 acres of impact to wetlands. 

 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Alternative E would result in approximately 1.6 

acres of wetland impacts. 
 

 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Alternative E-Modified would 
result in approximately 1.9 acres of wetland impacts. 
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 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Alternative G would result in approximately 0.7 
acres of wetland impacts. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Alternative H would result in approximately 

2.7 acres of wetland impacts.  Construction of an easterly temporary bridge would 
result in less than 0.1 acres of additional impact to wetlands. 
 
At the February 4, 1998 VTrans Resource Agency meeting, the COE inquired if 
Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) could be modified to include the rehabilitation of 
the existing easterly bridge instead of the replacement of this bridge, along with a 
shifting of the roadway alignment to reduce island wetland impacts.  Rehabilitation of 
the easterly bridge, instead of replacement, is possible and reduces the cost of this 
alternative by approximately $2,150,000.  However, due to the necessity of the 
westerly Alternative H bridge to head northwesterly off the island, as opposed to the 
current southwesterly direction of the existing bridge, an increase in wetland impacts, 
associated with a roadway shift on the mid-channel island for Alternative H, is 
anticipated.  This increase in wetland impacts could be partially mitigated for by 
restoring to wetlands that portion of the island vacated by the removed westerly 
bridge and its roadway approach.  By coordination, in November 2005, the COE 
expressed agreement with identification of Alternative F as the project’s alternative. 

 
 K) Waterbody Modifications 
 

The Connecticut River drains 3,930 square miles in Vermont and 3,050 square miles in 
New Hampshire.  The river and its shorelines provide a valuable habitat resource for wildlife 
and waterfowl, drinking water supplies, recreational and agricultural activities, and fisheries, 
forestry, and plant habitats.  The existing Route 119 crossing of the Connecticut River is 
currently accomplished by easterly and westerly bridges that connect to an island near the 
middle of the river.  Both existing Route 119 bridges are truss bridges. 

 
Waterbody modifications, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified as follows: 
 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – None; this alternative would maintain the existing 

crossing. 
 

 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), and D (Grade-
Separated) – Limited; these alternatives are within the immediate area of the existing 
Route 119 crossing.  Dependent upon bridge design, piers would be placed within the 
river, which would result in some limited waterbody modifications to the Connecticut 
River. 
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 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure), E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), G 
(Georgia Pacific), and H (Route 9/Main Street) – Limited; these alternatives would 
result in new crossings of the Connecticut River, and would require piers being 
placed within the river, which would result in some limited waterbody modifications 
to the Connecticut River. 

 
 L) Floodplains 
 

A large portion of the east and west shorelines of the Connecticut River, within the 
project area, are included in the river’s 100-year floodplain.  The floodplain elevation, near 
the existing Route 119 crossing, is 233 feet above sea level.  The southern portion of the 
project area evidences a larger amount of floodplain than other areas of the project area.  
Most floodplain impacts will be associated with construction impacts to the island.  
Floodway impacts will be associated with the placement of bridge piers in the river. 

 
Floodplain impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified 

below.  The following impact determinations first identify the potential for each alternative to 
impact area floodplains, and then identify the potential impact that construction of a 
temporary bridge would have on area floodplains. 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - Minimal. 

 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Alternative B would impact approximately 1.9 

acres of floodplain, an additional 0.15 acres of floodplain would be impacted by 
construction of the temporary Route 119 bridges. 

 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Alternative C would impact approximately 

2.1 acres of floodplain, an additional 0.15 acres of floodplain would be impacted by 
construction of the temporary Route 119 bridges. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) – Alternative D would impact approximately 3.1 

acres of floodplain, an additional 0.15 acres of floodplain would be impacted by 
construction of the temporary Route 119 bridges. 

 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Alternative E would impact approximately 1.7 

acres of floodplain. 
 

 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Alternative E-Modified would 
impact approximately 2.1 acres of floodplain. 
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 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Alternative G, due to the length and width of the fill 
required to bring the Vermont bridge approach down to the VT 142 elevation, would 
impact approximately 3.4 acres of floodplain near the Vermont touchdown area. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Alternative H would impact approximately 2.9 

acres of floodplain, an additional 0.15 acres of floodplain would be impacted by 
construction of the easterly temporary Route 119 bridge. 

 M)  Fish and Wildlife/Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
 1) Fish and Wildlife 
 

The Connecticut River, in the vicinity of the proposed project, supports mixed 
fisheries of warm, cold, and anadromous species.  Warm water fish (e.g. large and small 
mouth bass, walleye, yellow perch, northern pike and pickerel) reside in the area year 
round.  The occurrence of cold water and anadromous fish (i.e. brown and rainbow trout, 
anadromous Atlantic salmon, and American shad) are seasonal and associated with 
migrations, spawning, and juvenile rearing. 

 
The Vermont side of the Connecticut River shoreline is moderately developed in the 

project area.  Smaller animals that tolerate human development can be found in this area.  
The project area shoreline, on both the Vermont and New Hampshire sides of the river, 
provides habitat for waterfowl and water dependent animals.  The State of New 
Hampshire Wantastiquet Mountain State Forest is located immediately adjacent to the 
northeastern segment of the project corridor.  This area provides habitat for larger 
wildlife, such as the white-tailed deer. 

 
Fish and wildlife impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified as follows: 
 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternatives A (Rehabilitation) and B (Replace on Existing) – Minimal; as these 

alternatives maintain the existing crossing corridor, fish and wildlife impacts are 
anticipated to be minimal. 

 
 Alternatives C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-Separated), E (Parallel 

Structure), E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure), G (Georgia Pacific) and H 
(Route 9/Main Street) – Limited; compliance with erosion and sediment control 
procedures, and observance of construction scheduling restrictions, will minimize 
fish and wildlife impacts. 
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 2) Threatened and Endangered Species 
 

The Connecticut River, in the vicinity of the Brattleboro, is believed to have formerly 
supported colonies of the Dwarf Wedge mussel, a federally endangered species.  In 
September and October, 1999 a Phase I Fresh Water Mussel Survey was conducted.  The 
study area included the Connecticut River 100 feet upstream from the Alternative F 
alignment and 300 feet downstream from this alignment.  The Connecticut River, near 
the mid-channel island, was also explored thoroughly.  No live specimens, or shells, of 
the Dwarf Wedge mussel were discovered in the study area. 

 
By correspondence dated December 13, 1999, the USFWS stated there existed no 

further project coordination or requirements regarding potential impacts to the federally 
endangered Dwarf Wedge mussel species, as it was determined no Dwarf Wedge mussels 
exist within the project area. By correspondence in May 2005, the USFWS restated that 
further project investigations for the Dwarf Wedge mussel were not required, as no 
evidence exists of the presence of this species in this area of the Connecticut River. 

 
The VANR Non-Game Natural Heritage Program (NNHP) and the NH Department 

of Resources and Economic Development (DRED), Division of Forest and Lands 
requested a field evaluation of the identified project area to determine the presence of, 
and potential impacts to, the following species: 

 
- Slender muhly (Muhlenbergia tenuiflora) and Mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia) – 

Both are uncommon species, which may occur near the Route 9 crossing north of 
Brattleboro, Vermont. 

- Lace love-grass (Erigrostis capillaries) – A rare to uncommon species, which may 
occur just south of Route 119 near the bridge in Vermont. 

 
- Wild sensitive plant (Cassia nictitans) – A rare species, which may occur on the 

north end of the backwater area in Vermont. 
 
- Houghton’s umbrella-sedge (Cyperus houghtonii) – An uncommon species, 

thought to occur in the project area near the NH Route 119 crossing of the 
Connecticut River. 

 
Field surveys were conducted in both the Vermont and New Hampshire project areas.  

These surveys did not identify any of the above species within, or adjacent to, the project 
area. 

 
Field inspections have not identified the presence of any endangered or threatened 

species within any of the alternatives’ limits of construction. 
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 N) Historic 
 

As the Route 119 bridges are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, any 
alternative that demolishes or visually impacts these structures could have a historic impact. 

 
The Brattleboro Downtown Historic District was listed in the National Register of 

Historic Places on February 17, 1983.  The District includes areas adjacent to existing 
Vermont Route 119 west and south of the railroad tracks, and the area to the north of VT 
119. 

 
Most project-related historic resource impacts would potentially be associated with 

impacts to the Brattleboro Downtown Historic District and to the historic Route 119 bridges.   
 
Historic impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified 

below.  The following impact determinations first identify the potential for each alternative to 
impact area historic districts, and then identify the potential impact that construction of a 
temporary bridge would have upon area historic districts. 

 
 No-Action Alternative and Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - None. 
 
 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Substantial; Alternative B would impact 

approximately 0.15 acres of the District, with construction of a temporary bridge 
resulting in an additional 0.15 acres of impact to the District.  The existing Route 119 
historic truss bridges would be removed. 

 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Substantial; Alternative C would impact 

approximately 0.24 acres of the District, with construction of a temporary bridge 
resulting in an additional 0.22 acres of impact to the District.  The existing Route 119 
historic truss bridges would be removed. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)  - Substantial; Alternative D would impact 

approximately 0.22 acres of the District, with construction of a temporary bridge 
resulting in an additional 0.23 acres of impact to the District.  The existing Route 119 
truss bridges would be removed. 

 
 Alternative E (Parallel Structure) – Moderate; Alternative E would impact 

approximately 0.5 acres of the District.  The existing Route 119 truss bridges would 
either be removed or rehabilitated. 

 
 Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – Moderate; Alternative E-

Modified would impact approximately 0.3 acres of the District.  The existing Route 
119 truss bridges would either be removed or rehabilitated. 
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 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Minimal; this alternative is located south of the 
District, and its construction would not impact the District.  The existing Route 119 
truss bridges would be rehabilitated and maintained for pedestrian and bicycle usage. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Substantial; Alternative H would impact 

approximately 0.25 acres of the District.  The western Route 119 truss bridge would 
be removed and the eastern Route 119 truss bridge could either be removed or 
rehabilitated. 

 
 O) Archaeological 
 

The Connecticut River is an identified area of sensitivity for archaeological resources.  
Several area archaeological studies and assessments have been conducted for the project area 
(see EA, Chapter D).  

 
Archaeological impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified as follows: 
     

 No-Action Alternative and Alternative A (Rehabilitation) - None. 
 
 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-

Separated), E (Parallel Structure), and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 
Limited; these alternatives are located in the same approximate location as the No-
Action Alternative.  As this area has undergone extensive development, the potential 
for archeologically significant resources in this area to be effected is limited. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Minimal; although on new alignment, this 

alternative is located adjacent to previously disturbed areas, both in New Hampshire 
(abandoned railroad) and in Vermont (industrial area). 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Limited; the easterly portion of this alternative 

is located closely approximate to existing Route 119, the westerly touchdown area is 
in a retail/commercial area of Brattleboro that has undergone extensive prior 
disturbance.  As this area has undergone extensive development, the potential for 
archaeologically significant resources in this area to be effected is limited. 

 
 P) Hazardous Materials 
 

Petroleum product hazardous waste sites are located throughout the developed areas 
along the western side of the river.  Coal tar deposits are located on the western riverbank 
and are buried in the river bottom just south of the existing Route 119 Vermont 
touchdown area. These coal tar deposits have the potential to be impacted by the project.  
The deposits are generally 4 to 10 feet thick, extend from the riverbank approximately 
150 feet into the river, and are covered with six to ten feet of sediment.  Construction of 
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an alternative that requires abutments or piers to be located in or adjacent to these 
deposits could result in the release of hazardous waste materials into the river. 

 
Hazardous material impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 
identified below.  The following impact determinations first identify the potential for 
each alternative to impact identified area hazardous waste sites, and then identify the 
potential impact that construction of a temporary bridge would have upon the identified 
coal tar deposits. 

 
 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – None. 

 
 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing) – Minimal; construction of Alternative B on the 

existing alignment would avoid identified hazardous materials areas.  However, 
construction of a westerly temporary bridge would be within the identified coal tar 
residue area, and could result in coal tar releases into the environment (Substantial). 

 
 Alternative C (Alignment Improvement) – Minimal; construction of Alternative C on 

the existing alignment, with minor changes to the existing alignment near the 
westerly end of the island, would avoid identified hazardous materials areas.  
However, construction of a westerly temporary bridge would be within the coal tar 
residue area, and could result in coal tar releases into the environment (Substantial). 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)  - Minimal; construction of Alternative D, on the 

existing alignment with a grade-separated railroad crossing, and with a Vermont 
touchdown location near the Route 5/119/142 intersection, would avoid identified 
hazardous materials areas.  However, construction of a westerly temporary bridge 
would be within the coal tar residue area and could result in coal tar releases into the 
environment (Substantial). 

 
 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 

Substantial; Alternatives E and E-Modified are located immediately south of the 
existing Route 119 Vermont touchdown area. While not impacting any identified 
petroleum based hazardous materials sites, borings taken indicate the riverbank and 
the river bottom in this area contain coal tar residues. Construction of either 
Alternative E or E Modified could result in coal tar releases into the Connecticut 
River. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Minimal; Alternative G’s touchdown location is 

generally near a municipal sewage lagoon and two Vermont listed hazardous waste 
petroleum sites.  However, the potential for Alternative G to impact these sites is 
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minimal.  Alternative G is substantially south of the identified coal tar residue area 
and will not impact the coal tar deposits. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Minimal; Adjacent to the proposed Vermont 

touchdown area for Alternative H are two Vermont listed petroleum sites.  However, 
the potential for Alternative H to impact these sites is minimal.  Alternative H is 
located north of the identified coal tar residue area and will not impact the coal tar 
deposits. 

 
 Q) Visual 
 

The Connecticut River corridor in the project area has exceptional aesthetic qualities.  
The project’s visual corridor extends approximately 4.5 miles along the Connecticut River, 
from the Route 9 bridge in the north to the backwater area south of Brattleboro. This corridor 
is bordered by the Towns of Hinsdale and Chesterfield, New Hampshire on the east, and the 
Town of Brattleboro, Vermont on the west.  The terrain and land uses on the eastern side of 
the river differ from that on the western side. 

 
The New Hampshire shoreline is framed by the rugged terrain of the Wantastiquet 

Mountain State Forest that steeply rises from the river’s edge.  Except for the area 
immediately adjacent to Route 119, near the center of the corridor area, the New Hampshire 
shoreline has limited residential and commercial development.  The visual character of this 
area is natural and largely undeveloped, with a view of Mt. Wantastiquet’s steep slopes and 
forested cover. 

 
The Brattleboro side of the river, near the existing Route 119 crossing, consists of a 

settled urban area and historic district.  This area includes a railroad line with Amtrak 
service, the Brattleboro Museum, numerous restaurants, stores, churches, and a large 
residential community.  This area is the center of Brattleboro and is characterized by 
churches, banks, and office buildings grouped in a densely developed urban setting. 

 
The visual connection between the adjacent communities and the river is strong.  The 

visual impacts associated with each alternative depend, in large part, on the type and design 
of the selected bridge structure. 

 
Visual impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are identified as 

follows. 
 

 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – None; rehabilitation of the existing Route 119 

bridges would be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s 
preservation guidelines. 
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 Alternatives B (Replace on Existing) and C (Alignment Improvement) – Minimal; a 
new bridge type, on or near the existing crossing, which is consistent with the area’s 
aesthetic attributes, would result in only minimal visual impacts to the river corridor 
and the Brattleboro Downtown Historic District. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated)  - Substantial; a new bridge type, elevated for a 

grade-separated railroad crossing, with numerous commercial acquisitions in 
downtown Brattleboro, would result in substantial visual impacts to the Brattleboro 
Downtown Historic District and moderate visual impacts to the river corridor. 

 
 Alternatives E (Parallel Structure) and E-Modified (Parallel Tangent Structure) – 

Moderate; a new bridge type, parallel to and larger than the immediately adjacent 
existing Route 119 bridges would result in moderate visual impacts to the river 
corridor and downtown Brattleboro. Alternative E-Modified (Parallel Tangent 
Structure) provides for a truss type bridge, which dependent upon structure design, 
size, and placement could partially mitigate for project-related visual impacts. 

 
 Alternative G (Georgia Pacific) – Limited; this alternative would consist of a new 

bridge in a new location.  The alternative would require a lengthy structure to span 
the river, with a raised elevation to provide for a grade-separated railroad crossing in 
Vermont. This structure would not be adjacent to the existing Route 119 bridges. At 
the Vermont shoreline, the structure’s roadway elevation would be at an elevation 
approximately equal to the top of the truss structure of the existing westerly Route 
119 Bridge. The new bridge structure would be compatible in size with the adjacent 
abandoned rail bridge across the Connecticut River. 

 
 Alternative H (Route 9/Main Street) – Substantial; Alternative H provides for a large 

and elevated new bridge on a new alignment, which would touch down within the 
center of the Brattleboro Downtown Historic District. This would result in substantial 
visual impacts to the downtown Brattleboro area and moderate visual impacts to the 
river corridor. 

 
 R) Construction 
 

Construction-related impacts will exist within the project area during the construction 
phase of the project. 

 
Construction impacts, associated with each of the non-preferred alternatives, are 

identified as follows. 
 

 No-Action Alternative – None. 
 
 Alternative A (Rehabilitation) – Minimal. 
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 Alternative B (Replace on Existing) – Limited; construction impacts associated with 

replacing the highway on the existing alignment would be limited. 
 

 Alternatives C (Alignment Improvement), E (Parallel Structure), E-Modified (Parallel 
Tangent Structure), and G (Georgia Pacific) – Limited; these alternatives would either 
modify the existing alignment or provide for construction on new alignment, and 
would generally result in limited construction impacts. Construction impacts are 
anticipated to consist primarily of impacts to traffic flows, air quality, noise, and 
water quality. 

 
 Alternative D (Grade-Separated) and H (Route 9/Main Street) – Substantial; these 

alternatives will require extensive downtown Brattleboro relocations and 
reconstruction, in addition to bridge construction impacts. Extensive interruptions to 
public, commercial and transportation activities will occur as a result of the 
construction-related activities associated with these alternatives. 

 
3) RESOURCE SUMMARY 
 

A) Resource Locations 
 

 The project corridor extends from the Route 9 Connecticut River Bridge (northern limit) to 
the “backwater” area south of Brattleboro near the Cersosimo Lumber Facility (southern limit).  
Environmental resources and constraints within the project corridor are identified, along with the 
project alternatives, on Figures F-2, F-3, and F-4. 
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Figure F-2 
Project Corridor – Historic & Archaeological Resources 
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Figure F-3 
Project Corridor – Natural Resources Map 
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Figure F-4 
Project Corridor – Hazardous Materials Maps 
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 B) Resource Summary Table 
 
 Coordination with federal and State resource agencies, field investigations, archival research 
and the use of GIS data base information were utilized to identify and locate area resources.  
These resources were digitized onto a GIS base map.  The ten project alternatives were then 
digitized onto the base map and quantifiable area resource impacts for each alternative were 
determined from this GIS database. 
 
 For those resources which did not lend themselves to quantitative analysis the following 
qualitative descriptors, as identified by the Bridge Committee, were used to describe an 
alternative’s impact upon identified resources: 
 

- None 
- Minimal 
- Limited 
- Moderate 
- Substantial 

 
 Alternatives B (Replacing on Existing), C (Alignment Improvement), D (Grade-Separated) 
and H (Route 9/Main Street) would require the use of temporary bridges to maintain traffic 
during construction. Additional impacts associated with the construction of these temporary 
bridges are listed in (parenthesis) in the following Resource Summary Table. Alternative F, the 
project’s preferred alternative, is highlighted in the table. 
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Table	C‐2:		Resource	Summary	Table	

 
RESOURCE 

 
 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE 

B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
ALTERNATIVE 

D 
ALTERNATIVE 

E 

 
ALTERNATIVE 

E Modified 
ALTERNATIVE 

F 
ALTERNATIVE 

G 
ALTERNATIVE 

H 

 
No-Action 

 
Rehabilitation 

 
Replace on 

Existing 
Alignment 

Improvement 
Grade-

Separated 
Parallel 

Structure 
Parallel Tangent 

Structure 

 
Blue Seal 

(Preferred) 

Georgia 
Pacific 

Route 9/Main 
Street 

Land Use/Induced Growth 

 
None/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Substantial/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Minimal/ 

Minimal 

Moderate/ 

Minimal 

Agricultural 
 

None 
 

None 
 

None None None None None 
 

None None None 

Socio-economic/Enviro Justice 

 
Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

 
Limited/None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Substantial/ 

None 

Acquisitions-Residential/ Commercial  
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 0 
 

0 / 2 0 / 2 0 / 13 0 / 1 0 / 1 
 

1 / 1 0 / 0 0 / 4 

Acquisition Area (acres) 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0.35 0.49 2.05 1.46 1.4 
 

3.21 4.23 0.94 

Pedestrian/Bicycle 
 

None 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Recreational/Section 4(f) 

 
None/ 

None 

 
Minimal/ 

Minimal 

 
Minimal/    

Substantial 
Minimal/ 
Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

 
Minimal/ 

None 

Minimal/ 

Moderate 

Minimal/ 

Substantial 

Air Quality 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal 
 

Minimal Minimal Minimal 

Noise 
 

Limited 
 

Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate Limited Limited 
 

Limited Limited Moderate 

Water Quality 
 

None 
 

Minimal 

 
Limited 

(Substantial) 

Limited 

(Substantial) 

Limited 

(Substantial) 

 
Substantial 

 
Substantial 

 
Limited 

 
Limited 

 
Limited 

 
Wetlands (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.68 1.85 2.53 1.60 1.91 

 
0.11 0.66 2.74 

 
Waterbody Modifications 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Limited 

 
Floodplains (acres) 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
1.94 2.08 3.07 1.71 2.07 

 
0.12 3.42 2.92 

Fish & Wildlife / Threatened & Endangered Species 

 
None / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

None 

 
Minimal / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

Minimal 

 
Limited / 

Minimal 

Limited / 

None 

Limited / 

Minimal 

Historic (Impact to Historic District) 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Substantial Substantial Substantial Moderate Moderate 
 

Minimal Minimal Substantial 

Archaeological 
 

None 
 

None 
 

Limited Limited Limited Limited Limited 
 

None Minimal Limited 

Hazardous Materials 
 

None 
 

None 

 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 
Minimal 

(Substantial) 

 
Substantial 

 
Substantial 

 
Minimal 

 
Minimal 

 
Minimal 

 
Visual 

 
None 

 
None 

 
Minimal Minimal Substantial Moderate Moderate 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

 
Construction 

 
None 

 
Minimal 

 
Limited Limited Substantial Limited Limited 

 
Limited Limited Substantial 

QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTORS (As determined by the Bridge Committee): 
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 None  Limited  Substantial   Minimal  Moderate Note: Permanent impacts only; temporary impacts are discussed in report text. 
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