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Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

Response to Comments Made by
John E. Pike, Dean and Director
UNH Cooperative Extension – Taylor Hill
56 College Road, Durham, NH 03824-3587
Letter dated September 6, 2006

1.

The Tuttle Farm has been identified as one of four preferred components of the recommended
mitigation package for the project. In response to the property owner’s request, the NHDOT, in

partnership with the City of Dover, have expedited the acquisition of a conservation
easement on the Tuttle Farmstead to permanently preserve the 120-acre farm. The
preservation was consummated on January 29th, 2007 with the conservation easements
executed and property rights on 109.1 acres transferred to the City, the NHDOT, and
Strafford Rivers Conservancy (SRC). A second conservation easement on 11.0 acres was
secured on September 14, 2006 through the Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program with
easement rights held by the City, SRC and US Department of Agriculture.
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Response to Comments Made by
Leon S. Kenison, P.E., Facilities Director
Pease Development Authority
360 Corporate Drive, Pease International Tradeport
Portsmouth, NH 03801
Letter dated September 21, 2006
1.

The NHDOT and FHWA acknowledge and appreciate the PDA’s support and will progress
the project, as proposed, as expeditiously as possible.
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Response to Comments Made by
Jennifer DeLong, Assistant State Coordinator
National Flood Insurance Program
Office of Energy and Planning
57 Regional Drive, Suite 3, Concord, NH 03301
Letter dated September 28, 2006

1.

Floodplain impacts were evaluated during development of the project and are fully
documented in the EIS. The Selected Alternative would affect a total of 3.9 acre-feet of 100year floodplain volume. The majority of this impact (2.7 acre-feet) is associated with the
expansion of the bridge piers.
The floodplain impacts are considered negligible in the context of the tremendous volume of
Little Bay and will have a negligible effect on the base flood elevations in the area. Likewise,
changes to the hydraulic characteristics in the channel would have negligible effects on tidal
flooding.
A hydrodynamic model was built to analyze the potential effects of the project on the estuary
and provided information on tidal heights throughout the estuary. The model compared the
existing condition with the Selected Alternative and predicted that the pier extensions may
change tidal maxima on the order of 0.1 to 0.2 inches, depending on the tidal condition and
the location in the estuary. Similarly, current velocities and directions are expected to change
only minimally. Thus, effects on local and regional flooding resulting from the additional fill
in the Little Bay are considered to be negligible.
Direct impacts to the 100-year floodplain have been minimized in the preliminary design,
and they will continue to be considered during the final design by steepening highway
embankments and using retaining walls, where appropriate. Additionally, as part of the
mitigation package, several tracts of land within the watershed of the project corridor will be
permanently preserved to offer floodplain protection.
The NHDOT and FHWA have and will continue to coordinate the project with both Dover
and Newington and will seek to further minimize floodplain impacts during the project’s
final design, to the extent practicable. A formal E.O. 11988 Floodplain Finding that applies
specifically to the Selected Alternative is presented in Section 4.11.6 of the Final EIS. That
finding concludes that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in
floodplains and that the Selected Alternative includes all practicable measures to minimize
harm to floodplains.
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Response to Comments Made by
Phil Trowbridge, P.E., NHEP Coastal Scientist
University of New Hampshire
Hewitt Annex, 54 College Road
Letter dated October 5, 2006

1. & 2. The NHDOT and FHWA concur that the Great Bay Estuary is a valuable resource, and that
water quality protection is of the highest importance. The NHDOT and FHWA will provide
adequate stormwater treatment using various BMPs in coordination with the UNH
Stormwater Center and NHDES to avoid and/or minimize any adverse water quality effects
associated with the project. Since NHDES is responsible for monitoring pollutants in the
Great Bay, the NHDOT and FHWA will coordinate with NHDES and as practicable will
assist and facilitate with their monitoring effort.
3. The NHDOT has worked with NHDES to develop the stormwater treatment needs and the
available methods to assess the potential water quality impacts associated with roadway
runoff. The NHDOT has also collaborated with the University of New Hampshire (UNH)
Stormwater Center to explore the latest in innovative treatment measures, such as gravel
wetlands and infiltration measures that can provide a high level of treatment for the various
pollutants associated with highway runoff. As a result of this effort with the University and
coordination with NHDES, the most current best management practices (BMPs) and design
guidance will be incorporated into the water quality treatment measures. A predictive
modeling procedure provided by NHDES will determine appropriate stormwater treatment
measures, and will also be used to show that to the extent practicable, the estimated future
pollutant loads resulting from the expanded roadway area will not increase over the existing
conditions.
4.

The NHDOT and FHWA will coordinate with the NH Estuaries Program to avoid any
impacts to the sampling station located between Pier 8 and the Dover shoreline during
construction. There will be no direct impacts to the station associated with the project and
therefore mitigation is not warranted. The NHDOT and FHWA will work with NHDES to
facilitate their monitoring efforts at the sampling station.
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Response to Comments Made by
John Nelson, Chief Marine Fisheries
NH Fish and Game Department, Region 3
255 Main Street, Durham, NH 03824-4732
Letter dated October 3, 2006

1.

So noted.

2.

The most extensive information on the general ecology of the area under and near the bridges
is provided from a series of field studies conducted during the 1970s by Arthur Mathieson, a
pychologist at UNH and senior scientist at Jackson Estuarine Laboratory, and colleagues.
These studies represent most of the published research in the immediate area of the bridges.
Bottom types and habitat types were characterized based on several methods. Intertidal
bottom types and habitat types were preliminarily mapped directly from the 2002 aerial
imagery and color IR imagery taken at low tide. Preliminary maps were ground-truthed by
field inspection on three different days with differential GPS. Subtidal maps were
constructed based on a composite, geo-referenced bathymetric map consisting of 1953 data
from the entire study area under and near the bridges combined with high resolution
multibeam sonar data collected in 2001 from the 18-foot contour line and deeper. Subtidal
bottom types and habitat types were based on underwater videography along pre-determined
transect lines using a towed video system with recording differential GPS. Intertidal bottom
types and habitat types were based on geo-referenced aerial imagery with sub-meter
resolution. The boundaries between most bottom types and habitat types were readily
discernable from the imagery and were inspected with nearly 100% coverage on three
separate field visits. Subtidal bottom and habitat types were derived from underwater
videography that was collected along ship navigational tracks. Identification of the major
bottom and habitat types was made directly from the video imagery. The areas between ship
tracks were assigned bottom and habitat types based on standard interpolation techniques
where the unsampled areas were assigned bottom and/or habitat type based on the known
(video-imaged) identification of surrounding points. In some cases, the bathymetric data
were used to estimate boundaries between bottom and/or habitat types.
In combination, Mathieson’s ecological descriptions along with discussion of bottom types
and habitat types, as provided in the EIS, should be considered adequate and meaningful in
assessing existing conditions. Further field studies designed to sample fish and the benthic
community would require substantial additional effort and would not yield any substantial
new information.
For additional discussion of the potential impact of the project on fisheries, we refer the
NHF&GD to the formal Essential Fish Habitat Assessment (EFHA) submitted to the
National Marine Fisheries Service in August, 2006. NMFS has commented on the DEIS and
EFHA and has found that the EFHA “was very thorough and comprehensive regarding
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effects to EFH,” and “concurs with the assessment in the DEIS and the EFH Assessment
that…there should be minimal adverse effects to benthic flora and fauna and EFH.”
3.

The construction of the expanded bridge piers is currently only at a conceptual level of
design. Methods and schedule are determined during final design, which will occur after the
Final EIS and the FHWA’s issuance of the Record of Decision for the project. The NHDOT
and FHWA will coordinate the design, methods, and anticipated schedule of the pier
construction during the project’s final design with NHF&GD’s Durham office.

4.-7.

Taxonomic binomials and other typographical errors have been corrected in the FEIS.

8.

Bridge construction should have no substantial impacts to fish passage, since the piers will
maintain existing alignments. The proposed widening of the Little Bay Bridges will extend
the existing pier footings and sub-footings toward the General Sullivan Bridge. It is
anticipated that the footings will be joined below the water level with the General Sullivan
Bridge and the granite-faced pier walls will either be joined together or a very small
separation will occur between the two sets of walls. Although the resulting piers will be
longer than the existing structures, they will not decrease the width of the channel.
Since fish species may be affected by tidal currents, results of a hydrodynamic model were
reviewed to help determine if indirect impacts could result from changes to tidal currents. To
accomplish this, the model was used to predict tidal current speeds and directions at 45 points
in the immediate vicinity of the bridge (approximately 300 feet inland and seaward of the
bridges).
The data indicate that current velocity maxima will increase by no more than 0.5 feet per
second, with changes typically only 0.3 feet per second. These potential changes represent
only a slight change from the estimated 10 feet per second maximum tidal current under
existing conditions. The model predicts that current speeds will increase in some areas near
the piers, while the speeds will decrease in other areas. Additionally, the model predicts that
current directions will not change substantially, at least at the scale that can be resolved by
the model. The results of the hydrodynamic model suggest that changes in tidal currents at
the bridges will have no measurable permanent effects on fish passage, especially since these
anadromous fish likely move into and out of the Great Bay during the corresponding incoming or out-going tides.
However, it is possible that construction activities could have some effect on behavior of
anadromous fish due to issues such as turbidity or acoustical impacts. The NHDOT and
FHWA will coordinate the design, methods and anticipated schedule of the pier construction
during the project’s final design with NHF&GD’s Durham office to lessen to the extent
practicable the potential temporary effects that construction activities may have on
anadromous fish.

9-11. The NHDOT and FHWA apologize for the failure to correct typographical errors in the Draft
EIS after the NHF&GD took the time to issue previous comments. These errors have been
corrected in the FEIS.
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Response to Comments Made by
Scott Hilton, Hazardous Waste Remediation Bureau
NH Department of Environmental Services
Portsmouth, NH 03801
Letter dated September 29, 2006
1. The NHDOT and FHWA appreciate the information provided by NHDES, and, while we do
not anticipate undertaking any action that would affect the Landfill 5 Groundwater
Management Zone (GMZ), the presence of the GMZ is more specifically identified in the
Final EIS and will be noted on project plans during development of the final design. The
NHDOT will coordinate the details of the Railway Brook restoration mitigation effort with
the US Air Force, PDA (Pease Development Authority), ACOE and NHDES during the
project’s final design stage.
2. The NHDOT and FHWA appreciate the information regarding the abandoned Air Force
petroleum pipeline as well as the active natural gas pipeline in the vicinity of the proposed
Exit 3 interchange. The NHDOT and FHWA will coordinate with Mr. Stephen Deatherage,
the contact person at Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Fuel Supply Center in Alexandria,
Virginia, which manages the pipeline for the Air Force and Granite State Gas (the owner of
the active gas pipeline) during the project’s final design.
3. While the Draft EIS identified two alternatives for restoration of the brook, recent
coordination with the PDA, the NHDES - Waste Management Division and the US Air Force
has highlighted the environmental risk associated with “Alternative B” which lies in close
proximity to Landfill 5 of the former airbase. Groundwater in this area is being monitored in
association with the remediation of hazardous waste contamination at Landfill 5. The
NHDOT and FHWA therefore propose to pursue Alternative A, since it lies mostly outside
of the groundwater management zone and therefore has relatively minimal environmental
risk. As discussed with the NHDES, the final design of the Restoration Alternative will
examine in more detail the potential effects on groundwater conditions upgradient of
Restoration Alternative A, which are currently thought to be negligible based on a qualitative
assessment.
4. Figure 3.18-1 has been updated in the Final EIS to reflect information provided by the
NHDES and the PDA regarding hazardous waste sites.
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Response to Comments Made by
Christian Williams, Federal Consistency Coordinator
NH Department of Environmental Services
29 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302-0095
Letter dated October 6, 2006
1. The NHDOT and FHWA acknowledge the Coastal Program’s recommendation to pursue
Restoration Alternative B, since this alternative has features that would increase the
likelihood of the ecological success of the restoration efforts. However, recent coordination
with the PDA, the NHDES - Waste Management Division and the US Air Force has
highlighted the substantial environmental risk associated with “Alternative B” which lies in
close proximity to Landfill 5 of the former airbase. Groundwater in this area is being
monitored in association with the remediation of hazardous waste contamination at Landfill
5. We therefore propose to pursue Alternative A as discussed in the Draft EIS, since it lies
mostly outside of the groundwater management zone and therefore has relatively minimal
environmental risk. This decision does not preclude the restoration of the brook adjacent to
Landfill 5 at some point in the future when the environmental risk has attenuated.
2. The NHDOT and FHWA recognize the risk posed by the suspension of potentially
contaminated marine sediments and the NHDOT will develop a sediment sampling and
characterization program in consultation with the NHDES, the USACOE and other agencies.
This sampling would typically occur in conjunction with the geotechnical investigations
during the final design phase. Even if the sediments are determined to not pose a
contamination risk, stringent requirements will be incorporated into the final design plans to
require the selected contractor to minimize any movement of sediment beyond the work area.
It is anticipated that all work on the bridge piers will be conducted behind sealed cofferdams,
which will substantially limit the movement of suspended sediments. The NHDOT will
conduct regular inspections of the measures designed to minimize this risk. Additional
measures will be developed if contaminants in the marine sediments exceed NOAA
thresholds for ecological or human health risk. These requirements are typically a condition
of the USACOE and NHDES Wetlands Bureau permits, as well as a USEPA Remedial
General Permit (RGP) which may be required for the project.
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Response to Comments Made by
Rebecca Ohler, Air Resources Division
NH Department of Environmental Services
29 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03302-0095
Letter dated October 9, 2006

1.

With respect to transit service, the methodology and assumptions which form the basis of
estimating future transit ridership have been updated for presentation in the FEIS and include
recent ridership data, recent model (NCHRP Report 365, 1998) and updated costs for
parking, fuel and travel time. For example, analyses were re-run where original fuel prices of
$2.00 per gallon were increased to $3.00. A sensitivity run assuming $4.00 per gallon was
also conducted. Average parking costs were increased from $14.00/day to $17.05 for
Boston, and from $2.00 to $3.63 for Portsmouth. The value of travel time was reduced from
100 percent to 50 percent of the average hourly wage; and avoided automobile ownership
costs were revised to reflect full cost for 10 percent of the population, and marginal cost for
90 percent of the population. Based on the updated model and model assumptions, future
transit ridership for each alternative was re-estimated and combined with other TSM, TDM
and infrastructure alternatives (e.g., No Build, 6-lane, 8-lane) to estimate peak hour SOV
diversions. In addition, the USEPA COMMUTER Model was rerun with the localized and
updated cost data to estimate employer-based programs which reduced the number of SOVs
on the Turnpike. In general, SOV diversions due to re-estimated transit ridership have
increased ranging between 20 and 100 vehicles in comparison to previous estimates
documented in the DEIS. When combined with the aggressive employer-based TDM
program under the previously considered and discounted 6-lane alternative, SOV diversions
increase by approximately 7.5% in comparison to the DEIS estimate. However, these
increases are not substantial enough to change the conclusions, findings and
recommendations with respect to the Selected Alternative. Safety and traffic operations
between Exits 3 and 6 on the Turnpike require an auxiliary traffic management lane, in
addition to three travel lanes in each direction.
A revised sensitivity analysis was also conducted using the updated model (NCHRP 365) and
revised variables including updated parking costs and the value of travel time. The
sensitivity analysis tested the effect of an increase in gasoline cost to $4.00 per gallon from
the base cost of $3.00 per gallon. Rail Alternative 2B was used for the revised sensitivity
analysis because it was used in the original (DEIS) analysis. An increase in gas cost from
$3.00 to $4.00 per gallon yields an increase of seven diverted vehicles from 152 to 159 and
reflects a revision to the manner in which vehicle operating cost savings are calculated and
distributed to transit users. With the original model (DEIS), the diversion increased by 43
vehicles from 160 to 203. None of these diversions are sufficient to reduce the need for
roadway improvements.
The USEPA model does not use input related to the cost of fuel, travel time and automobile
ownership. However, it does include the use of coefficients for parking costs and transit fare
costs. The coefficients for these costs used in the mode choice model were input to the
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COMMUTER model and used to recalculate the diversion of vehicles from the highway.
The result was a reduction of about 17 percent in the diversions projected for the Aggressive
TDM program. The original COMMUTER calculations used default coefficients in that
model.
Both NCHRP Report 187 and NCHRP Report 365 contain mode choice models based on the
relative impedances of using transit or driving. The initial model (NCHRP187) used for the
Newington-Dover analysis was originally developed for the study of the rail extension to
Nashua. Because it had been calibrated to New Hampshire conditions, it appeared to be
appropriate to use for the Spaulding Turnpike. Further investigation indicated that the
Nashua model was effective with projections of long distance transit travel (such as to
Boston) but may have underestimated shorter travel such as from Dover or Rochester to
Pease and Portsmouth. The ridership analysis was rerun using the equations specified in
NCHRP Report 365 along with all the updated input variables.
None of the changes in projected vehicle diversions from the Spaulding Turnpike resulting
from the revised transit ridership analysis in and of themselves, or in combination with the
HOV and the aggressive TDM Alternatives, are sufficient to have an impact on the needed
roadway improvements identified in the DEIS. The mode choice model was revised to
reflect the equations recommended in NCHRP 365 and several input variables were updated.
Under the best case scenario for Bus Alternative 1 (with busway), the revised analysis results
in an increased diversion of 25 vehicles. The best case for Bus Alternative 3 (also with
busway) is an increased diversion of 97 vehicles. The aggressive TDM program was also reanalyzed using cost coefficients from NCHRP 365 (the only common variables) and resulted
in a decrease in peak hour vehicle diversions.
2.

Developing and maintaining a sustainable funding source for preservation and improvement
of the area’s transportation system, transit included, is a challenge that transcends the
Newington-Dover, Spaulding Turnpike improvement project. The need for sustainable
funding has been recognized as an issue by both the NHDOT during development of the New
Hampshire Transportation Business Plan and by the State Legislature. The NHDOT has
proposed up to a maximum five-year commitment to fund the transit-related elements of the
Selected Alternative as mitigating elements to the potential for increased levels of congestion
during construction and overall dependence on SOV travel in the region.

3.

So noted. Section 4.13-5 of the FEIS has been modified to reflect that the proposed project
was included in the NHDOT’s State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for the
Fiscal Year 2005-2007 and its effect on air quality was evaluated in the regional conformity
analysis. The conformity analysis was reviewed by USEPA and was found to be in
conformance by the USDOT. As such, this project conforms with the State Implementation
Plan, no additional analysis of emissions is required and none have been instituted.
The statement in the DEIS that refers to “improvement” is meant to mean “project.” The
proposed project was evaluated as part of the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) that was determined to meet the transportation conformity requirements. We
recognize that this project was evaluated as part of the STIP, which is based on regional
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emissions from all projects, and that it is difficult to determine an individual air quality
impact from an individual project.
4.

The air quality evaluation for the EIS does not include a mesoscale analysis of the project
alternatives. Ozone, hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxide concerns are regional in nature and as
such their evaluation on a project-by-project basis does not contain meaningful results and
could be misleading.
Furthermore, at 40 CFR 93.115(b)(1) a project is considered to be from a conforming
transportation plan if the project is specifically included in the conforming transportation
plan and the project’s design concept and scope have not changed significantly from those
which were described in the transportation plan, or in a manner which would significantly
impact the use of the facility. As the Selected Alternative’s design and scope has not
changed substantially from that described in the STIP, a comprehensive analysis of the
alternatives, as well as the proposed mitigation strategies, are not required.
The proposed project was evaluated as part of the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) that was determined to meet the transportation conformity requirements. The
difference in VMT for each alternative is small and the comparative evaluation of the air
quality from each alternative would not demonstrate a significant change in emissions.
Therefore, a comparative evaluation of emissions from the alternatives is not needed.

5.

The comment outlined errors in the MOBILE file.
The RVP value, VMT mix, and the related MOBILE input file were obtained by the
NHDOT/NHDES at the start of the project (2004). Subsequent to the DEIS being completed,
the NHDOT/NHDES updated these files. We agree that updating the air quality analysis with
the revised MOBILE 6.2 files will not change the conclusions in the EIS. At this time, we do
not expect to revise the air quality analysis. The air quality analysis utilized the correct
version of MOBILE, MOBILE 6.2. While the input files states “MOBILE6 INPUT FILE:,”
this is the command that is used regardless of what version is run. The emission factors were
generated using the MOBILE 6.2 version that has been officially approved by USEPA.

6.

Typically, the term “trip based model” applies to a travel demand model. However, in this
case, the term “trip based model” is intended to apply to the federal test procedure that is
used in MOBILE to calculate emission rates. The air toxics section is a qualitative discussion
that demonstrates that a proposed project that has an AADT of 150,000 vehicles or less does
not have the potential to result in an adverse impact on air toxics. As such, specific VMT and
speeds were not discussed in this section.

7.

The traffic analysis evaluated the changes in traffic volumes by each alternative. These
values are presented in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, these traffic volumes are
approximately the same for each alternative. Link and speed data for selected scenarios used
in the air quality modeling are contained in Appendix H, Volume 3. The complete air quality
modeling input and output data are available upon request.
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Table 1
Traffic Volumes (vph)

8.

Alternative 2
AM Peak PM Peak

Alternative 3
AM Peak PM Peak

Alternative 10A
AM Peak PM Peak

Alternative 12A
AM Peak PM Peak

Alternative 13
AM Peak PM Peak

Segment

Direction

Exit 1 - Exit 3

NB
SB
Total

-

-

-

-

1,755
3,900
5,655

4,015
1,755
5,770

1,755
3,900
5,655

4,015
1,755
5,770

1,755
3,900
5,655

4,015
1,755
5,770

Exit 3 - Exit 4

NB
SB
Total

-

-

-

-

2,225
4,960
7,185

5,500
2,560
8,060

2,225
4,960
7,185

5,500
2,560
8,060

2,240
5,245
7,485

5,580
2,780
8,360

Exit 4 - Exit 6

NB
SB
Total

2,150
5,505
7,655

5,850
2,925
8,775

2,150
5,505
7,655

5,850
2,925
8,775

2,150
5,505
7,655

5,850
2,925
8,775

2,150
5,505
7,655

5,850
2,925
8,775

2,150
5,505
7,655

5,850
2,925
8,775

Toll Plaza - Exit 6

NB
SB
Total

1,200
3,120
4,320

3,330
1,650
4,980

1,200
3,120
4,320

3,330
1,650
4,980

-

-

-

-

-

-

As discussed in Section 4.3.3.2, the method selected for evaluating indirect economic and
social impacts involved the use of projections prepared with Regional Economic Model, Inc.
(REMI). Specifically the Policy Insight component of REMI was selected for this
evaluation. As noted in Section 4.3.3.2 of the DEIS “The model is multi-regional to the
County level (emphasis added), and is based on a comprehensive model of the national
economy, developed and maintained by Regional Economics Model, Inc. of Amherst,
Massachusetts”.
Due to how model input data is collected by various Federal and State agencies, the county
level is the smallest unit for measuring possible social and economic impacts. The model
does not allow for analysis of population, employment and housing below the county level.
A simple proportional approach was therefore used to compare and analyze potential
economic impacts for the Rockingham County portion of the Socio-economic Study Area –
which is a standard and accepted statistical practice for this type of analysis. Thus, as noted
in the EIS, the projected number of households due to the Build Alternatives was reduced
because only 40 percent of the households in Rockingham County are located in the Socioeconomic Study Area. This represents a difference of 178 households for the 8-lane
alternative over a 20-year (2005 to 2025) period, or less than one half household per year per
municipality in the Rockingham County portion of the study area.
However, given the concerns expressed by the NHDES and Seacoast MPO, the sections of
the Final EIS that discuss secondary growth issues have been updated to consider the effects
of allocating 100% of the secondary growth to the Rockingham County communities within
the Socio-economic Study Area. This represents an absolute “worst case scenario”. It is
important to note that this will not change the estimates of indirect land use impacts
discussed in Section 4.3.5 of the EIS, as the analysis already assumed that 100% of the
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population growth predicted by the REMI model would occur within the Socio-economic
Study Area.
9.

The NHDOT and FHWA believe that the approach taken to estimating secondary impacts on
natural resources is very conservative and therefore likely overestimates the true impacts. As
discussed in the Draft EIS (Section 4.3.5.3), this is supported by independent data from the
NH Wetlands Bureau that indicates that the analysis may overstate the estimated per capita
wetland impacts by as much three times the actual rate currently occurring in the state.
However, given the concerns expressed by the NHDES and others, the sections of the Final
EIS that discuss secondary growth issues have been updated to allocate this future growth to
undeveloped land to account for the potential that future development in this region will
occur on marginal land. Consistent with this approach, the proportion of wetlands and other
natural resources within the study area have been re-assessed and data updated to reflect the
amount of natural resources in the undeveloped portions of the Socio-economic Study Area.
The resulting analysis is highly conservative.

10.

Due to the very minor level of secondary growth related to the project, the NHDOT and
FHWA do not propose additional mitigation of the sort suggested in this comment. The
NHDOT and FHWA have funded a Community Technical Assistance Program (CTAP)
program for the I-93 corridor that has developed several practical resource booklets to help
other communities statewide proactively plan and manage growth in their communities.
These booklets, as well as, other pertinent material are available on the NHDOT’s website at
http://www.rebuildingi93.com/content/ctap.
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