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Re: I-93 Exit 4A Interchange Study, Rockingham County, New Hampshire, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Corps of Engineers File Number 2005-3061, CEQ #
20070317

Dear Mr. O’Doﬁnell and Ms. Godfrey:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, we
have reviewed the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the I-93 Exit 4A Interchange Study, Rockingham County,
New Hampshire.'

The DEIS details plans by the towns of Derry and Londonderry to build a new exit and
roadway off I-93 in southern New Hampshire. The project purpose is to reduce
congestion, primarily along Route 102 through downtown Derry, to improve safety in
both towns, and to promote economic development. As proposed, much of the likely
development is intended to take place in commercially and industrially zoned land near
the new road. The work would consist of improvements to 1.6 miles of existing roadway
and the construction of 1 mile of new roadway. According to the DEIS, construction of
the new exit and associated roadway improvements will result in direct impacts to aquatic
resources including the placement of fill in 3.4 acres of wetlands, including 5 vernal
pools; the relocation of 2,350 linear feet of streams; fill in 0.34 acre-feet of floodplain;

! This letter serves as our comment on the DEIS and the Corps of Engineers’
public notice for a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit for the project.
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and bisection of an as of yet undeveloped 200-acre forested area that may contain
additional wetland resources.

We understand that one of the purposes of the project is to encourage new development
which will promote new jobs and an expanded tax base. EPA also recognizes the towns’
desire to reduce traffic congestion and to provide for future economic growth while
minimizing the impact of newly generated traffic on existing roadways and
neighborhoods.

EPA'’s past experience with and knowledge of environmental conditions within portions
of the 1-93 corridor ecosystem helped shape our scoping input for this EIS. During
interagency scoping meetings as part of the EIS development/regulatory coordination
process, EPA staff offered recommendations concerning a number of issues, including
water quality modeling (with a particular focus on chloride (CL) in stormwater); wetland
issues; and the analysis of development induced by the project (including changes in
population and job growth related to the new exit) and associated impacts. The issue of
high chloride levels, well above state water quality standards, has been a well-known
concern in New Hampshire and needs to be carefully considered in the EIS. During an
interagency scoping meeting on June 13, 2006 (agenda and meeting notes attached) EPA
staff discussed stormwater modeling and strongly encouraged the FHWA and the host
towns to initiate water quality sampling because real data are needed to establish baseline
conditions that would allow FHWA to characterize project related stormwater impacts in
the EIS and would help avoid delays in permitting. We also commented on limitations of
the model being used to predict stormwater pollution impacts in the EIS and the lack of
integration of important baseline conditions (regarding existing pollutant loading in
streams and waterbodies) in the model. The need for baseline information stems from
recent data characterizing chloride concentrations above state standards for portions of
the I-93 corridor, including portions of the 1-93 Exit 4A study area.

The DEIS acknowledges that stormwater runoff from the project would exceed state
standards at several locations and notes “existing high concentrations of chlorides
observed in area streams.” To date, issues raised by EPA and other agencies regarding
baseline characterization and the subsequent analysis of impacts from stormwater have
not been addressed in the EIS. As a result, the DEIS discussion of project impacts
associated with pollution from stormwater runoff is incomplete and does not provide
adequate information, as required by the NEPA regulations, to characterize the extent and
magnitude of stormwater runoff impacts. Therefore, based on our understanding of the
project and data generated for the 1-93 widening project, we believe the project has great
potential to violate New Hampshire’s water quality standards with respect to chloride
concentrations and that supplemental analysis will be necessary to more fully describe
these potential impacts and to facilitate a discussion of mitigation measures.

In addition, we believe additional work is necessary to supplement the current analysis of
impacts to wetland resources and the potential for secondary development impacts
associated with the commercial/industrial development in Derry/Londonderry that the
project is intended to catalyze. Our comments on both of these issues, as well as our



stormwater analysis comments, are discussed in the attachment to this letter.

For the reasons discussed above and described in the attached detailed comments, EPA
has rated this DEIS as “Environmental Objections-Insufficient Information” (EO-2) in
accordance with EPA’s national rating system, a description of which is attached to this
letter. We appreciate the opportunity my staff had to discuss these issues on September
6™, 2007 with FHWA, the NH Department of Environmental Services, NHDOT, and the
towns’ consultant team. As noted in those discussions, it is unfortunate that had the
analyses recommended in 2006 scoping meetings been done, the work could have been
completed before this DEIS was published. EPA recognizes the importance of this
project to Derry and Londonderry and we reiterate our offer to assist FHWA and the
towns in any way that we can toward completing the necessary work to resolve these
concerns. Please feel free to contact me or Timothy Timmermann of the Office of
Environmental Review at 617/918-1025 if you wish to discuss these comments further.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Varney
Regional Administrator

Enclosure



Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-up Action

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO--Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC-Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts.

EO--Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1--Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative
and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data
collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3-Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts
of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage.
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309
review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or
revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a
candidate for referral to the CEQ.



Additional Detailed Comments
1-93 Exit 4A Interchange Study Derry-Londonderry
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Wetland/Section 404 Issues

Requirements of Section 404

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material
into wetlands and other waters of the United States. EPA's § 404(b)(1) guidelines (40
C.F.R. Part 230) set forth the environmental standards which must be satisfied in order
for a § 404 permit to issue.! Four key provisions of the guidelines are critical when
considering the proposed project. First, the guidelines generally prohibit the discharge of
dredged or fill material if there exists a practicable alternative which causes less harm to
the aquatic ecosystem. Where, as here, the project is not water dependent and could
involve fill in wetlands, practicable, less environmentally damaging alternatives are
presumed to exist unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. Second, the guidelines prohibit
1ssuance of a permit if the discharge would cause or contribute to a violation of
applicable state water quality standards. Third, the guidelines prohibit issuance of a
permit if the discharge would cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of
the United States. Finally, the guidelines prohibit issuance of a permit unless all
appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to minimize potential adverse impacts
of the discharge upon the aquatic ecosystem.

Environmental Values

The wetlands to be filled by the proposed project drain to several tributaries that flow into
Shields and Beaver Brook, which in turn drain into the Merrimack River, one of the most
important aquatic systems in New England. The DEIS states that the wetlands in the
study area provide the following principal functions and values: sediment and toxicant
retention; wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge and discharge; nutrient retention; and
production export. The study area contains a variety of wetlands, vernal pools, and
intermittent and perennial streams.

Though many of the wetlands, streams, and uplands in the study area have experienced
some degree of cumulative adverse impacts from development, several ecologically
valuable areas remain, including one forested block, approximately 200 acres in size,
containing many productive vernal pools. The DEIS describes this area as intrinsically
valuable and a refuge for local wildlife; we agree with that description.

Vegetated wetlands help maintain the quality of rivers and streams. First, wetlands help
remove and retain nutrients, such as nitrogen and phosphorus, which cause eutrophication
of natural waters. Second, wetlands process chemical and organic waste products from
the water. Third, wetlands also trap sediment which can transport absorbed nutrients,
pesticides, heavy metals and other pollutants. Much of this material is either stored in the
sediment or converted to useable plant material. Given the high percentage of riparian

!'The Corps’ public interest review regulations must also be satisfied.



wetlands in the study area and that flowing waters of the streams regularly interacts with
the soil and vegetation of these wetlands, the wetlands systems are likely especially
important for pollutant removal and retention.

The study area also contains many vernal pools, most of which are associated with the
200-acre undeveloped habitat block. Vernal pools are breeding habitats for amphibians
and are utilized by other wildlife including turtles and waterfowl. They also support an
abundance of invertebrate life that, along with the abundant amphibians, attracts hawks,
owls, snakes, turtles, waterfowl and predatory mammals.

Most of the identified pools are highly productive (many egg masses) and have a large
influence on the ecology of the larger landscape. The high productivity provides much
energy in the form of biomass (individual salamanders and wood frogs) to the greater
landscape. Some of this energy is transferred out of the pools when predators feed on the
protein rich eggs. Also, a large amount of energy departs the pools as young-of-the-year
amphibians disperse in late summer or autumn into adjacent upland systems. These
individuals are an important component of terrestrial food web.

Although wetland systems are essential for wetland dependent species, the quality of the
nearby upland landscape greatly influences the functions and values of the aquatic
resource. An intact wetland /upland matrix is especially important for the vernal pool
species. Some of these species disperse several hundred feet from their breeding ponds
into the adjacent upland habitat. For example, the spotted salamander typically travels up
to 750 feet from its breeding pond, while the red-spotted newt may travel as far as 2,000
feet.

The DEIS has identified 11 pools within 200 feet of the proposed roadway, along with
egg mass counts for spotted salamanders from April 2006 (wood frogs had already
hatched out). Most of these pools are associated with the 200-acre habitat block, with
vernal pools # 1 — 5 being close to I-93 and pools #6 — 10 being more in the interior of
the habitat block. Because of the number of mapped vernal pools within 200 feet of the
potential roadway and the nature of the landscape, it is likely that additional vernal pools
are located within the large habitat block beyond the 200 feet mapping limit.

Alternatives

The 404(b)(1) guidelines generally prohibit the discharge of dredged or fill material if
there is a practicable alternative to the discharge which is less environmentally damaging
to the aquatic environment. 40 C.F.R. §230.10(2). An alternative is practicable if it is
available and capable of being done in terms of cost, technology, and logistics in light of
the basic project purpose. For this project, there have been several coordination meetings
and we agree that the current proposed corridor (Alternative A) likely contains the
alignment that would result in the least damage to the aquatic ecosystem.

However, it is less clear if the applicants have adequately minimized adverse impacts to
aquatic resources on-site, especially by bridging and slight alignment shifts to reduce
impacts to streams and vernal pools. The DEIS states that wildlife corridors, oversized



culverts, and extending bridge crossings will be evaluated later (after permit decisions are
made) when more detailed design work is conducted. However, these evaluations are
critical in helping us determine the likely adverse aquatic impacts, and that information
bears directly on determining the least environmentally damaging alternative, the analysis
of significance of impacts, and determining an appropriate compensatory mitigation plan
for unavoidable adverse impacts. Therefore, the key concepts of wildlife movement need
to be clarified at this stage to allow for those important analyses and determinations.

Given how close the proposed road will be to vernal pools, the dispersal distances for
several of the vernal pool species, and the stated project purpose for induced development
in this area, we strongly recommend that all the vernal pools in the 200-acre
unfragmented habitat block be mapped and evaluated. This additional information,
though somewhat labor intensive, would provide a much better understanding of the full
range of anticipated secondary impacts, and would allow agencies to determine if shifting
the highway to avoid the nearby vernal pools might impact other pools currently
unmapped. This additional information would allow for a more definitive determination
of which alignment would result in the least environmental harm to the aquatic resources
in the study area.

For example, pool #6 (direct impact; 39 spotted salamander egg masses; tadpoles) and
pool #7 (indirect impact; 63 spotted salamander egg masses; tadpoles) are quite valuable
and efforts should be made to bridge a portion of this area and slightly modify the
alignment. It appears that if the alignment can be pushed several hundred feet further
north, the roadway could avoid direct impacts to pools 6, 8, and 10 as well as allow for
larger buffers for pools 7 and 9. Several small bridges in this area would reduce aquatic
impacts and allow salamanders, frogs and other small species to maintain some of their
movement patterns to breeding and non-breeding areas.

Aquatic Impacts

The preferred route (Alternative A) would fill 3.4 acres of wetlands, including 5 vernal
pools; relocate 2,350 linear feet of streams; add several exceedances of copper and zinc
to streams; fill 0.34 acre-feet of floodplain; and bisect the undeveloped 200-acre forested
habitat block. In addition to the vernal pools that would be filled directly, other pools
that are a relatively short distance from the proposed roadway would be affected as well.
The proposed compensatory mitigation plan consists of preserving 36 acres of land near
protected areas in Londonderry; and, enhancing 1.8 acres of wetlands and protecting 8
acres along Shields Brook

Destruction of wetland acreage correlates with loss of functions and values including
habitat destruction, reduced primary and secondary productivity, and alteration of
hydrological functions (e.g., flood storage, low flow maintenance, nutrient and toxicant
transformation, sediment trapping, groundwater discharge and recharge). The highway
would add more than 10 acres of pavement to the landscape and destroy wetlands which
help purify waters. Greater amounts of sediment, nutrients, and other pollutants of urban
runoff, such as lead, oil, and gas, would enter tributary streams. Sediment causes
turbidity, which reduces aquatic life and usually transports pesticides, heavy metals,



chlorides and other toxins into the streams.

The project would relocate 1,450 feet of a perennial stream and 900 feet of an
intermittent stream. No details are provided in the DEIS that describe how these
relocated streams would be rebuilt or restored, or how any remaining adverse impacts
would be otherwise mitigated. The new roadway would also impact additional streams
by expanding existing crossings. For example, at North High Street and Folsom Road,
the culvert over Shields Brook will be extended 90 feet. The DEIS mentions that
possible mitigation options such as bridges and oversized culverts will be considered
during final design and after the NEPA and § 404 processes are complete. Again, it is
important that these issues be addressed now, and in any event, must be addressed prior
to the completion of the § 404 process. Leaving these issues to be addressed after
completion of the NEPA and § 404 processes could inappropriately constrain the range of
current options available to minimize and compensate for adverse impacts.

Five vernal pools would be filled completely, six other pools would be impacted
indirectly (through temperature increases, roadway runoff, and the creation of barriers to
migration), and several streams would be altered or degraded by runoff. Vernal pools 6 —
10 would be impacted in the interior of the large habitat block. Vernal pool #4 (50
spotted salamander egg masses; 50+ wood frog egg masses) and vernal pool #6 (39
spotted salamander egg masses; 1000s of wood frogs) are among the most productive
pools that would be filled.

In addition to the direct footprint, highways cause ecological impacts to a much larger
area, often referred to as the “road-effect zone” (R. T. T. Forman et. al., 2003. Road
Ecology, Island Press). Some of these impacts include mortality from vehicles; the
barrier effect of a road for species movement; soil compaction; altered temperature
patterns, light levels and patterns, and surface water runoff patterns; and adding salts and
excess nutrients to the aquatic environment.

Regarding indirect impacts, vernal pools would be especially vulnerable, as described by
Dr. Aram Calhoun of the University of Maine in a publication authored with Michael
Klemens (Calhoun and Klemens, 2002. Best Development Practices...in the northeast
U.S., MCA Technical Pater No. 5, Wildlife Conservation Society). As Calhoun and
Klemens note, “conservation strategies that focus only on protecting breeding pools and
associated wetlands will most likely fail to maintain healthy amphibian populations.
Protection of critical terrestrial habitat must also be a priority.” They describe the critical
terrestrial habitat as the land area within 750 feet from the pool. They recommend no
development within the first 100 feet and less than 30% development within the entire
750 feet area to help ensure the long term viability of the pool. They report that
development higher than 30% in this area results in declines in breeding populations.
Thus, putting a major road within a few hundred feet of a vernal pool can greatly impact
the pool, often, over time, to the point of total loss of amphibians from the pool.

The DEIS also modeled non-point source runoff for three metals Copper (Cu), Lead (Pb),
and Zinc (Zn), as well as chloride (see additional comments below). Of the 8 discharge



points for Alternative A, the model predicts that 7 of the streams would exceed the EPA
acute criteria for Cu and 6 streams would exceed the criteria for Zn. Even with best
management practices (e.g., detention ponds), 5 of the 7 streams would still exceed the
Cu criteria and 3 of the 6 streams would exceed the criteria for Zn. Further, background
concentrations of pollutants were not considered in the model, so an accurate prediction
of these secondary (indirect) adverse effects from operation and maintenance of the new
roadway could not have been performed. Moreover, the DEIS does not describe how the
predicted violations of water quality criteria for Cu and Zn would be addressed.

Within the 2.6 mile corridor, portions of the aquatic landscape have experienced
cumulative adverse impacts from historical land disturbance. The new roadway would
add to this historical loss and further fragment existing aquatic systems. The new portion
of the roadway (1 mile) would bisect a habitat block of over 200 acres containing several
identified vernal pools and streams. In addition, other pools, not identified and evaluated
in the DEIS because they were located beyond the 200 feet limit of study from the new
roadway, would likely experience indirect adverse impacts.

Furthermore, the new highway would promote the loss of additional vegetated land. As
one of the project purposes is to promote economic development, and much of the 200-
acre habitat block that the road would bisect and make accessible is zoned for industrial
development, it is highly likely that the habitat block will be developed to some degree
over the next 20 years. Much of the natural vegetation would be replaced by impervious
surfaces which, in combination with increased sources of pollutants from expected
residential and commercial development, would substantially increase non-point source
pollutant loading via storm water runoff to nearby streams and aquifers. This
development would also likely fill or otherwise degrade wetlands that help remove many
of the pollutants in this runoff by storing and transforming chemicals such as nitrogen.
Without increased protection now for these at-risk aquatic resources, the road and its
resultant future growth would likely substantially degrade the refuge value of this area for
most wetland dependent wildlife as well as the suitability of downstream portions of the
streams for aquatic life.

Compensatory Mitigation

The proposed compensation plan includes preserving 36 acres of land near protected
areas in Londonderry (site 3); and, enhancing 1.8 acres of wetlands and protecting 8 acres
along Shields Brook (site 5). Although the DEIS identifies some good sites for
compensatory mitigation, in light of the extent and nature of adverse direct and indirect
impacts described above, we have serious concerns with the extent, scope, and nature of
the proposed compensation plan. The most significant impacts would affect the 200-acre
habitat block that contains highly valuable vernal pools and other wetlands, and the
streams that will be relocated and otherwise degraded.

The proposed compensation plan does not include any vernal pool habitat creation,
protection of sufficiently extensive areas around new pools (or existing pools that could
remain viable after construction of the new roadway), or any details of how stream
impacts will be addressed. It also does not appear that the DEIS investigated



opportunities to replace the vernal pools in other large, protected habitat areas. For
example, proposed compensation sites such as #2 and #3 would appear to have good
potential for vernal pool creation and preservation because they connect easily to other
protected lands. Sites 4 and 5 seem too isolated for vernal pool creation, while site 1 has
potential, but very little protected land nearby.

Because the proposed project and development it is intended to foster would cause
serious direct, secondary (indirect), and cumulative adverse impacts to wetlands,
including many vernal pools, and streams, we believe the proposed compensatory
mitigation plan needs to be expanded to reflect the magnitude of this loss. Importantly,
the DEIS does not appear to-have considered any of the likely indirect impacts to the
aquatic environment in forming the compensatory mitigation plan. Much of the 200-acre
habitat block would be greatly compromised by the “road effect zone” and future
development, resulting in potentially significant adverse impacts to wetland dependent
species, especially those associated with vernal pools.

In summary, additional information about existing aquatic resources is needed in order to
adequately evaluate compliance with the § 404 (b)(1) guidelines. EPA recommends that
the following information be developed:

1. Identify and map all vernal pools within the 200-acre habitat block (see number 3,
below).

2. Evaluate and determine appropriate locations to construct several small bridges
and/or other structures to allow wildlife movement along and across the new one-
mile roadway. Appropriate locations and types should be determined in the field
based upon observations of preferred wildlife trails or other features that indicate
where wildlife are more likely to pass. Conceptual details for existing stream
crossings, especially at Shields Brook, should be discussed and developed now.

3. Evaluate shifting the proposed new roadway (Alternative A alignment) further
north to avoid impacts to already identified valuable vernal pools, assuming the
supplemental mapping of vernal pools under number 1, above, does not identify
additional productive vernal pools within or near this shifted alignment.

4. Search for, identify, and evaluate suitable areas to create vernal pool habitat to
compensate for the losses described above.

5. Evaluate the likely secondary impacts of induced development upon aquatic
resources and factor that into the overall evaluation of project impacts and
mitigation.

6. Once the work described in numbers 1 — 5, above, is complete, expand the
compensatory mitigation plan to address the full range of unavoidable direct,
secondary, and cumulative adverse impacts to aquatic resources. This expansion



would include vernal pool creation, additional land preservation around existing
and created pools, and stream channel restoration.

Water Quality

Based on our review of the DEIS and past coordination with FHWA we offer the
following observations/comments related to water quality issues for the project.

1. The proposed 1-93 4A Exit Project is likely to significantly degrade water resources in
Derry and Londonderry due to increased development and stormwater runoff, which will
contribute to additional exceedances for chloride in violation of State water quality
standards.

2. The stormwater and road salt modeling presented in the DEIS does not characterize
existing water quality in ground water and streams, and the models are therefore
uncalibrated by field data. Uncalibrated models yield unreliable results that frequently
under- and over-predict impacts to flow and water quality. Although chloride
measurements for select locations in the study area are summarized in Table 3.3-2 of the
DEIS, they were not used in model simulations. Continuous monitoring records available
at NHDES for nine 1-93 project monitoring stations in the Beaver Brook watershed from
2004 to 2007 are not described or evaluated in the DEIS. For example, the DEIS omits
mention of an acute violation of chloride that occurred in Shields Brook at Coteville
Road (station 08-SHB) in Londonderry on March 2, 2007. Shields Brook, a major
tributary of Beaver Brook, drains much of the project area. The peak chloride
concentration was estimated to be 2,248 mg/1, which is 2.6 times the acute standard of
860 mg/l and 9.8 times the chronic standard of 230 mg/1.> This chloride peak occurred
during a freezing rain storm of 1.20 inches (Manchester Airport, NOAA) and maxinum
air temperatures above freezing, releasing residual salt in snow piles and pavement
surfaces. A graph of this chloride peak data was made available in a NHDES quarterly
report to the FHWA, NHDOT and others on April 13™, 2007 but this information was not
incorporated into the DEIS analysis.

3. During a June, 2006 project scoping meeting, EPA strongly recommended that
potentially-impacted streams be sampled for chloride and other storm water constituents
and that this information be incorporated into the DEIS analysis. This was not done. In
fact, storm water modeling for just copper, lead and zinc, was apparently completed
before the scoping meeting. Other important storm water parameters, such as sediment,
bacteria, nutrients, PAHs, VOCs, cadmium and chromium, also were not characterized as
part of the DEIS analysis. Unfortunately, as a result, valuable time to monitor stream and
ground water quality and to establish baseline conditions in the project area has been lost.

4. Ground water quality, which the 1-93 widening project has shown to be significantly
affected by chronic chloride violations, is not discussed, modeled or described in the
DEIS

2 In New Hampshire, chloride in surface water is regulated by Env-Ws 1703.21 [NH Water Quality
Criteria for Toxic Substances].



5. During the June, 2006 scoping meeting, NHDES emphasized that the project would
not be allowed to contribute any additional chloride in the Beaver Brook watershed, due
to its existing chloride impairment and TMDL assessment. The DEIS does not
adequately address how this prohibition can be met despite increased pollutant loading
associated with new road construction, operation, and likely increases in impermeable
cover due to future secondary development.

6. While public water supply wells are summarized and mapped in the DEIS, potential
impacts from stormwater to both public and private drinking water wells near the
proposed alternative (Tsienneto Road) are not described in the DEIS.

Based on our observations/comments above we recommend that the following
supplemental information be provided.:

1. A more comprehensive model for solute transport, such as HSPF (Hydrologic
Simulation Program - Fortran), coupled with three other runoff models, the Storm Water
Management Model (SWMM), the Program for Predicting Polluted Particle Passage
through Pits, Puddles and Ponds (P8), and the Topographic-based Land Atmosphere
Transfer Scheme (TOPLATS) should replace the FHWA storm water model used for the
DEIS analysis. Used together, these four models simulate the transport pathways of
concern: 1) catch basin-and storm sewer hydraulics, 2) infiltration, surface runoff, sub-
surface storm flow, watertable dynamics, and 3) reach and reservoir processes of runoff
routing and storm runoff detention. All of these pathways influence pollutant fate and the
total load leaving the watershed. The goal of this supplemental analysis is to more
accurately predict the probability of water-quality violations associated with the project
due to meltwater runoff and temporal climatic variations.

2. Monitoring of stream water and ground-water quality for stormwater and road salt
parameters should commence as soon as possible to provide an appropriate data base for
model input. Project proponents can build on existing QAPPs and SOPs developed for
the I-93 Widening Chloride Assessment Project. For chloride measurement in streams
and wells this autumn, winter and spring, NHDES has offered dataloggers to aid in this
effort. As stated in previous discussions, EPA is willing to provide advice and field
assistance as necessary.

3. Fish and macroinvertebrate assessments of perennial streains immediately downstream
of the study’s discharge points should be conducted prior to construction according to the
NHDES Benthic Index of Biologic Integrity to assess baseline conditions for habitat
viability.

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
EPA, FHWA, and the project proponents have coordinated on the analysis of secondary

(induced development) and cumulative impacts during the development of the EIS. This
coordination began in February 2003 when the Exit 4A project was used as a case study



in training that FHWA and EPA sponsored on methods for evaluating secondary impacts
(description of training attached; Exit 4A was the subject of group exercises at the Boston
session on February 27, 2003). This was followed by a meeting on August 25, 2005
(minutes attached) in which EPA, NH DES, US Army Corps of Engineers, and others
met with FHWA, NH DOT, the Towns, and their consultants on a method to use to
analyze secondary and cumulative impacts for the Exit 4A project. After some
discussion of the merits of different methods, there was agreement on an approach that
would be used in the Exit 4A project. Data and information on potential growth likely to
be stimulated by the project would be collected and analyzed, and the results would be
presented to an expert panel for their review and comment. EPA and NH DES
subsequently provided recommendations to the project consultants on panel candidates
and provided information about a National Cooperative Highway Research Project
guidebook on conducting expert panels.

In August 2006 EPA and NH DES met with FHWA, NH DOT, the Towns, and their
consultant to review a draft of the socioeconomic analysis and draft sections of the DEIS.
EPA and NH DES both provided comments on the analyses, and provided
recommendations for revisions to improve the analysis. It was EPA’s understanding that
the project consultants would revise the draft report, as indicated in minutes of the
August 14, 2006 meeting (copy attached). We can find no revisions to the analysis of
secondary impacts, despite the passage of 11 months between the August 2006 meeting
and receipt of the DEIS. We are concerned that the fundamental flaws in the analysis
that we discussed at the meeting in August 2006 remain. Our comments on the DEIS
analysis are also in accord with training sponsored by FHWA and NH DOT on August
27-29, 2007 on methods for analyzing indirect and cumulative effects.

Specifically, our comments are as follows:

1. The DEIS does not address the fundamental question of what would not happen ‘but
for’ the proposed project. In other words, what changes in population and employment
are likely to be attributable to construction of Exit 4A, and would not occur but for
construction of the exit? The EIS should analyze this issue, instead of simply presenting
forecasts made by the state or the I-93 Widening project Expert Panel for other purposes,
and which are not based on an assumption that Exit 4A will be constructed.

2. The DEIS presents no estimates of employment changes that are likely to result from
the project. This is a serious flaw since as stated in the Project Description and Need, one
of the project purposes is:

“...providing improved Interstate access for commercial and industrially-zoned lands
near NH Route 28 in both Derry and Londonderry, thus allowing for the planned and
orderly development of such lands to further locally-defined economic development goals
and tax base diversification...”

Thus, employment growth attributable to the project is reasonably foreseeable, and as
required under NEPA should be analyzed. We note, however, that the analysis should



not be limited to growth likely to occur in the lands that will be more accessible from
Exit 4A, but also should include project-induced changes in employment in the entire
study area.

3. The DEIS does not translate population and employment changes into environmental
impacts. There should be a discussion of likely locations of growth and potential
environmental impacts. Instead there are very general statements throughout the
‘document to the effect that predicting environmental impacts is not feasible without
knowing the specific locations of future development activities. The point of the analysis
is not to pinpoint specific locations of future development activities, but instead to project
in general where growth is most likely to go, and what the associated environmental
impacts of that growth may be. As an obvious example, the vacant and underutilized
lands near proposed Exit 4A are very likely to be developed, since that is one of the
project purposes, yet no analysis is presented of the likely environmental impacts of such
development. The analysis also should consider what might happen to population and
employment patterns if local growth caps are eliminated, since as the DEIS indicates
“...growth control measures are subject to legal challenge and legislative changes.”

On a minor point, in chapter 8 there is no mention of a Socioeconomic Impact Peer
Review Meeting, which we understood occurred on March 2, 2006, nor is there a list of
attendees. We recommend that both be included in the EIS, as well as an indication of
whether the Peer Reviewers were given an opportunity to read and comment on the draft
report, as we recommended in August 2006.

Air Quality

General

The proposed Interchange 4A Project is located in the towns of Derry and Londonderry,
Rockingham County, New Hampshire, which is in the New Hampshire portion of the
Boston-Manchester-Portsmouth Southeast, New Hampshire moderate eight-hour ozone
(O3) non-attainment area.

The DEIS states that the impacts from volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen
oxides (NOx) due to this project have been accounted for in New Hampshire’s
Transportation Air Quality Conformity Determination and no project-specific
(mesoscale/regional) air quality analysis will be conducted for the EIS. However, since
the project area is located within an 8-hour ozone nonattainment area, EPA believes
regional emission analyses of the no-build and build alternatives is appropriate to
compare level of ozone precursor emissions VOCs and NOx, and to provide more
complete information to compare alternatives.

In addition, induced growth associated with the various alternatives, and the impact of

this future growth on local vehicle miles of travel and motor vehicle emissions should be
evaluated through mesoscale air quality analyses of the no-build and build alternatives.

Modeling



To demonstrate that the proposed project will not create a NAAQS violation, a
microscale (hot spot) assessment for carbon monoxide (CO) was analyzed. The DEIS did
not include the air quality technical support documentation for the microscale carbon
monoxide air quality analysis. Therefore, EPA is unable to independently evaluate the
air quality analyses, modeling, methodology or assumptions. EPA requests all
MOBILES.2 input files and external files used to generate the mobile source carbon
monoxide emission factors, and CAL3QHC input/output files used in the microscale
modeling analysis be submitted to EPA New England and made available to others to
view on request. These files can be provided as a technical appendix, via CD, e-mail, or
provided on a FTP site for downloading.

Construction Impacts

The DEIS statement that emissions from properly maintained construction equipment and
trucks are not likely result in adverse impacts on ambient air quality standards (DEIS
page 4-28). Given public health concerns about diesel exhaust from heavy duty diesel
trucks and other heavy duty construction equipment, EPA does not agree with this
conclusion and recommends that measures be implemented to reduce fine particle
emissions emitted from diesel engines during construction. Emissions from older diesels
engines can be controlled with retrofit pollution control equipment such as diesel
oxidation catalysts or particulate filters that can be installed on the exhaust of the diesel
engine. Retrofits have been successfully applied to many diesel engines across the
country and oxidation catalyst technology has been successfully applied to construction
equipment used on several projects in the Northeast, including the Central Artery/Third
Harbor Tunnel project in Boston and the Q Bridge Reconstruction project near New
Haven, CT. Based on this success, some New England States (e.g., MA and CT) are now
requiring construction equipment to be retrofitted with control devices or use clean fuels.

We recommend that the FEIS identify the construction mitigation measures the Towns
are committed to implement. Retrofit technologies may include EPA verified emission
control technologies and fuels and CARB-verified emission control technologies. List of
these control technologies can be accessed at http://www.epa.gov/otag/retrofit/verif:
list.htm.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The table for the “National and New Hampshire Ambient Air Quality Standards,” [Table
3.2-1 on page 3-15 of the Draft EIS] should be updated to reflect revisions to the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQSs). Effective December 18, 2006, ® the PM,
annual standard of 50 pg/m> was revoked. In addition, in the same rulemaking, the 24-
hour average PM} s standard was lowered to 35 pg/m’. The National Ambient Air
Quality Standards can be found on EPA’s web site at URL address:
http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html.

3 National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter, Final Rule, Tuesday, October 17, 2006,
(71 FR 61144-61233).
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MEETING MINUTES
Meeting date: June 13, 2006
Meeting location: Offices of CLD Engineers Inc., Manchester, NH
Meeting attendees: Janusz Czyowski, Town of Londonderry
Mike Fowler, Town of Derry
Doug Heath, USEPA

Gino Infascelli, NHDES Wetlands Bureau
Gregg Comstock, NHDES

Bill O’Donnell, FHWA

Marc Laurin, NHDOT

Chris Bean, CLD Engineers

Dan Hudson, CLD Engineers

Roch Larochelle, CLD Engineers

Mike Chelminski, Woodlot Alternatives, Inc.
Jeff Simmons, Woodlot Alternatives, Inc.

The meeting was initiated at approximately 10:30 am. Chris Bean gave a brief presentation about the Exit
4A project and explained that at the March 16, 2006, agency meeting where the project was presented,
several of the resource agency attendees recommended that a meeting with the EPA, Corps, and NHDES
be arranged to specifically discuss stormwater issues. It was noted that Richard Roach of the Corps was
invited but unable to attend. It was emphasized that the intent of this meeting is to have an open
discussion of the issues surrounding stormwater, define the study and design criteria, and find solutions to
potential stormwater problems. Mike Chelminski then presented the highlights of the stormwater
modeling work completed by Woodlot as part of the preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, and an interactive discussion ensued. Below are some discussion highlights.

o The modeling work included the five Build Alternatives as well as the No-Build
Alternative. Modeling evaluated stormwater runoff from paved areas discharging into
area streams, with a median of 7 discharge locations per Alternative. The streams where
modeling was conducted are in the Beaver Brook watershed.

o Woodlot attempted to use the FHWA stormwater model (circa 1990) to model metals
(i.e., Pb, Cu, Zn), a standard for FHWA environmental documents. Because the FHWA
computer model is apparently corrupted, Woodlot developed a spreadsheet version of the
model in Microsoft Excel using the supporting technical documentation.

o For calculating chloride (Cl) in runoff, a mass balance approach was used. Road salt
application rates were based on information provided by the Towns of Derry and
Londonderry and NHDOT. Acute Cl concentrations were evaluated ‘using per-event salt
loadings. Chronic Cl concentrations were calculated using annual salt loading data and

an assumption that all salt runoff occurs between October 15 and March 31 of a given
year.
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o The modeling assumed no background concentrations for the constituents being modeled.
Doug Heath noted that recent stream sampling shows that baseflows in some of the
streams within the study area have measurable Cl concentrations, even during the
summer months, suggesting groundwater contamination. Thus it was suggested that
collection of data from area streams potentially affected by the project would be helpful
to assess the impacts. NHDES and EPA also stated that pre- and post-construction
sampling will likely be required as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification, as will
monitoring during construction. It was suggested that the Derry and Londonderry
Conservation Commissions may be able to gather volunteers to initiate this effort at a
reduced cost.

© Modeling results were corrected for hardness (assumed hardness values were obtained
from NHDES) and compared to EPA aquatic life criteria (chronic and acute) for a
determination of which discharge points exceed the criteria.

o Results of the modeling effort indicate that each Build Alternative and the No-Build
Alternative will exceed of the EPA metals chronic and acute criteria. The metal most
commonly exceeding EPA criteria was Cu. Exceedances of Cl were only for the acute
criteria.

o Mitigation of metals concentrations was evaluated using updated (i.e., 1996) FHWA
model methodologies for detention ponds. A fundamental assumption of this approach is
that metals removal is a function of total suspended solids (TSS) removal. A maximum
TSS removal of 87 percent was used for this evaluation.

o Gregg Comstock requested a copy of the FHWA model and the supporting
documentation explaining the model and its operation. Note: Mike Chelminski
subsequently provided a web link for downloading the model and other materials via
email on June 13, 2006, and the Exit 4A model with input parameters was provided on
June 14, 2006. ‘

o Gregg Comstock noted that in order to issue the 401 Water Quality Certificate, NHDES
must certify that it will meet water quality standards. He provided a map showing area
streams and constituents within the streams that may be impairing water quality. A
stream that has an “impairment” cannot have any new impacts. The pollutants must be
removed prior to discharge to surface waters.. It was noted that additional modeling may
be required to demonstrate that Best Management Practices (BMPs) can provide an
adequate level of pollutant removal. NHDES frequently uses the “Simple” model for this
purpose. The “Simple” model models for metals, bacteria, and TSS, however, does not
model Cl. The model is also capable of implementing a variety of BMPs to estimate
removal efficiency and would be a good way to take a first cut at evaluating whether
BMPs will be able to achieve an adequate level of removal to meet permitting
requirements. Gregg indicated he would provide the model to Woodlot. Note: The
model was received on June 13, 2006.

o Doug Heath suggested that water sampling should be initiated soon (i.e., this summer) so-
that it does not delay permitting for the project. He recommended automated recorders as
a good way to monitor base flow concentrations versus stormwater inputs. Gregg
Comstock noted that given existing staff resources, permitting could take several months
to a year following submittal. He further noted that if the project is delayed, resulting
additional costs associated with implementing a water sampling program may not be a
realistic option for the Towns. In this case, the likely requirement of pre- and post-
construction monitoring would be an acceptable alternative to the water sampling
program as long as the basic requirement of no “new impacts” is proposed.

o NHDES indicated that no more loading of Cl in the project area tributaries of Beaver
Brook will be allowed under its 401 Water Quality Certification program. If loadings
exceed 20 percent of current conditions, a new process of public hearings would be

I:'\Jessica Haider\105114 6-13-06 Meeting Notes Final.doc
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triggered under NHDES rules. It was suggested that the Towns identify ways to reduce
Cl inputs in other areas of the watershed as mitigation for the anticipated impacts. This
mitigation could be accomplished by reducing application rates, using a new application
method, or reducing an existing input such as salt runoff draining into the brook from an
inadequately protected road salt pile.

Gregg Comstock recommended infiltration as a partticularly effective BMP for
stormwater treatment; however, he understands that use of infiltration methods on this
project may be constrained by groundwater levels or percolation rates. Detention would
be the second preferred method if infiltration is not attainable, He indicated that he
would also provide Woodlot a copy of a BMP manual recently prepared by ENSR.
Note: Gregg provided a web link to download the BMP manual on June 13, 2006.

Gregg Comstock noted that it is apparent that minor widening associated with the “urban
portions” of each Alternative will likely result in near negligible additional loading, while

the “rural sections” between the new interchange and the existing road network will need
to be more closely reviewed.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 12:30 pm.

Ce: All Attendees
Richard Roach, Corps
Mark Kern, USEPA
William Neidermyer, USFWS

File #105114.16
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Methods
for

Evaluating
Secondary
and
Land Use

Impacts

Space Limited
Register Early!

Facllitated by: & PARSONS BRINGKERHOFF

he Federal Highway Administration and the Environmental

Protection Agency invite you to participate in a free, one-day
workshop that will present successful methods used to evaluate
secondary and cumulative land use impacts of transportation
projects. You will see how each method works, where they have
been applied, and how to evaluate their suitability to projects in
your jurisdiction.

The free, one-day workshop will be presented by Sam Seskin and
Katherine Still of Pa;sons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. It
includes:

¢ Review of methods - Techniques such as the use of
comprehensive plans, expert panels, allocation rules, and
formal land use models will be presented.

Guidelines for selection of methods - Strengths and
weaknesses of each method will be discussed as well as
suitability for different types of projects.

Case study, New Hampshire [-93 - A summary of the process
used in New Hampshire to assess and evaluate secondary and
cumulative land use impacts for the I-93 EIS will be presented.

* Discussion session - Working in groups, you will have the
opportunity to devise an impact assessment method for an
actual transportation project. .

You will come away from the workshop with practical
knowledge about impact assessment methods and how they

can be implemented. In addition, you will receive a CD

ROM containing NCHRP Report 423A, Land Use Impacts of
Transportation: A Guidebook; an NCHRP report on The Use

of Expert Panels in Analyzing Transportation and Land Use
Alternatives; plus a set of materials developed specifically for the
workshop. This workshop is available at no cost to participants,
but space is limited, so register today!

Dates & Locations of Workshop
Tuesday, February 25, 2003, Albany, NY
Wednesday, February 26, Hartford, CT
Thursday, February 27 Boston, MA

Name

REGISTRATION FORM (RETURN OR EMAIL TO ADDRESS BELOW)

Organization

Address

Phone

Email

Or email the above

Are you currently working on an Impact Analysis that you would like us to use as a project example? Yes ] No []

Return this form to: Katherine Still
Parsons Brinckerhoff
400 SW Sixth Ave., Suite 802
Portland, OR 97204
503-274-7219

information to; still@pbworld.com
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TO: File

FROM: JamesonR. Paine
(Noted by Christopher R. Bean, P.E.)

DATE:  August 25, 2005
RE: Derry-Londonderry

NH Route 102/Exit 4A EIS
CLD Reference No. 05-0244

LOCATION: CLD’s Manchester Office, Conf Rooms 2/3
ATTENDEES:
Rosemary Monahan EPA
Mark Kern EPA
Richard Roach ACOE
William O’Donnell FHWA
‘Carolyn Russell NHDES, Smart Growth
Charlie Hood NHDOT, Environment
Dave Caron Town of Londonderry
Tim Thompson Town of Londonderry
Jack Dowd Town of Derry
Russ Marcoux Town of Derry
George Sioras Town of Derry
Jennifer Czysz Southern NH Planning Commission
(SNHPC)
Jim Hicks RKG Associates, CLD Subconsultant
Jeff Simmons Woodlot Alternatives, Subconsultant
Dick Aliotti CLD Subconsultant
Christopher Bean CLD
Paul Konieczka CLD
Jameson Paine CLD
MEETING MINUTES

1. INTRODUCTION/MEETING PURPOSE
Chris Bean began the meeting by introducing CLD’s team and subconsultants that are
working on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Towns of Derry and
Londonderry’s project to alleviate traffic congestion on NH Route 102 through downtown
Derry and to promote economic development within sectors of Derry and Londonderry.

DME60\ChrisB\Temporary Internet Files\OLK 6A\050244 EPA MTGMINS 082505.doc



Memorandum to Files

CLD Reference No. 05-0244
August 25, 2005

Page -2

Chris explained that the purpose of the meeting was for the group to collectively come up
with a scope of work for reviewing secondary impact.

2. ACOE PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT
Rosemary asked whether the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) has signed the ACOE
Purpose and Need Statement. Rich Roach stated that he was not sure. CLD stated that they
have the unsigned draft version with related emails and meeting memos that document

agency concurrence. Ifit is signed, Rich will forward a copy to FHWA, NHDOT and CLD.
If it is not, Rich said that he will send a signed copy shortly.

Bill O’Donnell wanted to clarify that the FHWA has their Purpose and Need Statement
required for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and that the ACOE has their
own Purpose and Need Statement required for the 404 Process. Bill understands that the
ACOE needs to word their statement to satisfy their permitting efforts, but he stated that the

ACOE’s Purpose and Need should use the same wording from FHWA’s Purpose and Need
Statement, if possible.

3. TOWN INPUT
Derry Town Councilor
Jack Dowd, Chairman of Derry Town Council, gave a brief history of the project,
explaining that two projects, the Tinkham Superfund Site cleanup and the Exit 4A
project were... He spoke of the Town’s need to remove thru-traffic off of NH Route 102
through the downtown area and off of side streets in the area, Derry is trying to preserve its
pristine downtown, having already completed a major enhancement project through the area.
The town is also looking to increase its tax base by bringing in new higher quality jobs that
might help reduce the trend of residents driving to Massachusetts for work.

Mark Kemn asked whether the increase in jobs was anticipated to be new jobs or an increase
in employment along NH Route 102. Jack stated both areas would be their goal.

Rosemary asked if the Town was concerned with the potential loss of jobs on NH Route 102
if traffic was removed from the area. Jack stated that he was not concerned as the Town has

been planning for an Exit 4A project for a long time, as shown in their up to date Master
Plan.
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Derry Town Administrator
Russ Marcoux explained that this was a local project where each Town has set aside $5

million each. The problem has been present for a longtime. Heavy congestion and backups
occur every day on NH Route 102.

Derry and Londonderry have brought outside communities into the project to apprise them
of the project and receive their input. Growth is already spreading to east and north. These
outside towns are currently growing at a faster rate than Derry.

Londonderry Town Manager

Dave Caron stated that the congestion on NH Route 102 through downtown Derry affects
westbound traffic on NH Route 102 into Londonderry. Motorists head west into
Londonderry and get onto side streets to bypass downtown Derry traffic.

Londonderry has taken proactive steps to protect its character and open space. The Town
has maintained a current Master Plan and has set aside $11 million for conservation
programs.

There is a need to get this project completed now, especially since the Record of Decision
(ROD) has recently been signed for Interstate 93 1-93).

4. PROJECT SCHEDULE
Chris reviewed the project schedule that was established for the project. Rosemary noted
that three weeks for reviewing secondary impact was ambitious. It was acknowledged that
the schedule is aggressive, but intended to keep the Towns’ project on track for construction
at the same time as the I-93 project. The planned work effort would result in a ROD issued
by FHWA on or near 11/30/06. Two additional years would be required for final design and

right-of-way (ROW) acquisition efforts. It is expected that construction for this project
would commence in 2009.

Rich Roach noted that the draft notice of hearing was shown concurrent with the release of
the Draft EIS (DEIS). Rich recommended that the DEIS be reviewed by this group before
the actual release to make sure that all issues are discussed informally. He also suggested
that a meeting date be set up that will allow this group to review impacts and reach
agreement on mitigation.

5. SECONDARY IMPACT METHODS DISCUSSION
a. Introduction
Rosemary was asked for her thoughts on how to best address the secondary impact
review for this project. She stated that the types of impacts that will need to be reviewed

as a result of the project are direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. There are a variety
of methods available to complete these reviews.
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Carolyn Russell asked if there has been detailed review of the traffic on NH Route 102
and whether traffic patterns has been reviewed to determine the quantity of traffic
coming from outside towns. Yes, the SNHPC’s regional traffic model has been used

throughout the term of the project to develop appropriate traffic numbers through the
project area.

b. 1-93 Secondary Impact Report
Rosemary stated that the project’s impact should be compared to the 1-93 Secondary
Impact Report in terms of findings and context.

It was agreed that the project should use the 1-93 Secondary Impact Report as the
baseline from where to start reviews of population and development growth. Jim
mentioned that the I-93 report showed “bumps” or increases in traffic volumes within
Derry, Londonderry and other communities. He initends to look at whether this project
contributes to these “bumps,” or whether it is a redistribution of existing traffic as
opposed to new growth.

Rosemary stated that the group should not rely solely on the 1-93 report to satisfy review
of secondary impacts for this project. A new exit potentially adds to growth in broader
areas because of decreased travel times and that a fresh look at the issue is required.

¢. Local Planning Efforts
Jim mentioned that Derry’s Master Plan has recently been updated. Their US Census
data is more current than that used in the 1-93 report. Derry’s Master Plan indicates
lower population projection than stated in the I-93 report. It appears as though
development patterns in town are leveling off,

d. Demry
George Sioras highlighted the fact that Derry has compiled a growth management
ordinance and build out analysis for the Town. The Town has re-zoned their residential
areas from one acre to two to three acre size lot requirements. The build out analysis
indicated that Derry’s build out would be 40,000 to 45,000 residents. The Town is
expected to reach this figure by 2020. With the growth management plan in place, the
Town’s growth rate has slowed since a period of high growth in the 1980’s.

¢. Londonderry
Tim Thompson stated that Londonderry recently implemented a growth plan. As such,
the Town has three prime areas of economic development in town. These areas are near
the Manchester Airport, in the vicinity of I-93 Exit 5, and the area located east of I-93
between Exits 4 and 5 and west of NH Route 28 (near the proposed Exit 4A interchange
areas). These arcas have been identified in the Master Plan. The expected timeline
documented in the Master Plan for the Exit 4A project is three to five years. Lack of an
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Exit 4A impacts Londonderry’s side roads with traffic trying to bypass the NH Route
102 corridor and head east.

Rich Roach suggested that the towns develop wetland setbacks or other protections.
Londonderry developed wetland setbacks in 2003 and Derry has Prime Wetland
designations for a number of wetlands within the town.

Rosemary stated that growth management might be controlled or is leveling off in Derry
and Londonderry, but her concemn was with the Towns located east of Derry that don’t
have the same level of zoning or growth ordinances. Mark Kern stated that portions of
Derry and outer towns have quality natural resources that might be impacted with
development spurred by a new Exit 4A. Russ explained that growth is already occurring
in these outer communities. Rosemary mentioned that it needs to be determined whether
the Exit 4A project would change the rate of growth in these communities.

f. Quter Towns
Rich asked if representation of the surrounding towns have been included in the review
process. He wouldn’t want to wait until the public hearing for the group to hear their
comments. Jack explained that the towns have been included in the process. Meetings
have been held with officials from Auburn, Chester, and Sandown. In addition, Jack is a
board member of the SNHPC. Each community is apprised of the project as it proceeds.

It was noted that input from these outlying towns on possible secondary impacts needs to
be part of the discussion.

g. Funding
Federal Funding?
Mark asked if any federal funding was involved with the project. Jack explained that no
federal funds were involved but the NH State Legislature has appropriated $3 million for
the project as part of the State’s 10-year Plan. It was noted that the Federal action
requiring NEPA compliance was FHWA’s approval of a break in the I-93 access.

h. 1-93 Mitigation Funding
As the Exit 4A project was included in the ]-93 report as a miscellaneous item, Jim Hicks
asked whether the monies set aside to address secondary impacts ($3.5 million) can be.
counted to address any impacts with this project. Rosemary stated that we could not
count the 1-93 monies as any mitigation for the Exit 4A project. Bill O’Donnell further
stated that FHWA does not mitigate secondary impacts.

i. Secondary Impact Methods
Rosemary suggested that in order to save time, this group should consider using the same
panel members that participated in the [-93 Secondary Impact Report. The timing will
be longer than the proposed three weeks. The 1-93 project used three meetings with the
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panel members spread out over weeks. Jim mentioned that reconstituting the 1-93 expert
panel may be difficult due to job turn over, etc.

Carolyn felt that this project did not need to use the Delphi model. She recommended
using a combination of transportation models to determine secondary impact figures.
Jim stated that the REMI model should not be-used as the project area is too small and
would be too costly for the Towns.

Jim asked if the group felt that using a buildout analysis would be appropriate.
Rosemary stated that zoning can change. She would rather use an expert panel that
knows the market so that they can assess how this buildout may change with Exit 4a in
place.

Dick Aliotti mentioned that the proposed roadway construction from the interchange is
more a driveway access to the developable lands in an area with development already
present versus an interchange with full access to pristine areas. Rosemary stated that the
roadway may develop lands zoned for development, but also speeds traffic to the east.

j.  Agreed Upon Evaluation Method
Jim will work with the SNHPC to review potential growth patterns in three to four

communities. A panel with fewer members than the I-93 panel will be established to
review the model analysis to determine concurrence with results. It is expected that
Chester won’t see a lot of economic development as it is primarily residential in
character.

Carolyn stated that the following three items had to be considered:
1. Determine area of concern (study area)
2. How is shift of development going to occur to outlying areas?
3. If project creates growth in jobs, where will new workers live?

Rosemary thought that the following items should be considered:
1. Define area of concerns
2. Define method of analysis
3. Get a panel of land experts together who are unbiased. These panel members
should not be from Derry or Londonderry so that the results would not be
construed as potentially biased by project proponents.

It was agreed by all present that the following five towns will be the towns to review
whether secondary impacts will occur as a result of the Exit 4A project:

1. Londonderry

2. Derry

3. Auburmn

4. Chester
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5. Sandown

It was also agreed that once EPA and NHDES reviewed a writien proposal from Jim
Hicks to complete the review of secondary impacts for this project, Rosemary would sign

a Memorandum of Agreement stating she agrees with the methodology to complete this
impact assessment.

It was agreed that the Secondary Impacts Study will not control the timing of the Project
with respect to the selection of a preferred alternative. Possible investigation of any
direct, indirect or cumulative impact will be addressed for the preferred alternative only.

If these notes are not in keeping with your recollection of this meeting, please reply within
5 business days. :

JRP:laa

cc:

Attendees

Tom Dolan, Chairman, Londonderry Town Council
Marc Laurin, NHDOT Environment

Bill Cass, NHDOT
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cc
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Rosemary Monahan/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Mark
Kern/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
william.f.o'donnell@fhwa.dot.gov, crusseli@des.state.nh.us,
bcass@dot.state.nh.us, chood@dot.state.nh.us,
dcaron@londonderrynh.org, jpdowd@aol.com,
rmarcoux@ci.derry.nh.us, georgesioras@ci.derry.nh.us,
mikefowler@ci.derry.nh.us, jeh@rkg1.com, ken@rkg1.com,
aliotti23@msn.com, Jameson Paine
<JamieP@cldengineers.com>,
richard.a.roach@usace.army.mil,
agarron@londonderrynh.org, twhite@snhpc.org,
bfarmer@Ilondonderrynh.org, mlaurin@dot.state.nh.us
Filing <Filing@cldengineers.com>, "Debbie A. Tibbetts"
<debbiet@cldengineers.com>

Exit 4A EIS, Revised Notes from 8-14-06 Socioecon Mtg with
Res Agencies, 05-0244

<<Exit 4A EIS8-14-06 Socioecon Mtg with ResAgencies Rev 9-12-06 05-0244.doc>>

Good Morning,

Attached above are revised notes from our 8-14-06 meeting. If you have any
questions of if you have any trouble opening the file, please let me know.

Thank you, Chris

Christopher R. Bean, PE
chrisb@cldengineers.com

CLD CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
540 Commercial Street

Manchester, NH 03101
www.cldengineers.com

(603) 668-8223 x102 phone

(603) 668-8802 fax

From: Debbie A. Tibbetts
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2006 9:34 AM

To: 'monahan.rosemary@epa.gov'; 'kern.mark@epamail.epa.gov'; ‘william.f.o'donnell@fhwa.dot.gov';
‘crussell@des.state.nh.us'; 'bcass@dot.state.nh.us'; ‘chood@dot.state.nh.us';



‘dcaron@londonderrynh.org'; 'jpdowd@aol.com’; 'rmarcoux@ci.derry.nh.us';
'georgesioras@ci.derry.nh.us'; 'mikefowler@ci.derry.nh.us'; ‘jeh@rkgl.com’; 'ken@rkgl.com’;
‘aliotti23@msn.com'; Chris Bean; Jameson Paine; 'richard .a.roach@usace.army.mil’;
‘agarron@londonderrynh.org'; 'twhite@snhpc.org'; 'bfarmer@londonderrynh.org’;
'mlaurin@dot.state.nh.us'

Cc: Filing

Subject: Exit 4A EIS 8-14-06 Socioecon Mtg with ResAgencies

Attached please find the memorandum for the above meeting.

<< File: Exit 4A EIS8-14-06 Socioecon Mtg with ResAgencies 05-0244.pdf >>
Debbie Tibbetts

Administrative Assistant

CLD Consulting Engineers

540 Commercial Street

Manchester, NH 03101

email: debbiet@cldengineers.com

PH: (603)0668-8223 x188

FAX: (603) 668-8802

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use
of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This communication may contain
material that is confidential in nature. If you are not the intended recipient or the person
responsible for delivering the e-mail for the intended recipient, be advised that you have
received this e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of
this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you believe you have received this e-mail in error, please
immediately notify CLD Consulting Engineers by telephone at 603 668 8223 or reply to this
e-mail indicating in subject line "Received in error" and then delete the message you received.

Thank you. Exit 44 EIS8-14-08 Socioecon Mtg with ResAgencies Rev 9-12-08 05-0244.doc



540 Commercial Street Manchester, NH 03101

CONSULTING (603) 668-8223 « Fux: (603) 668-8802
ENGINEERS JJ cld@cldengineers.com * www.cldengineers.com
L New Hampshire * Vermont » Maine

TO: File

FROM: Christopher R. Bean, P.E.
(Noted by Jim Hicks)

DATE:  August 14, 2006, Revised 9-12-06, Revisions in Bold

RE: Derry-Londonderry
NH Route 102/Exit 4A EIS
CLD Reference No. 05-0244
LOCATION: CLD’s Manchester Office
Conference Rooms 2/3
ATTENDEES:
Rosemary Monahan EPA
Mark Kern EPA
William O’Donnell FHWA
Carolyn Russell NHDES Smart Growth
Bill Cass NHDOT Asst. Director Project Development
Charlie Hood NHDOT Environment
Dave Caron Town of Londonderry
Jack Dowd Town of Derry
Russ Marcoux Town of Derry
George Sioras Town of Derry
Mike Fowler - Town of Derry
Jim Hicks RKG Associates, CLD Subconsultant
Ken Zahn RKG Associates, CLD Subconsultant
Dick Aliotti CLD Subconsultant
Christopher Bean CLD
Jameson Paine . CLD
Invited but unable to attend
Richard Roach ACOE
Andre Garron Town of Londonderry
Tim White Southern NH Planning Commission (SNHPC)
MEETING MINUTES

1. INTRODUCTION/MEETING PURPOSE

Chris Bean began the meeting by asking everyone to introduce themselves. He then explained
that this meeting was set up as a follow-up to our 8-25-05 meeti ng, where this same group got

together to discuss and agree upon an approach to follow with respect to documenting secondary
impacts in the EIS.
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August 14, 2006 Revised September 12, 2006
Page - 2

2.

Current Status of the Exit 4A EIS

Draft copies of Sections 1, 2 and 3 have been completed and turned over for FHWA/NHDOT
review. Draft Sections 3.9 and 4.9 were completed and sent in advance of this meeting to all
meeting attendees for review and discussion at the meeting. We plan on submitting the entire
DEIS document to FHWA/NHDOT for review by the end of August 2006. A date will be set for

the Public Hearing, in consultation with the FHWA, after Bill O’Donnell has had a chance to
review the entire document at least once.

Wetland Mitigation Proposal

The Town selected Alternative A is projected to result in about 3.6 acres of wetland impact. The
proposed mitigation will be two-fold. First, the 36 acre Colby-Litchfield parcel in Londonderry
would be purchased and protected and closer to the immediate project area, a section of wetland
adjacent to Shields Brook on the Boston North parcel would be restored and a culvert and
associated fill would be removed. The ACOE and NHDES have expressed satisfaction with this
proposal. We will be proceeding with this mitigation to the Public Hearing.

8/25/05 Socioeconomic/Secondary Impact Meeting Follow-up
The following questions were asked:

a. Does the DEIS address proposed mitigation for cumulative impacts for each of the
alternatives? No, the DEIS does not address proposed mitigation for cumulative impacts
for each alternative.

b. Also, will secondary impacts be covered for each of the alternatives? The DEIS
currently addresses secondary impacts in terms of the implementation of an Exit 4A
interchange. Impacts are not currently identified for each alternative.

Peer Review Panel (3/2/06)
Minutes from the Peer Review Panel meeting were distributed prior to the meeting. Rosemary

suggested and it was agreed that a copy of the revised document should be sent to. the peer
reviewers for review and written comment.

RKG Socioeconomic Study and Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the DEIS

Jim Hicks began by summarizing the major findings of his study. One of the key findings was
that not as many people are conimuting to MA, as was the case in the past. Instead, with the
advent of home offices, more are working 6ut of their homes. Also, instead of most of the

commuting taking place between MA, Manchester, Concord and Nashua, commuters are
traveling to a wider range of destinations.

EPA Comments

a. Rosemary noted that the analysis did not go far enough i addressing the “but for Exit
4A” issue.

b. Rosemary asked what changes in population and job growth will occur as a result of the
new exit? And what will this growth mean from an environmental impact standpoint?

¢. Rosemary noted that cumulative impacts, need to be addressed in the DEIS. The
conclusions need to be more quantitative. It was agreed that tying the potential future
developments to new jobs would be helpful. Bill O’Donnell offered his interpretation of
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August 14, 2006 Revised September 12, 2006
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this issue by asking the question, what pressure will this project and associated
development put on other resources? Jim was concerned that the questions being asked
could only be answered by speculation.

d. Regarding the growth caps that are in place in some of the surrounding communities,
don’t just assume that the caps will always be in place. Rosemary noted that the State’s
$3.5 million I-93 Community Technical Assistance Program (CTAP) will assist the
surrounding communities in developing strategies to best deal with future growth. She
specifically added and Jim agreed to modify Tables 4.9.2 and 4.9.5 to include OSP’s
previous growth projections prior to the 1-93 Expert Panel Study. Rosemary agreed to
send Jim an email with more specific about just what she wants included in the EIS.

e. Mark Kern commented that the document notes that there is not much affected by the
new ramp. If that is truly the case then why build it? Jim noted that the new interchange
will help spread the traffic out thus reducing congestion in the downtown area, which is
important to help to preserve and enhance the downtown historic district, which is one of
the few remaining in the State.,

f. Mark Kern also noted his concern with increasing development in the outlying towns
(Chester, Sandown, Auburn). It was again pointed out that the State had provided a $3.5
million CTAP Program to address this regional concern.

8. NHDES (Carolyn’s ) Comments
In Section 4.9 of the report, the conclusion is reached that 1 1-1.5% growth will occur in the
surrounding communities as a result of I-93 and Exit 4A. This conclusion should also be tied to
anticipated population changes with each alternative as well as projected job growth for each

alternative. It was suggested that the new interchange may result in more development occurring
quicker.

9. Proposed Document Revisions
It was agreed that RKG would revise the report to address as many of the points that were

brought up at this meeting as possible. A copy of the revised report will also be shared with the
Peer Review Panel.

If these notes are not in keeping with your recollection of this meeting, please reply within 5
business days.

CRB:dat

cc Attendees and Invited Guests Unable to Attend
Brian Farmer, Chairman, Londonderry Town Council
Marc Laurin, NHDOT Environment
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New Hampshire Department of Transportation
and Federal Highway Administration:

Indirect & Cumulative Effects Workshop

August 27-29, 2007
John O. Morton Building
7 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03218
(603) 271-6070 ‘
Large Conference Room 114, 8:30-4:00

Facilitator: Kevin Moody, FHWA Resource Center

This workshop is a version of the upcoming National Highway Institute 3-day course,
tailored for current issues being addressed by the New Hampshire Department of
Transportation. The FHWA and DOT environment, planning, design, construction, and
maintenance team members, as well. as MPOs, regulators, and. other stakeholders, should
attend. We will apply a common sense approach to scoping, analyzing, and reporting
cumulative and other effects. The approach complies with requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, National Historic
Preservation Act, and other federal and state statutes and regulations. The workshop
emphasizes surface transportation in case studies, planned exercises, and court cases
relevant to the northeastern states.

The workshop material and exercises are geared towards enhancing the efficiency of
program and project delivery through: (1) reinforcing best practices; (2) creating
familiarity with the terminology, meaning, and structure of effects analyses; (3) improved
understanding of the rationale, relevance, and utility of studies; (4) effective and
transparent use of interdisciplinary, multiple agency, collaborative teams, and (5)
fostering leadership to tell the analytic story with useful information.

Workshop Objectives:
« Facilitate scoping and implementation of direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
analyses in support of NH DOT and related decision-making;
« Develop a common understanding of and competency in environmental effects
analysis for decision support and transparency; and ‘

« Foster a working knowledge of the key elements that comprise the Community of
Practice for cumulative effects analyses.

The last bullet involves project specific answers to questions like: Should we look at
ihe universe? What level of detail? How far back? How far into the future?

Introduction

Review of What Constitutes a Complete Environmental Impact Analyses
Scoping, Predicting Effects, and Disclosure: the Analytic Framework

FHWA Checklists, Communities of Practice, and Standards of Judicial Review
New Hampshire and Northeastern States Case Studies (if applicable)
Examples of Other Guidance: Texas, California, Maryland

Administrative Records, Data Quality, Effective Communications, and Plain
English
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