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NEW YORK STATE 

New York State Office of Parks, Carol Ash 
Commissioner 

Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Wat 

51 8-237-8643 

www.nysparks.com 

Renee Sigel 
District Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Pennsylvania Division 
228 Walnut Street, Room 536 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720 

Re: CORPSIFHWAIDOT-PIN 980389 
Pond Eddy Bridge Replacement 
HighlandlLumberland, Sullivan County 
03PR00182 (99PR01465 & 02PR04648) 

Dear Ms. Sigel: 

Thank you for seeking the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(NYSHPO) on the proposed Memorandum of Agreement for the removal and replacement of 
the Pond Eddy Bridge, which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

We concur with the finding of the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation that the 
proposed removal of the historic bridge is an Adverse Effect [by definition under 36 CFR9800.5 
(2)(i)]. However, i t  is our opinion that reasonable alternatives to avoid the adverse effect 
proposed have not been adequately explored as required under 36 CFR s800.6 (b)(l)(i). We 
recognize that numerous studies have been conducted related to the condition of the bridge and 
needs of the project, but despite these efforts, basic questions remain that call into question a 
good faith exploration of alternatives that could protect the National Register listed bridge while 
meeting transportation needs. Specifically, we point to the issues raised by the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in their letter to you dated April 17, 2009. The response from 
your agency to the ACHP, dated July 28, 2009, addresses issues relating to the scope of 
consultation, but does not adequately answer the questions raised on the alternatives analysis. 

Therefore, the NYSHPO cannot support the proposed Memorandum of Agreement at 
this time., It is our belief that the alternatives analysis to date is insufficient to support the 
Agency's assumption that they have fulfilled their requirements under 9800.6 (b)(l)(iv), thus 
rendering the discussion of a Memorandum of Agreement premature. 

sincerely, 

~ u t h ' ~ .  Pierpont .' 

Director, 
Division for Historic Preservation 

An Equal OpportunityIAffirmative Action Agency c> prinled on recycled paper 



Cc: Charlene Dwin Vaughn, AlCP 
Assistant Director 
Office of Agency Programs 
Federal Permitting, Licensing and Assistance Section 
Advisory council on Historic Preservation 
I I00 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Suite 803 
Washington, DC 20004 

Jack Williams, Regional Director 
Region 9 NYS DOT 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, NY 13901 

Stephen J. Shimko, P.E. J 
~ n g i n e e r i n ~  District 4-0 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation 
55 Keystone Industrial Park 
Dunmore, PA 18512 

Jean Cutler, Director 
Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office 
Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission 
Bureau for Historic Preservation 
Commonwealth Keystone Bldg., 2nd flr. 
400 North Street 
Harrisburg, PA 171 20-0093 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

REGION NINE 

44 HAWLEY STREET 

BINGHAMTON, NEW YORK 1 390 1-3200 

WWW. NYSDOT.GOV  

JOHN R. WILLIAMS, P.E. 	 JOAN MCDONALD 

REGIONAL DIRECTOR 	 COMMISSIONER 

May 20, 2011 

Ms. Ruth Pierpont 
Acting Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 — Peebles Island 
Waterford, NY 12188-0189 

Attn: Mr. John Bonafide 
Mr. Ken Markunas 

RE: PIN 980389 
SHPO Project Review 
03PR00182 (99PRO1465/02PRO4648) 
Pond Eddy Bridge Project 
Lumberland, Sullivan County 

Dear Ms. Pierpont: 

Enclosed is Finding Documentation, prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, 36 CFR Part 800.11(e), for the above referenced Federal-Aid 
project. The purpose of the Pond Eddy Bridge Project is to provide a structurally sound bridge to 
carry State Route 1011 over the Delaware River. The enclosed document supplements an earlier 
report summarizing the project and its effects on properties included in or eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 

As you are aware, a Determination of Effect report was originally submitted to the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (NYSHPO) in August 2006, documenting an Adverse 
Effect finding for the Preferred Alternative, replacement of the National Register-listed Pond 
Eddy Bridge. Although the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) 
concurred, the NYSHPO identified concerns with the advancement of the replacement 
alternative. 



Since that time, in an effort to address the NYSHPO's concerns, the Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation (PennDOT) and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT) have worked together to fully explore reasonable alternatives that would avoid 
removal of the historic bridge, updating the previous documentation to incorporate additional 
details from the engineering analysis for both rehabilitation and replacement alternatives. A 
draft of the attached Finding Document which includes the updated alternatives analysis was 
provided for NYSHPO review prior to a Section 106 consultation meeting held on April 27, 
2011 in Binghamton, at which Mr. Ken Markunas represented your office. Based on discussion 
at that meeting, the Finding Documentation has been revised to summarize efforts to market the 
historic bridge (Section 4.2). 

Based on our review of the Finding Documentation, the NYSDOT has applied the criteria 
of adverse effect in accordance with 800.5(1) and finds that this project will have an Adverse 
Effect upon historic properties. The NYSDOT and PennDOT conclude that there is no feasible 
and prudent alternative that would retain the National Register-listed Pond Eddy Bridge. 

The NYSDOT respectfully requests that the NYSHPO review this finding and issue a 
letter of concurrence with the Adverse Effect finding. We look forward to the continued 
participation of the NYSHPO to resolve the Project's Adverse Effect and to execute a 
Memorandum of Agreement in the near future. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at 
(607)721-8246. 

Sincerely, 

James W. Darlington 
Cultural Resource Coordinator 
NYSDOT Region 9 

Enclosures 

cc: 	Karyn Vandervoort, FHWA-PA 
Debbie Noone, PennDOT, District 4 

dreg Augustine, PennDOT, District 4 
Dave MacEwan, Regional Project Liaison, Region 9 
Daniel P. Hitt, Office of Environment, POD 4-1 



Andrew M. Cuomo
Governor

Rose Harvey
Commissioner

Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189
518-237-8643
www.nysparks.com

July 5, 2011

James W. Darlington, Ph.D.
Cultural Resource Coordinator
NYSDOT Region
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton, NY 13901-3200

Re: FHWA/DOT BIN 5228710
Pond Eddy Bridge
Highland, Sullivan County
03PR00182

Dear Mr. Darlington:

Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation
Office (NYSHPO). We have reviewed the project in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

Based upon our review of the recently submitted Finding Documentation (May, 2011),
the NYSHPO concurs with the opinion that enacting the Preferred Alternative (demolishing the
existing National Register of Historic Places listed bridge and replacing it with a new bridge) will
result in an Adverse Effect upon the historic resource.

Additionally, it is the NYSHPO’s opinion that an analysis of feasible alternatives to the
demolition has been documented and we concur with the findings of this document regarding the
reasonableness of the preferred alternative.

If I can be of any further assistance do not hesitate to contact me at (518) 237-
8643, ext. 3263.

Sincerely,

John A. Bonafide
Historic Preservation Services
Coordinator























 
S.R. 1011, SECTION 470 

POND EDDY BRIDGE PROJECT 
PIKE COUNTY, PA AND SULLIVAN COUNTY, NY 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
DATE:  May 5, 2009 
 
ATTENDEES: 
 
May Ann Naber, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) – Headquarters 
Keith Moore, FHWA – Headquarters 
Charlen Dwin Vaughn, Advisory Council for Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
Carol Legard, ACHP 
Karyn Vandervoort, FHWA – Pennsylvania Section 
Debbie Noone, Penn DOT District 4-0 
Harold Hill, Penn DOT District 4-0 
Matt Hamel, PennDOT District 4-0 
Paul DeAngelo, Skelly and Loy 
 
MEETING SUMMARY: 

 
A project meeting was held to discuss the recent April 7, 2009 Consulting Party Meeting 
and to review any questions or issues related to the Pond Eddy Bridge Project or the 
Project Development Report (PDR).  The following is a summary of the key points of 
discussion. 
 

1. Karyn Vandervoort opened the meeting by stating the purpose of the meeting 
was to provide information related to the project, project development report, and 
to address any outstanding issues identified in the ACHP’s April 17, 2009 letter. 

 
2. Paul DeAngelo provided a general overview of the project and project setting 

with reference to an aerial photograph.   
 

3. Carol Legard indicated that she was not sure if the format of the April 7th meeting 
was necessarily an open discussion format that is typical for a Consulting Party 
(CP) meeting, but rather more of a presentation format meeting.  Paul DeAngelo 
provided a brief history of the consultation with the consulting parties including 
submission of the Determination of Effects report in June 2007 and Consulting 
Party Meeting in August 2007.   

 
Paul DeAngelo reviewed that at the August 2007 meeting, PennDOT in 
consultation with Ms. Katrie Harris of the ACHP, had an open discussion format 
meeting, in which all parties sat in a circle and discussed the developments and 
issues of the project.  At this meeting, the CP’s identified several issues that 
PennDOT agreed to re-evaluate, including flooding-hydraulics, a second opinion 
of the bridge rehabilitation, segmentation of the project, constructability, the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE), additional cultural resources along Mill Brook, and 
documentation of the all the project studies.   As such, PennDOT set out to 
address these issues from fall 2007 through February 2009.  PennDOT 



documentated their studies in the Project Development Report (PDR).  The PDR 
was made available to the public on March 12, 2009.   
 
The April 7th meeting was intended to address the specific concerns identified by 
the CP’s at the August 2007 meeting.  The format of the April 7th meeting was 
specifically designed to present the results of the studies that were requested to 
be completed.  Paul DeAngelo noted that there was much discussion and 
interaction between the consulting parties and the project team.          

 
4. Carol Legard stated there was some question regarding the project costs.  Penn 

DOT stated that they had a meeting on May 4, 2009 with New York DOT, Region 
9 in which costs were discussed. Paul DeAngelo stated costs are provided in the 
PDR.  PennDOT and NY DOT discussed the updated (2009) costs for the 
different project alternatives, including  

a. Rehabilitation = $10 million 
b. Replacement (4-span) = $8 million.  

Ms. Vaughn asked what was NYDOT’s position on the project. PennDOT 
reported that NYDOT is in support of PennDOT’s decision for a replacement 
bridge, and recognizes that the project needs to progress through the 
environmental clearance process (including Section 106 and Section 4(f)).   

 
5. Carol Legard stated that there still remains a concern over why PennDOT needs 

to build a 40 ton bridge.  Paul DeAngelo stated that PennDOT does not need to 
specifically build a 40-ton bridge, but rather needs to provide safe, efficient and 
effective access to the people of Pond Eddy.  The residents at the April 2 Public 
meeting continued to state they are in need of safe and effective access for not 
only themselves but also for emergency and service vehicles.  The bridge 
rehabilitation evaluations indicate that the bridge could be rehabilitated to carry a 
maximum load of 18 tons.  However, many vehicles that provide basic services 
are heavier that 18 tons.  Therefore, the rehabilitation option does not meet the 
project purpose and need.  It is in the best interest of the public to build a 
structure to the current design standard.  PennDOT stated to construct a bridge 
with a weight limit would not be practical.  Paul DeAngelo stated that PennDOT 
has previously had to review the vehicle weight loads with the National Park 
Service (in April 2007).  PennDOT provided a table of typical vehicle weights for 
the NPS and that is documented in the PDR report.   

 
6. Carol Legard questioned the need for a 40 ton bridge to access local roads on 

the PA side that cannot support large vehicles.  Paul DeAngelo stated this issue 
was addressed at the CP meeting and restated that at the Public meeting the 
local roadmaster testified that Rosa Road is in poor condition because the 
township could not get their trucks and equipment across the Pond Eddy Bridge 
to complete the required maintenance, due to the weight restriction.  Once the 
crossing is improved, road maintenance activities would be able to occur.   

 
7. The issue of the NPS’s 10-bridge rule was requested to be reviewed, associated 

with a project option of leaving the Pond Eddy Bridge as a pedestrian bridge 
along with a replacement structure. Paul DeAngelo stated that PennDOT 
discussed this issue with the local National Park Service (NPS) office and the 
regional NPS representatives from Philadelphia at their April 2007 project 
meeting.  The NPS explained that when the Upper Delaware River was 



designated as a Scenic and Recreational River under the federal Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, the NPS was designated with maintaining the free flowing 
condition of the river.  When the NPS assumed the management of the River, 
there were 10 bridges on the Upper Delaware and therefore, the addition of 
another bridge would be inconsistent with their management policy for the river.   

 
PennDOT also stated that they could not expend public funds on a non-
transportation facility, so someone else would need to take ownership and 
maintenance of the pedestrian bridge.  To date, despite a marketing the bridge, 
no one has indicated that they would or could take ownership, regardless of 
whether the NPS would allow a second bridge at this location.     

 
8. Carol Legard questioned the second opinion report.  Paul DeAngelo stated that 

Michael Baker, Jr. Inc. reviewed the different inspection and evaluations 
completed by other professional engineers, in addition to reviewing the structure 
themselves.  Photographs of the bridge, provided by Michael Baker Jr. were 
presented at the meeting.  Michael Baker Jr, reported they were in agreement 
with the other engineering studies and concluded that the existing bridge could 
only be rehabilitated to 18 tons.  Paul DeAngelo stated that Michael Baker 
presented there assessment at the April 7th meeting and some of the CP’s were 
not in agreement, but offered no reference to their own professional study.  
DeAngelo stated that PennDOT continues to be criticized that their bridge 
evaluations are unacceptable; however, numerous professional engineering firms 
have reviewed the bridge and drawn the same conclusion, as documented in the 
PDR.  

 
9. Paul DeAngelo stated that the Project Development Report was developed to 

document the different studies and evaluations completed for the project.  The 
PDR was placed on PennDOT’s website in March 2009 for public use.   

 
10. Karyn Vandervoort requested PennDOT describe the off-line alternatives (State 

Game Lands {SGL} and Parkers Glen) that were discussed at the CP meeting.  
Paul DeAngelo produced the SGL map from the PDR and reviewed the location 
on a USGS quadrangle map. Access through the SGL would require the 
construction of approximately 6 miles of road.  There is an existing dirt road that 
provides approximately 3 miles of access into the SGL to the Buckhorn Tower.  
From that location there is a trail route that can be traversed in a northerly 
direction to the area of Pond Eddy.  PennDOT stated that the construction of a 
new road through the SGL would cost approximately 20 million dollars.  Paul 
DeAngelo stated there are several constraints with this alternative: 

 
a. SGL is a Section 4(f) protected resource. 
b. A road through the SGL would traverse numerous wetlands and streams 

within the Exceptional Value – Bush Kill Creek Watershed and the High 
Quality-Cold Water Fishes – Pond Eddy Creek Watershed,  and 
permitting would require evaluation of avoidance options.  

c. The PA Game Commission does not endorse a public road 
 
Based upon the constraints / issues identified above, the SGL alternative is not 
considered a practical alternative.      

 



11. At the August 2007 meeting, the CP’s stated that an off-line alternative should be 
evaluated from Parkers Glen.  PennDOT reviewed that alternative and 
documented the evaluation in the PDR.  A Parkers Glen alternative would utilize 
a local rural dirt road from the Parkers Glen area for several miles across the 
steep wooded hillside down to the Norfolk Southern Railroad tracks.  The local 
dirt road is narrow and would need to be constructed to meet PennDOT’s design 
standards, and as such, require a much wider footprint across the hillside.  At the 
railroad tracks, PennDOT could not locate their public road within the railroad 
(active) right of way. Therefore, additional construction would be needed to 
create the required railroad and roadway rights of way.  Based upon the issues 
discussed above and presented in the PDR, this alternative was not considered 
practical.   

 
 
12. Ms. Vaughn asked what the NY SHPO have commented to date.  Karyn 

Vandervoort indicated that they have not issued a Determination of Effect. They 
were provided the “Effect” report in 2006.  The PA SHPO has issued their 
determination of Adverse Effect.  Ms. Vaughn asked if PennDOT has consulted 
with the NY SHPO.  Paul DeAngelo stated that the NYDOT has requested 
additional information related to the rehabilitation option.  The NYSHPO did not 
say much at the August 2007 or April 2009 consulting party meetings.  Paul 
DeAngelo stated that in an effort to assist the coordination for the project, 
PennDOT has organized monthly conference call status meetings from spring – 
summer 2007 through spring 2009 with the project stakeholders, including 
NYDOT, NYSHPO, PA SHPO, and more recently in the last 6 months, the NPS.  
The purpose of the conference calls has been for PennDOT to update the project 
members on the developments in the project and solicit input.  PennDOT stated 
that though NYSHPO has been involved in the conference call, they have offered 
little input.  Paul DeAngelo stated that PennDOT has also initiated routine public 
update efforts, including the first in the summer of 2008 and more recently in 
February 2009.   

 
Ms. Vaughn stated that PennDOT’s coordination efforts are in accordance with 
the Section 106 process, particularly with their involvement with the NY SHPO.   
   

 
13. Ms. Vaughn stated that based upon the different information discussed and 

presented in the PDR, it appears that a sufficient number of bridge studies have 
been completed, additional studies of the bridge are not necessary, and it is time 
to make a decision “rehabilitation or replacement”.  Carol Legard indicated that 
the comment period is about to close and any decision should wait until after the 
comment period.  Ms. Vaughn agreed.  It was agreed that FHWA would respond 
to the ACHP’s April 17th letter and address the comments received (either directly 
or be reference to the PDR or meeting presentation).  

 
14. Ms. Vaughn stated that after it is agreed upon that replacement would result in 

an Adverse Effect, PennDOT will need to have another consulting party meeting 
to discuss mitigation options and the Memorandum of Agreement to address the 
Adverse Effect.  PennDOT agreed to have a mitigation meeting, and as such it is 
contained as a commitment in the draft MOA currently out for consulting party 
input.  FHWA and ACHP agreed future CP meetings will only be to discuss 



mitigation options and discussions on the rehabilitation will not be entertained.  
Karyn Vandervoort stated a Draft MOA was provided to the CP’s in March 2009.  
The Draft MAO outlines a menu of different mitigation options, recordation, 
pamphlets, placards, and the formation of a Design Advisory Committee.  Ms 
Vaughn stated that the mitigation meeting needs to be an open discussion of all 
mitigation ideas.   

 
15. Matt Hamel, MaryAnn Naber, and Ms. Legard discussed funding a steel truss 

bridge tracking system within PennDOT as a potential mitigative measure.   
 
16. The design advisory committee (DAC) was described as a localized committee 

consisting of local interested parties that would provide input into the architectural 
design of the new bridge. 

 
 
17. The ACHP asked if tribal coordination was completed.  Paul DeAngelo stated it 

was completed by the District Qualified Cultural Resource Professional (QP), but 
did not have a copy of the coordination.  Matt Hamel indicated he would 
coordinate with the District’s QP to get the required information. 

 



 

 
 
 

 
 

U. S. DEPARTMENT         228 Walnut Street, Room 508 

OF TRANSPORTATION   Pennsylvania Division    Harrisburg, PA 17101-1720  
 

Federal Highway   July 28, 2009    In reply refer to: 
Administration         HEV-PA.3 
 

Pike County, Pennsylvania 
S.R. 1011, Section 470 
Shohola Township 
Pond Eddy Bridge 

 
 
 
Mr. Reid J. Nelson 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809 
Washington, DC   20004 
 
Dear Mr. Nelson: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) has proposed 
a project to provide a safe crossing of the Delaware River for 
residents of Shohola Township, Pike County, Pennsylvania, 
specifically the residents of Pond Eddy – an isolated community 
with one access.  After a thorough alternatives and feasibility 
analysis, FHWA proposed the replacement of the Pond Eddy Bridge 
over the Delaware River, a designated scenic and recreational 
river under the Wild and Scenic River Act of 1978.  
 
Pennsylvania Division of FHWA has assumed the lead federal agency 
responsibility per 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2) and the Pennsylvania State 
Historic Preservation officer (PASHPO), in coordination with the 
New York State Historic Preservation Officer, is the lead SHPO 
per 36 CFR 800.3(c)(2).  
 
This letter is provided in response to the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) April 17, 2009 letter and the May 
5, 2009 project meeting with ACHP, FHWA, and PennDOT.  As 
discussed at the May 5 meeting, there are many issues related to 
the advancement of the project through the environmental approval 
process, and FHWA believes the necessary time and effort to 
address those issues has been invested, and the project can 
proceed forward.   
 



 

 
 
 

As part of our continued project coordination efforts, comment 
letters were received after the April 2 and April 7 project 
meetings from the following:  Friends of Pond Eddy (FOPE), Upper 
Delaware Preservation Coalition (UDPC), Historic Bridge 
Foundation (HBF), Shohola Township, Shohola Township Roadmaster, 
and Pond Eddy residents (Lori Ayers, Juroslav and Vera 
Kryshtalsky).  Copies of their letters are enclosed. 
 
Issues presented by the April 17 ACHP letter include 
disappointment that coordination of the presentations were not 
conducive to the open exchange of ideas and communication among 
consulting parties that is expected in the Section 106 
consultation process.  ACHP also suggests additional consultation 
is needed prior to moving forward with the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA), confusion about actual costs of the preferred 
alternative and road improvements to the south side of the 
Delaware River for large truck and emergency vehicle access to 
residences.  The first issue can simply be addressed by saying 
that the meeting in question lasted 2 ½ hours and ended only 
after there were no further questions or comments.  In addition, 
participants were afforded forms to express any comments they may 
want considered later.  This of course, was after PennDOT had 
already conducted six public meetings, many township and National 
Park Service coordination meetings, and to date three consulting 
parties meetings.  Many of the “official” Consulting Parties have 
been involved throughout the project development process 
regardless of any official designation.  The engineering firm of 
Michael Baker, Jr. was placed under contract following a 
consulting party request for a preservation objective-driven 
analysis.  This evaluation is summarized on Page 11 and 12 within 
the Project Development Report (PDR) and further detailed in 
Appendix P.  In the PDR and at the April meetings, 
representatives from Michael Baker Jr. concluded that the 
existing bridge could only be rehabilitated to an 18-ton capacity 
at a cost that would exceed the replacement option and 
rehabilitation would not meet the needs of the project.  This is 
due in part to the bridges design, whereas main members and 
decking would only be able to sustain vehicles under 18-tonnes.  
This type of bridge was not originally designed to carry the 
weight of present day vehicles. 
 
The purpose and need of the project is to provide safe, effective 
and efficient access to Pond Eddy, Pennsylvania for not only 
local residents but also for emergency and basic services.  It is 
inappropriate from an access and cost perspective to replace the 
crossing with a new structure that would carry less than the 
standard for legal loads.  The public involvement process has 
achieved its intended purpose – it generated considerable dialog, 
raised numerous questions and concerns that produced informative 
answers aiding in the selection of the best alternative as well 
as the least environmentally damaging alternative.   



 

 
 
 

In light of the previous involvement (consulting party and 
general public), PennDOT and FHWA has coordinated with the State 
Historic Preservation Offices, consulting parties and the ACHP as 
part of their Section 106 consultation obligation throughout the 
development of the project.  Associated with the preparation of 
the Determination of Effects and subsequent Section 106 
coordination meetings, FHWA offered an updated Draft Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA) in March 2009 to the consulting parties to 
address the “adverse effect” that would result from the proposed 
bridge replacement.  The Draft MOA includes several mitigative 
measures such as re-marketing, recordation, preparation of 
placards or pamphlets, on site archaeology monitor, and the 
formation of a design advisory committee.  The Design Advisory 
Committee would consist of interested parties, including 
consulting parties, and the National Park Service (NPS) to 
provide input into the architectural design and scale of the new 
bridge; FHWA and PennDOT are committed to meet with this group to 
jointly develop a contextual harmonious bridge.    
 
The above information has been repeatedly conveyed to the 
consulting parties through the submission of the Determination of 
Effects Report in June 2007, the Project Development Report (PDR) 
in March 2009 as well as the previous consulting parties 
meetings.  The PDR contains a 36 page summary of project 
developments and 725 page compilation of all the project 
documentation.  It has become apparent that certain groups will 
not be satisfied with anything short of rehabilitating the 
existing bridge to a substandard capacity which FHWA and PennDOT 
does not believe is prudent.   
 
After a review of the above referenced project information, 
should you believe the assessment was flawed or if the 
consultation process is lacking, please contact the Pennsylvania 
Division of FHWA.  If you have any questions, please contact 
Karyn Vandervoort at 717-221-2276 or me at 717-221-3465. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Original signed by 
 

Ross A. Mantione 
Environmental Specialist 

Enclosures 
 
ec: G. Augustine, Environmental Manager, PennDOT District 4-0 

Matt Hamel, Environmental, PennDOT District 4-0 
Carol Legard, ACHP 
Charlene Dwin Vaughn, ACHP 
Brian Sanders, PennDOT Central Office 
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