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1.0 Introduction 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 as amended [49 USC Section 303(c)] 
stipulates that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and other U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) agencies cannot approve the use of land from a significant publicly-owned public park, 
recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless the following conditions 
apply: 

 There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of land from the property, and 
the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use 
or; 

 The use of the Section 4(f) properties, including any measures to minimize harm (such as 
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) committed to by the applicant, 
will have a de minimis impact on the property. 

This Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation has been prepared in accordance with 23 CFR Part 774. The evaluation 
describes Section 4(f) resources within the project area, the use of those resources, avoidance 
alternatives to use of the resources, identification of the alternative with the least overall harm, and a 
discussion of all possible planning to minimize harm. This evaluation also presents the FHWA’s 
determination that there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the use of Section 4(f) 
property, and that Preferred Alternative 8 includes all possible planning to minimize harm to Section 4(f) 
property. 

A Project Summary (Table 1) following is a comparison of alternatives for replacement of the Bridge 
Street Bridge that were evaluated in this document. Figure 1 in the Figures Section locates the project. 
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Table 1 
Project Summary: 

Comparison of Preliminary Alternatives 

Alternative: No 
Build 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8# 9 10 

Alternative Description 

New Bridge 
Location 

 

N/A 

Approximately 
70’Upstream 
of Current 

Bridge 

Same  
Location 
with Shift 
to South 

End 

Approximately 
115’ 

Upstream 

Same 
Location 

At Haislip 
Street 
with 

Horizontal 
Curve 

Same 
Location 

with 
Skew 

At Haislip 
Street 

About 315’ 
Upstream 

Preferred: 
 

Approximately 
60’ 

Downstream 

Rehabilitation 
of Existing 
Structure 

Remove 
Bridge and 
Upgrade 

Permanent 
Detour 

Bridge Length (ft) 445 365 333 375 280 405 380 360 300 445 N/A 

Roadway 
Improvements (ft) N/A 1,300 1,278 1,425 925 950 950 1,125 1,050 700 2,400 

Traffic 
Maintenance N/A Existing 

Bridge 
1.3 mi 
Detour 

Existing 
Bridge 

1.3 mi 
Detour 

Existing 
Bridge 

1.3 mi 
Detour 

Existing 
Bridge 

Existing 
Bridge 

1.3 mi 
Detour 

1.3 mi 
Detour 

Cost ( Millions) N/A $12.9 $12.9 $13.6 $12.8 $13.3 $12.8 $13.1 $12.7 $13.5 $6.3 

Purpose and Need Assessment Factors 
Adequate Bridge 

Replacement No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No* No 

Keeps Community 
Cohesion No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Offers Efficient 
Traffic Flow No No No Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes No 

Geographic Fit Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes N/A 

Section 4(f) Impacts 
Bridge Street 
Bridge  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Grafton Downtown 
Historic District  No No No No No No No No No No No 

B&O Railroad and 
Yard No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes No No 

Constructive Use 
Impact No No No No No No No No No No No 

Environmental and Social Impacts 
T&E species 

Impacts N/A No No No No No No No No No No 
Wetlands N/A No No No No No No No No No No 

Flood Prone N/A No No No No No No No No No No 
Removes DHHR** 

Building N/A Yes No Yes No No No No No No No 

Residence/Business 
Impacts N/A 1 

 Business 0 2 
businesses 0 0 0 1 

Business 0 0 2 
Residences 

Notes: 

*  The Rehabilitated Bridge will be classified as structurally deficient and functionally obsolete under FHWA criteria 

#  Alternative 8,  Recommended for Construction 

 ** DHHR Building refers to the Department of Health and Human Resources Building 
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2.0 Proposed Action 
2.1 Description of Proposed Action 
The West Virginia (WV) Department of Transportation, Division of Highways (WVDOH), in cooperation 
with the FWHA, proposes to replace the Bridge Street Bridge that is structurally deficient and functionally 
obsolete. The project will also provide safe and efficient connections to South Grafton streets and a 
reconstruction of the northern approach road which does not have sufficient turning radius to 
accommodate large vehicles. 

2.2 Study Area 
The project is located in the City of Grafton, Taylor County, WV. Figure 1 in the Figures Section identifies 
the project location. The study area includes the existing Bridge Street Bridge and adjacent 
neighborhoods along Main Street at the northern approach, and neighborhoods in South Grafton at the 
southern approach. The existing bridge carries Bridge Street over Three Fork Creek, the Baltimore & Ohio 
(B&O) Railroad and Yard, and Front Street which are included in the study area. The existing bridge is 
near the western end of Taylor County Route 9 (CR 9), approximately 0.02-mile east of the intersection 
of CR 9 and US Route 119. 

In the year 2012, Grafton’s population of 5,177 residents was estimated to be 97.1 percent white, with a 
per capita income of $16,431 (well below the state average of $22,482); and having 26.2 percent of 
residents below the poverty level, in comparison to the state average of 17.6 percent (US Census 
Bureau). Immediately adjacent to the east end of the current bridge is the Elizabeth Cather Towers, a 
Section 8 Affordable housing complex of 130 units. 

Historic resources are located in the vicinity of the Bridge including: 

 The bridge itself is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
 The NRHP-listed Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District includes the non-contributing 

bridge and the land and buildings adjacent to and west of the bridge. 
 The B&O Railroad and Yard (now CSX Railroad and Yard), a NRHP-eligible resource, is spanned 

and bridge piers are located on railroad property. 

2.3 Project History 
The existing structure was built in 1951 and is a five-span, steel truss and continuous span, wide flange 
structure. It replaced a combined Through and Pony Truss structure at the same location. Portions of the 
original concrete substructure units were utilized (which date back to approximately 1900) for the current 
bridge. (There was one pier from the 1900-era bridge that was used in the 1951 reconstruction; it was 
capped in concrete for the reuse. No old bridge units will be used in the current project.) The overall 
length of the current bridge is 445 feet 2-½ inches, with a clear width of 24 feet. In addition, the bridge 
has two four-foot sidewalks. The bridge is situated perpendicular to Three Fork Creek, which discharges 
into the Tygart River approximately 1,150 feet downstream. It has a sufficiency rating of 31.1 on a scale 
of one to 100. Currently the bridge is posted for a weight limit restriction of 16 tons which allows up to 
and including Class 4 vehicles such as city delivery and conventional van trucks, but restricts Class 5-8 
vehicles including fire, furniture, dump, semi-trucks, refuse trucks, and school buses. Future weight 
reductions could restrict truck traffic altogether.  

Design considerations that the WVDOH engineers had to evaluate to generate alternatives include: 

 The existing bridge is part of the NRHP-listed Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District 
which extends along Main Street at the northern bridge approach from Bridge Street to St. Mary’s 
Street. 

 The bridge currently crosses multiple tracks of the NRHP-eligible B&O Railroad and Yard, with 
piers on railroad property and a vertical clearance of 20 feet 6 inches; pier stability near the 
railroad tracks is an issue. 
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 The northern bridge approach includes a tight radius turn from Main Street onto the bridge that 
precludes bridge use by some large recreational vehicles. 

 At the southern end, the vertical bridge clearance is a substandard 12 feet 3 inches over Front 
Street. 

 City emergency vehicle access to South Grafton during bridge reconstruction is a major issue with 
City officials. 

 Geotechnical and geographical issues in this narrow valley limit options. 
 The structure is located reasonably close to Tygart Lake State Park and is part of the route many 

park guests typically use to access the park. 

These and other factors were considered when the WVDOH’s Initial Design Section evaluated six original 
alternatives presented in the 2004 WVDOH Planning and Research Division report. These alternatives 
were at the geographic locations the engineers felt best suited the project. Alternatives 1 and 3 were 
dismissed early in the review process (but are further identified and evaluated in this document) for the 
following reasons: 

 Alternative 1 will replace the bridge approximately 70 feet (centerline to centerline) upstream of 
the existing location. This alternative was dismissed as it will require acquisition of the 
Department of Health and Human Resource (DHHR) Building, a new, key facility for local 
low-income and minority populations, as well as for many others. Alternative 1 has high 
right-of-way costs and a steep grade (greater than 12.5 percent) at the southern end of the 
bridge at Barrett Street, which affects mainline bridge traffic movements. The steeper slope will 
require diligent winter traction maintenance at the stop-sign-controlled intersection at Barrett 
Street. 

 Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 1; however, it shifts the southern abutment to the east. 
Alternative 3 was dismissed owing to high RIGHT-OF-WAY costs and requiring the removal of the 
DHHR building and a Laundromat facility resulting in community impacts. 

The WVDOH Initial Design Section then reevaluated Alternatives 2, 4, 5, and 6 from the RP’s 2004 report, 
and added Alternatives 7, 8, 9 (bridge renovation), and 10 (bridge demolition and upgrade of a 
permanent detour) to carry forward for a Preferred Alternative selection. It was felt that all reasonable 
alternatives were presented for evaluation. 

2.4 Existing Bridge Conditions 
The 1951 bridge was renovated in 1995 by the WVDOH and has been in continuous use since that time. 
Based on a September 18, 2013 WVDOH inspection report, the existing bridge has the following issues: 

 The structure is in poor condition due to extensive deterioration of its components, including 
corrosion, section loss, cracking, scaling and truss deformation. 

 It is a generally deteriorated structure with weak members and can no longer carry heavier 
vehicles. 

 It has poor-rated fracture critical members: only a complete bridge rehabilitation as detailed in 
Alternative 9 (Rehabilitation Alternative) would resolve this as 75 percent of truss members 
require replacement. 

 The entire floor system and lower cords, encased in concrete, have moisture infiltration leading 
to corrosion of encased members.  

 It has inadequate deck geometry, making it obsolete. 
 It cannot accommodate the future transportation demands of the project area, and normal 

maintenance repairs will only delay bridge closing. 
 Due to extensive deterioration, only repairs to maintain current traffic are recommended until a 

new bridge is constructed. 
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The Bridge Street Bridge is part of a transportation system providing access to the South Grafton 
community, to the DHHR services building, for school bus and emergency services to South Grafton, and 
for through traffic. With current weight restrictions, the bridge can no longer safely carry large school 
buses, fire trucks and other heavy vehicles. With increased weight restrictions, even smaller delivery vans 
and mini-buses will be precluded. Three Fork Creek discharges into the Tygart River approximately 
1,150 feet downstream. The Tygart Dam, which supports the Tygart Lake State Park, is located in the 
Tygart Valley River, approximately 2.25 miles south of Grafton. Many recreational vehicles use the Bridge 
to access the recreation area. Bridge closing will force all vehicles to proceed through the historic 
downtown area, comingling with downtown traffic and increasing traffic congestion presenting greater 
opportunities for vehicular/pedestrian conflict. The City of Grafton, with the support of current businesses 
is revitalizing the once vibrant Downtown Historic District. Several years ago the city commenced 
construction on Phase I of a multi-purpose streetscape project to construct new sidewalks, historic 
lighting, benches, trash receptacles, and flower planters. Traffic congestion in the downtown revitalization 
area is a city concern. 

Maintaining the bridge in its current condition will compromise the local transportation system, as it is 
posted at 16-ton capacity. Projected growth could further burden the system. There is a definitive 
transportation need to have a safe and efficient crossing of Three Fork Creek and the railroad that meets 
current design standards. Current traffic data (2009) indicates the average daily traffic (ADT) as 
4,000 vehicles per day (VPD) and it is projected to increase to 6,100 VPD in the year 2029 (Bridge Street 
Bridge Replacement Recommendation, WVDOH 2010). 

2.5 Future No-Build Conditions 
The WVDOH has determined that the Bridge Street Bridge is so deteriorated that it cannot be 
rehabilitated and brought up to current standards. As the bridge continues to function in its current 
condition, the capacity of the bridge and corresponding load posting will decline over time. Eventually, 
the bridge will have to be closed to traffic and the bridge structure removed. 

2.6 Project Purpose and Need 
Purpose and needs statements can take many forms, depending on local circumstances. For the Bridge 
Street Bridge Replacement Project, the key issues are efficient and safe traffic flow, access to community 
facilities, geographic consideration of steep slopes and watercourses, as well as consideration for historic 
resources. These were used to develop the following purpose and need statement: 

“The purpose of the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project is to provide a bridge over Three Fork 
Creek in Grafton, Taylor County that meets current WVDOH bridge safety and design criteria, maintains 
community cohesion with access to key local facilities, offers traffic flow that minimizes congestion in the 
project area and Downtown Historic District, and best suits the geographic limitations of the area.” 

The different components of the purpose and needs statement are developed in the following sections. 

2.6.1 Bridge Replacement 
The Bridge Street Bridge functions as an important connection between downtown Grafton and 
South Grafton; it is normally an alternative for avoiding congested downtown traffic and for 
providing school bus and emergency services to South Grafton. Bridge deterioration has led to 
weight restrictions currently precluding its use by fire trucks, large school buses, and heavy 
vehicles. Eventually, deterioration will lead to bridge closure. A safe bridge that meets current 
design standards is needed as a replacement. 

2.6.2 Maintain Community Cohesion 
Several key community facilities are located in South Grafton. The DHHR facility at the southern 
end of the Bridge provides a full array of services including eight social services (child care, 
adoption, etc.), 12 family assistance programs (food stamps, etc.), eight student programs 
(scholarships, loans, etc.), local health department funding, business work opportunities and 
many other programs. It supervises the Medicare and Welfare programs. It is a critical facility for 



Section 4(f) Evaluation 
West Virginia Department of Transportation Division of Highways 
Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project 

Page 6 

 

C080941.03 / September 2014 
  

both Grafton and Taylor County residents, particularly for minority and low-income families. In 
2012, a total of 26.2 percent of Grafton’s population had household income below the poverty 
level (in comparison with 17.6 percent for the state). 

The City Garage that serves the entire city is located on Front Street, a block from the south end 
of the bridge. Loss of the bridge will be a major inconvenience since a 1.5-mile trip will be 
required. Garage drivers will be required to navigate through two traffic signals, an at-grade 
railroad crossing, a four-way intersection, two bridges, and comingle with downtown traffic to 
proceed to the northern end of the current bridge. Safety will be a concern, particularly in winter 
for this longer route.   

2.6.3 Provide Efficient Traffic Flow 
Efficient traffic flow will include easy movements onto and off the bridge at Main Street at the 
north end of the Bridge and Barrett Street at the south end, with no need for a stop sign and 
other traffic controls. A connection to Front Street that will allow direct access to the City Garage 
is desirable. 

From the Grafton Fire Department on West Main Street, about two blocks from the north end of 
the bridge, to Barrett Street at the south end of the bridge, it is a distance of 0.3-mile taking 
approximately one-minute of automobile travel time. If the bridge were closed, the detour route 
along Main Street (US 119) to Beech Street, to Front Street, to Barrett Street would be 1.3 miles 
long, taking approximately five minutes under traffic-free conditions. Rain, snow or traffic 
congestion could add substantially to this travel time, and trucks, including city maintenance 
trucks from the City Garage on Front Street, would take much longer.   

2.6.4 Geographic Fit 
Under this heading are considerations due to terrain and existing development. The narrow valley 
in which Grafton is located along with Three Fork Creek and the B&O Railroad and Yard has 
limited the locations where a bridge replacement can best be placed. The six original alternatives 
presented in 2004 are located near the current bridge, which appears to be in the most 
advantaged location. In an attempt to generate all reasonable alternatives, new locations have 
been utilized for several alternatives; this may have necessitated less desirable bridge 
characteristics, including steep approaches.  

Vertical alignment (grade) according to American Association of Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) guidance for low designs speeds of 20 or 30 miles per hour (appropriate for 
this project), suggests maximum grades in mountainous terrain such as the Grafton area may be 
as high as 14 to 16 percent. Practically, steeper grades require more stopping distance, more 
sight distance, they are harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as 
paving “slump” often occurs from braking on asphalt. High truck use impedes automobile traffic 
and “climbing lanes” are sometimes required to alleviate this situation.  

3.0 Description of Section 4(f) Resources 
Two NRHP-eligible resources, the Bridge Street Bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, and the 
NRHP-listed Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District are located in the project area. 

3.1 Bridge Street Bridge 
The Bridge Street Bridge (WVDOH Bridge No. 46-9-0.02) carries two-lane Taylor County Route 9 over 
Three Fork Creek, the B&O Railroad and Yard, and Front Street (Photographs 1 and 2, in Photographs 
Section). The bridge is situated approximately 0.3-mile east of the confluence of Three Fork Creek and 
Tygart Valley River, just to the east of downtown Grafton, WV. The bridge superstructure consists of 
five spans. Span 1 is a steel through truss measuring 120 feet, three inches. Span 2 is a steel deck truss 
measuring 119 feet, three inches. Spans 3 through 5 are steel W-beams. Span 3 measures 60 feet, 
2 inches; Span 4 measures 78 feet; and Span 5 measures 60 feet. The overall length of the structure is 
445 feet, two inches. The bridge is supported by two piers and two bents. Pier 1 is constructed of cut 
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stone capped with concrete, while Pier 2 is constructed of concrete with a concrete cap added in 1951. 
Both bents are constructed of concrete with concrete caps. The abutments are constructed of reinforced 
concrete, but the bottom portion of Abutment 1 (north end of bridge) dates from the original bridge at 
this location (circa 1900), and is not reinforced. The bridge has a concrete deck with asphalt wearing 
surface, and reinforced concrete sidewalks and parapets are located on both sides of the bridge. The 
bridge also contains overhead street lights. This bridge is posted for 16 tons with a height restriction of 
14 feet, which should be 17 feet. The bridge was renovated in 1995 (WVDOH 2007). 

The present bridge, built in 1951, replaced a seven-span through and pony truss bridge that was 
constructed circa 1900 at the same location. The Bridge Street Bridge was built by the Agnew 
Construction Company of Ronceverte, WV, from plans designed by Frank McEnteer (KCI). McEnteer was 
a prominent 20th century West Virginian bridge designer and served as president of the Concrete Steel 
Bridge Company in Clarksburg from 1912 to 1931. McEnteer served as the district engineer for the WV 
State Road Commission from 1932 to 1938, and construction engineer for the northern district between 
1938 and 1940. He served as a project manager with Johnson, Piper, and Drake in 1942, supervising the 
construction of an army base near Tel Aviv, Israel. Shortly thereafter he became chief engineer of the 
U.S. Armed Forces construction division in the Middle East, where he supervised construction of airports. 
After World War II, McEnteer continued his engineering career in Clarksburg, WV, opening a firm that 
specialized in highway, bridge and industrial construction. He continued to run his firm until his death in 
1951. 

The Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project Area of Potential Effect (APE) is shown in Figure 2. The 
NRHP boundary for the Bridge Street Bridge is defined as the footprint, including piers, superstructure, 
and immediate floodway approaches (Figure 3). The bridge is not considered a contributing resource to 
the NRHP-listed Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District; however, it has been determined 
individually eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion C as a locally significant bridge (WVDCH Letter, 
December 14, 2010, see Appendix A). 

3.2 Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District 
The Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District extends along Main Street and Latrobe Street from 
Bridge Street in the east to Saint Mary’s Street and Beech Street in the west (Figure 4). Grafton is 
situated on hills rising from the north side of Three Fork Creek. The character of the town is influenced 
by the rugged landscape, with most buildings constructed into the sloping terrain. The Grafton Downtown 
Commercial Historic District is characterized by commercial, municipal, and religious buildings mostly 
dating from 1890 to 1920, the period of significance for the historic district. These ornate buildings, many 
constructed in the Italianate and Beaux Arts style, are generally of brick or wood frame construction and 
range in height from one story to up to six and one-half stories, with the majority of buildings being two 
to three stories in height (Photographs 3-5). 

The Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District was NRHP-listed under Criterion A for illustrating the 
forces which shaped the growth of Grafton which were prevalent in the boom atmosphere of turn of the 
century America; and Criterion C for its distinctive architectural character stemming from the excellent 
examples of turn of the century period styles, particularly Italianate and Beaux Arts. According to 
previous surveys, there are 91 buildings and structures located within the NRHP boundaries of the 
Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District (Table 2, in Tables Section). Of these buildings, 71 are 
considered contributing, and 20 are considered non-contributing or have been demolished (Figure 4). 

The Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District was originally surveyed in 1983 by Preservation 
Associates, Inc. from Sharpsburg, Maryland. During that survey, the Bridge Street Bridge was included in 
the district as the eastern boundary, and was originally considered a contributing resource. However, the 
Bridge Street Bridge post-dates the Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District, and in a letter dated 
February 4, 2010, the WV Division of Culture and History (WVDCH) concurred with the WVDOH that the 
Bridge Street Bridge is non-contributing to the historic district. 

Several key buildings are found in the district. Near the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project, to the 
west of the Bridge Street Bridge and anchoring the historic district in the east, are the Willard Hotel 
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(Grafton Hotel, Resource 3) and the B&O Station (Chessie System Railroad Station, Resource 4), both 
contributing resources (see Photographs 3 and 5, Figure 4, and Table 2). These buildings were built in 
1911 and are architecturally elaborate, reflecting one of Grafton’s most prosperous times. Neither of 
these buildings will be physically impacted by the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project. 

The direct APE of the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project encompasses two non-contributing 
resources within the Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District. The Bridge Street Bridge itself 
(Resource 1) was determined to be a non-contributing resource by the WVDCH. In addition, a vacant lot 
immediately to the west of Bridge Street Bridge originally contained the Ashland Gas Station (Resource 2) 
a non-contributing resource within the historic district, as it post-dated the district’s period of significance. 
This non-contributing resource has been demolished, and the vacant lot remains non-contributing to the 
historic district. (This vacant lot is used by a number of project alternatives.) 

Additional nearby buildings include the Knights of Columbus building (Resource 75), to the north of 
Bridge Street Bridge, on the north side of Main Street; and the BPOE building (Resource 74) to the 
northeast of Bridge Street Bridge, also on the north side of Main Street. Both of these buildings are 
contributing resources within the historic district; however, they will not be physically impacted by the 
project. While the B&O Railroad and Yard were significant in shaping the settlement and growth of 
downtown Grafton, it is not included within the NRHP boundaries of the Downtown Historic District. 

3.3 Baltimore & Ohio Railroad and Yard (now CSX Railroad and Yard) 
The B&O Railroad was America’s first common carrier railroad and survived to become one of the world’s 
oldest railroad companies (CSX Transportation). The railroad was chartered on February 28, 1827, and 
officially incorporated on April 24, 1827. The line reached Cumberland, Maryland by 1842, and by 1852 it 
stretched to the Ohio River in Wheeling, Virginia. The railroad served to bolster the country’s economy 
and growth by linking growing western markets with the established markets of the east, as well as 
providing passenger services between these areas. It passes through Grafton along the banks of Three 
Fork Creek, and was a significant catalyst in the development of the town. While the railroad was 
important to the development of downtown Grafton, it is not considered a contributing resource, or 
located within the NRHP boundaries of the Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District. 

Within the Project area, the B&O Railroad and Yard consists of multiple lines composed of steel rails and 
wooden ties resting on gravel ballast. Numerous tracks are located in the vicinity of the rail yards, though 
the majority of the original buildings constituting the yards have been demolished and/or replaced by 
modern construction (Photograph 6). Bridge Street Bridge crosses the B&O Railroad just to the east of 
the Yard (Figure 4). 

The B&O Railroad and Yard has been determined NRHP-eligible under Criterion A for its association with 
significant events that have contributed to the broad patterns of history. Figure 3 identifies the NRHP 
boundary of the railroad and yard in the vicinity of the Project. 

4.0 Avoidance Analysis 
The proposed project considered the No-Build Alternative, eight build alternatives, the Rehabilitation 
Alternative (Alternative 9), Bridge Removal and upgrading of roads for a permanent detour 
(Alternative 10). As noted in Section 2.4, the Bridge Street Bridge has deteriorated to the point that 
repairs are not possible. 

All of the alternatives considered, except for the Rehabilitation Alternative and the No-Build Alternative, 
require the immediate demolition and removal of the current Bridge Street Bridge, a NRHP-eligible 
resource. This constitutes an adverse effect. The Rehabilitation Alternative requires the replacement of 
75 percent of the truss members of the existing bridge, as well as the potential replacement of the 
abutments, piers and bents. This would also constitute an adverse effect as the bridge is eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion C. Bridge renovation also does not satisfy the project need in that the 
rehabilitated bridge will not meet current bridge design standards; therefore, the rehabilitation alternative 
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is not an avoidance alternative. Finally, the No-Build Alternative results in conditions where the Bridge will 
eventually require removal, again causing an impact to this historical resource. 

Thus it has been determined that it is not prudent or feasible to develop and implement any alternative 
that avoids a Section 4(f) use of the Bridge Street Bridge. 

The Section 4(f) uses include the Bridge Street Bridge, which will eventually be demolished/substantially 
renovated whatever project alternative is chosen for construction, and the B&O Railroad and Yard, which 
will be affected by the placement of a new pier for the bridge span. A vacant non-contributing lot in the 
Downtown Historic District will be required by a number of alternatives but does not constitute a 
Section 4(f) use. 

4.1 Alternative Descriptions 
The alternatives are identified in Figure 5 in the Figures Section. See also Table 1 for a comparison of 
alternatives. 

4.1.1 No-Build Alternative 
The No-Build alternative initially will have no impact on Section 4(f) resources, but eventually it 
requires bridge removal. It does not address the rehabilitation or safety improvements that are 
needed to provide a viable bridge crossing. In this scenario, the existing bridge will continue in 
service temporarily until it must be closed due to the deteriorating condition of the structure. The 
closure of the bridge for the No-Build Alternative results in a 1.3-mile detour via US 119, 
CR 119/42, and CR 44/8. The detour would be burdensome on downtown traffic, including 
residential and commercial city traffic, city maintenance vehicles, school buses, and emergency 
vehicles, as well as through traffic using the bridge to access the recreational facilities at Tygart 
Lake State Park. The detour would take approximately five minutes under traffic-free conditions. 
Rain, snow or traffic congestion could add substantially to this travel time. Motorists are required 
to navigate through two traffic signals, an at-grade railroad crossing, a four-way intersection, 
two bridges, and comingle with downtown traffic. There will also be sight distance and grade 
issues along Front Street. These conditions lead to a less safe route than a bridge crossing. 
Therefore, the No-Build alternative does not meet the transportation requirements of the project. 
Because this alternative does not meet the project purpose and need, it is also not a feasible and 
prudent alternative. 

Figure 6 identifies the detour route. All recreational vehicles are required to negotiate the center 
of Grafton for 1.3 miles to access the Tygart Lake State Park from the north. Direct access to 
South Grafton, the DHHR building, and the City Garage will eventually be curtailed. 

4.1.2 Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 provides for a structure immediately upstream and adjacent to the current Bridge 
Street Bridge. It replaces the existing bridge approximately 70 feet (centerline-to-centerline) east 
of the existing location. Alternative 1 requires the displacement of the DHHR building. The DHHR 
facility is relatively new and has a high RIGHT-OF-WAY cost, as well as generating community 
impacts. The southern end of the bridge mainline has a steep grade (greater than 12.5 percent) 
for clearance over Front Street. This vertical alignment (grade) is within AASHTO guidance for 
the project but steeper grades require more stopping distance, more sight distance, they are 
harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as paving “slump” often 
occurs from braking on asphalt; therefore, they are less desirable. 

The Section 4(f) resources that are impacted include the bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, 
the latter being impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a span) on railroad property. 
The existing bridge will be used for traffic maintenance until construction of the new bridge is 
complete. No detour is required, except perhaps for a short period, for approach roadwork. The 
bridge for Alternative 1 will be 365 feet in length, with 1,300 feet of roadway and approach 
improvements, with a total cost of $12.9 million. 
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4.1.3 Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 involves construction of a new bridge at its current location at the northern end, 
shifting the southern end of the bridge west while using the detour, as identified in the No-Build 
Alternative, to maintain traffic during construction. This avoids impacts to the DHHR building. The 
total length of the bridge is 332.5 feet with approximately 1,278 feet of roadway and approach 
improvements. Cost of the bridge is approximately $12.9 million. The new bridge has three spans 
with stub abutments founded on piling. The structure has a 155-foot end span over the railroad 
yards with a vertical curve, a 132.5-foot center span over Three Fork Creek, and a 45-foot end 
span at the southern end. The Section 4(f) resources that are impacted include the bridge and 
the B&O Railroad and Yard, the latter being impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a 
span) on railroad property. 

The Bridge and roadway layout, combined with the higher railroad clearance, requires the grade 
of CR 9 and the new bridge to be increased from the existing grade of 8.8 percent to 
10.0 percent. The 10.0 percent grade extends onto the bridge for 230 feet before transitioning to 
a vertical curve. Steeper grades and vertical curves require more stopping distance, more sight 
distance, they are harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as paving 
“slump” often occurs from braking on asphalt. 

The intersection of CR 9 with CR 44 and CR 44/8 will be a complex four-legged intersection with 
the intersecting roads meeting at nearly right angles. This intersection is a three-way stop and 
the bridge’s grade presents safety concerns during the winter season. This new location requires 
acquisition of two vacant lots south of the bridge. 

4.1.4 Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 provides for a structure immediately upstream and adjacent to the current Bridge 
Street Bridge, similar to Alternative 1, but shifting the southern abutment to the east for a 
different traffic flow. Alternative 3 also requires the displacement of the DHHR building and a 
laundromat. The Section 4(f) resources that will be impacted include the bridge and the B&O 
Railroad and Yard, the latter being impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a span) on 
railroad property. The existing bridge will be used for traffic maintenance: no detour is required, 
except perhaps for a short period, for approach roadwork. The bridge for Alternative 3 has a 
complex connection to both Barrett Street and Front Street, will be 375 feet in length, with 
1,425 feet of roadway and approach improvements. Total cost is $13.6 million, the most 
expensive of the alternatives. 

4.1.5 Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 entails replacing the bridge at its current location. The detour route as identified in 
the No-Build Alternative is utilized to maintain traffic during construction. The Section 4(f) 
resources that are impacted include the bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, the latter being 
impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a span) on railroad property. The bridge for 
Alternative 4 is 280 feet in length, with 925 feet of roadway and approach improvements, with a 
total cost of $12.8 million. The new bridge will have two spans with stub abutments founded on 
piling. The structure has a 140-foot span over the railroad yard with a vertical curve and a 
140-foot span over Three Fork Creek. 

The new bridge has a similar grade to the existing structure (i.e., 8.8 percent to 9.0 percent) for 
mainline movements. Front Street has a direct connection to the bridge with approximately a 
10.2 percent grade, placed on fill material. Low traffic volume to Front Street makes this grade 
acceptable. Front Street’s and CR 9’s bridge approaches require some additional RIGHT-OF-WAY 
on vacant property south of the bridge. 

4.1.6 Alternative 5 
Alternative 5 involves replacing the bridge east of the existing bridge at Haislip Street while using 
the existing bridge to maintain traffic during construction. The detour route will also be used 
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intermittently in order to build the new connector roads. The Section 4(f) resources that are 
impacted include the bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, the latter being impacted by the 
placement of a pier (supporting a span) on railroad property. The bridge for Alternative 5 is 
405 feet in length, with 950 feet of roadway and approach improvements, with a total cost of 
$13.3 million. The new bridge has three spans with stub abutments founded on piling, with 
135-foot spans. A horizontal curve is located on the southern end of the bridge that connects 
with Front Street. 

A complex T-intersection is utilized at the intersection of Barrett Street (CR 44) with CR 9 and 
CR 9 with Front Street located approximately 100 feet northwest of the intersection of 
CR 44/CR 9. The new configuration, combined with the higher railroad clearance, requires the 
grade of CR 9 and the new bridge to be increased from approximately 8.8 percent to 
10.9 percent. Steeper grades require more stopping distance, more sight distance, they are 
harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as paving “slump” often 
occurs from braking on asphalt. The steeper slope with a stop required at the bottom makes this 
alternative less desirable than other options. The CR 9 roadway connector requires the 
acquisition of a vacant lot south of the bridge. 

4.1.7 Alternative 6 
Alternative 6 is similar to Alternative 2; however it replaces the bridge on a skew alignment with 
the northern abutment to the east and the southern abutment to the west of the existing 
location. The detour route identified in the No-Build Alternative will be used to maintain traffic 
flow during construction. The Section 4(f) resources that are impacted include the bridge and the 
B&O Railroad and Yard, the latter being impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a span) 
on railroad property. The bridge for Alternative 6 is 380 feet in length, with 950 feet of roadway 
and approach improvements, with a total cost of $12.8 million. The structure has a 140-foot end 
span over the railroad yard with a vertical curve, a 140-foot center span over Three Fork Creek, 
and a 100-foot southern end span. 

The grade of the new bridge is steeper than the existing bridge as it increases from 
approximately 8.8 percent to 15.2 percent. Steeper grades require more stopping distance, more 
sight distance, they are harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as 
paving “slump” often occurs from braking on asphalt. This grade could present safety issues 
during the winter; as such, the four-legged intersection of CR 9 with CR 44 and CR 44/8 will be a 
three-way stop with motorists crossing the bridge having the right-of-way. Still, the grade and 
the complex intersection on the south end of the bridge make this alternative less satisfactory 
then some other alternatives. 

4.1.8 Alternative 7 
Alternative 7 consists of replacing the bridge east of the existing bridge at Haislip Street while 
using the existing bridge to maintain traffic during construction. The Section 4(f) resources that 
are impacted include the bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, the latter being impacted by the 
placement of a pier (supporting a span) on railroad property. The bridge for Alternative 7 is 
360 feet in length, with 1,125 feet of roadway and approach improvements, with a total cost of 
approximately $13.1 million. The new bridge has three spans with stub abutments founded on 
piling. 

The structure has a 140-foot northern end span over the railroad with a vertical curve, a 140-foot 
center span over three Fork Creek, and a southern 80-foot end span. The new alignment requires 
the grade of CR 9 and the new bridge to be increased from approximately 8.8 percent to 
16.5 percent. This vertical alignment may exceed AASHTO guidance for the project of 14 to 
16 percent maximum grade: steeper grades require more stopping distance, more sight distance, 
they are harder to navigate safely in snow and rain, and harder to maintain as paving “slump” 
often occurs from braking on asphalt; therefore, they are less desirable. 
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This grade could be a safety issue during the winter season, and the “T-intersection” at CR 9 with 
CR 44/8 requires stop controls to permit right-of-way to vehicles crossing the bridge to mitigate 
safety concerns. The new location requires the acquisition of one residential house. The grade 
and the complex intersection on the south end of the bridge make this alternative far less 
satisfactory than some other alternatives. 

4.1.9 Alternative 8, The Preferred Alternative 
Preferred Alternative 8 replaces the existing bridge adjacent and west of the existing bridge. The 
proposed structure is located parallel and approximately 60 feet downstream of the current 
bridge, which will be used to maintain traffic during the construction of the replacement bridge. 
The Section 4(f) resources that are impacted include the bridge and the B&O Railroad and Yard, 
the latter being impacted by the placement of a pier (supporting a span) on railroad property. 
The bridge for Alternative 8 is 300 feet in length, with 1,050 feet of roadway and approach 
improvements, with a total cost of approximately $12.7 million. The new bridge has two spans 
with stub abutments on piling with 150-foot spans over the railroad yard and Three Fork Creek. 

The new bridge has a similar grade to the existing structure (i.e., 8.8 percent to 9.0 percent) at 
the southern approach. Front Street has a direct connection at the southern end tying to the 
bridge. Front Street and CR 9 bridge approaches require some right-of-way on vacant land south 
of the bridge. An intermittent detour (same as for the No-Build Alternative) may be needed after 
the bridge is constructed to facilitate reconstruction of Front Street and the southern approach to 
the bridge. The road grade and intersection configuration would be more favorable to travel in 
winter than most other alternatives in that the vertical curves of the approaches are similar to the 
current bridge and grades are not substantially increased. 

Alternative 8 is identified as the preferred alternative owing to its gentle grade, excellent direct 
traffic flow characteristics, the ease of construction owing to the use of the existing bridge for 
traffic maintenance, low community impacts, the direct tie of Front Street to the Bridge for use 
by City Garage drivers, and its lower cost. Alternative 8 fully meets the purpose and need of the 
project. 

4.1.10 Alternative 9 
The Rehabilitation Alternative consists of renovating the existing bridge which requires the detour 
identified in the No-Build Alternative during construction. The Section 4(f) resource that is 
impacted consists of the historic bridge. A temporary occupancy of the B&O Railroad property will 
also be required for pier renovation. However, since the five conditions listed under 
23 CFR 774.13(d) are satisfied, this does not constitute a Section 4(f) use to this resource. 
Rehabilitation of the bridge will result in an adverse effect as approximately 75 percent of the 
truss members will need to be replaced. A number of the truss members are deemed to be 
“fracture critical” which could result in a catastrophic failure of the entire structure if they were to 
fail. The abutments, piers, and bents will also have to be substantially rehabilitated or replaced. 
It is not possible to rehabilitate the bridge to accommodate today’s legal load limits. Upon 
completion of the rehabilitation, the bridge will be classified as functionally obsolete under FHWA 
criteria due to its 13-foot, 10-inch vertical clearance and the 12-foot clearance over Front Street. 
Additionally, the rehabilitated bridge will be classified as structurally deficient since it will not 
accommodate legal loads. A total of 700 feet of roadway and approaches is needed to be 
upgraded, with a total project cost of approximately $13.5 million. 

4.1.11  Alternative 10 
Alternative 10 consists of closing the current bridge and removing the superstructure with no 
replacement bridge being constructed. The Section 4(f) resource that will be impacted is the 
historic Bridge Street Bridge. The 1.3-mile detour becomes the primary route, adding at least 
four minutes to travel times for emergency and municipal service vehicles. Improvements will be 
required at the intersection of Beech Street with Walnut Street, and at the railroad crossing. 
County Route 44/8 (Front Street) will be entirely reconstructed and requires the removal of 
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two residences to improve sight distance and grade issues. The detour will be burdensome on 
downtown traffic, including residential and commercial city traffic, school buses and emergency 
vehicles, as well as through traffic using the bridge to access the recreational facilities at Tygart 
Dam and Lake. Motorists are required to navigate through two traffic signals, an at-grade railroad 
crossing, a four-way intersection, two bridges, and comingle with downtown traffic. There are 
also sight distance and grade issues along Front Street. With this option, a total of 2,400 feet of 
roadway is upgraded, with a total cost of approximately $6.3 million. 

4.2 Summary of Alternatives in Regard to Project’s Purpose and Need 
This summary correlates to data in Table 1. Project Summary, Comparison of Preliminary 
Alternatives, and information in the Project Purpose and Need (Section 2.6) as well as in Section 4.0 
and Section 5.0. 

No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative was examined as a baseline condition for this 
project but it does not meet the project’s purpose and need of bridge replacement, maintaining 
community cohesion, and providing efficient traffic flow. It is not a feasible and prudent 
alternative. 

Alternative 1. This alternative has high community impacts which are considered flaws for 
Alternative 1, along with the steeper grade at the southern end. It does not meet the purpose 
and need of the project since it does not maintain community cohesion and does not offer 
efficient traffic flow. Consequently, Alternative 1 is not considered to be a feasible and prudent 
alternative for project construction. 

Alternative 2. The steep grade at the southern end of the bridge and the complex traffic flow are 
less desirable than several other alternatives. It does not meet the project’s purpose and need 
requirement of efficient traffic flow. Consequently, Alternative 2 is not considered to be a 
feasible and prudent alternative for construction. 

Alternative 3. High right-of-way cost, high total cost, and high community impacts were 
considered major flaws for Alternative 3. It does not meet the project’s purpose and need 
requirement of maintaining community cohesion. Consequently, Alternative 3 is not considered 
to be a feasible and prudent alternative.  

Alternative 4. This alternative offers adequate bridge replacement, maintains community 
cohesion, offers efficient traffic flow, and is a good geographic fit. It fully meets the project’s 
purpose and need and is considered to be a feasible and prudent alternative for project 
construction. It is considered the second best option for replacing the Bridge Street Bridge if the 
recommended alternative (Alternative 8), for any reason, cannot be built. 

Alternative 5. High total cost, a T-intersection at the southern end of the bridge along with the 
steep grade of CR 9 and the bridge, are considered major flaws for Alternative 5. It does not 
meet the project’s purpose and need requirement of efficient traffic flow. Consequently, 
Alternative 5 is not considered a feasible and prudent alternative.  

Alternative 6. The grade of the new bridge would be 15.2 percent and a four-legged intersection 
of CR 9 with CR 44 and CR 44/8 would be required: these are considered major flaws for 
Alternative 6. These design considerations are the result of the geographic constraints of this 
site. Consequently, it does not meet the project’s purpose and need requirement of efficient 
traffic flow and geographic fit. Alternative 6 is not considered a feasible and prudent alternative.  

Alternative 7. The grade of CR 9 and the new bridge would be 16.5 percent and may exceed 
AASHTO guidelines for vertical alignment. This grade could be a safety issue during the winter 
season, and the “T-intersection” at CR 9 with CR 44/8 would be complex. The steep grade at the 
southern end of the bridge and the less desirable traffic flow are considered major flaws for 
Alternative 7. It does not meet the project’s purpose and need requirement of efficient traffic 
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flow and geographic fit. Consequently, Alternative is 7 is not considered a feasible and prudent 
alternative.  

Alternative 8. The Preferred Alternative. This alternative was identified as the recommended 
alternative owing to its excellent traffic flow characteristics, the ease of construction owing to the 
use of the existing bridge for traffic maintenance, low community impacts, the direct tie of Front 
Street to the Bridge, and its lower cost. It is considered to offer the best combination for bridge 
replacement, for maintaining community cohesion, offering efficient traffic flow, and good 
geographic fit. CSX preferred this alternative over Alternative 4 because it provides an additional 
foot of clearance over tracks. Alternative 8 fully meets the project’s purpose and need and is 
considered to be a feasible and prudent alternative for project construction. It is recommended 
as the Preferred Alternative. 

Alternative 9. The Rehabilitation Alternative. The Rehabilitation Alternative is not a feasible and 
prudent alternative because the rehabilitated bridge would still be classified as functionally 
obsolete under FHWA criteria due to its 13-foot, 10-inch vertical clearance, the 12-foot clearance 
over Front Street, and its 24-foot width. Also, the bridge will be classified as structurally deficient 
since it would not accommodate legal loads. The Rehabilitation Alternative does not meet the 
project need of an adequate bridge replacement.   

Alternative 10. This alternative requires removing the bridge and upgrading a permanent detour 
route. The detour would be burdensome on downtown traffic, school buses and emergency 
vehicles, as well as through traffic. There are also sight distance and grade issues along Front 
Street. It does not meet the project’s purpose and need of an adequate bridge replacement, 
maintaining community cohesion, and offering efficient traffic flow. Consequently, Alternative 10 
is not considered a feasible and prudent alternative.  

4.3 Feasible and Prudent Avoidance Alternatives 
The most recent FHWA guidance (July 20, 2012) relative to Section 4(f) analysis states in part that: “The 
first step in determining whether a feasible and prudent avoidance alternative exists is to identify a 
reasonable range of project alternatives including those that avoid using Section 4(f) property. The 
avoidance alternatives include the no-build,” and may include one or more of the following, depending on 
project context: 

 Location Alternatives 
 Alternative Actions 
 Alignment Shifts 
 Design Changes 

Each of these alternative types for each of the Section 4(f) resources is discussed following. 

4.3.1  Location Alternatives 
As previously identified in Section 4.0, all of the alternatives considered require the “use” of the 
Bridge Street Bridge. The No-Build Alternative results in conditions where the Bridge would 
eventually require removal and the Rehabilitation Alternative (Alternative 9) includes the 
rehabilitation/replacement of substantial bridge elements. As identified in Section 4.2, neither 
alternative is considered a feasible and prudent alternative. 

4.3.2 Alternative Actions 
An alternative action could be a different mode of transportation, such as rail transit or bus 
service, or some other action that does not involve construction such as the implementation of 
transportation management systems (TSM) or similar measures. The purpose and need of this 
project is to provide a safe, efficient connection of downtown Grafton with South Grafton, and to 
maintain existing community cohesion. Clearly, rail or transit service will not meet or be 
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consistent with the project purpose and need. Other measures such as TSM were considered for 
the City of Grafton and were found not to meet the project’s purpose. 

Alternative actions are not considered as feasible and prudent alternatives. 

4.3.3 Alignment Shifts 
An alignment shift is the rerouting of a portion of the project to a different alignment to avoid a 
specific resource. There are no alignment shifts available to avoid impacts to the Bridge Street 
Bridge, nor the B&O Railroad and Yard. Three of the ten alternatives under consideration 
(Alternatives 5, 6 and 7) were developed to avoid the Downtown Historic District. However, their 
designs incorporate less favorable engineering characteristics due to geographic considerations 
and urbanization. Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 do not meet the project’s purpose and need and are not 
considered feasible and prudent. 

4.3.4 Design Changes 
A design change is a modification of the proposed design in a manner that avoids impacts, such 
as reducing the planned median width, building a retaining wall, or incorporating design 
exceptions. A design change was applied to Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative, after a 
meeting on July 31, 2013 with the FHWA. A 0.002-acre portion of the Willard Hotel property, a 
contributing resource to the Downtown Historic District, would have originally been impacted by 
Alternative 8. A redesign of this alternative removed that impact rendering Alternative 8 a 
feasible and prudent alternative (Alternative 8 still impacts the B&O Railroad and Yard with a 
pier). No design changes were applied to other alternatives since all but Alternative 4 were not 
considered feasible and prudent; Alternative 4 did not require a design change. 

4.4 Minimization of Harm 
During the project design phase, coordination was conducted with the WV State Historic Preservation 
Office (WVSHPO) (see Appendix A) and the FHWA. The WVDOH has prepared a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) for this project, in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended (see Appendix B). This MOA was executed by the FHWA and the 
WVSHPO for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). It contains stipulations to mitigate the 
adverse effect resulting from the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project, including documentation of 
the Bridge according to the NRHP and National Historic Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion of 
March 2005. A copy of the documentation will be given to the Grafton Public Library. This will include 
five-inch by seven-inch black-and-white photography; a detailed history of the resource; location of 
historic photographs, if possible; and a fully-completed West Virginia Historic Property Inventory Form. In 
addition, the following stipulations will be carried out: 

 A sum of $5,000 will be given to the City of Grafton for historic preservation within the 
Downtown Historic District. 

 The replacement bridge will contain historic-style lighting and architectural treatment to match 
the Downtown Historic District. 

 The bridge will be documented on a future website listing historic bridges once the WV Historic 
Bridge Survey is complete. 

The WVDOH Initial Design Section evaluated six original alternatives presented in the 2004 WVDOH 
Planning and Research Division report. These alternatives were placed at geographic locations the 
engineers felt best suited the project. The first four of these alternatives they felt might impact the 
Downtown Historic District. Alternatives 5 and 6 at Haislip Street do not affect Downtown Historic District 
property and were removed several hundred yards in sight distance. Subsequently, the WVDOH Initial 
Design Section added Alternatives 7, 8 and 9 (bridge renovation), in part, to avoid impacts to the 
Downtown Historic District. Alternative 7 is furthest removed from the Downtown Historic District and the 
Rehabilitation alternative (Alternative 9) would present approximately the same viewshed as the original 
bridge. However, only Alternatives 8 and 4 satisfy the purpose and need of the project. 
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Coordination with the CSX Railroad began on July 20, 2011 when a call was made by the WVDOH to CSX 
identifying the project, its historic nature, and requesting their input. The CSX respondent did not 
understand how a railroad could be historic and indicated CSX had no interest in the project. 
Subsequently, an email was submitted to CSX requesting that they become a consulting party 
(Appendix A). No response from CSX was received. Subsequently, the WVDOH design engineers met on 
site with CSX officials regarding the bridge alternatives on February 29, 2012 and again on January 3, 
2013. CSX personnel included the yardmaster, trainmaster, real estate personnel, chief bridge engineer 
as well as their bridge plan review consultants AECOM and URS (Appendix A). At the January 3, 2013 
meeting, the WVDOH indicated that the vertical bridge clearance has been increased more than two feet 
and meets the CSX required 23-foot clearance requirements. The horizontal clearance has been increased 
by more than 40 feet. The number of piers within railroad property for the proposed bridge is less than 
the number for the existing bridge, and the new bridge will improve hydraulics on the river. 

Since Alternative 4 provided one-foot less vertical clearance above the tracks compared to Alternative 8, 
CSX was supportive of Alternative 8. Also, since the two alignments crossed eight active tracks in the 
Grafton Yard, considerable discussion was held regarding demolition of the existing bridge and 
construction of the new bridge. The objective was for the WVDOH to secure commitments from CSX in 
regard to clearances required, track closing times, as well as private crossing easements that the future 
WVDOH contractor will need from CSX, prior to advertising the project. These were confirmed in a letter 
dated January 16, 2013 (Appendix A). 

5.0 Least Overall Harm Analysis 
Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.3(c), if the avoidance analysis determines that there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative, then only the alternative that causes the least overall harm to Section 4(f) property 
may be approved. As demonstrated in Section 4.0, there is no feasible and prudent avoidance 
alternative; therefore, each of the alternatives was evaluated to determine which alternative will cause 
the least overall harm to Section 4(f) property. To determine which of the alternatives causes the least 
overall harm, a comparison must be made among seven factors set forth in 23 CFR 774.3(c)(1) 
concerning the alternatives under consideration. The first four factors relate to the net harm that each 
alternative will cause to Section 4(f) property. The four factors are: 

1) The ability to mitigate adverse effects to each Section 4(f) property (including any measures that 
result in benefits to the property). 

2) The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection. 

3) The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property. 
4) The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property. 

When comparing the alternatives under these factors, FHWA policy is to develop comparable mitigation 
measures where possible. In other words, the comparison may not be skewed by over-mitigating one 
alternative while under-mitigating another alternative for which comparable mitigation could be 
incorporated. In addition, the mitigation measures relied upon as part of this comparison should be 
incorporated into the selected alternative. If subsequent design or engineering work occurs after the 
alternative is selected that requires changes to the mitigation plans for Section 4(f) property, the FHWA 
may require revisions to previous mitigation commitments commensurate with the extent of design 
changes in accordance with 23 CFR 771.109(b)and(d), 127(b), 129, and 130. 

The remaining three factors enable the FHWA to take into account any substantial problem with any of 
the alternatives remaining under consideration on issues beyond Section 4(f). These factors are: 

1) The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project. 
2) After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse effects to resources not protected by 

Section 4(f). 
3) Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 
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By balancing the seven factors, four of which concern the degree of harm to Section 4(f) properties, the 
FHWA will be able to consider all relevant concerns to determine which alternative will cause the least 
overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose. The least overall harm balancing test is set 
forth in 774.3(c)(1). This allows the FHWA to fulfill its statutory mandate to make project decisions in the 
best overall public interest required by 23 U.S.C. § 109(h). Through this balancing of factors, the FHWA 
may determine that a serious problem identified in factors (v) through (vii) outweighs relatively minor net 
harm to a Section 4(f) property. The least overall harm determination also provides FHWA with a way to 
compare and select between alternatives that will use different types of Section 4(f) properties when 
competing assessments of significance and harm and are provided by the officials with jurisdiction over 
the impacted properties. 

In evaluating the degree of harm to Section 4(f) properties, the FHWA is required by the regulations to 
consider the views (if any) expressed by the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property. If 
an official with jurisdiction states that all resources within that official’s jurisdiction are of equal value, the 
FHWA may still determine that the resources have different value if such a determination is supported by 
information in the project file. Also, if the officials with jurisdiction over two different properties provide 
conflicting assessments of the relative value of those properties, the FHWA should consider the officials’ 
views but then make its own independent judgment about the relative value of those properties. 
Similarly, if the official(s) with jurisdiction decline to provide any input at all regarding the relative value 
of the affected properties, the FHWA should make its own independent judgment about the relative value 
of those properties. 

5.1 Ability to Mitigate Adverse Impacts to Each Section 4(f) Property 
Bridge Street Bridge. As previously identified, the NRHP-eligible (under Criterion C) Bridge Street Bridge 
will eventually be demolished by whatever project alternative is chosen for construction, except for the 
Rehabilitation Alternative, which does not meet the Purpose and Need for the project. All alternatives 
constitute a Section 4(f) use. No interested party has expressed a statement for retaining the bridge for 
pedestrian or bicycling use. The WVDOH and the WVSHPO have developed an MOA (Appendix B) that 
details the mitigation measures to be employed prior to the demolition of the bridge. 

Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District. The Downtown Historic District meets Criteria A and C for 
its illustration of the forces that shaped the growth of Grafton prior to the turn of the Century and for its 
distinctive architecture. The district contains 71 contributing resources and 20 non-contributing resources. 
All or part of a vacant lot which is a non-contributing resource will be required by Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5 and 8. According to Section 4(f) Policy Paper Q & A Section, Question 7C, and current FHWA policy, this 
is not a Section 4(f) use. The Bridge Street Bridge is also considered a non-contributing resource within 
the district. Other than the stipulations detailed in the MOA between the WVDOH and WVSHPO in 
Appendix B (covering only Alternative 8), no additional mitigation will benefit the district. Mitigation of 
visual intrusions in the MOA include that the replacement bridge will contain historic style lighting and 
architectural treatment to match the Downtown Historic District. 

B&O Railroad and Yard. The B&O Railroad and Yard is NRHP-eligible under Criterion A. The railroad is 
associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history as 
put forth in the NRHP Criterion A. The B&O Railroad was America’s first common carrier railroad and runs 
from Baltimore, Maryland to St. Louis, Missouri. Other than Alternatives 9 and 10, all other project 
alternatives constitute a Section 4(f) use on the B&O Railroad property. Placing a pier on historic railroad 
property, including a permanent easement required for construction, constitute a Section 4(f) use as 
defined in 23 CFR 774.14 (permanent occupancy). For Alternative 9 (renovation), no Section 4(f) use 
exists as all five conditions listed under 23 CFR 774.13(d) are satisfied (temporary, minor, no permanent 
impact, full restoration, and agreement of officials). It is expected that while the superstructure will be 
demolished for Alternative 10, the piers will remain in their current place and condition. No additional 
mitigation is projected other than the MOA between the WVDOH and WVSHPO in Appendix B (covering 
only Alternative 8). No additional mitigation benefits the railroad. 
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5.2 The Relative Severity of the Remaining Harm, After Mitigation  
Bridge Street Bridge. As identified in Section 5.1, the historic Bridge Street Bridge will be demolished. No 
interested party has expressed an interest in retaining the bridge for pedestrian or bicycling use. The 
WVDOH and the WVSHPO have developed an MOA (Appendix B) that details the mitigation measures to 
be employed prior to the demolition of the bridge. 

Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District. The Downtown Historic District meets Criteria A and C as 
noted above. The district currently contains 71 contributing resources and 20 non-contributing resources. 
All or part of a vacant lot which is a non-contributing resource will be required by Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5 and 8. The Bridge Street Bridge is a non-contributing resource to the district. There will be no other 
effects to the Downtown Historic District. Other than the MOA between the WVDOH and WVSHPO in 
Appendix B (covering only Alternative 8), no additional mitigation will benefit the district. Mitigation of 
visual intrusions in the MOA include that the replacement bridge will contain historic style lighting and 
architectural treatment to match the Downtown Historic District. 

B&O Railroad and Yard. The B&O Railroad and Yard is NRHP-Eligible under Criterion A as noted above. All 
project alternatives, other than Alternatives 9 and 10, use the B&O Railroad and Yard with the placement 
of a pier on railroad property. A new pier will be smaller and fewer in number as compared to current 
conditions and the height of the bridge deck above the railroad will be higher as compared to current 
conditions. No additional mitigation is projected other than the MOA between the WVDOH and WVSHPO 
in Appendix B. No additional mitigation will benefit the railroad. 

5.3 Relative Significance of Each Section 4(f) Property 
Bridge Street Bridge. The Bridge Street Bridge is eligible individually (Criterion C) and is a 
non-contributing resource for the Downtown Historic District. All alternatives except the Rehabilitation 
Alternative remove this historic bridge. 

Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District. Referring to historic districts, FHWA Section 4(f) 
regulations are applicable to those components that are considered to be contributing components of the 
district. However, within a historic district there may be components that have a higher “status” than 
contributing elements including those that are individually eligible or components that have been 
designated as National Historic Landmarks. There is one non-contributing resource, the Bridge Street 
Bridge which is individually eligible; there are no National Historic Landmarks in the Downtown Historic 
District. All or part of a vacant lot which is a non-contributing resource and will not generate a 
Section 4(f) use will be required by Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 8. No other contributing resource has 
any additional significance. 

B&O Railroad and Yard. The B&O Railroad and Yard is NRHP-Eligible under Criterion A as noted above. 
There are no contributing resources at the B&O Railroad and Yard or along the mainline in or near the 
project area. As identified previously, other than Alternatives 9 and 10, all project alternatives use the 
resource with the placement of a pier on railroad property. It is expected that temporary occupancy of 
the B&O Railroad and Yard for pier renovation (Alternative 9) will meet the five conditions listed under 
23 CFR 774.13(d); as a result, this does not constitute a Section 4(f) use. Piers are to remain in place for 
Alternative 10 although the superstructure will be removed. 

5.4 Views of Officials with Jurisdiction over Each Section 4(f) Property 
The WVSHPO has agreed that the project will have an adverse effect on the Bridge Street Bridge and the 
B&O Railroad and Yard in a letter to the WVDOH dated July 8, 2011 (Appendix A). Subsequently, in a 
letter dated April 16, 2012 (Appendix A), the WVSHPO states that the MOA (covering only Alternative 8) 
sufficiently mitigates the project’s adverse effect on historic resources and requested that funds be 
provided to the City of Grafton for historic preservation purposes.  

As stated in an email dated May 11, 2011, the City of Grafton gave city verbal approval for the project 
(Appendix A). City officials indicated that they preferred Alternative 8 over Alternative 4 because, while 
there are no residential impacts and minimal business impacts for both, maintenance of traffic is more 
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favorable for Alternative 8 using the existing bridge rather than a detour through town. The City of 
Grafton on June 1, 2012 agreed to the MOA for the project that was also signed by the FHWA, WVSHPO 
and WVDOH with the stipulations that the replacement bridge will contain historic style lighting and 
architectural treatment to match the Downtown Historic District, and that $5,000 will be given to the city 
to be used for historic preservation-related activities and improvements. Alternative 8 was preferred over 
Alternative 4 by the City because traffic could be maintained over the current bridge while construction 
was underway on the new bridge. 

WVDOH design engineers met onsite with CSX officials regarding the bridge alternatives on February 29, 
2012 and again on January 3, 2013. CSX personnel included the yardmaster, trainmaster, real estate 
personnel, chief bridge engineer as well as their bridge plan review consultants AECOM and URS 
(Appendix A). The two alignments cross eight active tracks in the Grafton Yard. Therefore, considerable 
discussion was held regarding demolition of the existing bridge and construction of the new bridge. The 
objective was for the WVDOH to secure commitments from CSX in regard to clearances required, track 
closing times, as well as private crossing easements that the future WVDOH contractor would need from 
CSX, prior to advertising the project. These were confirmed in a letter dated January 16, 2013 
(Appendix A). Since Alternative 4 provided one-foot less vertical clearance above the tracks compared to 
Alternative 8, CSX stated a preference for Alternative 8. 

5.5 The Degree Each Alternative Meets the Purpose and Need of the 
Project 

All of the 10 build alternatives (Section 4.0) and the No-Build Alternative were assessed for their ability to 
meet each of the Purpose and Need components. Only Alternatives 8 and 4 meet the project’s purpose 
and need. Justification for the Purpose and Need components is presented in Section 2.6. Several 
comparable factors were used in this assessment and are presented in Table 1. 

5.5.1 Bridge Replacement 
Alternatives 1 through 8 adequately replace the existing Bridge Street Bridge. The No-Build 
Alternative and Alternative 10 will not. Alternative 9, the Rehabilitation Alternative, replaces the 
existing bridge but is classified as functionally obsolete under FHWA criteria due to its 13-foot, 
10-inch vertical clearance, the 12-foot clearance over Front Street, and its 24-foot width. Thus, it 
does not satisfy the project’s purpose and need. 

5.5.2 Maintain Community Cohesion 
Alternatives 1, 3, 10 and the No-Build Alternative do not maintain community cohesion either 
because they do not provide permanent access between Grafton’s downtown area and South 
Grafton, or they require removal of the DHHR building, a key community facility for the 
low-income and minority populations, and others that may require public services. All other 
alternatives do maintain community cohesion. 

5.5.3 Provide Efficient Traffic Flow 
Alternatives 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7 do not provide efficient traffic flow between Main Street and South 
Grafton either because of steep grades at the southern bridge approach at Barrett Street, or by 
requiring traffic controls at complex intersections. Alternatives 8 and 4 have efficient traffic flow 
between Main Street and Barrett Street, plus a direct connection to Front Street facilitating easy 
access to the City Garage. 

Steeper grades require more stopping distance, more sight distance, and are harder to navigate 
safely in snow and rain; moreover they are harder to maintain as paving “slump” often occurs 
from braking on asphalt.  

5.5.4 Geographic Fit 
Alternatives 6 and 7 have poor geographic fit with Alternative 6 exhibiting a 15.21 percent grade 
at its southern approach, while Alternative 7 will have a 16.53 grade. In comparison, the existing 
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bridge has an 8.8 percent grade at its southern approach. Alternatives 8 and 4 and remaining 
alternatives exhibit good geographic fit similar to the existing bridge.  

After consideration of all factors, Alternative 8, the alternative recommended by the WVDOH for 
construction, best meets the project’s purpose and need. Figure 7 depicts details of Preferred 
Alternative 8. Alternative 4 also meets the project’s purpose and need and is recommended if, for any 
reason, Alternative 8 is not approved for construction. 

5.6 After Reasonable Mitigation, the Magnitude of Any Adverse Impacts to 
Resources Not Protected by Section 4(f) 

There are no Threatened or Endangered (T&E) species or wetlands in the project area, nor are any of the 
proposed construction areas exposed to 100-year flood hazard. Because of the urban nature of the 
project area, the only resources not protected by Section 4(f) are confined to socio-economic impacts to 
community facilities (DHHR building), residential and commercial displacements, and minor taking of 
vacant property. A vacant lot within the boundaries of the Downtown Historic district will be affected by 
the Preferred Alternative, but it is not a contributing resource. 

Alternatives 1 and 3 require acquisition of the DHHR building, while Alternative 1 impacts one business, 
Alternative 3 impacts two businesses, Alternative 7 impacts one business, and Alternative 10 impacts 
two residential structures. None of these alternatives meet the project’s purpose and need.  

The Elizabeth Cather Towers, a Section 8 Affordable housing complex of 130 units is located adjacent to 
the east end of the current bridge but will not be impacted by project alternatives. During field 
observations and an interview with a business owner, no minorities or low-income individuals were 
identified in any businesses or residential structures potentially affected by the project (Alternatives 8 
and 4 do not displace any structures). 

Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative 4, have no environmental or socioeconomic 
impacts and require no residential or business displacements. Both require the acquisition of vacant 
property. 

5.7 Substantial Differences in Cost among Alternatives 
There are no substantial cost differences among the build alternatives ranging from a low of 
approximately $12.7 million (Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative) to a high of $13.6 million 
(Alternative 3). While Alternative 10 has an estimated construction cost of $6.3 million, it includes only 
demolition of the existing bridge and upgrading of a permanent 1.3-mile detour. Alternative 10 does not 
meet the project’s purpose and need. 

5.8 Least Overall Harm Analysis Conclusion 
Based on the least overall harm analysis detailed above and summarized in the Project Summary on 
Page 2, Alternative 8 is the alternative that provides the least overall harm. Specifically, Alternative 8: 

 Reduces the amount of turning movements and has a free-flow connection to Barrett Street 
making it a safer and more efficient route. 

 Is close to the grade and profile of the existing bridge, making it less intrusive to the Downtown 
Historic District. 

 Maintains traffic on the existing bridge during construction of the new bridge, continuing 
emergency and school bus service to South Grafton. 

 Has no residential or business displacements. 
 Increases vertical clearance above the railroad to facilitate double-stack rail traffic and removes 

several horizontal obstructions in the rail yard by replacing a five-span structure with a two-span 
structure. 

 CSX prefers Alternative 8 over Alternative 4 because it provides one-foot more vertical clearance 
over CSX tracks. 
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 It is the least costly of the build alternatives. 
 Meets all of the components of the project’s Purpose and Need. 

Alternative 4, which is replacement at the current bridge location, contains most of the attributes of the 
above bulleted items: free flow to Barrett Street, close to the profile of the current bridge, increases 
vertical clearance over the railroad, is lower cost, and meets the project’s Purpose and Need. However, it 
displaces the current bridge during construction and requires a 1.3-mile detour for all vehicles during 
construction. The detour necessity for Alternative 4 is the primary reason Alternative 8 was chosen as the 
Preferred Alternative.   

6.0 Constructive Use 
A constructive use occurs when proximity impacts of the highway are so great that the characteristics 
that qualify the resource as a Section 4(f) property are substantially impaired. 

6.1 Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District 
No proximity impacts (visual impacts) associated with alternative alignments, including the preferred 
alignment, have been identified for the Downtown Historic District. Visual impacts might increase since 
the preferred alternative is located 60 feet closer than the current bridge. However the characteristics 
that qualify the Downtown Historic District as a Section 4(f) resource will not be substantially impaired by 
visual impacts for the preferred alternative or for any other build alternative. Moreover, mitigation of 
visual intrusions in the MOA stipulates that the replacement bridge will contain historic-style lighting and 
architectural treatments to match the Downtown Historic District, minimizing impacts. 
Guidance provided in the 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper indicates that the "change" in the viewshed of 
the Historic District will not rise to the level of a constructive use. The basis of this opinion is that the 
existing bridge was determined to be a non-contributing element to the Historic District. The WVSHPO 
has concurred that the Bridge Street Bridge is not a contributing resource to the Downtown Historic 
District (see WVSHPO Letter 12-14-10 in Appendix A). Further, since the viewshed of the Downtown 
Historic District currently includes a bridge, the replacement of the existing bridge with a new structure 
(adjacent to the existing bridge) does not alter the Historic District's viewshed to the degree that it 
changes the significance of the contributing elements. It is unlikely with the minimization measures noted 
above, that the new bridge would substantially impair the attributes which qualify the Downtown Historic 
District to be eligible for the National Register. The Downtown Historic District would continue to retain its 
historic setting and features. 

6.2 B&O Railroad and Yard 
All of the project build alternatives, except for Alternative 10, place a new or improved span over the 
railroad/railroad yards, introducing a new visual element. However, a constructive use impact occurs only 
when proximity impacts of the project are so great that the characteristics that qualify the resource as a 
Section 4(f) property are substantially impaired. This will not occur for the preferred alternative. Guidance 
provided in the 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper identified in Section 6.1, holds true for the railroad 
property. It is unlikely that the visual intrusion of a new bridge, treated to conform to the Downtown 
Historic District’s architectural features, would reach the threshold of substantial impairment of the 
attributes which cause the B&O Railroad and Yard to be eligible for the National Register. The Railroad 
and Yard would retain their historic fabric and use features. 

7.0 All Possible Planning to Minimize Harm 
All possible planning, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, includes all reasonable measures identified in the 
Section 4(f) Evaluation to minimize harm and mitigate for adverse impacts and effects. Preferred 
Alternative 8 minimizes harm to Section 4(f) resources by incorporating measures into the project (see 
MOA, Appendix B) that minimize the impact on and the use of the resources. Planning to minimize harm 
has specifically involved a design change where a 0.002-acre portion of the Willard Hotel property, a 
contributing resource to the Downtown Historic District, was avoided by re-engineering the preferred 
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alternative. Also, several alternatives were added that would minimize impacts to the Downtown Historic 
District but were later found to have characteristics that did not meet the project’s purpose and need. 

The WVDOH design engineers met on site with CSX officials regarding the project on February 29, 2012 
and again on January 3, 2013. CSX personnel included the yardmaster, trainmaster, real estate 
personnel, chief bridge engineer as well as their bridge plan review consultants, AECOM and URS 
(Appendix A). The objective was for the WVDOH to secure commitments from CSX in regard to 
clearances required, track closing times, as well as private crossing easements that the future WVDOH 
contractor will need from CSX. At the January 3, 2013 meeting, the WVDOH indicated that the vertical 
bridge clearance has been increased more than two feet and meets the CSX required 23-foot clearance 
requirement. The horizontal clearance has been increased by more than 40 feet. The number of piers 
within railroad property for the proposed bridge is less than the number for the existing bridge, and the 
new bridge will improve hydraulics on the river. 

The assessment of avoidance alternatives (Section 4.0) determined that there are no alignment shifts 
(i.e., design shifts) that will avoid or minimize the Section 4(f) use of historic properties. After evaluation 
of project alternatives, the Least Harm Analysis and Assessment of Constructive Use, it is concluded that 
there are no prudent and feasible alternatives that avoid Section 4(f) use. 

8.0 Coordination 
Coordination efforts have been conducted with the WVSHPO and other historical agencies throughout the 
course of the project (see the Project Correspondence in Appendix A). This began in October 2009 when 
letters and information were sent to the WVSHPO, the Vandalia Heritage Foundation, and the Taylor 
County Historical and Genealogical (H&G) Society identifying the proposed project and requesting 
information they might have about the project. Among other times, communications were exchanged 
between the WVSHPO and the WVDOH in February 2010, July 2010, September 2010 and October 2010; 
and with the Vandalia Heritage Foundation and the Taylor County H&G Society in July 2010 beginning the 
process of approval of the project. Subsequently, the WVDOH contacted the Preservation Alliance of West 
Virginia (PAWV) notifying them of the project and requesting comments. These are also found in 
Appendix A. 

On August 5, 2010, the WVDOH conducted a public meeting, soliciting comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations for the project. During this public meeting the WVDOH identified the eight build 
alternatives for the project, and the preferred alternative (Alternative 8), which minimizes impacts to 
historic resources while satisfying the project purpose and need to replace the deficient existing bridge. 
The No-Build Alternative and the Rehabilitation Alternative (Alternative 9) were also presented, discussed, 
and the reasons provided for why each is inadequate for project development. One comment was 
received after the public meeting. The comment (in Appendix A) was from a property owner who 
recommended Alternative 8, Alternative 6, Alternative 4 or Alternative 2 (Subsequently, Alternative 8 
which the property owner recommended was chosen for construction). 

After further coordination efforts, the WVDOH prepared a MOA for construction of Preferred Alternative 8 
between the WVSHPO and FHWA, for submittal to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. A copy 
of the executed MOA, which includes mitigation measures as stipulations, is part of the official project 
documentation (see Appendix B). 

Coordination with the CSX Railroad began March 4, 2011 when a letter was sent to AECOM, the bridge 
consultant to CSX, requesting comments concerning impacts to the Grafton Yard (Appendix A). None 
were forthcoming. On July 20, 2011 a call was made by the WVDOH to CSX identifying the project, its 
historic nature, and requesting input. The CSX respondent did not understand how a railroad could be 
historic and indicated CSX had no interest in the project. An email was then submitted to CSX requesting 
that they become a consulting party (Appendix A). No response from CSX was received. Subsequently, 
WVDOH design engineers met onsite with CSX officials regarding the bridge alternatives proposed for 
construction (either Alternative 4 or Alternative 8) on February 29, 2012 and again on January 3, 2013. 
CSX personnel included the yardmaster, trainmaster, real estate personnel, chief bridge engineer as well 
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as their bridge plan review consultants AECOM and URS. Because Alternative 4 provided one-foot less 
vertical clearance above the tracks compared to Alternative 8, CSX was supportive of Alternative 8. Since 
the two alignments crossed eight active tracks in the Grafton Yard, considerable discussion was held 
regarding demolition of the existing bridge and construction of the new bridge. The objective was for the 
WVDOH to secure commitments from CSX in regard to clearances required, track closing times, as well as 
private crossing easements that the future WVDOH contractor will need from CSX, prior to advertising the 
project.  

Following is a chronology of the extensive coordination effort for this project with local, county, state and 
federal agencies: 

 10/26/2009 – Letter to historical agencies from the WVDOH notifying them of the project. 
 10/28/2009 – Letter to historical agencies from the WVDOH notifying them of the project. 
 12/23/2009 – Letter to the WVSHPO providing details of project. 
 02/04/2010 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO stating Bridge is eligible for listing under 

Criterion C. 
 05/18/2010 – Internal WVDOH memo from the Design Unit recommending Alternative 8. 
 07/22/2010 – Letter to the Vandalia Heritage Foundation notifying them of public meeting. 
 07/22/2010 – Letter to Taylor County H&G Society notifying them of public meeting. 
 07/22/2010 – Letter to WVSHPO notifying them of public meeting. 
 08/05/2010 – Public Meeting presenting all alternatives and Alternative 8 as the Preferred 

Alternative. 
 08/22/2010 – Comment sheet from property owner stating she prefers Alternative 8, 6, 4 or 2. 
 08/23/2010 – Public Meeting Memorandum for public viewing, offering another opportunity to 

comment. 
 09/08/2010 – Letter to the WVSHPO from the WVDOH providing project’s Cultural Resources 

Management Report. 
 09/28/2010 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO requesting more data on Barrett Street 

houses eligibility. 
 10/18/2010 – Letter to the WVSHPO from the WVDOH providing data on Barrett Street houses. 
 12/14/2010 – Letter to WVDOH from WVSHPO disagreeing on effects of project; requesting more 

data. 
 03/04/2011 – Letter to CSX Railroad requesting comments on effect to Grafton Rail Yard. 
 04/04/2011 – Letter to the WVSHPO from the WVDOH answering 12/14/2010 request for data. 
 05/03/2011 – Letter to WVDOH from WVSHPO concurring on five South Grafton houses as Not 

Eligible. 
 05/11/2011 – Email to City of Grafton from the WVDOH confirming City’s verbal approval of 

Project (Alternative 8). 
 05/11/2011 – Letter to Taylor Co. H&G Society from the WVDOH requesting additional comments 

on Project. 
 05/11/2011 – Email to PAWV from the WVDOH requesting comments on Project and Preferred 

Alternative 8. 
 05/16/2011 – Letter to the WVDOH from PAWV identifying concerns and requesting rehabilitation 

of bridge. 
 05/25/2011 – Email to PAWV from the WVDOH providing detailed project information. 
 05/25/2011 – Email from PAWV thanking the WVDOH for comprehensive information, and 

concerns. 
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 06/09/2011 – Letter to the WVSHPO from the WVDOH stating adverse effects to historic 
resources. 

 06/13/2011 – Letter to WVDOH from Taylor Co. H&G society approving project (Alternative 8). 
 07/08/2011 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO stating need for preparation of MOA. 
 07/20/2011 – Telephone call and email to CSX requesting comments and interest in becoming a 

consulting party to the project. 
 10/25/2011 - Letter to the FHWA from the WVDOH submitting a Draft MOA. 
 10/27/2011 – Letter to the WVSHPO from the WVDOH transmitting MOA for review. 
 11/21/2011 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO stating Draft MOA not adequate, needs 

added stipulations.  
 11/28/2011 – Letter to ACHP from the FHWA notifying them of Adverse Effects of Project. 
 11/30/2011 – Letter to the FHWA from the ACHP indicating they do not want to participate in 

project. 
 02/29/2012 – WVDOH design engineers’ meeting onsite with CSX officials. 
 04/16/2012 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO approving MOA Sec. II, III, IV, V, and VI; 

wants $5,000 in Section I  
 04/19/2012 – Internal WVDOH memo approving $5,000 for MOA Section I. 
 04/30/2012 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO concurring with no further archaeological 

work for Project. 
 05/07/2012 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO with signed and executed MOA, for 

Preferred Alternative 8. 
 05/14/2012 – Email to City of Grafton from the WVDOH providing final MOA to sign. 
 01/03/2013 - WVDOH design engineers’ meeting onsite with CSX officials. 
 09/13/2013 – Letter to the WVDOH from the WVSHPO assessing additional submitted information 

on Grafton Commercial Historic District. 

9.0 Conclusions 
9.1 Avoidance 
Based on the above considerations, the FHWA has determined that there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of the historic Bridge Street Bridge and B&O Railroad and Yard property for this 
project. All of the alternatives considered require the “use” of the Bridge Street Bridge. The No-Build 
Alternative results in conditions where the Bridge would eventually require removal and the Rehabilitation 
Alternative (Alternative 9) includes the rehabilitation/replacement of substantial bridge elements, 
constituting an adverse effect. Moreover, as identified in Section 4.2, neither alternative is considered a 
feasible and prudent alternative. Placing a pier on historic railroad property, including a permanent 
easement required for construction, constitutes a Section 4(f) use as defined in 23 CFR 774.14 
(permanent occupancy). Other than Alternatives 9 and 10, all other project build alternatives constitute a 
Section 4(f) use on the B&O Railroad property. Neither Alternative 9 nor Alternative 10 meets the project 
need and neither is considered a feasible and prudent alternative. Therefore, there are no avoidance 
alternatives that meet the project’s purpose and need. 

9.2 Least Harm 
Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative 4, replacement at the current location, have been 
found to be feasible and prudent. The new bridge resulting from Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative, 
is in the viewshed of the Downtown Historic District. Guidance provided in the 2012 Section 4(f) Policy 
Paper indicates that the "change" in the viewshed of the Downtown Historic District and B&O Railroad 
and Yard will not rise to the level of a constructive use. Mitigation of visual intrusions has been agreed to 
in an MOA between the FHWA, WVSHPO, WVDOH, ACHP, and City of Grafton stipulating that the 
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replacement bridge will contain historic-style lighting and architectural treatment to match the Downtown 
Historic District and that $5,000 will be given to the city to be used for historic preservation-related 
activities and improvements. 
All or part of a vacant lot, which is a non-contributing resource to the Downtown Historic District, will be 
required by Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative. According to current FHWA policy guidelines, this is 
not a Section 4(f) use. Alternative 8, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative 4 have minimal 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, and require no residential or business displacements. 

Analysis has shown that Alternative 8, which is replacement just downstream of the current bridge 
location, contains the following attributes: free flow to Barrett Street, close to the profile of the current 
bridge, increases vertical clearance over the railroad, does not require a detour, is lower cost, and meets 
the project’s Purpose and Need. Alternative 4 includes similar attributes as Alternative 8, the Preferred 
Alternative. However, Alternative 4 displaces the current bridge during construction and requires a 
1.3-mile detour for all vehicles during the new bridge construction period. The required detour for 
Alternative 4 is the primary reason Alternative 8 was chosen as the Preferred Alternative. Finally, CSX 
prefers Alternative 8 over Alternative 4 because it provides an additional one foot of vertical clearance 
over the tracks.  
Therefore, Preferred Alternative 8 has been found to generate least harm to Section 4(f) 
properties and includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use of 
these properties. 
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Figure 2 - APE for the Bridge Street Bridge Replacement Project (Blue Line). White Dotted Line  
Delineates B&O Rail Line. 

 

Figure 3 – NRHP Boundary of Bridge Street Bridge and B&O Railroad and Yard.
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Figure 6 - Detour Route. 

 

 

Figure 7 – Preferred Alternative 8. 
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Photograph 1 – Bridge Street Bridge, Facing Northeast from South End. 

 

Photograph 2 – Bridge Street Bridge through Truss Facing North to Main Street. 
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Photograph 3 – Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District at North End of Bridge Street Bridge, 
showing Vacant Lot and Willard Hotel, Facing West. 

 

Photograph 4 – Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District, Typical Streetscape, Facing Southwest. 
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Photograph 5 – Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District, showing Vacant Lot, Willard Hotel, and 
B&O Station, Facing Northwest from Bridge Street Bridge. 

Photograph 6 – B&O Railroad and Yard, Facing West from Bridge Street Bridge. 
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Table 2 
Grafton Downtown Commercial Historic District, Contributing and 

Non-Contributing Resources. 

Resource 
Number 

Name Address NRHP Status 

1 Steel Truss Bridge (Bridge Street 
Bridge) 

Three Fork Creek and B&O 
Railroad 

Non-contributing 

2 Ashland Gas Station 118 East Main Street Non-contributing 
(demolished) 

3 Grafton Hotel 110 East Main Street Contributing 
4 Chessie System Railroad Station 40 East Main Street Contributing 
5 Town House 34 East Main Street Non-contributing 
6 Peoples Restaurant 28 East Main Street Non-contributing 
7  24 East Main Street Contributing 
8 Capri Pizza Parlor 18 East Main Street Non-contributing 
9 Manos Game Room 16 East Main Street Non-contributing 
10 Mickey’s Discount 12 East Main Street Non-contributing 

(demolished) 
11 Parts Plus 6 East Main Street Contributing 
12 Masonic Temple 4 East Main Street Contributing 
13 Cohen Building 2-10 West Main Street Contributing 
14 Country Cupboard/Strand Pool 

Room 
12-14 West Main Street Contributing 

15 Malone’s Drugs 16 West Main Street Contributing 
16  22-24 West Main Street Contributing 
17 Dollar General Store 26 West Main Street Contributing 
18 Burned Out Building 32 West Main Street Non-contributing 
19 Health Mart 34 West Main Street Non-contributing 
20 Radio Shack 40 West Main Street Contributing 
21 Western Auto 44 West Main Street Contributing 
22 McCrory’s (east building) 50 West Main Street Contributing 
23 McCrory’s (west building) 54 West Main Street Contributing 
24 Hall’s Floor Coverings/Nancy C. 

Bartleet, Flowers and Gifts 
60-62 West Main Street Contributing 

25 Madison Shoes 66 West Main Street Contributing 
26 Grafton Cable Company 76 West Main Street Contributing 
27  First National Bank 128 West Main Street Non-contributing 
28 Taylor County Court House 216 West Main Street Contributing 
29 Court House Annex 216a West Main Street Contributing 
30 Monongahela Power 224 West Main Street Contributing 
31 Union 76 Station 228 West Main Street Contributing 
32  234 West Main Street Contributing 
33 Leonards 238 West Main Street Contributing 
34  242-246 West Main Street Contributing 
35 U.S. Post Office 260 West Main Street Contributing 
36 St. Matthias Episcopal Church 263 West Main Street Contributing 
37  259 West Main Street Contributing 
38  255 West Main Street Contributing 
39  251 West Main Street Contributing 
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Resource 
Number 

Name Address NRHP Status 

40  247-249 West Main Street Contributing 
41  241-243 West Main Street Contributing 
42 Nationwide Insurance Agency 237 West Main Street Contributing 
43  231 West Main Street Contributing 
44  229 West Main Street Contributing 
45 Parrish Agency, Inc. 227 West Main Street Non-contributing 
46 VFW 225 West main Street Non-contributing 
47 Ike’s Tire Service 209-215 West Main Street Non-contributing 
48 Haislip Buildings 207 West Main Street Contributing 
49 Former Grafton Bank and Trust 

Building 
201-203 West Main Street Contributing 

50 First Baptist Church 129 West Main Street Contributing 
51  125 West Main Street Contributing 
52 Myers News Stand 123 West Main Street Contributing 
53 Loar Building 119 West Main Street Contributing 
54  115 West Main Street Contributing 
55  107 West Main Street Contributing 
56  101 West Main Street Contributing 
57 J.C. Penney 61 West Main Street Non-contributing 
58 Carolyn Jackson Dance Studio 57-59 West Main Street Non-contributing 
59 Taylor County American Legion 55 West Main Street Contributing 
60  53 West Main Street Non-contributing 
61  51 West Main Street Contributing 
62  45 West Main Street Non-contributing 
63  33-35 West Main Street Contributing 
64 Adlington’s Barber Shop 31 West Main Street Contributing 
65 Painter’s Jewelry 25 West Main Street Contributing 
66  23 West Main Street Contributing 
67  19-21 West Main Street Contributing 
68 Gavitt and Schatz Real Estate 17 West Main Street Non-contributing 
69 Grafton City Hall 1-15 West Main Street Non-contributing 
70 Andrews Methodist Church 11 East Main Street Contributing 
71 Jan’s Beauty Palace 101 East Main Street Contributing 
72 Cue Club 105-107 East Main Street Contributing 
73  109 East Main Street Contributing 
74 BPOE 111 East Main Street Contributing 
75 Knights of Columbus 119-121 East Main Street Contributing 
76 Archdeacon’s 2 Latrobe Street Contributing 
77  4-6 Latrobe Street Contributing 
78  12 Latrobe Street Contributing 
79  12 Latrobe Street Contributing 
80  16 Latrobe Street Contributing 
81  18-22 Latrobe Street Contributing 
82 The Chatter Box 24-26 Latrobe Street Contributing 
83  28-32 Latrobe Street Contributing 
84  34-36 Latrobe Street Contributing 
85  108 Latrobe Street Non-contributing 
86  112-120 Latrobe Street Contributing 
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Resource 
Number 

Name Address NRHP Status 

87  154 Latrobe Street Contributing 
88 Grafton Farm and Home Supply 174 Latrobe Street Contributing 
89 Chessie System Freight Station 1 St. Mary’s Street Contributing 
90 Musgrove’s Wholesale Grocery 204 Latrobe Street Contributing 
91 Steel Truss Foot Bridge McGraw Alley/B&O Railroad Contributing 
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APPENDIX A 
Agency and Public Correspondence and Important 

WVDOH Communiques
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APPENDIX B 
Memorandum of Agreement 
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