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August 5, 2010

Manchester 14966 (no federal number)
Participants: Jennifer Riordan (jRiordan@smartenvironmental.com) and Dan Hudson, CLD;

and Jon Evans, NHDOT

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the proposed sound wall, receive feedback from the
NHDHR, and determine what needs to be completed for historic building surveys. The current
design plan for the sound wall was presented at the meeting. Jenn Riordan and Dan Hudson

distributed photos of the residential area adjacent to the sound wall.
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D. Hudson gave an overview of the project, explaining that it is located at Exit 4 on 1-293 in
Manchester. D. Hudson then reviewed the proposed plan for the sound wall, explaining changes
that had been made since it was presented at the Cultural Resources Meeting in February 2010.
The sound wall had been discussed at the meeting in February 2010, however it was not yet shown
on the project plans. The detention basin that was originally shown west of the southbound off-
ramp has been moved to the east side, replaced by an approximate 700 foot long sound wall
running along the west side of 1-293 and the off-ramp. D. Hudson then described the proposed
design and that constructing and maintaining the sound wall would require clearing most of the
trees between the residential area and 1-293. Some vegetation can be left, especially at the
northern and southern ends of the sound wall; however, most of the trees along the sound wall
would have to be cleared to allow for construction and future maintenance of the wall and
proposed slopes.

Edna Feighner asked if any vegetative screening or plantings were proposed. Jon Evans replied
that some of the existing vegetation can remain and plantings will be considered based on the
preferences of the property owners in the area.

Joyce McKay asked if all work on the project would occur within the existing NHDOT Right-of-
Way. D. Hudson replied that it would.

Requirements related to inventory forms and historic building reviews were then discussed. It was
generally agreed that a project area form should be completed for the neighborhood between 1-293
and Second Street. The study should look at the difference in age of the buildings, the existence of
infill, and the qualities and development of the neighborhood. Could the area compose a historic
district? Based on initial review of the photos, none of the buildings appeared to be individually
eligible.

The impacts from the proposed sound wall on the adjacent neighborhood were then discussed.

The sound wall will have visual impacts since the wall will be 15 to 20 feet tall and will involve
tree clearing for construction. D. Hudson mentioned that the wall will be located in a depression
and will likely only be 10 to 15 feet above the ground elevation where the houses are located. J.
Evans stated that since the neighborhood is currently impacted by noise from 1-293, the sound wall
would serve as noise mitigation. J. Evans also mentioned that DOT would look into planting trees
along the sound wall after construction, but that the decision to add plantings would be based on
the preferences of the property owners.

It was decided that the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the historic building review would be the
residential neighborhood between 1-293 and Second Street. J. Riordon said that Lisa Mausolf
would be completing the review. L. Mausolf will also be completing an inventory form for the
EconoLodge building that is located further north in the project area. J. Riordon mentioned that
this had been discussed at the Cultural Resources Meeting in February 2010. Since a construction
easement will be required on the EconoLodge parcel to support retaining wall construction, an
inventory form for the building will need to be completed. The EconoLodge building is a brick
mill building located just south of the Piscataquog River.

J. McKay asked about the status of the archaeological study. J. Riordon replied that Independent
Archaeological Consulting (IAC) had completed their Phase 1A study and that they would be
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completing a Phase IB study under the Part B contract for the project, which is still being
negotiated. 1AC hasn’t begun work on the Phase IB study yet since they are not under contract
yet. J. McKay mentioned that IAC’s work needs to be completed prior to construction. D.
Hudson replied that it would, since the project would not be advertised until late-2011. No further
questions were asked or issues raised.

NEXT STEPS:

Lisa Mausolf will complete a brief inventory form for the EconoLodge building and a project area
form for the neighborhood located near the proposed sound wall. This work will be completed
under Part B of the project.

DOT will look into adding plantings or vegetative screening along the proposed sound wall. This
decision will depend on feedback received from the property owners in the area.

Bath, X-A000(901), 14439
Participants: Sean James, HTA; Rich Casella, Historic Documentation Company; Alan
Rutherford, Town of Bath; Jim Garvin, NHDHR; Nancy Mayville, NHDOT

This project has previously been discussed at the 9/11/2008, 10/9/2008, 4/2/2009 and 4/8/2010
Cultural Resources Meetings.

A draft Historic Structures Report (HSR) was prepared by Historic Documentation Company, Inc
(HDC) and Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc (Hoyle, Tanner) and submitted to the New Hampshire
Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR) for review. Rich Casella provided an overview of the
draft HSR and noted the goal of the meeting is to discuss MOA language so that the Town can
proceed with final design.

J. Sikora asked about the proposed MOA language and then inquired whether any formal effects
determination had actually been made. Jim Garvin noted that a formal effects determination had
not yet been made, however indicated NHDHR felt that because approximately 15% to 20% of the
structural elements were being replaced it was felt to result in an adverse effect. J. Sikora noted the
formal effects determination is made by the federal agency in consultation with the
NHSHPO/NHDHR and other consulting parties. J. Sikora asked Sean James whether FHWA had
been provided a copy of the Draft report being discussed at the meeting and it was determined
FHWA had not been provided a copy. J. Sikora requested a copy of the Draft Report be provided
to FHWA along with any of the comments provided to date on the document for review.

There was some discussion regarding what constitutes an adverse effect for a project rehabilitating
a covered bridge. J. Garvin stated that the draft standards developed for covered bridges were
currently too vague and not in their final form. He requested that the extant Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation be used. J. Garvin noted that this covered bridge is a very
significant example and that replacement of original materials in a covered bridge is considered by
NHDHR to be an adverse effect. The percentage of replacement is not an accurate indicator of the
type of effect. The goal is to first avoid adverse effects under the Section 106 review and, if they
can’t be avoided, then minimize such impacts. R. Casella did not completely share this view,
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however, the member sheets in the report and the report in general will be modified to more clearly
state the alternatives studied and the adverse effect issue.

Repair versus replacement of individual members was discussed. NHDHR wanted to make sure
that the stresses in each member warranted replacement, given that the Secretary’s Standards stress
repair rather than replacement when feasible. J. Garvin noted that the original wood had greater
density therefore possessed more strength than today’s equivalent timber. He asked which
members can be sistered or spliced, and he requested that the reasons for this decision be expanded
in the draft HSR. Also, he requested these statements to include a discussion of alternatives
considered.

S. James referred to a review comment that stated that members were being replaced due to wane
and/or checking. He clarified that this is not the case and no member is being replaced simply due
to these natural features. It is difficult to show some deficiencies in the bridge members due to
their type and location. Hoyle, Tanner will look at setting a level (30-40% of H10 stress as an
example) that members can be spliced at. S. James noted that the Town’s goal was to ensure that
the bridge possessed adequate strength to carry anticipated loads.

J. Garvin asked for clarification on the analysis of the eastern'span-and more detail of the arch
bearings as they share a significant portion of the bridge’s live load." S. James clarified that the
dead load of the arches was not added to the dead load of the truss. The dead load of the arches
only affects the arches and not the truss. This clarification will be added to the revised HSR. The
arch bearing details will be provided in detail during the final design phase of the project.

J. Garvin asked for clarification of the floor load rating and member grades used in the bridge
analysis. S. James explained that the rating followed AASHTO guidelines, and for a 2-foot
spacing, the wheel load is carried by two wheels for analysis purposes. Hoyle, Tanner’s load
rating of the deck is nearly the same as that of the NHDOT. S. James explained that the bridge
members were reviewed in the field and a grade used in the analysis that the design team is
comfortable with. A No. 1 grade was used for some portions of the bridge, and Select Structural
was used for others. In particular, Select Structural was used for the trusses. These clarifications
will be added to the revised HSR.

Three sets of review comments were received for the draft HSR. Comments were received from J.
Garvin, NHDHR, and two sets of comments were received from the National Society for the
Preservation of Covered Bridges (NSPCB). All comments and responses will be added to the
revised HSR as an appendix. J. Garvin noted that the NSPCB was not notified of this meeting as
is required. S. James indicated that they were informed there was to be a meeting this month but
the exact time was not relayed to them. J. Sikora indicated that 2 weeks notice is generally
sufficient and that joining the meeting by teleconference is allowed.

J. Garvin indicated that this report was going to serve as a model for future covered bridge
rehabilitation projects and that it was important to arrive at the correct format for analysis.

After some discussion as to the next step in the review process, the following was agreed to:
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e HDC and Hoyle, Tanner will review and respond to the review comments received in the
next two weeks. These comments will be distributed to all applicable regulatory agencies
and stakeholders.

e A longer, approximately 2 hour long meeting, will be held at the next Cultural Resource
Committee meeting in September. Stakeholders will be notified of the meeting at least two
weeks in advance. The purpose of the meeting will be to resolve any outstanding
comments on the draft HSR and to finalize language for an effect memo and project MOA.

Lee-Durham, X-A000(397), 14461
Participants: Kevin Nyhan, Jason Tremblay, NHDOT

Kevin Nyhan discussed this project, which involves pavement, guardrail and limited bridge
rehabilitation along a portion of US Route 4 in Lee and Durham.

Pavement Rehabilitation: The roadway will be resurfaced to prolong the service life of the system.
There is no widening proposed as part of this project.

Drainage Rehabilitation: There are several drainage pipes along this section of road that are
proposed to be upgraded. Improvements are generally limited to addressing failing pipe sections
at the inlets and outlets. Areas of proposed work were previously disturbed during construction. It
IS not anticipated that any drainage work would require deep excavation in undisturbed areas.

Sta. 64+50: 24” RCP — remove or replace last section of pipe

Sta. 103+50: 24” RCP - reset or remove last section of pipe and construct headwall

Sta. 188+50: 24” RCP — remove last section of pipe and construct headwall

Sta. 519+00: 24” RCP —remove or reset last section of pipe and construct headwall

Sta. 543+50: 12” underdrain — replace headwall

Sta. 544+00: 24” RCP - reset last section of pipe and construct headwall

Sta. 563+00: 12” underdrain — install headwall

Sta. 23+00 (NH Route 108): 12’ underdrain/ 15" RCP/ 24” RCP - construct headwalls and pipe
end sections. Clean out roadside ditch.

Guardrail Rehabilitation: Currently, there is metal guardrail throughout the project area.
Improvements to existing guardrail typically consist of replacing end units, replacing bridge rail
(only on bridge structures built later than 1966), and replacing damaged sections of guardrail.

Other guardrail treatment will consist of:
o Connecting two runs of guardrail at Sta. 81+50 where there is a 100’ gap.
o Extending an existing run of guardrail at Sta. 40+00 at the intersection of Old Mill Road.

Limited Bridge Rehabilitation: Several bridges in the project area will receive various levels of
improvement. With the exception of one bridge, which was constructed in 1929, all bridges being
worked on were constructed in 1966 or later.

The only potentially eligible structure being worked on is Br. No. 106/126, a concrete rigid-frame
bridge, constructed in 1929 and widened in 1968 and the mid-1980’s. The original bridge width
was approximately 24 feet, and the current width is approximately 48 feet. Proposed work on this
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structure will replace the pavement and barrier membrane, as well as partial and full depth
concrete repairs on the deck, as needed. These actions will extend the service life of the structure
and will not alter the dimensions of the bridge.

No archaeological concerns.

After a brief discussion, it was agreed that the project would result in No Historic Properties
Affected.

Rochester, X-A000(923), 14019
Participants: Ron Joy (rjoy@mjinc.com) and Brian Colburn, MJ, Inc; Jim Garvin, NHDHR

MacFarlane Johnson (MJ) provided an update on the condition of the bridge based on findings of
preconstruction inspection. At this inspection, MJ was initially concerned that the proposed
mortar might be too hard. After retesting the brick, MJ found good compressive strength, between
5400 and 9400 PSI, and decided to utilize the proposed mortar, a natural cement or Rosendale
type. MJ has been working with the mason to develop proportions that are workable for the
natural cement-sand-hydrated lime mortar mix.

Additional recommended rehabilitative repairs will include pointing and parging the tops of the
arches, repair of pier noses, chinking stone in pier stems, filling in top of brick voids at the Span 3
brick construction joint, and underside brick replacement, particularly where the brick meets the
granite spandrel. MJ is investigating stitching the underside of the arches at the construction
joints (and potentially full width) with stainless steel ties. MJ was advised to work directly with
Jim Garvin as other masonry issues arise during construction. Otherwise, Ron Joy’s current
approach was acceptable.

Walpole 66017-O
Participants: Brian Lombard, NHDOT; Jim Garvin, NHDHR

The Bureau of Rail and Transit/is preparing to fix the sinkhole that formed in stone arch bridge on
the Cheshire Line in Walpole.” It intends to address the repairs to the stone arch bridge in
Westmoreland next year. DRED has cut the trees from the Westmoreland arch, but Rail and
Transit will not move the material until next year.

At this time, all of the trees have been cleared away from the arch. Some of the fill was moved to
Black Jack Crossing to pitch the trail up to the road as discussed during the field review. Except
for the material within the arch, the remainder will be removed shortly. The Bureau is waiting for
a wetland permit to begin removing the fill from inside the arch and start the repairs.

Once the fill inside the arch is removed through the sinkhole, Bridge Maintenance can better
determine exactly how to perform the repair. Water will be diverted in a channel through the arch.
The general scope is to place scaffolding on both sides of the arch to support the work area around
the sinkhole and place forms, replacing the stone with concrete. The concrete will be tied into the
existing wall. Rebuilding the bridge to repair the sinkhole would be cost-prohibitive. The toe wall
will also be extended and some of the loose joints will be pointed. Once the repair is made then an
adequate amount of fill to hold the arch will be returned to the site from Black Jack Crossing.
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Rollinsford, NH-South Berwick, ME, X-A000(248), 14241
Participants: Josh Lafond, Marc Laurin, Dave Smith, NHDOT

Josh Lafond gave a brief overview of the project. He discussed the feasibility of replacing the old
cable guardrail with new cable guardrail, as suggested by NHDHR during last month’s meeting.
This is not feasible since the warrants for cable guardrail require a nine-foot panel behind the rail.
Creating the panel would require acquisition of ROW because the fill would extend several feet
beyond the existing ROW slopes, would impact a great deal of wetlands, and would add
substantial cost to the project. Additionally cable guardrail requires much greater maintenance
effort than the proposed W-beam for upkeep and periodic tensioning. Dave Smith added that there
are presently no NHDOT-approved cable guardrail systems. He stated that the W-beam
constructed with steel posts would present a less massive structure and would help with the
aesthetics. Linda Wilson agreed that steel posts would be less obtrusive. D. Smith has met with
town official and will get their input also on steel versus wood posts: Edna Feighner agreed that
the Town should get a say in the ultimate configuration of the guardrail. Laura Black inquired
about different treatment option for the W-beam. D. Smith replied that painting would be more
expensive and that there are maintenance concerns. The paint lasts only 3 to 5 years. Jamie
Sikora stated that since it is not designated as a scenic or historic highway special treatment of the
rails would not be needed. The town has concerns that maintenance will not occur promptly as the
rail starts to peel. Rusted rail is being banned as it degrades rapidly, and its life cycle is half that
of regular guardrail.

Marc Laurin and Joyce McKay conducted a field review to assess the impacts that may occur to
five historic properties (some potentially eligible, others questionable) located in the areas where
the guardrails would be extended. He handed out photos of these properties with renditions of the
extensions of the new guardrails pictured. Discussion and resolution on the impacts to these
properties ensued:

1. Modified Second Empire (Station 164+50R) — no further assessment needed. Likely not
eligible, greatly altered, and the guardrail ends prior to house.

2. Ca. 1800’s Cape (Station 155+50L) - consultation with the property owner will be
completed. End of guardrail will wrap around along west side of driveway thereby ending
prior to the house.

3. Ca. 1900’s altered dwelling (Station 114R) - consultation with the property owner will be
completed. J. Lafond stated that the guardrail along the NH 4 and a portion fronting Baer
Road are proposed for replacement with 4 to 1 fill slopes. The fill will most likely stay
within the ROW, though temporary construction easements on the property may be
required. Laura Black and L. Wilson agreed that this was a good option. A brief form will
be needed if there will be temporary impacts on the property. Jamie Sikora state that this
would not result in a 4(f) impact.

4. Hiram Robert Grange (Station 112+50L) — consultation with the property owner will need
to be completed and investigation of the NHDHR database to see if the building is
listed/eligible. [Subsequent to the meeting, it was determined that NHDHR found the
Hiram R. Robert Grange, ROL0002, eligible for the State and National Register on August
14, 2002.] J. Lafond stated that the end of the guardrail will be buried into the existing cut
slope located in front of the building and would not be conspicuous.
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5. Late 17" century dwelling (Station 104L) and Barn (Station 106+50L) - consultation with
the property owner will be completed. The buildings are located a good distance from the
NH 4 traveled way, and the guardrails will extend along both sides of the driveway
entrance, though they are expected to stay within the ROW.

J. McKay discussed the archaeological sensitivity in a potential staging area located adjacent to the
Salmon Falls River bridge. Edna Feighner stated that due to the amount of disturbance in the area
she did not find the area sensitive and would not have a concern if staging were to occur in that
area. Her concern would be with any disturbances to agricultural lands located next to the river.
Dave Smith stated that construction involves the replacement of the bridge deck so that the
construction can occur out of the river, thus avoiding impacts to the adjacent terraces. Repaving
and guardrail replacement would occur along the roadway adjacent to the bridge.

Nashua, NRBD-5315(021), 10040A

Participants: Pete Walker (pwalker@vhb.com) and Rita Walsh, and Frank
O’Callaghan,VHB; Leon Kenison, City of Nashua; Tim Roache, Nashua Planning
Commission; John Vancor, Hayner-Swanson; Jim Marshall, NHDOT

The initial discussion centered on the request from Laura Black of the NHDHR to incorporate the
mitigation measures from the Memorandum of Effect (MOE) into the Section 4(f) Re-evaluation
Report (i.e., Chapter 3 of the NEPA Environmental Re-evaluation technical report). This
suggestion was contained in Laura’s comment letter dated July 21, 2010. Peter Walker explained
that the MOE was not specifically intended to document the project mitigation commitments and
as a result the mitigation is outlined in bullet format. Replacing the language in Chapter 3 with the
bullet list from the MOE would miss too many important details. Rather, Peter suggested that the
group finish the language of the Memorandum of Agreement’ (MOA) and then use the MOA
language in the re-evaluation and in the Record of Decision. Attendees agreed to this course of
action.

The meeting then turned to a line-by-line review of the draft MOA, which had been distributed to
participants prior to the meeting. Amaong the items discussed:

1. Historic Property Names - Laura explained it was somewhat difficult to review the various
documents (eligibility/effects forms and effects memo, in particular) due to some
organization issues and the inconsistent use of names and terms. She asked that the names
of properties in the MOA match those noted in the eligibility/effects forms. [This change
has been made in the revised MOA.]

2. Native American Issues - Edna Feighner of NHDHR requested the addition of two
“Whereas” clauses regarding Native American issues, which is standard language for all
MOAs. The language of these two clauses is in the Newington-Dover Spaulding Turnpike
project MOA, which was provided by J. McKay as an example. [These clauses have been
incorporated into the revised MOA.]

3. Definition of Historic District - Laura Black also noted the use of the term “district” rather
than “historic district.” Leon Kenison of the City of Nashua explained that the City is
concerned that residents will believe the use of the term “historic district” for the areas
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found eligible for the NRHP will mean that these areas are automatically designated as
local historic districts and therefore subject to the local historic district commission review
of alterations to buildings. It was decided that the MOA would use the term “historic
district,” but that a footnote explaining the NRHP eligibility determination process versus
local historic district designation would be inserted. [The footnote and the term ““historic
district” have been incorporated into the revised MOA.]

Project Design Guidelines — Laura Black asked if the intent was to produce a single
document with design guidelines for all of the historic districts and the parkway, which
VHB said they believed would be the case.

Commitment to move Waste House in the Nashua Mfg. Co. Historic District — The City
has committed to finding a way to move the building. Preliminary research has indicated
that moving the building should work, but there is still a chance the cost or other technical
hurdles might prevent it. Linda Wilson and others pointed out that there is an amendment
clause in the MOA, if changes need to be made to the commitments. The wording of the
draft MOA was revised by agreement of all parties at the-meeting to ““The City will
relocate the Waste House to a new location within the Nashua Manufacturing Company
Historic District. The City will perform further studies to confirm the preliminary
conclusion that relocation of the Waste House is feasible and reasonable. The work plans
to relocate the Waste House will be developed in consultation with the NHSHPO. A
preservation easement will be put on the Waste House building to protect its character
defining features.”

Baldwin and Fairmount Overhead Railroad Trestles — It was clarified that both trestles will
be documented on individual New Hampshire Historic Property Documentation forms and,
should marketing efforts for them be unsuccessful, the remaining trestles in the state would
be documented using a National Register Multiple Property Documentation form. A
preservation plan for them would be prepared. The design plans for the new bridges would
be reviewed by NHSHPO, FHWA, and NHDOT.

Fairmount Street Historic District — It was clarified that the existing NHDHR individual
inventory form for 28 Fairmount Street will be modified to include a description,
photographs, and sketch of the floor plan. A NHDHR historic district form will be prepared
for the district. The phrase “where applicable” was added to the stipulation regarding
screening of the district from the new parkway, so that the revised MOA now reads ““A tree
buffer will be installed where applicable to provide screening of the new facilities on the
east edge of the Fairmount Heights Historic District next to the new parkway. The City will
consult with the NHSHPO, FHWA, and NHDOT on the locations of the tree buffer.”

Nashua Manufacturing Company Historic District — The discussion clarified the stipulated
products for each of the buildings and structures within the district. Joyce McKay
requested the inclusion of an industrial archaeologist to help identify original components
in the buildings, especially the boiler house. The NHHPD forms will need to describe the
industrial processes and identify any remaining elements related to these processes. A re-
organization of the stipulations regarding documentation was also suggested [This was
done in the revised MOA.] Removal of some stated measures or their consolidation with
other measures (e.g., landscaping of surplus areas, which was part of the 1990s MOA,; re-
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use of granite stones to re-face the canal, and reuse of building materials) was agreed by all
parties. [This was done in the revised MOA.] There was also a discussion regarding the
nature of the planned work to the smokestack. It was requested that the measures
regarding archaeology be moved to a separate, stand-alone section [This was done in the
revised MOA.]

9. Public Education and Publishing - It was requested that measures regarding placing the
inventory forms and/or NHHPD forms, design guidelines, and some information about
archaeology on the City’s website be included in the MOA (they were in the Effects
memo). [This was done in the revised MOA.]

10. Termination of Agreement — It was requested that we use the Newington-Dover MOA
section as our model for this section, [This was done in the revised MOA.]

11. Signatures — Request to add the middle initial “H” to Elizabeth Muzzey’s name and to note
“In Consultation With” for the City of Nashua, and to note that NHDOT is not a concurring
party. [This was done in the revised MOA.]

**Memos/MOA’s:
Submitted by:  Joyce McKay, Cultural Resources Manager
Jill Edelmann, Cultural Resources Assistant

http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/technicalservices/crmeetings.htm
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