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North Hampton, X-A002(909), 24457

Participants: Darren Blood, Tom Levins, Jennifer Mercer, GM2 Associates; Christine Perron,
McFarland Johnson; Marc Laurin, Joe Adams, NHDOT; via teleconference, Donna Etela, Jane
Robie, North Hampton Heritage Commission

Darren Blood introduced the project. The project is located north of the center of town where North
Road (West) and North Road (East) intersect US Route 1. There are a few businesses and office
buildings within the project limits, including a professional building, miniature golf course,
healthcare clinic, and retail store. The purpose of the project is to address the deteriorating
condition of the US Route 1 Bridge over the Pan Am Railways and to improve safety at the North
Road intersections that are located approximately 300 apart to the north and south of the bridge.
The project is expected to advertise in Fiscal Year 2021.

The need for the project is evidenced by the condition of the bridge, as well as the accident history
along this section of US Route 1. The bridge is currently on the NHDOT Red List. The condition
of the deck is rated as serious (3 on a scale of 0 to 9), the superstructure as poor (4), and the
substructure as fair (5). The Federal Sufficiency Rating is 19.3% (on a scale of 0 to 100%). The
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bridge rail on the south side of the bridge is failing. In addition to the deteriorating condition of
the bridge, the North Road intersections with US Route 1 create serious safety concerns due to
poor sight distances and high traffic volumes. This section of US Route 1 has a high number of
accidents. When the project was discussed at a Board of Selectmen’s meeting, these safety
concerns were raised as an important issue to the town.

Christine Perron provided an overview of historic resources and Section 106 consultation to date.
The purpose of today’s meeting was to provide a summary of alternatives that have been
considered and to select a preferred alternative. Consultation with DHR was initiated with the
submittal of an RPR in early 2015.

Following comments from DHR and further coordination, the RPR was amended in July 2016 and
an inventory form was completed for the bridge. Letters were sent to town officials, Historical
Society, and Heritage Commission in March 2015 to request input on potential concerns. A Public
Officials Meeting was held on March 9, 2015. A Public Informational Meeting will be scheduled
within the next few months, at which time existing historic resources and the Section 106 process
will be described. To date, there are two consulting parties: the North Hampton Heritage
Commission and Mary Hale Drake. Representatives of the Heritage Commission are in
attendance. C. Perron contacted Ms. Drake, who lives in Colorado, and she did not wish to call in
to the meeting. Meeting minutes will be sent to Ms. Drake and she will be kept informed as the
project progresses.

Historic resources in the area of potential effects were described. The Eastern railroad line under
the bridge is eligible for the National Register as a linear historic district. The bridge is a
contributing element of railroad historic district and is also individually eligible for the National
Register. The Drake Farm, located across from North Road East, is listed on the National
Register. A Phase IA archaeological survey identified archaeologically sensitive areas in the
northwest, northeast, and southwest quadrants of the bridge. Based on a question from Jim
Maggiore on the sensitivity designation of these areas, C. Perron and Sheila Charles discussed the
Phase IA report in more detail with J. Maggiore subsequent to the meeting. Areas considered
highly sensitive are associated with extant farmsteads, making these areas highly sensitive for
Euroamerican archaeological resources. Areas considered moderately sensitive are adjacent to
these farmsteads but revealed no visible traces of the former farmsteads and may have been subject
to a higher level of past disturbance. The two areas of high sensitivity are associated with the
former Abraham & Nathaniel Drake Farmstead (currently Rollins Furniture) and the Drake Farm.

The existing bridge over the railroad was constructed in 1936 and was designed by Robert Prowse.
It is a single-span reinforced concrete tee beam bridge. The substructure includes the stone
abutments from the 1900 bridge that it replaced. The bridge has decorative concrete rail on both
sides of the deck, and the rail on the north side is curved.

D. Blood discussed proposed roadway improvements, which will include a box widening of US
Route 1 where necessary along with new pavement within the project limits shown. Drainage
improvements will be incorporated. The two intersections of US Route 1 and North Road will be
realigned to meet current design standards and improve safety. The existing intersections are
approximately 300’ apart and the proposed improvements would place them 800’ apart by moving
North Road (East) to the north. The edge of pavement along the Drake Farm property will likely
remain the same.



Tom Levins provided more details on the condition of the bridge and summarized bridge
alternatives that have been considered. The concrete tee beam superstructure is in poor to serious
condition with multiple areas of cracking, leaking, spalling, delamination, and exposed rebar. The
granite block abutments and wing walls appear to be in fair condition and do not show any major
signs of settlement or instability, although there are a number of areas where the mortared joints
have deteriorated. The existing substructure would require repairs to achieve a Satisfactory
condition rating. The large skew angle (36.63 degrees) of the bridge is a long-term maintenance
issue due to plowing, structure type, and expansion joint functionality. The existing span is
approximately 40 feet and the roadway width on the bridge varies from 34 feet to 47 feet. There is
currently a northbound and southbound left turn lane on US Route 1 for traffic turning onto North
Road (East and West). A slight widening of the roadway and bridge is proposed to meet current
standards and lane taper requirements. Current traffic volumes also warrant a wider bridge and
roadway.

Three bridge alternatives have been studied. The rehabilitation alternative would essentially entail
replacement of all concrete due to the poor condition of the concrete deck and concrete tee beams.
The monolithic nature of this structure type makes rehabilitation unfeasible. To repair and replace
sections of concrete and pieces of reinforcing steel would compromise the overall integrity of the
structure since the reinforcing steel is continuous.

Two replacement/reconstruction alternatives have been considered.

Alternative 1 would involve replacing the existing superstructure and rehabilitating the existing
substructure. The proposed superstructure would have the same 40-foot span and keep the existing
36.63° skew. The proposed superstructure would consist of prefabricated bridge units consisting
of steel beams and a composite concrete deck. This alternative would allow for accelerated
construction under a short duration road closure. The cost of this alternative would be
approximately $700,000.

Alternative 2 would involve constructing a new precast concrete arch on cast-in-place concrete
abutment walls and footings beneath the existing bridge while traffic is maintained above. During
a short duration roadway closure, the existing superstructure and portions of the existing
substructure would be removed and fill would be placed over the new concrete arch structure. The
bridge opening would be sufficient for recreational trail use. The cost of this alternative would be
approximately $1.1 million. As a fill-over structure, this alternative would result in lower long-
term maintenance costs.

It was noted that NHDOT is in the process of purchasing the rail line that travels under the bridge
in order to establish a rail trail. Alternative 2 would not accommodate future active rail under the
bridge; however, another rail line is nearby and would continue to provide potential for future rail
in this area.

Laura Black stated that she would like an opportunity to review and comment on an alternatives
analysis that clearly documents why rehabilitation is not feasible. The alternatives analysis should
describe how each alternative affects the historic resources. Section 106 requires project
proponents to seek ways to avoid adverse effects on historic properties. If avoidance is not
possible, then measures to minimize impacts should be considered. As presented, Alternative 1
would minimize impacts to historic resources because the existing stone abutments would be



utilized and visible. Alternative 2 would not avoid or minimize impacts because the existing
bridge would be removed and the existing abutments would be mostly buried.

Jamie Sikora asked about the type of rail that would be used on a new bridge. T. Levins replied
that standard steel bridge rail is currently proposed.

D. Etela asked for clarification on the project’s impact on a future rail trail. D. Blood stated that
the opening under a new bridge would be 15° wide to allow for passage of a groomer if the trail is
ever used as a snowmobile trail. None of the alternatives that have been studied would prohibit the
future use of the rail line as a recreational trail.

D. Etela asked if the project would impact the Drake Farm. D. Blood replied that any widening of
US Route 1 would hold the edge of pavement and would be located away from the Drake Farm. J.
Maggiore added that the proposed realignment of North Road (east) would locate North Road to
the east of the Drake Farm, which he considers to be a great benefit to the property. D. Etela noted
that there should be coordination with the property owner. C. Perron said that all abutters would
be notified of the Public Informational Meeting and could provide input on the project at that time.

Jill Edelmann stated that replacing the bridge would have an adverse effect on the bridge and the
railroad historic district. None of the alternatives presented would result in an adverse effect on
the Drake Farm. Although the existing bridge rail may be visible from the Drake Farm, the bridge
is not a contributing element of the property. L. Black noted that the National Register property
boundary should be confirmed since that boundary does not always match property and right-of-
way lines.

J. Edelmann told the Heritage Commission representatives that they should consider what they
would like to see for mitigation measures that would compensate for the adverse effect. In
addition to archival documentation of the bridge, examples of what is often completed for
mitigation include interpretative signage, which could be appropriate for this site given the
potential future rail trail. C. Perron offered to send the Heritage Commission a summary of
mitigation options that have been carried out for similar projects.

Bethlehem, X-A004(296), 26763
Participants: Joshua Lafond, Rebecca Martin, NHDOT

Continued consultation to discuss the updated design, a potential storm water treatment area, and
the impacts to the Bethlehem Historic District, determined eligible for the National Register, as
well as the culvert on Main Street at Barrett Brook, determined eligible as a contributing structure
within the district.

The proposed project is a Culvert Replacement on US 302 between Maple St (NH 142) and
Congress Road. Rebecca Martin commented that this is the project that the group is likely familiar
with, but the scope has expanded and there are some modifications to the design that was
originally proposed. The stream through the structure is a tributary to Barrett Brook.

Josh Lafond commented on the poor condition of the existing structure. He described the location
of the proposed project east of the Route 142 intersection in Bethlehem. J. Lafond explained that
Route 302 typically has 12 foot lanes with 4 foot shoulders. However, at the culvert location the
lanes are 12 foot wide and the shoulders are as wide as 10 feet. This creates a “sea of pavement” in



the project area. The culvert is located adjacent to White Mountain Transmission. J. Lafond
commented that the as-built plans from 1905 show the culvert as an existing structure. The Design
team is not sure when the additions were constructed to the culvert. The original culvert is stone
masonry, the inlet addition is concrete, and the outlet addition is a steel arch pipe.

J. Lafond showed a map of the stream’s watershed to demonstrate that there is a significant amount
of drainage passing through the area. J. Lafond showed photos of the project area and culvert. He
explained that there had been a sink hole near the Antiques shop and a failed drop inlet that have
been repaired by the District. However, these are Band-Aid repairs. The project area extends from
the intersection with Maple Street to west of the intersection with EIm Street.

J. Lafond explained that at the culvert inlet there are concrete retaining walls that will be removed
and the area will be graded with grass slopes. The wooden bridge currently at the inlet will be
removed, but a path is intended to be constructed over the inlet to allow access. Further upstream
there is a nice covered bridge for pedestrians to utilize. At the culvert outlet there is substantial fill
adjacent to the Antiques Shop and steep (1:1) slopes. There are also some water mains that are not
in use at the outlet that will be removed. Coordination with the Town of Bethlehem is underway.

The project design includes:

¢ Lengthening of the structure to accommodate pedestrian crossing on the Bethlehem
Historical Society property and flattening the roadway embankment slope to 2:1 above the
culvert outlet. The current structure is 172’ long and the proposed structure will be 215’
long.

e Lowering of the Route 302 roadway profile to accommodate positive drainage to the
roadway from adjacent properties.

e Formalization of the drive entrances and parking at Maia Papaya/Post Office and Town
Hall/Fire Department would improve safety and egress by Emergency vehicles, and result
in a slight reduction to impervious pavement.

e Reconstruction of Route 302 (full box) through the project area and new trunk lines to
collect storm water and deposit into the culvert with new catch basins.

Consideration is being given to identifying a possible stormwater treatment area. The current
project design will reduce impervious area by around 3%.

R. Martin explained that the culvert has been determined to be a contributing resource to the
Bethlehem Historic District, but has not been determined to be individually eligible. J. Lafond
described that impacts are expected to the following properties:

e Antiques Shop and White Mountain Transmission- near the outlet - some work adjacent to
fallen in retaining walls near the building foundation, but no impacts to the foundation are
proposed. According to the Bethlehem Historic District Area Form prepared by the
Preservation Company, this building is a contributing building to the Bethlehem Historic
District. Coffer dams will be left in place in this location.

e Maya Papaya/Post Office Building- near the outlet- the building will not be impacted. The
access and driveway of this building and the Town Office Building and Fires Station will
be modified. According to the Bethlehem Historic District Area Form prepared by the
Preservation Company, the Maya Papaya/Post Office Building is a contributing building to
the Bethlehem Historic District.



e Bethlehem Visitor’s Center and Heritage Museum- near the inlet- reworking slopes nearby
and removing the wooden bridge. The building will not be impacted. The design avoids
impacts to the memorial brick walkway nearby. According to the Bethlehem Historic
District Area Form prepared by the Preservation Company, this building is a contributing
building to the Bethlehem Historic District. The project design avoids the memorial
pavers/walkway.

e Irving Gas Station - impacts to driveways to control access

e The Floor Works building - impacts to driveways to control access

Jamie Sikora asked about the project purpose. J. Lafond explained that the existing deteriorating
culvert will be replaced with a larger structure with more capacity. J. Sikora inquired about reusing
any of the original masonry stone box, the group looked at photos and this did not seem to be a
workable approach.

Laura Black commented on the period of significance of the Historic District. R. Martin explained
that at the inlet there was previously a commercial block until the 1970s according to the Area
Form, and that the stream flowed under the buildings. Jill Edelmann mentioned that the Area Form
specifies that the small grassy park area where the commercial block used to stand is part of the
visitor’s center property, but not a contributing site. The form also specifies that the small wood
footbridge is “new”.

R. Martin explained that the Area Form prepared by the Preservation Company specifies that the
original stone culvert dates from the Village Improvement Association roadway improvements of
the 1870s. Also highway plans from 1920 show the old stone culvert was retained when the road
was rebuilt that year. The culvert was lengthened with fill added for creation of a parking area
north of the road adjacent to the 1940s restaurant. L. Black commented that this indicates the
addition was from the 1940s.

R. Martin asked about a determination of the effect of the project on the Bethlehem Historic
District. J. Sikora commented that we would be removing but then replacing a contributing
element. L. Black stated that the project would have an adverse effect because it entails removing a
contributing element.

R. Martin has contacted the Bethlehem Heritage Society regarding ideas to mitigate for the loss of
the contributing element. J. Edelmann commented that the Bethlehem Heritage Society responded
positively to the inquiry. She thinks that perhaps an interpretive panel to show the history of the
water management/infrastructure of the Historic District would be appropriate. J. Edelmann
commented that this is interesting because the resource being removed is not one that people see or
are generally aware of. L. Black commented that stone culverts may not be perceived as the most
exciting resources by some, but that they are important to the State’s history. She was supportive
of the panel as a good opportunity to highlight infrastructure. J. Edelmann commented that the
culvert is small in comparison to the District, so the project will have a small adverse effect. L.
Black confirmed that archival documentation would not seem appropriate for this resource. The
Town of Bethlehem and the Heritage Society can help determine if an outdoor interpretive sign or
an indoor exhibit panel might be more appropriate.

L. Black commented that it is important to think holistically about the Historic District. The panel
or poster will be an interpretation of how infrastructure contributes to the District. Tobey Reynolds



commented that he is concerned about maintenance. J. Edelmann explained that the Town of
Bethlehem would be responsible.

Sheila Charles commented that since Edna Feighner was not able to attend the meeting, she had
reviewed the project for archaeological concerns. She determined that a Phase 1A of the mound in
the southwest quadrant was appropriate. It may be that this area is simply demolition debris. L.
Black agreed with Sheila’s assessment of completing the Phase 1A.

The group seems generally supportive that the project will have an adverse effect and that a poster
or panel could be appropriate mitigation. The project will have a public meeting on January 9th. L.
Black commented that it is important to invite the public to participate in the process. The design
should not be presented as final. T. Reynolds shared that the public is generally supportive of the
project. Jim Kirouac asked if it would be helpful to outline the potential design impacts and ask
how the Town would like to see the area restored at the Public Meeting. L. Black commented that
for Section 106 it is important to think about the Public as part of the project team and to solicit
their opinions.

Newport, XA001(136), 16109
Participants: Amanda Taylor, Thomas Marshall, Kleinfelder; Hunter Rieseberg, Larry Wiggins,
Town of Newport; Ron Crickard, C.R. Willeke, NHDOT

Continued consultation to discuss preferred alternatives and effects for the Oak Street Bridge over
Sugar River improvement project.

Ms. Edelmann brought the meeting to order at 10:30 am. Attendees introduced themselves. Ms.
Edelmann then directed Thom Marshall to begin his prepared remarks. Mr. Marshall presented a
brief PowerPoint about where the project stands to-date. He discussed public participation, purpose
and need, status of cultural resources determinations of eligibility, project alternatives, a matrix
with alternatives analysis, and preferred alternative.

Mr. Marshall noted that Kleinfelder was investigating five alternatives for this crossing. Alternates
1 and 2 would rehabilitate the current truss. Alternate 1 would have a roadway width of 19° and a
design load for legal loads, while Alternate 2 would have a roadway width of 18’ and a design load
of AASHTO HL-93. The third alternate would rehabilitate and widen the existing truss. The
widened truss would allow for a 24’ roadway and design load of AASHTO HL-93. Widening
would require the replacement of the lateral truss components. Alternate 4 would replace the
existing bridge with a new bridge with a 24’ roadway and design load of AASHTO HL-93.
Alternate 5 would replace the existing bridge with a new bridge and would be similar to Alternate
4, but followed stream crossing compliant guidelines.

Mr. Marshall then stated that Alternate 4 was recommended to the Town as a preferred alternative.
He noted that Alternate 1 and 2 would not bring the roadway up to current standards for two lane
traffic and would cost more in bridge life cycle costs when compared to other alternates. Alternates
1 and 2 would not correct vertical clearance issues or poor site distances around the project area.
Alternate 3 was eliminated because of the expense of widening the truss, plus continued higher
costs of maintenance, and because much of the truss’s original fabric would be replaced. Alternate
5 was dismissed as the site is not compatible with stream crossing compliant standards and would
require a longer span.



He explained that the preferred alternative, replacement on alignment, offered improvements in
safety, including site distances, clearances, and width. He noted that the site distance looking back
at the truss from the rail trail can be dangerous and that the bridge is an unusual width that
AASHTO considers two lanes, but is not up to current standards. The bridge has been posted for
alternating one lane traffic for several years. Mr. Marshall then noted that the timeline for this
project has been shortened by a year due to NHDOT funding availability. The Town is now
looking to advertise for construction in September 2017 otherwise the construction funding would
not be available until FY19 or later. Mr. Rieseberg stated that the Town was concerned with
additional delays in the project schedule because of the potential for additional deterioration of the
existing bridge and because of the financial impacts associated with a later construction date. Mr.
Willeke confirmed that NHDOT has funding availability for 2017 advertisement.

Mr. Sikora noted that the purpose and need should be added to the matrix and the matrix could be
color coded to better illustrate the aspects that best meet the purpose and need.

Mr. Marshall agreed and affirmed that he matrix would be cleaned up and further organized.

Mr. Sikora then asked if the question about whether a historic district was present in the project
area had been cleared up. Ms. Black reminded the group that that was a question discussed at the
last meeting. Ms. Taylor stated that she did not believe that a historic district is present in the
project area. She noted that based on the research completed for the inventory forms and by IAC,
the archaeological sub-consultant, that the project area does not retain enough resources for a
larger industrial district. Some of the biggest factors for this conclusion included the loss of canals
north and south of Oak Street, and loss of the railroad tracks and dam.

Mr. Rieseberg then interjected to state that the Town of Newport is behind the preferred alternative
and that the Board of Selectman have approved it. The Town had voted at the Town meeting and
had supported the preferred alternative. He reiterated that this alternative is the best selection in
terms of public safety and in efficiency of cost and life cycle costs. He stated that the alternative is
the best bang for the buck for the Town, particularly with other infrastructure needs queuing up.
He stated how important it would be for the Town to meet the 2017 deadline in order to receive
this funding. He believes there is the potential to avoid additional costs, up to 5%, if the project
could follow the 2017 timeline and not be placed on hold for a few years. He mentioned that he
has spoken with the Historical Commission, who also supports the preferred alternative. He noted
that they would likely help out with any kind of documentation, plaques, or educational pieces that
might be associated with removing the bridge. He closed by noting that the Town does appreciate
its history, it has preserved several covered bridges, but that the Town is looking for a modern
functional bridge at this location.

Ms. Black replied that Mr. Rieseberg’s statement about the covered bridge is rather telling when it
comes to tastes and styles, as covered bridges are now popular. She noted that in the past, covered
bridges were removed from the landscape and often replaced by metal truss bridges without a
second thought, but that covered bridges are now more commonly preserved. She noted that she
hoped this trend would include metal truss bridges before they have all been replaced.

Mr. Rieseberg stated that there should be a balance with current needs and the past. He noted that
the community has done a lot to preserve historic resources in Newport, but from his perspective
the life cycle costs for the current bridge would be difficult on the community. He noted that it’s
tough for the Town to keep up with infrastructure maintenance needs due to high costs. Therefore
the preferred alternative would give the Town a bridge with low maintenance costs and it’s
something the Town could then maintain well moving forward. He noted he’d be afraid that if the



bridge was retained it would just end up being an issue later on due to lack of funds for
maintenance.

Mr. Sikora asked how long the bridge has been operating as one lane. Mr. Wiggins noted that it
has been like that for a long time. Mr. Marshall confirmed this. Mr. Sikora then noted that cost
should be considered when meeting the long term purpose and need. Mr. Rieseberg reiterated that
the Town would not want to take on a bridge that would require high maintenance costs as the
funds will not be there to do so.

Mr. Sikora observed that the consultant had gathered a lot of information and processed the
alternatives well. He also confirmed that if there is no historic district then the project can be
completed using the Section 4(f) programmatic for historic bridges. He did note that the consultant
should look at an off alignment alternative and that should be in the environmental documentation.
Mr. Marshall confirmed that the consultant could show that alternative as well. Mr. Sikora
affirmed that the information for it is there.

Mr. Rieseberg reaffirmed that the Town is looking to pursue the 2017 timeframe and would prefer
not to spend extra money on this project if it’s not required.

Mr. Sikora mentioned that the bridge would need to be marketed for sale. Mr. Marshall confirmed
and noted that continued consultation would be a critical path to design.

Ms. Edelman agreed and noted that the environmental documentation would need to be finished
up, the alternatives analysis finalized, and that the effects document could be started. She noted it
might be good to go to the Historical Commission for ideas on mitigation. Mr. Rieseberg asked if
anyone had suggestions on the types of mitigation they would like to see. Ms. Edelmann suggested
that Mr. Rieseberg discuss mitigation measures with Ms. Taylor and bring some ideas to the
Historical Commission. Ms. Taylor confirmed that she could help with this and that mitigation
measures with a more public component are desirable. Ms. Black agreed and encouraged matching
mitigation with the adverse effects, whether they are on the bridge or any other resource. Mr.
Rieseberg agreed that he would like to talk about the entire project area.

Ms. Edelmann noted that the rest of consultation could be completed via email and phone. Ms.
Taylor asked about formatting, which Ms. Edelmann replied that she would provide via email. Mr.
Sikora noted that additional Section 106 documentation would be required and that a request
should be made to the ACHP to see if they want to participate. Ms. Edelmann agreed. The meeting
was then adjourned.

Lyme-Thetford, X000(394), 14460

Participants: Participants: Michael Leach, George Bogue, Gerard Fortin, Stantec; Ron Crickard,
Robert Landry, Robert Juliano, NHDOT; Judith William Ehrlich, Jeannine Russell, Lee Goldstein,
VTrans via teleconference; Tim Cook, Lyme Heritage Commission

Continued consultation on the East Thetford Road Bridge (053/112) rehabilitation including an
update and discussion on adverse effect and mitigation. Previous cultural resources coordination
meetings occurred on August 14, 2014, April 30, 2015 and September 10, 2015.

M. Leach noted that this presentation was sent out via email and is similar to the previous ones, but
with updated information included since the last Public Information presentation of October 22,
2015. M. Leach began with the power point presentation that started with the meeting agenda, then
site photos and bridge history, and noted the bridge is currently posted for 15 tons. Following the



photographs was a summary of the tasks completed to date, which include in-depth structural
inspection September-October 2013; underwater pier inspection and concrete sampling and testing
August-October 2013; Load Rating analysis May 2014; Borings taken in the river to assist with
the new pier foundation—November 2016; and Preliminary Design and Engineering Report in
progress. Tasks completed with Agencies and Interested Parties were noted as: Public
Informational Meeting in Lyme on July 23, 2014; Cultural Resources meetings August 14, 2014,
April 30, 2015 and September 10, 2015; Public Informational Meeting in Thetford, VT on October
22, 2015; Natural Resource Agency meeting March 19, 2014 and Phase 1A and 1B Archeological
assessment completed in May 2016 for river access site in Thetford VT with findings of no further
investigation needed.

The presentation continued with photographs from the bridge inspections including deteriorated
steel bridge rail and curb, stringers, pier deterioration above and below water, and abutments. The
preferred alternative to address the deficient bridge is rehabilitation. This is based on preliminary
engineering studies and input from the public and resource agencies. The project will rehabilitate
the bridge to carry full legal loads, make necessary safety improvements, and look to minimize
impacts to the character defining features of the original structure to the extent practical. A
summary of the anticipated rehabilitation effort was presented that included: replace the pier;
repair the abutments, replace portions of the flooring system framing, replace concrete bridge
deck; replace the bridge railing and steel curb, clean and paint all steel truss components; and
include limited approach roadway work as necessary to provide a smooth transition to the new
bridge deck.

Preliminary details of the preferred alternative were next presented that started with the Pier. Due
to the poor condition (extensive cracking and spalling concrete and the presence of Alkali Silica
Reactivity (ASR), the pier must be replaced. Replacement options being considered are: Replace
with column and cap type pier or Replace with column and cap type pier with concrete infill.

G. Bogue then spoke of the proposed pier alternates that were considered. Rebuild the pier in kind
was not recommended; this was difficult due to depth of water (15°+/-) now versus when originally
built; required a deep tremie seal and removal of existing piles; and very expensive cofferdam
required. Construction of a new two column drilled shaft pier was recommended as it avoids the
need for a tremie seal and cofferdam.

Details of the two options being considered were presented next. The Two-Column Drilled Shafts
& Cap Beam ($1.1M) consists of concrete drilled shafts (columns) and a cap beam. The drilled
shafts can be constructed without the need for cofferdams. A narrow drilled shaft layout is being
considered to minimize the width of the pier. The Two-Column Drilled Shafts with Wall Pier
($1.4M) was next presented noting that this option consists of concrete drilled shafts (columns)
foundation with modular stay-in-place concrete formwork (Shells) filled with concrete to replicate
a wall pier. Under both of these options, the drilled shafts can be constructed without the need for
cofferdams. Following the descriptions, elevation views of the two alternatives were presented.
Following the elevation views, the existing pier and the two alternate piers were shown graphically
simulated on a bridge photograph showing the potential view from the river bank upon completion.

Presented next was the preliminary detail of the preferred alternative for the concrete bridge deck.
The existing concrete deck is in fair condition and dates to about 1979. It has a bituminous
wearing surface (pavement). The additional weight of this pavement reduces the live load capacity
of the bridge. It is recommended to replace the deck with a bare concrete deck (no pavement). The
reduction in weight eliminates the need to strengthen the existing truss components to achieve the



required live load capacity. The proposed deck will include stainless steel reinforcing to provide a
longer service life. The next slide was a graphic section view showing the superstructure
rehabilitation. The graphic indicated the bridge deck replacement along with beams, bracing,
stringers, curbing and bridge rail being replaced indicated in yellow.

Following the cross section view, the preliminary detail of the preferred alternative for the Bridge
Railing and Steel Curb was described. The existing steel bridge rail and curb plates are in poor
condition and must be replaced. The existing bridge rail is not crash tested and does not meet
current safety requirements. The design also promotes pack rust that increases maintenance costs.
The recommended bridge rail system is NHDOT T3 steel rail with posts anchored directly to the
concrete deck and curb. This rail system has been crash tested and approved by the Federal
Highway Administration. Proper approach railing transitions will be provided at the four quadrants
of the bridge. A graphic of the existing and proposed curb and guardrail was presented.

The presentation continued noting that the rehabilitation to the superstructure truss members would
only be cleaning and painting that would be done in the second year of construction. A picture of
the Orford-Fairlee Bridge located upstream of the Lyme-Thetford bridge was presented showing
the painted superstructure and bridge rails. This was followed by a simulation graphic of matching
painted rails, curb and superstructure imposed on a photo of the existing Lyme-Thetford structure.

Following the graphic was information on the cultural resources and historic properties related to
the project. Project consultation with NHDHR and VT DHP has determined the proposed work to
be an Adverse Effect. This meeting was to confirm the adverse effect with FHWA. A draft E106
Document has been prepared. The intent of this meeting is to identify ways to minimize or
mitigate the adverse effects. Mitigation proposed: Paint new bridge rail to match superstructure
color; Paint or stain new concrete curb to match superstructure color; Large format documentation
of the existing bridge. The next steps for cultural resources are: Complete consultation between
States and FHWA to confirm proposed mitigation; Complete adverse effects memo for inclusion in
E106 document, and Categorical Exclusion documentation.

The project next steps are: Complete coordination with Cultural and Natural Resource Agencies;
Complete NEPA process (National Environmental Policy Act) for environmental permitting;
Finalize preliminary plans; Develop contract plans and documents. As part of the next step, the
project will require permitting and approvals for: NHDES Wetland Permit; NHDES Shoreland
Notification; Vermont Stream Alteration; Army Corps PGP; United States Coast Guard Bridge
Permit.

The anticipated construction duration and traffic control for the project is two and half construction
seasons which are anticipated to complete the proposed rehabilitation work due to its complexity.
The power point incorrectly noted the bridge would be closed for one season, but Bob Juliano
indicated the closure was necessary for two seasons. The bridge must be closed during the
rehabilitation work for the first full season and during the painting operation of the second season.
First full season: close bridge in spring - support the trusses on temporary supports and replace
pier; then complete the structural rehabilitation work (floor system framing, bridge deck, etc.);
Temporarily reopen the bridge during winter after the first full construction season.; Second
season: close bridge in spring - clean and paint all steel truss components (full lead paint
containment); complete work and reopen bridge. The current schedule is: Contract plans
completed Fall 2019; Funding in fiscal year 2022 (included in the NHDOT’s Ten-Year Plan);
Construction starts in summer of 2022 with project completion in the fall of 2024. Estimated



construction cost to rehabilitate the bridge is $6.5 Million (funding is States & Federal - no Town
funding for Thetford or Lyme).

This concluded the power point presentation and M. Leach opened up the meeting for questions
and comments.

J. Ehrlich of VTrans noted that they had no formal comments written yet but supports
rehabilitation of the bridge. The railing and curb proposed is a good option with painting.
Proposed mitigation is good. J. Russell noted that there were no archeological concerns for the
project.

J. Ehrlich noted that either pier option is acceptable. The truss members are the main defining
feature for the bridge. Photo documentation should meet Vermont historical preservation
Standards (in digital format). Photo documentation should also be large format for New
Hampshire standards.

L. Black noted that she had sent out an e-mail relative to the curb and rail issues and wants to
know if there was any information relative to other options for the curb and rail. (Response to that
email is included in these meeting minutes for information.)

G. Bogue noted that Stantec looked at other methods for a steel curb, but the problem is the joint
between the steel curb and concrete deck that has caused the deterioration of the floor beam
system. The joint will be a continuous maintenance problem and shorten the bridge life span. The
steel curb is a design flaw. Relative to the bridge rail, G. Bogue note that the existing rail is not
crash worthy and new rail is needed. The existing rail is attached at the bridge truss and that a
crash would damage the truss and close the bridge or could cause it to collapse. The proposed
bridge rail is crash worthy and mounted to the new concrete curb with the bridge deck and not to
the truss.

L. Black noted that it seems that Stantec had looked into the options. Documentation of the
research should be shared. G. Bogue noted that a memo would be put together that outlines the
curb and rail option review and provide to NHDHR. This would be needed for the E106 form
and 4F documentation for the project.

L. Black noted that from her perspective the pier infill was preferred. It looked similar to the
existing pier. J. Ehrlich agreed and noted the twin shaft pier is something typically seen on a
modern bridge. K. Obenauer preferred the open look of the two drilled shafts with the cap beam.

Tim Cooke of the Lyme Heritage Commission noted that the bridge pier should be similar to the
existing and preferred the infill pier. He also noted that the color of the Orford-Fairlee Bridge
looks good. There was discussion on the color and the original color, and possibly finding the
original color on a portion of the bridge. It was noted that the plans by the American Bridge
Company usually noted the color on the plans. It was noted at a previous Public Information
meeting that Thetford deferred to Lyme to choose the color. The color would be part of the final
design.

J. Sikora of FHWA- NH noted that the proposed project would be an adverse effect. He was not
sure if Federal Highway in Vermont needs to sign-off on the effects memo. They would need to
sign off on the MOA.



M. Leach followed up to confirm the four items of the proposed mitigation for the project. The
proposed mitigation items are: Painting the proposed rail to match the super structure color;
Staining/painting the proposed concrete to match the superstructure color; proposed pier design to
be twin shaft with concrete infill; and photo documentation to meet each state requirement (digital-
Vermont and large format- New Hampshire). L. Black noted that the National Park Service was
once again accepting HABS/HAER documentation. Regardless of the format, archival
documentation was acceptable to all.

M. Leach noted that the draft E106 document would be updated accordingly to include the
proposed mitigation as discussed. J. Edelmann noted that an effects memo would be drafted
consistent with the mitigation and circulated for signature. She would also start the MOA.

Submitted by:  Sheila Charles and Jill Edelmann, Cultural Resources
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