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Newington-Dover 11238, NHS-0271(037) 

Participants: Pete Walker, Nicole Benjamin-Ma, Steven Hodgson, VHB; Keith Cota, Bob Landry, 

Bob Juliano, Marc Laurin, NHDOT 

 

Continued coordination on General Sullivan Bridge in which VHB will present proposed scope 

and alternatives to be further evaluated. 

 

 Keith Cota introduced the project, which is a full evaluation to determine the feasibility of 
rehabilitating the General Sullivan Bridge (GSB). The contract has three phases: 

o A - Inspection of bridge – completed in 2014; a 2nd inspection is scheduled for 
spring 2016. 

o B - Evaluation of the structure, and identification and analysis of rehabilitation 
approaches (currently in progress). 

o C - Final design phase of selected alternative. 

 Steve Hodgdon presented an overview of the project goals; stipulations in 2008 MOA; 
rehabilitation alternatives identified by NHDOT currently under analysis; and projected 
timeline for this phase. 
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o The goal is to maintain the existing bridge to provide pedestrian/bicycle/fishing 
access: 

 Removal of north embankment and portions of the north abutment as 
discussed in the previous Section 106 and Section 4(f) documents has 
already been completed (Dover); large-format photography and state-level 
documentation of abutment was completed as mitigation for this impact. 

 Rehabilitation will also include replacement of deck/floor system due to 
deterioration, and replacement of truss rivets as necessary. 

 Truss member conditions vary, some do not have structural integrity to 
carry pedestrian/maintenance vehicle loads. 

o Bridge became pedestrian-only in 1991, now limited pedestrian access over entire 
bridge to reduce loading based on current condition of bridge (floor system and 
exterior stringers) 

o Three rehabilitation alternatives are under consideration: 

 Rehabilitation of all spans, with a new floor system, deck, and railings 
(deck will be narrowed from side trusses). 

 Keith Cota noted that through discussion with the local community, 
emergency services expressed necessity of driving onto the bridge 
in case of emergency – necessary to maintain loading that will allow 
inspection snoopers and emergency vehicles (need to analyze 
whether the existing structure supports this load level)/ Bob 
Landry noted that a narrower deck reduces the load to be 
supported by the trusses. 

 Rehabilitation of Spans 4-6 (i.e., the center spans), replacement of Spans 1-3 
and 7-9 (i.e., the approach spans). Substructure retained. 

 Replacement of superstructure; substructure retained. 

 In addition to the three rehabilitation alternatives, complete bridge 
replacement will be reviewed (this is included for cost comparison 
purposes only). 

o Project schedule includes alternatives data compilation through Spring 2016, 
proposed alternative selected April 2016. Public informational meeting 
Spring/Summer 2016, potential cultural resources coordination meetings in March 
2016 to present alternatives data, and in September 2016 to present results of 
public outreach. Anticipated construction 2019-2022. 

 Outreach about the bridge to date, as part of the larger Spaulding Turnpike Improvements 
project and more recently about the GSB specifically, indicate a wide variety of public 
opinions regarding the bridge. 

o Keith Cota reported high level of interest in the structure during discussions of 
NHDOT Ten Year Plan. 

o Public officials have expressed interest as well. 

 Edna Feighner stated that the bridge was supposed to be maintained by DOT, and 
expressed deep concern about the implications for DOT’s ability to execute MOA 
commitments (other historic bridges have been revisited as well, under similar 



 

 

circumstances), especially if much of the deteriorated condition preceded the 2008 MOA, 
and therefore was known and should have been managed. DHR understands that costs 
and budgets need to be accounted for, but when MOA commitments are revisited, Section 
106 loses out. 

 Jamie Sikora acknowledged Edna’s frustration and noted that more thorough survey may 
have a larger role in the development of MOA stipulations and commitments in the future 
due to lessons learned, but in the case of GSB, it is not possible to rewind the clock. 

 Laura Black noted that when the Lake Champlain Bridge Emergency Replacement project 
was underway, there was a series of NH agency emails expressing concern that the same 
emergency issue – substructure failure – should not be allowed to happen to the GSB. 
Steve Hodgdon and Nicole Benjamin-Ma noted that the piers for the two bridges were 
constructed differently, despite having similar designs by the same firm at nearly the 
same time – the Lake Champlain Bridge piers were not designed with the same 
reinforcing, and did not have granite block armor, due to perceived gentle currents. 

 Jamie Sikora asked whether there have been impacts to navigation. Pete Walker noted that 
the Coast Guard was involved in the EIS and had expressed the opinion that the GSB 
should be removed. Bob Landry indicated that subsequent inspections have confirmed 
that the bridge is secure enough to prevent foreign objects from falling from the bridge 
into the water. 

 Laura Black noted that in 2008 when the MOA was signed, the GSB was the second-
highest rated historic bridge in the state’s inventory, after Memorial Bridge. Now that the 
original Memorial Bridge has been replaced, the conversation reaches beyond the Seacoast 
region and to the state level as a whole. With the loss of the Lake Champlain Bridge, there 
is a case for a national-level discussion as well, involving national organizations.  

 Laura Black inquired about plans to notify Consulting Parties of the study. In particular, 
she noted that Kitty Henderson of the Historic Bridge Foundation has requested to be a 
consulting party. (Copies of an email from Ms. Henderson were distributed.) 

 NHDOT indicated that previous consulting parties are still being identified. 

 Laura Black noted that consulting parties should be notified ASAP, due to the concern 
previously expressed about the structure. It will be beneficial to NHDOT to open and 
transparent at the outset of the analysis, which will ensure that others’ input can be better 
valued. 

 Presentation PowerPoint from meeting will be uploaded to project website; DOT will 
identify other documents relating to Phases A and B that can be uploaded for public 
access. 

 

Exeter 15399  

Participants: Kimberly Peace, Jillian Semprini, Hoyle, Tanner & Associates 

 

Continued consultation on the rehabilitation of the String Bridges over the Squamscott River 

(bridges 102/074 and 103/074), which are individually eligible National Register resources that 

contribute to a National Register Historic District ).   

 

J. Semprini presented a PowerPoint slideshow which presented an update of the project since the 

initial March 12, 2015 consultation with the committee.  The project consists of the rehabilitation 

of the two bridges that carry String Bridge over the Exeter River.  Rehabilitation includes concrete 



 

 

repairs, repair/replacement of concrete bridge railings, concrete sidewalks with granite curbs, 

removal of existing pavement, backfill and barrier membrane, installation of new barrier 

membrane, and backfilling and paving of bridges.  One bridge will be completed at a time to 

maintain access to Kimball Island throughout the construction duration.  Water and sewer services 

will be maintained to Kimball Island.   

 

In accordance with the initial consultation, Hoyle, Tanner presented the project to Exeter’s 

Historic District Commission (HDC) on March 19, 2015 and November 19, 2015.  Hoyle, Tanner 

addressed the HDC’s concerns from the March meeting at the November meeting.  The HDC 

concerns include repair aesthetics and the historic lighting.  Hoyle, Tanner investigated four 

alternatives for concrete treatment; do nothing, concrete stain, concrete coating and tint repair 

material.  Only the bridge railings are recommended to be treated since they are the only visible 

repaired portions of the bridges.  The HDC preferred concrete treatment alternative is the concrete 

coating.  A concrete coating will provide a uniform appearance and a water-based coating requires 

no mixing, no special training for application, and the Town can easily maintain it.  The fine 

texture coating is preferred over the smooth to simulate the existing texture of the bridge rails.  

Historic replica-lighting is proposed to be installed on the bridges. 

 

Preliminary plans and the NHDES permits are to be submitted December 2015, final plans 

February 2016 and bid anticipated March 2016. 

 

K. Peace stated that Hoyle, Tanner has been coordinating with NH DES and NH Fish and Game.  

NH Fish and Game is concerned with fish passage.  The Great Dam removal project is anticipated 

to be in construction around the same time as the String Bridge project.  Hoyle, Tanner will be 

coordinating with VHB regarding the dam removal project.  

 

L. Black asked if there had been lights on the bridge before.  Her concern is that the historic 

replica-lighting would create a false sense of history.  If there had never been lights on the bridge 

before, the new lights should be compatible with but not replicate the historic nature of the bridges.   

 

J. Sikora asked what the purpose of the existing lights are, that are currently on the utility poles.  

The new lights should provide the same purpose.   

 

Hoyle, Tanner will verify with the Town regarding historic lights on the bridge, provide photos of 

sample lights to the Town and HDC for a preference, and submit to NHDHR for review. [One 

criteria of Adverse Effect is not meeting the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties, therefore to arrive at a finding of No Adverse Effect, the light design must meet the 

Secretary’s Standards.] 

 

Newport 16109 (federal review TBD)  

Participants: Amanda Taylor, Thomas Marshall, Kleinfelder; Paul Brown, Town of Newport 

 

Initial coordination on the Oak Street over Sugar River bridge improvement project. 

 

Thom Marshall of Kleinfelder opened the meeting by providing an overview of the current status 

of the project. The project is currently in the preliminary engineering phase and Kleinfelder is 

completing alternatives analysis. Mr. Marshall ran through the alternatives that Kleinfelder is 

considering: 1) Rehabilitate existing truss-condition based, 2) Rehabilitate existing truss-load 

rating based, 3) Rehabilitate existing bridge-widening, 4) Replacement-context sensitive design, 5) 

Replacement-based on stream crossing rules. 



 

 

Jamie Sikora asked about the width of the bridge. Mr. Marshall responded that it is narrow at 19’-

1” between rails but it is considered a two lane road. He also noted that heavy truck traffic used the 

road. Mr. Brown noted that fire truck access is also an issue. Mr. Sikora also suggested that 

Kleinfelder should consider an upstream/downstream bypass alignment alternative.  Mr. Sikora 

mentioned that the “Purpose and Need Statement” should be developed for the project before 

getting too far down the road as this will help in the alternative analysis and recommendations.  

Mr. Marshall noted that for Alternates 3 thru 5 the roadway would be widened to 24 feet and 

would most likely shift slightly to the north while holding the southern face of curb/rail to 

minimize impacts to Parcel 18. He also noted that Alternative 5 would require extending the length 

of the bridge significantly which would impact additional historical resources. 

Amanda Taylor then provided an overview of the historical resources within the Area of Potential 

Effect (APE) as detailed in the project RPR form. She stated that the APE takes into account the 

further view of the bridge east and west on Oak Street and the extent of survey activity within the 

project area to date. Ms. Taylor related each resource in the APE beginning on the east end of the 

APE and moving west, while including the resources along Greenwood Road. The project area 

includes several nineteenth houses and barns, two mill properties, the Oak Street Bridge, and a 

railroad bridge.  

Ms. Taylor asked if it would make sense to jump into NHDHR’s discussion points noted on the 

RPR form.  

Laura Black elaborated a little on each point, including the potential for a historic district in the 

area and that archaeology may tie into above ground resources. As a result, all cultural resources in 

the project area may need to be considered holistically. 

Ms. Taylor agreed that archaeology will be an important component and expressed her hesitance at 

finding a historic district in this location, mainly due to the loss of the railroad tracks and other 

buildings located in this part of North Newport. Also, up the hill to the west of the project area is 

more of the village of North Newport, which has a more cohesive feel than what is found in the 

project area. Ms. Charles and Ms. Black noted that this part of North Newport was an important 

industrial section of the village and that this section may have been separate from the village and 

that its potential needs to be explored more. 

Edna Feighner stated that an Archaeology Phase IA survey should be undertaken in the project 

area. 

Mr. Marshall further elaborated that the east abutment location will likely stay the same as the 

existing location and that any lengthening of the span under the replacement alternates would have 

to occur on the west bank. He also stated that the Town has already been in contact with the owner 

of the property whose foundation ties into the eastern abutment. He also hoped to stay east of the 

former railroad corridor.  

Mr. Sikora asked if there had been a public meeting about the project yet. Ms. Black asked if 

Newport has a heritage commission. Mr. Brown noted that there is a heritage commission and Mr. 

Marshall responded that Kleinfelder would present the project to the public at a January “local 

concerns” meeting. The draft engineering report is due at the end of January and alternatives 

would be narrowed after that point in consultation with the Town. There will be a second Public 

Meeting in February to discuss the recommended alternative [February seems to jump the gun a bit 

to have a recommended alternative, when critical steps in the Section 106 process won’t nearly 

have been completed by then]. 

Ms. Edelmann and Ms. Black suggested that next steps in terms of identification of cultural 

resources should be individual inventory forms, and not a project area form. Ms. Taylor confirmed 



 

 

this approach and that completing inventory forms for the Oak Street Bridge, Sibley Scythe 

Factory, and Hartford Woolen Mill would be appropriate next steps. Ms. Black agreed and 

confirmed that the need for additional inventory forms would be dependent on impacts. She also 

stated that determination on the Railroad Bridge could wait and would be dependent on impacts 

and on previous survey efforts related to the Boston and Maine Railroad.  The mills forms will 

create a context of the area, which will help to determine the potential of the area as a historic 

district. Therefore, it was decided that a decision on whether a historic district area form will be 

necessary can be made later. 

 

 
Submitted by: Sheila Charles and Jill Edelmann, Cultural Resources  
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