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February 3 
 
Merrimack-Nashua 13964 (no federal number) 
Participants: John Byatt, CLD Consulting Engineers, Inc. (johnb@cldengineers.com); Joe 
Mendola, City of Nashua; and Erika Mark, ACOE 
 
This was the fourth meeting in regard to this project.  The following items were discussed. 
 
Joe Mendola updated the group on where the project left off and what had done since the last 
meeting.  The City of Nashua and Town of Merrimack held a public meeting on January 27, 2011, 
to discuss the historic significance of the bridge and to receive input from the public on that 
subject and on the three options presented.  Lynne Monroe of Preservation Company provided a 
thorough discussion on the findings of the historic report.   The options presented at the public 
meeting and today’s cultural resource meeting are: 
 

 Lower Profile Option:  This option was the first option proposed and seeks to 
minimize wetland impacts and costs.  This option raises the road approximately 1.5 feet 
over the existing profile. 

  Wetland Impacts:  14,500 sf 
  Cost: $2.3 million 

Cultural Impact: Bridge superstructure and top 4 feet of stone abutments and 
wingwalls would need to be removed.  This would remove the walls down to the 
waterline.  Extra wingwall removal would be needed at the proposed bridge pier 
cap locations. 

 
 Higher Profile Option:  This option was requested to be evaluated by NHDHR.  This 

option raises the road approximately 5.5 feet over the existing profile in order to avoid 
impacts to the abutments and wingwalls as much as possible. 

  Wetland Impacts:  27,500 sf 
  Cost: $2.5 million 

Cultural Impact: Bridge superstructure and areas of the wingwalls at the proposed 
bridge pier caps would need to be removed; however, the majority of the wingwalls 
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and abutments would not be impacted.  Approximately four feet of the existing 
walls would be visible above the waterline, which is the amount that can currently 
be seen now.   

 
 Middle Profile Option:  This option was also requested to be evaluated by NHDHR.  

This option raises the road approximately 3.5 feet over the existing profile and was 
intended to split the difference between the Lower and Higher Profile Options. 

  Wetland Impacts:  22,300 sf 
  Cost: $2.4 million 

Cultural Impact: Bridge superstructure and top 2 feet of stone abutments and 
wingwalls would need to be removed including extra removal at the bridge pier 
caps.  This would leave approximately two feet of the existing walls visible above 
the waterline. 
 

Computer renderings and hearing plans showing wetland impacts for each of the above options 
were presented at the public meeting and today’s cultural resource meeting.   
 
Joe Mendola reiterated the need for the project.  Some of these reasons are safety related and 
include the need for an adjusted cross slope and new railing.  A sidewalk is also proposed.  The 
bridge inspection reports show a rating of 6 for deck, superstructure and substructure.  Although 
this may not appear to call for urgency, such ratings are not very far from red listing and the rate of 
further deterioration cannot be easily predicted.  Improved drainage is also proposed.   
 
Joe Mendola discussed the comments received from the public regarding the presentation.  The 
comments by the public meeting participants were entirely in favor of not spending any extra 
funds to preserve the existing bridge including the substructure.  When asked, no participants were 
interested in any preservation of the existing bridge.  Letters from the Heron Cove Community and 
Pennichuck Water Works (PWW) (both abutters) were presented at the meeting and both were 
strongly in favor of not pursuing any historic preservation.  Meeting minutes and an attendance list 
were also presented.  He also mentioned that the public meeting was well announced and that it 
was captured in audio for the record.   
 
J. Mendola stated that based on available funding and the comments received from the public, the 
City of Nashua and Town of Merrimack both wish to pursue the Lower Profile Option.  J. 
Mendola stated that the Lower Profile Option was the only option that had enough funding and if 
another option were mandated, further funding would be required which would add to the delays 
already experienced since the project started in 2003.  He also explained that attempting to 
preserve the stone might be futile as it may collapse during or after construction. 
 
E. Feighner stated that, just because the current residents did not see any value in the bridge, future 
residents might.  J. Mendola noted that access on the water works property was not allowed so no 
one could even view the existing bridge.  Edna stated that leaving some of the wall visible was still 
important to NHDHR.   
 
E. Feighner questioned the fact that several of the participants were members of the municipalities’ 
staff.  J. Mendola stated that the municipalities’ preference of the Lower Profile was only 
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announced at the very end of the meeting, allowing and encouraging every non-staff participant to 
openly express their opinion throughout the duration of the meeting. 
 
L. Wilson asked if wetland mitigation was needed and if so what would it be?  J. Byatt stated that 
wetland mitigation would be needed but exactly what mitigation is needed had not been negotiated 
with NHDES yet.  Erika Mark asked if mitigation costs were included in the above presented 
project costs.  J. Byatt said money to be put into the statewide mitigation fund was included in 
each estimate.  NHDHR stated that the cultural resources mitigation should also be factored into 
the budget, and not treated as an add-on expense.  
 
L. Wilson said they would need to receive input from ACOE and that another meeting with all the 
participants could take place.   E. Mark said she would like to discuss the project with other 
members of ACOE who had familiarity with other similar projects.   
 
E. Feighner suggested that NHDHR would be willing to allow construction of the Middle Profile 
Option.  L. Black asked about mitigation and stated that the Middle Profile Option is minimization 
of the cultural impacts but mitigation would still be needed.   J. Byatt stated that they might be 
willing to provide cost effective mitigation for the Lower Profile Option as that is the only option 
the municipalities wish to pursue.  J. Mendola asked for consideration to be given for photography 
and videography in lieu of raising the profile beyond the Lowest Profile option.  J. Byatt noted 
that, in their letter, Pennichuck Waterworks volunteered to donate land for an exhibit.  J. Byatt said 
he believed that extra costs for mitigation on top of the extra costs for minimization for the Middle 
Profile Option are excessive.   
 
It was agreed that ACOE would review the issues and would contact the participants about another 
possible meeting. 
 
 
Manchester X-A001(207), 20004:  
Participants: Bruce Thomas, City of Manchester (bthomas@manchesternh.gov); Bob 
Hudson, NHDOT 
 
The traffic signal project consists of replacing the existing traffic signal mast arms and other 
equipment with new equipment. Bruce Thomas presented additional photos that clarified the 
layout of the existing brick sidewalk at the northwest corner of Hanover Street and Maple Street. 
He sketched on one of the photos the location of the proposed mast arm foundation. 
 
The photos showed that the end of the brick sidewalk was partially paved over. B. Thomas stated 
that the City would remove the pavement from the top of the sidewalk and re-establish the end of 
the sidewalk (resetting and replacing the bricks in kind if necessary). This project was approved by 
the committee and determined “No Adverse Effect.” 
 
 
Manchester 15401 (no federal number) 
Participants: Bruce Thomas, City of Manchester (bthomas@manchesternh.gov); CR 
Willeke, NHDOT 
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The Goffs Falls Road Bridge replacement project consists of replacing the steel beam, concrete 
deck bridge with a 14' x 14' concrete box culvert. Bruce Thomas presented additional information 
to the committee that was requested at the previous Board meeting. This project was previously 
reviewed on January 2, 2011. The information included the following from David Powelson, P.E. 
from the NHDOT: 
 

"The bridge type is colloquially referred to as a 'regular bridge', in NHDOT terminology.  
It is an IB-C (Steel I-beams with a concrete deck). There are 1138 bridges coded that way 
out of our 3806 bridge records." 

 
In response to these statements, the Division of Historical Resources was particularly interested in 
the IB-C's with the metal trestle substructure. Mr. Powelson provided the following comments: 
 

"We have many bridges with Steel Piles supporting the substructure elements. We do not 
track them as a bridge type, our interest in the NH Bridge Type is limited to the 
identification of the Superstructure and Deck elements of a bridge. The Federal Highway 
Administration's National Bridge Inventory has no data about the substructure at all, other 
than the single digit, zero through nine condition rating. 
 
For highway bridges over waterways we show 426 bridges with steel piles supporting at 
least one substructure. (this data was assembled specifically for resistance to Scour caused 
by flowing water and the stability of the bridge in extreme events. We do not always have 
the data in this format for grade separation bridges. The Goffs Falls Bridge has visible 
piles, it is counted in the list) 
For many bridges we code an AASHTO CoRe (COmmonly REcognized) Element for steel 
columns and or piles. We show approximately 54 bridges that carry one of the following 
elements: 
• 201 Weathering Steel Column or Pile Extension. 
• 202 Painted Steel Column or Pile Extension. 
• 225 Unpainted Steel Submerged Pile. " 

 
The committee had additional concerns that some of these 54 elements of the bridge trestle 
columns and assemblies may be of historic value and determined that further investigation is 
needed.  Attention should be on rarity, history and integrity of the existing similar bridge types. B. 
Thomas will investigate and report back to the committee at a future meeting. 
 
 
Andover , X-A001(423), 15901  
Participants: Jason Lodge, Hoyle-Tanner (jlodge@hoyletanner.com) 
 
The following items were discussed:   
 

 This was a follow-up meeting to discuss possible archaeological investigation from the 
initial 2/11/10 meeting. 

 Previously, the extent of the project drainage improvements was unknown.  Until the 
impact areas for the drainage improvements were known, the Committee could not 
determine whether archaeological investigation would be necessary.  Since the initial 

mailto:jlodge@hoyletanner.com


Cultural Resources Meeting 
 

Page 6 of 20 
 
 

meeting, the drainage improvements have been designed.  The purpose of this meeting was 
to discuss the proposed drainage improvements. 

 J. Lodge provided an update of the project development and the drainage improvements 
were discussed.  Of greater note to the Committee was the temporary access road in the 
northwest quadrant, which provides access to the existing scour-critical pier footing.  The 
access road will allow the Contractor to place the large stone armament around the pier 
footing.  As a result of the access road, the Committee decided a Phase IA archaeological 
investigation was required.  J. McKay will coordinate with the archaeologist.  The 
archaeological investigation will not occur until the snow melts.  [It was later determined 
that the investigation would be placed under contract with Hoyle-Tanner]. 

 J. Lodge will e-mail the draft Effect Memo to J. McKay, noting that all archaeological 
requirements will be met. 

 
 
Alstead, X-A000(425), 14540M 
Participants: Jon Evans, Bob Landry, Stephanie Micucci, Bill Saffian, and Dave Scott, 
NHDOT 
 
Jon Evans began by giving a brief review of the project.  This project is the final project related to 
the reconstruction of NH Route 123 in Alstead, subsequent to the October 2005 flooding event.  
During the public hearing process, it was determined that the project would include the 
construction of an overflow culvert adjacent to the Mill Hollow Dam, which would provide 
flooding relief during periods of high water. 
 
Bill Saffian indicated that the original design of this culvert called for the construction of a small 
headwall at the structure’s outlet.  Further review during final design has indicated that slope 
instability will require the construction of a small retaining wall between the culvert outlet and the 
Mill Hollow dam.  The proposed retaining wall would be approximately 70 feet long and between 
approximately 12 and 16 feet tall (including footings).  He indicated that in order to help the 
retaining wall blend in with its surroundings, the Department has proposed to form the front of the 
retaining wall with an artificial stone face.   
 
Linda Wilson indicated that she felt that the artificial stone face would not be necessary as having 
a standard concrete wall would help differentiate the area’s historical features from the new wall.  
As such, the Department agreed not to construct the artificial stone face.   
 
L. Wilson felt that the existing No Adverse Effect Memo with DeMinimis Impacts (dated 
November 9, 2006) should be revised to include the construction of the proposed retaining wall.  
She indicated that the No Adverse Effect determination would still stand but for tracking purposes 
an updated memo would be helpful.  Joyce McKay indicated that she would update the memo and 
obtain signatures from all necessary parties.   
 
 
Sanbornton 16081 (no federal number) 
Participants: Paul Fluet, Fluet Engineering (paul@fluetengineering.com); and Bob Veloski 
Town Administrator 
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This was an initial review of a project that involves the replacement of a ca. 1900 I-beam bridge 
with wood deck. The rusted steel stingers sit atop concrete abutments.  Stream flow has started to 
cause some undermining of the abutments.  The Town would like to replace the existing structure 
with a twin box, cast concrete bridge.  It installed a similar bridge at Schutt Hill road.   Linda 
Wilson and Laura Black agreed that the bridge lacked integrity, and therefore, no Individual 
Inventory Form would be needed.  L. Black did ask that the project coordinate with the abutters.  
Edna Feighner voiced her concern over the any new access road construction and whether any 
stone walls would be impacted. B. Veloski noted that the stone walls in the area have been reset in 
the past by previous projects. E. Feighner concluded that if the project can avoid the construction 
of a temporary access road, then no archaeology would be necessary.  If an access road does need 
to be constructed, a Phase IA archaeological assessment should be completed.  
 
 
Conway, X-A000(549), 14821 
Participants: Kylie Mason, Sebago Technics, Inc. (kmason@sebagotechnics.com); Joe Quirk, 
Conway Village Fire District; Bob Hudson, NHDOT 
 
Project Area  
Project limits are within an assumed 4 Rod (66’ approx) right-of-way along 3000 feet of NH Route 
16 between Wilder Street and Olympic Lane.  A conceptual level plan was reviewed, showing the 
distance from historic structures to the project in the right-of-way.  The project will address 
resurfacing the existing sidewalk from bituminous to unit pavers; provide better pedestrian, 
bicycle, and vehicular circulation; and will better define parking areas along the corridor, 
including the placement of several bump-outs.  This is a traffic-calming device.  Decorative 
lighting is proposed. 
 

Conclusions: It appears the proposed work will not be close to the historic buildings.  The 
proposed work appears to be a potential enhancement to the corridor.  
 

Lighting Fixtures  
Currently, the lighting used is with utility mounted cobra-head fixtures and decorative fixtures 
which were modeled after the “Washington Post” fixture.  The new proposed fixture is very 
similar, but is fashioned after a gas-light fixture and fits well with the character of the corridor. 
 
Conclusions: The lighting is well suited and does not conflict with the historic nature of the 
corridor. 
 

Summary 
The work as presented will not impact the historic properties within the corridor. Thus, a “no 
historic properties affected” determination was made. The applicant will complete the memo and 
provide minutes of the meeting for record. 
Conclusions: No historic properties affected. 
 
 
Keene 16075 (no federal number) 
Participants: Peter Crouch, Marc Laurin and Terry Place, NHDOT 
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P. Crouch and T. Place of the Bureau of Traffic gave a description of the project, which consists 
of:  signal replacement at the intersection of NH Routes 12, 101 and Main Street in the City of 
Keene; reconstructing the curbed islands, and; constructing a sidewalk on the west side of the 
intersection.  The only impact outside the footprint of the existing roadway is to build an extension 
to the existing sidewalk in the northwest quadrant of the intersection.  To support the grass slope 
behind this new sidewalk, a granite back curb will be constructed.  This back curb will begin at the 
end of an existing stone retaining wall and is anticipated to be about one foot in height.  The 
existing stone retaining wall will not be impacted.  DHR did not find that the project impacted the 
district to the north, but wanted to see a plan of the Main Street Historic District in relation to this 
project.  They requested that NHDOT review the project with the Keene Historic District 
Commission and the Keene Heritage Commission.  [A review of the project was conducted by M. 
Laurin at the Keene Heritage Commission February 9, 2011 meeting]).  T. Place followed up with 
M. Laurin after the meeting with a plan sheet detailing and confirming that the Main Street 
Historic District boundaries are outside the project limits.  A No Adverse Effect memo was 
subsequently signed by SHPO on February 17, 2011. 
 
 
Nashua, NRBD-5315(021), 10040A 
Participants: John Vancor, Hayner/Swanson, Inc. (Jvancor@hayner-swanson.com); Leon 
Kenison, City of Nashua; Jim Marshall, NHDOT 
 
The City of Nashua and HSI provided an update on the status of efforts to rehabilitate the boiler 
house chimney in the Nashua Millyard. 
 
A condition survey was performed in May 2010 by Boston Chimney & Tower.  This survey was 
an update of an earlier survey performed by the same firm in 1998. 
 
Conditions were observed to be consistent with conditions at the time the earlier survey was 
performed.  The recommended program for rehabilitation remains unchanged. 
 
Because of the unstable condition of this area, one of the elements of the recommended program 
calls for removal and reconstruction of the top 20 feet of the chimney.  The City will have the 
removal performed as an early action step in order to protect workers during the upcoming 
demolition of the boiler house, which is immediately adjacent to the chimney. 
 
Following completion of the boiler house demolition, the City will advertise a construction 
contract to complete remaining elements in the recommended program for the chimney. The work 
plan for this future contract has not been finalized and cannot until some additional analysis is 
performed. 
The City has contracted with International Chimney Corporation to remove the top 20 feet of the 
chimney.  Bricks will be lowered to the ground and stacked at a location within the Millyard for 
future reuse during reconstruction of this portion of the chimney. 
 
A temporary cap will be constructed to protect the newly exposed top of the remaining brick 
structure. 
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The City noted that they would also be contracting with a structural engineer to perform a 
structural analysis of the chimney structure.  In order to complete the analysis, information is 
needed regarding the thickness of the brick structure at incremental heights.  While International 
Chimney Corporation is performing the work on-site, they will also drill a ½ inch hole every 20 
feet in height of the chimney.  They will measure the structure thickness at these holes. NHDHR 
recommended that the holes be drilled at mortar joints to avoid damage to bricks. This 
recommendation will be implemented.  These measurements will be provided to the structural 
engineer.  Following completion of the structural analysis, the work plan will be developed for 
remaining elements of the chimney restoration program. 
 
Removal of the top 20 feet of the chimney will remove the letter “M” which is part of the word 
“MILLYARD” painted on two sides of the chimney.  As a temporary measure, the City has asked 
International Chimney to paint over the letter “I”.  It is preferable for the Chimney to have the 
letters “LLYARD” remaining until the full rehabilitation is implemented than to have the letters 
“ILLYARD”.  Prior to demolition of the boiler house, the 20’X20’ hole where the manifold 
connected to the chimney at 10’ off finished grade would also need to be sealed. 
 
During discussion of the early action task to remove the top 20 feet, it was noted by NHDHR that 
International Chimney Corporation has successfully completed other projects within New 
Hampshire. 
 
The removal of the top 20’ of the chimney is scheduled to be performed by the end of February.  
Weather conditions may lead to a delay. 
 
It was agreed that the City would confer with NHDHR during development of the work plan for 
remaining elements of the chimney rehabilitation program. 
 
The City will provide NHDHR a copy of Boston Chimney and Tower’s report as well as a more 
detailed description of International Chimney Corporation’s work plan for the upcoming removal 
of the top 20 feet.  DHR agreed that it would be wise to remove the top 20’, to prevent damage 
during demolition of the Boiler House to which it is connected, and reassemble during its 
restoration. 
 
 
February 10 
 
Lisbon, X-A000(172), 16184 
Participants: Maggie Baldwin, Jim Kirouac, Christine Perron, NHDOT 
 
Jim Kirouac gave an overview of the project.  This is a slope stability project located on US Route 
302 approximately 5 miles west of I-93 Exit 42.  A section of slope on the south side of the 
roadway failed after heavy rains in early October 2010.  The slope washed out right to the edge of 
a concrete slab that is under the roadway.  Additional areas along the slope started sloughing but 
did not result in complete failure.  At the time this happened, it was too late in the season to fully 
assess the magnitude of the problem.  The slope failure resulted in the closure of the southbound 
lane and District forces set up signals to maintain one-way alternating traffic.  This, however, 
would have been difficult for winter maintenance, so District forces temporarily shifted the 
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roadway to the north to allow for two lanes of traffic.  The sloughed area was also filled with stone 
fill as a temporary stabilization measure, and the existing guardrail was repaired. 
 
The subject project involves 1000 feet of slope reconstruction to address the unstable slope on the 
south side of US Route 302.  The existing slope that will be addressed is 1½:1.  Slopes to the east 
and west of the project area flatten out and are more stable.  To the north of the project, there is a 
hill, large gravel pit, and large wetland.  Drainage funnels down from these areas and through the 
slope on the south side of the road.  The project proposes to reconstruct a stone-lined 2:1 slope.  
Underdrain will also be installed at a depth of 5 feet on the north side of the road to improve 
drainage.  The drainage design has not been completed so details are not available yet.  Existing 
cross pipes currently outlet at the top of the slope on the south side of the road; these will likely be 
replaced deeper to outlet closer to the bottom of the slope. 
 
Joyce McKay asked for clarification regarding the roadway moving closer to the houses on the 
north side of the road.  J. Kirouac said that the intent is not to move the road to the north, but a 
slight roadway shift to the north may be evaluated to accommodate a slight shoulder widening on 
the south. This limited widening would allow for new beam guardrail, which infringes on the road 
more than the existing cable guardrail.  With the proposed beam guardrail, the resulting south 
shoulder would only be 2 feet in width.  An increase in the south shoulder width would shift the 
north side of the road into the grassed areas on that side of the road. 
 
Laura Black asked if any property would be taken.  J. Kirouac said that he didn’t know for sure 
yet.  The work on the south side of the road extends outside the existing ROW and would require 
permanent slope easements.  The intent is to stay within the existing right-of-way on the north 
side, but temporary easements may be required to facilitate the construction activities.  One 
landowner to the north of the road was promised that all work would avoid the row of maple trees 
in his yard.  The project would not have a public hearing, so property owners would need to be 
agreeable to signing off on whatever is proposed.  L. Black said that if the project resulted in any 
property takes or permanent easements on the north side of the road, the project would need to be 
revisited. 
 
J. McKay asked about work at the toe of slope.  J. Kirouac said that access for equipment would be 
needed beyond the toe of slope, and a ditch may be extended.  Edna Feighner stated that there 
were no concerns regarding archaeology. 
 
It was agreed that the project as currently proposed would not change the appearance of the 
potentially historic properties on the north side of the road, so the project would result in No 
Historic Properties Affected.  If the road shifts to the north and property takes or permanent 
easements are necessary, then the project will need to be revisited at a future meeting.  Otherwise, 
once design has been finalized, an effect memo can be completed without another meeting. 
 
 
Lebanon, X-A000(235), 13558A 
Participants: Matt Low, Hoyle, Tanner Associates (mlow@hoyletanner.com); CR Willeke, 
NHDOT 
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M. Low opened the meeting with a re-introduction of the Lebanon, 13558A (X-A000(235)) project 
that includes the replacement of a functionally-obsolete, structurally deficient bridge structure over 
the state-owned railroad.  An initial meeting was held with the Committee in 2003, but the project 
has changed since that time.  The project now includes a new local access road to the West 
Lebanon Rail yard, realignment of NH12A and a railroad “tunnel” bridge. 
 
In 2003 Preservation Company prepared an Individual Inventory Form for the bridge.  NHDHR 
concurred with Preservation Company’s assessment that the bridge was not eligible for the 
National Register.  In 2007, Preservation Company prepared an Individual Inventory Form for a 
circa 1850’s home at 11 South Main Street and found it to not be eligible for the National Register.  
NHDHR concurred with this assessment.  Lastly in 2007, Preservation Company prepared an Area 
Form of the South Main Street Historic Area and found it to not be eligible.  NHDHR concurred.   
 
L. Black noted that easements and impacts caused by the project would affect 24 and 26 South 
Main Street.  Individual Inventory forms will be required for these residences, which both date to 
the late 1800’s. 
 
L. Wilson and L. Black asked about the home at the corner of NH10 and Elm Street (the City 
acquired this property for back-taxes).  M. Low was unaware of the vintage.  The Committee 
requested photos of the property and the age of the building to determine whether an Inventory 
Form would be required for this property also. J. McKay warned that you can’t purchase properties 
preemptively and that federal funding could be at risk. L Wilson suggested looking at 36 CFR 
800.9(b), for the regulations.  
 
E. Feighner noted the impacts to the raised bluff along South Main Street.  A Phase IA and Phase 
IB should be conducted in this area. 
 
Upon completion of the additional Inventory Forms and Phase IA/IB investigations, the project 
should be presented at another Cultural Resources Committee Meeting.    
    
 
Clarksville, X-A001(176), 16183 
Participants: Kevin Nyhan, Jason Tremblay, NHDOT 
 
This project involves rehabilitation of the bridge that carries US Route 3 over Connecticut River in 
Clarksville (Br. No. 030/066).  Work is anticipated to include replacement of bridge pavement and 
membrane, partial and full depth deck repairs, abutment upper backwall reconstruction, and 
guardrail replacement.  All work is anticipated to be completed from the deck of the bridge.  No 
ground disturbing activities are expected. 
 
The existing bridge is a thru plate girder, and was built in 1931 and rehabilitated in 1984.  The 
rehabilitation in 1984 reconstructed the backwalls as well.  The guardrail work proposed would not 
affect the thru plate girders as there is modern rail mounted to the face today. 
 
There was discussion about the previous work and other similar bridges including a sister in 
Bartlett, which is now removed.  It was ultimately determined that this project would result in no 
adverse effect to historic properties, as the consensus determined that the bridge is eligible. 
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Littleton, NH-Waterford, VT, A-001(041), 15926 
Participants: Christine Perron, NHDOT 
 
Christine Perron provided an overview of the project, which involves work at three bridges.  
Bridges 105/135 and 104/135 carry the northbound and southbound barrels of Interstate 93 over 
the Connecticut River.  Both bridges will be rehabilitated and will have scour protection installed 
at all piers.  Bridge 109/134 carries NH Route 18 over the Connecticut River.  The bridge is a 1934 
Deck Plate Girder (rehabilitated in 1980).  Work at this bridge will involve only the installation of 
scour protection at each pier.  No work on the bridge itself will take place.  Scour protection will 
consist of pre-cast modular A-Jacks interlocking concrete armor units.  These units would be 
placed in an interlocking pattern to create a mat-type unit that would be placed on the channel 
bottom around each pier.  No excavation would be necessary.  Staging for the project would be 
from a boat launch area on NH Route 18.  A barge would be used to transport the armor units to 
the piers.   
 
Edna Feighner stated that she had no concerns regarding archaeology, and no one else in 
attendance had concerns with the work as proposed.  A No Adverse Effect memo was signed, 
because the 1934 bridge may be eligible. 
 
 
Franklin, X-A000(737), 13928A 
Participants: Cathy Goodmen, Alex Vogt, and Jon Hebert, NHDOT 
 
This project is for safety improvements to the intersection of US Route 3 and Industrial Park Road 
in Franklin, NH.  Currently, the roadway has eleven feet wide travel lanes with little or no 
shoulders. There is a large amount of truck traffic that enters and exits Industrial Park Road. 
Trucks entering from US Route 3 southbound have to swing wide into the northbound lane as the 
radius at the intersection is too small. Also the sight distance for trucks entering US Route 3 is 
poor to the northerly direction. This project will widen US Route 3 to add a southbound right turn 
lane on US Route 3 into Industrial Park Road; widen the radius at the intersection; improve the 
northerly sight distance; add a wider shoulder on US Route 3 on the northbound side for through 
traffic to avoid vehicles turning left into Industrial Park Road; repave US Route 3 north of the 
intersection to NH Route 127; and conduct a full box re-construction of US Route 3 south of the 
intersection for approximately 1000 feet.  This work would remove the old concrete roadbed and 
widen the road slightly to provide 4-foot shoulders. 
 
Cathy Goodmen and Jon Hebert presented this project. A district area form had been completed for 
the area, but no district was identified.  There are several buildings in the project area that will 
have right of way impacts due to the widening of US Route 3. Several of these building were 
constructed more than 50 years ago and may be individually eligible for the National Register. Jon 
Hebert described the project parameters and what the right of way impacts would most likely be. 
Cathy Goodmen showed some air photos of the area and the relation of the buildings to the project. 
C. Goodmen and J. McKay noted that they would go out to the project area when the snow level 
has dropped and take photos of the buildings to determine which ones may need surveys 
performed. 
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Mt. Washington Airport (no project numbers) 
Participants: Steve Riesland, Tracey Tufts, FST; Carol Niewola, NHDOT 
 
Stephen Riesland of Fay, Spofford & Thorndike (FST) presented the project, which consists of the 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment to evaluate the potential impacts of development 
projects at the Mt. Washington Regional Airport in Whitefield, NH.  The development projects 
include installation of an Instrument Landing System (ILS).  The proposed components of an ILS 
at the Mt. Washington Regional Airport include installation of a localizer located approximately 
1000 ft beyond the end of Runway 28, installation of a glide slope antenna located approximately 
1000 ft downwind of the approach end of Runway 10, extension of a parallel taxiway to the end of 
the runway, obstruction removal to the Runway 10 approach to achieve a clear 34:1 approach 
surface, and the installation of an approach lighting system (MALSR) to Runway 10.  It was 
explained that there are no airports north of Laconia, NH, which have an ILS.  The closest airports 
with an ILS system are Auburn/Lewiston in Maine to the east and Montpelier State Airport in VT 
to the west.  A feasibility study was conducted last year and indicated that the Mt. Washington 
Regional Airport is well suited for installation of an ILS.  A similar study conducted at the Berlin 
Regional Airport concluded that it was not a candidate for an ILS due to its mountainous terrain. 
 
S. Riesland explained that the localizer and glide slope antenna provide electronic horizontal and 
vertical guidance to pilots and that its installation would reduce the approach minimums (distance 
and height above the runway thresholds).  The existing localizer is state-owned and outdated.  C. 
Niewola added that the localizer is very difficult to keep operational based on the topography and 
large area of adjacent wetlands and that it is offline more than it is operational.  S. Riesland added 
that the grading of the localizer critical area and construction of the taxiway would each require 
approximately 5.5 acres of wetland impacts.  It was noted that the 34:1 obstruction clearing would 
impact approximately 28 acres, but was less obtrusive than the preferred 50:1 clearing, which 
would require removal of actual ground penetrations.  He also explained that the approach lighting 
system is a visual aid for pilots.  C. Niewola added that the lighting system would require the 
placement of three stanchions in the pond.  L. Black asked if the lights would be on at all times, 
and C. Niewola responded that they would be pilot controlled.   
 
L. Wilson asked if it would operate similar to the Concord Airport, and C. Niewola responded that 
it would.  S. Riesland added that reflections of the lights would only be seen on cloudy nights. 
S. Riesland explained that although the site plan shows a future 1000 ft runway extension, it is not 
part of the project at this time.  It is part of an on-going discussion that may be many years out 
beyond the life span of the Environmental Assessment. 
 
L. Black asked about the history of the land.  S. Riesland responded that the original turf runway 
was constructed in 1947 along what is now Airport Road.  The current east-west runway was 
constructed in 1965 at 3500 ft. long.  It was extended to the current 4001 ft. in 2005.  The hangars 
were constructed in the late ‘60s to early ‘70s, with the small terminal building constructed within 
the past ten years.  L. Black asked if the railroad would be impacted, and S. Riesland responded 
that it would not.  E. Feighner asked how much of the area had been altered.  S. Riesland and C. 
Niewola explained that areas adjacent to both the runway and taxiway have been disturbed and 
pointed to this on the site plan.  E. Feighner stated that a Phase 1 archaeological survey would be 
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required for both the taxiway/ILS and obstruction clearing areas given the loamy sand and limited 
surveys in the general region.  Even if the obstruction clearing area were not grubbed, she said that 
the operation would still cause disturbance through the operation of machinery.  She stated that if 
the Phase 1A portion of the survey did not warrant further study, the survey would then be 
concluded without Phase 1B.  She also recommended having the sub-consultant evaluate the 
runway extension area in case that part of the project ever moved forward.  C. Niewola asked if we 
could outline the limits of disturbed areas, and E. Feighner responded that the information would 
be helpful for the sub-consultant performing the survey.  A Phase 1A, and possibly Phase IB, 
archaeological survey will be conducted and the report/recommendations will be forwarded to the 
NH DOT who will transmit them to the NHDHR for review and comment.  It was agreed that 
surveys did not need to be completed for the buildlings, as they are less than 50 years. 
 
J. McKay commented on the interesting configuration of the railroad and noted the flat topography 
abutting it.  She questioned the history of the railroad, and wondered if there were buildings in the 
past that serviced the facility.  She noted that the NHDOT Bureau of Rail and Transit had 
valuation sheets for railroads that may provide some information.  S. Riesland and C. Niewola 
agreed to contact them and provide J. McKay with any history of the site that was found. 
 
 
Bow-Concord 13742B (no federal #)  
Participants: Don Lyford, Kevin Nyhan, NHDOT; Jobie Chase, Public Works; David Clapp, 
Admin Services; Vicki Chase, McFarland-Johnson 
 
This project will involve improvements to the I-93/I-89 interchange in Bow.  Mitigation for 
wetland impacts will involve work in and along Bow Brook on the State Hospital Grounds in 
Concord.  The scope of work may include reestablishing a floodplain by excavating an area near 
an existing stormwater pond, low emergent-type plantings along the area near the stormwater 
pond, plantings along Bow Brook near the courthouse, and pavement removal at the north end of 
the property near the ball field.  After discussion about archaeological investigations that have 
been done on the property in the past, it was determined that an evaluation of the soils near the 
excavation areas and the plantings areas would need to be undertaken in the spring by J. McKay, 
K. Nyhan, E. Feighner, and Vicki Chase to determine if any disturbance has occurred in the past.  
If evidence of past disturbance were present, no additional surveys would be required.  If the soils 
were undisturbed, additional phases of archaeology would be needed if these impacts occur. 
 
V. Chase will get project description to J. McKay who will draft up a memo for the project.  
 
 
Rumney (no project number, BRPPI funding)  
Participants: Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, Doug Gosling, NHDOT 
 
The project involves the replacement of the deck and concrete rail of a 1937 I-Beam Concrete 
bridge that carries Quincy Road over Stinson Brook.  The project will be completed by the Bureau 
of Bridge Maintenance and was discussed at the December and January Cultural Resources 
Coordination meetings.   
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Steve Johnson explained that since the last meeting he had talked with the Chair of the Rumney 
Planning Board and had sent a letter to the Board of Selectmen.  The Planning Board Chair was 
mainly concerned with the Groton Wind Project and its effect on traffic on Quincy Road.  He had 
no issues with replacing the existing concrete rail with aluminum rail.  The Board of Selectmen 
discussed the proposed bridge project at their last meeting and had no issues with the proposed rail 
replacement (a response letter would be sent soon).  S. Johnson added that Christine Perron had 
previously talked with the President of the Rumney Historical Society who had no concerns with 
replacing the concrete rail with aluminum. 
 
Laura Black asked if the abutters had been contacted.  Doug Gosling said that abutters had not yet 
been contacted but would be just prior to construction.  He explained that Bridge Maintenance 
doesn’t typically look for agreement from abutters but does notify them of work that will be done.   
 
There was discussion on whether input from the abutters would change the rail treatment proposed 
by Bridge Maintenance. Since the Town’s Board of Selectmen and Historical Society have already 
provided input, NHDOT would not change the proposed rail treatment based on abutter 
preference.  
 
Therefore, it was decided that the Department would complete an inventory form for the bridge, 
and this form would serve as mitigation for the adverse effect. 
 
 
Hudson-Windham, X-A000(950), 15790  
Participants: Kevin Nyhan, Jim Marshall, NHDOT 
 
This was the initial review of a project that involves pavement, guardrail, and minor drainage 
improvements along a 5.7 mile segment of  NH Route 111.  The limits of work are from a point 
925’ east of Greeley Street and Kimball Hill Road, north to a point 1,200’ east of North Lowell 
Road.   All proposed work would be contained with the existing ROW.  
 
J. Marshall pointed out that the guardrail extension was initially designed to run in front of an 
older barn that sits on a potentially eligible farm property.  Upon further review, it was determined 
that the safest, and most culturally sensitive design was to stop the guardrail at the gravel drive 
prior to reaching the barn.  
 
Linda Wilson commended the design, stating that from a safety standpoint it was a great 
compromise to help preserve the integrity of the historic resource.  Joyce McKay stated that she 
would draft a No Adverse Effect Memo to be signed by the committee at a future meeting.  
 
 
Hudson, X-A000(348), 14408  
Participants: Gary Webster, Town of Hudson; Peter Michaud, DHR; Bob Hudson, NHDOT 
 
The purpose of today’s meeting was to discuss the currently proposed location of the train depot.  
Peter Michaud reviewed plan with the DHR staff prior to today’s meeting. The concern was the 
area behind the station being flat up to the retaining wall with a fence, as train depot’s typically do 
not have drop-off’s located directly behind them.  The current plan shows approximately a 20’ 
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buffer back from the station building to provide a flat surface.  The committee agreed that the 20’ 
buffer would be acceptable, however final plans need to be submitted to NHDHR prior to final site 
plan approval. 
 
This brought up another issue of the retaining wall material. G. Webster mentioned using the 
granite slabs/blocks from the existing walls of the barn that had been there.  It was agreed by all 
that the re-use of the existing stones from the site of the former barn would be a great use of the 
materials.  G. Webster would need to check the walls and specs to make sure there is enough 
accessible material on site to re-use. It was also explained that for safety reason a fence would 
need to be placed on top of the retaining wall.  
 
P. Michaud asked that the plan for the gutters be carefully reviewed.  The Historic Structures 
Report indicates that the gutters were behind the cornice molding.  Once the snow clears, about 
April 1, it may be possible to check on the gutters.  P. Michaud stated that the condition 
assessment should be done prior to further design and that assumptions about construction should 
not be made until that assessment is complete to prevent removal of original materials.  P. 
Michaud and J. McKay stated this demolition and other work should be done by a contractor that 
is familiar with historic structures.  Funds to support his assessment should be placed in the next 
scope of work.  DHR can provide a list of contractors. 
 
G. Webster will pass all the information to Warren Street to put on the site plans since the 
committee and the Town are in agreement over the placement of the train depot. Warren Street 
will complete the site plan with the notes on the plan that reflects today’s discussion.  This work 
will finish phase 1 of the engineering study. R Hudson, NHDOT wants all the reports, plans, and 
work associated with this phase send to NHDOT for review and then forward it to DHR for their 
review. 
 
Additional meeting with NHDOT and NHDHR will need to be planned to discuss the scope of 
work for Phase 2 and 3. The scope may change depending on the funding available to complete the 
work. 
            
The town of Hudson Select Board approved finishing the station, however had no funds for the 
town share at this time. It was discussed with the NHDOT that if Hudson has money left over from 
this year’s budget there is a possibility to extend the funds through an application to the Federal 
Highway Administration for additional funding or submit a warrant article next year to finish the 
project.     
 
Joyce Mc Kay mentioned that funding through LCHIP may be available and to contact Amy 
Dixon that opportunity. It was also mentioned that the Moose Plate Conservation grant might be 
available.  G. Webster thanked every one for their patience and agreed we are moving in the right 
direction with the train station.  
 
 
Keene, X-A000(562), 14834 
Participants: Marty Risley (mrisley@chacompanies.com), CHA 
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Project Description: The City of Keene plans to improve approximately 8000 linear feet of the 
abandoned rail bed of the Cheshire Railroad by doing minor grading and clearing and adding a 
stable gravel surface, which will be 10’ wide.  Ditches along the trail will be cleaned of debris.  A 
small trailhead with limited parking will also be developed at the westerly end of the project, 
adjacent to Whitcomb's Mill Road.  
 
Location: Between NH Route 9 and Whitcomb's Mill Road and crosses West Street, Bradford 
Road - refer to USGS sheet. 
• The eastern 6500 feet of this segment of the trail is located on a fill as high as 50 feet +/in places. 
• Between Route 9 and Bradford Road, it is bordered by residences on the north and a power line 
corridor on the south. 
• West of Bradford Road, the trail runs along lands owned by the Keene Country Club, which 
maintains a golf course on both sides of the elevated trail bed. 
• The most prominent feature in this section of the rail corridor is located a short distance west of 
Bradford Road. It is a Stone Arch Bridge used to cross the Ash Swamp Brook. 
• The westerly 1500 feet of the project is in a cut section at the toe of West Hill. There the railroad 
corridor is bordered by the Keene Country Club on the north and south until it reaches the lands of 
Langdon Place (a privately owned assisted living/nursing home facility) on the north and a 
privately owned parcel on the south. 
 
Prior Submissions: The following documents were submitted in advance of the meeting: 
• Bibliography Form and Short Report prepared by Victoria Bunker and Sheila Charles 
• Request for Project Review Form 
 
History: 
• Railroad was constructed in 1849 
• Rail operations ceased in 1972 and rails, ties, signals, and most of the ballast were removed. 
• The corridor was abandoned in 1983 
• NHDOT purchased the right-of-way and it was placed under the care of the Bureau of Rail and 
Transit. 
 
Current and Proposed Uses: The trail is and will be used by pedestrians, runners, bicyclists, 
equestrians, cross country skiers, snow shoers, and snowmobilers. 
 
Stone Arch Bridge: 
• The bridge is located at a point where the rail bed is approximately 45 feet above the surrounding 
lowlands associated with Ash Swamp Brook. 
• The bridge is in very good condition - see photo 14. 
• It carries about 20 feet of embankment. 
• Proposed construction activities and future use create far less load than the bridge was designed to 
carry. 
• The project will have no impact on the bridge. 
 
Proposed Improvements: 
• Though minor grading will be completed, no soil will be removed from the trail corridor 
• A 10 foot wide gravel surface centered on the existing trail 
• 2 foot wide shoulders on each side 
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• Signage 
• Gravel trailhead with parking for 8-10 cars 
 
Further Discussion: 
A concern was raised about removing tree roots above the Stone Arch Bridge. They should remain 
in place where possible to help maintain soil stability.  However, the project should remove as 
many trees as practical, cutting them off above the ground.  DHR experience indicates that large 
trees can blow down leaving large depressions that funnel runoff into the bridge structure resulting 
in damage to the bridge. All existing mile markers and signal bases should be left undisturbed 
during construction of the project. 
 
CHA is to prepare a Cultural Resources Effect Memo (municipally managed projects version), 
stating No Adverse Effect and submit it to Joyce McKay for processing. 
 
 
Keene 14441 (no federal number)  
Participants: Marty Risley (mrisley@chacompanies.com), Robert Faulkner, CHA; Kürt 
Blomquist, Garett Kopczynski, City of Keene 
 
Project Description: The City of Keene plans to replace an existing bridge over Beaver Brook 
where it crosses Spring Street, a short distance east of Central Square. The proposal is to remove 
the existing bridge deck and place a box culvert between the existing abutments. The proposed 
bridge will have concrete parapet walls, which will serve as railings. The existing block walls that 
line the channel will have to be removed and reconstructed for a short distance upstream of the 
bridge to better channel the water through the bridge opening. Spring Street will be reconstructed 
between Brook Street and Franklin Street to reestablish the previous grade differential between the 
road and sidewalk. 
 
Previous Meetings: This project was first presented to this group on 7/9/09, and a follow up 
meeting was held on 9/10/09. 
 
Additional Information: CHA has progressed the plans since the last meeting and has submitted 
the following additional information prior to this meeting: 

 Photos of the existing bridge 
 Photos of the block walls upstream of the bridge 
 Plan showing the extent of proposed construction (sheet 5) 
 Plan showing the proposed bridge rail, or parapet wall (sheet 8) 
 Plan showing the proposed wall reconstruction detail (sheet 6) 
 Plan showing the location of known listed or eligible sites and districts in the vicinity of the 

project 
 
The first 5 items were submitted and discussed in response to item 3 of the 7/9/2009 meeting 
minutes and subsequent requests for information concerning the details of the proposed bridge 
construction. The last item was submitted and discussed in response to item 4 of the 7/9/2009 
meeting minutes. 
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Edna Feighner and Laura Black of the NHDHR indicated they would need about a week to review 
the submitted information on eligible sites and districts. They responded on 2/14/2011 with the 
following: 

"With the information you recently provided of the historic districts compiled by Keene's 
planning department, we've noted that the Spring Street Bridge is located within the 
National Register-eligible Beaver/Spring St. Historic District.  However, as is common 
with earlier area surveys, elements related to infrastructure (including this bridge) were not 
addressed in the evaluation of this district. Therefore, we are recommending that a NH 
Individual Inventory Form be prepared for the Spring Street Bridge to document its 
relationship to the district, and evaluate its individual eligibility. It would also document 
the bridge structure prior to its replacement." 

 
Edna Feighner indicated that the area was not archaeologically sensitive.  DHR agreed that the 
design of the new bridge was sensitive to the surrounding district. 

 
 
Randolph 16098 (no federal number) 
Participants: Jay Poulin, HEB Engineers (jpoulin@hebengineers.com); Ted Wier, Town of 
Randolph; CR Willeke, NHDOT 
 
Jay Poulin P.E., of HEB, presented an overview of the current state of the Randolph Hill Road 
Reconstruction project: 

 HEB and Town of Randolph attended the 10/07/10 cultural resource meeting to review 
project. 

 At that time, project was in preliminary stages with minimal impacts anticipated. 
 Project received a signed Cultural Resources Effect Memo from Linda Wilson & Joyce 

McKay stating “No Adverse Effect on Historic or Archaeological Properties” with the 
following conditions: 

o Impacts to stone walls and mature trees are to be avoided. 
o Property impacts are to be limited to driveway reconstruction to ROW.  

 J. Poulin explained that since the attendance at first meeting, there have been design 
modifications that do have limited impacts to above-noted conditions.  

 J. Poulin passed out photo pages at meeting that illustrated proposed impacts. 
 Only approx. 300 linear feet of stone walls are proposed to be impacted on this project with 

over 5,800 linear feet existing. Two of the three impacts areas are proposed to be 
reconstructed back to the ROW, the third area was a rubble wall. 

 Tree removal was reviewed in the area of the Sugar Plum farm. Trees need to be removed 
for drainage and maintenance purposes. No issues were raised with the removal of these 
younger trees. 

 
Discussion: 
There were a few minor questions related to the stone walls and trees but there was no concern 
with the proposed construction. All felt that the intent to avoid impacts was evident. 
 
Actions: 
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HEB was authorized to proceed as currently proposed.  No further action from cultural resource 
committee is needed, as they felt the previously signed No Adverse Effect memo was still current, 
even with the changes.  
 
 
**Memos/MOA’s:  Pelham, X-A000(415), 14491; Dublin 15684; Nashua, X-A000(759), 15531; 
Stewartstown 99019Z; Manchester, X-A001(207), 20004; Wentworth, X-A001(030), 15908. 
 

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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