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Thursday, February 5, 2009 
 
Rochester 14019 (no federal number). Participants: Tom Willis, Rochester City Engineer, Michael 
Behrendt, City of Rochester Chief Planner, Ron Joy (rjoy@mjinc.com), McFarland Johnson; 
Sandra Keans, State Representative, City Councilor & Historic District Commission.  
 
Purpose of Meeting  

The project to rehabilitate the Main Street Bridge will be bid in October 2009.  The purpose of the meeting is 
to open the discussion of the project to the City of Rochester Historic District Commission (HDC).  The HDC 
wished to discuss the feasibility of incorporating a bridge railing style that better matched the original 4-bar 
pipe rail with tapered posts.  Given that the bridge is a gateway to the downtown, the bridge’s historic 
appearance is an important element to the HDC. 

 



Discussion 
1. A No Adverse Effect Memo was secured in April 2006 for this project with a railing type acceptable to 

the City, NHDOT, and NHDHR.  
2. McFarland Johnson (MJ) presented bridge railing alternatives studied to date as well as additional “off the 

shelf” dual rail systems, which consist of a crashworthy rail at the curb line and a pipe rail style 
pedestrian railing. 

3. The City attendees reviewed the solid concrete and masonry railing alternatives and eliminated these 
alternatives from further consideration 

4. The City attendees reviewed the masonry post system alternatives and eliminated these alternatives from 
further consideration. 

5. The City attendees reviewed the pedestal-mounted 4-bar pipe railing and the 6-bar pipe railing 
alternatives (with curb line railing).  Though closer in style to the original railing, the City wishes to 
investigate customizing the pedestrian railing to replicate the original as close as feasible. 

6. MJ presented the geometric design requirements for pedestrian railing. 
7. Beth Muzzey noted that a pedestrian railing mounted on a pedestal would alter the aesthetics of the 

overall bridge elevation and might produce an adverse effect. 
8. MJ discussed the design exception process involved in potentially incorporating non-standard design 

elements and will present the idea to Municipal Highways. 
9. The sidewalk widths are unsymmetrical.  The City requires 5’-6” minimum clear distance between the 

face of pedestrian railing and the face of curb line railing to allow plowing. 
 
Conclusions & Follow-Up – Investigate process and feasibility of incorporating a dual rail system with a 
pedestrian railing that replicates the original railing.  Once a revised preferred alternative is identified by the City, 
MJ will conduct a follow-up meeting with the Cultural Resources Committee.  The City will incorporate the 
HDC’s review of the rail into its review. 
 
 
FEMA DR 1787 Rail Projects, Boston, Concord, and Montreal. Participants: Nadine Peterson, 
NHDHR; Pete Thomas, FEMA; and Brian Lombard, Bureau of Rails  
 
Joyce McKay introduced the project and Brian Lombard provided more detailed information about the stone box 
culverts that were affected as a result from the August 7-8, 2008 flooding events that occurred along the 17.4 mile 
corridor of the Boston, Concord and Montreal rail line.  There were 29 prosecutions of work from the Bureau of 
Rails for this stretch.  All projects involving non-historic culverts had been cleared from the FEMA system prior 
today’s meeting.  Pete Thomas expressed concern that NHDOT and FEMA were not viewing the consultation 
process in the same manner.  P. Thomas would like to see a better management plan approach for NHDOT to 
follow in order to be compliant with FEMA’s Section 106 processes.  Because of the manner in which the 
consultation process and reconstruction of the culverts occurred after the 2008 floods, NHDOT was not in Section 
106 compliance with repairs taking place after the 30-day repair window in three instances.  The consultation 
process related to the repair or replacement of the stone culverts had gotten off track in the days following the 
disaster, in that repairs or replacements had generally been made prior to either DOT discussion of the damages 
with SHPO or prior to FEMA-SHPO consultation following the disaster declaration.  This brought into question 
whether good decisions had been made relative to replacing or repairing the historic culverts and how better to 
follow the process outlined in 36 CFR 800.   P. Thomas indicated that funding for these projects along the line 
was being withheld until the issues were resolved.   J. McKay stated that she was working on a guidance plan for 
cultural resource review of NHDOT emergency projects that may seek FEMA funding. 
 
P. Thomas indicated that FEMA would need documentation of the stone box culverts that have been repaired or 
will be repaired.  FEMA would like status updates on the culverts, including their eligibility, any defining/intact 
elements, and any alterations made.  He and DHR requested that NHDOT conduct photographic documentation 
and description of the stone box culverts and other structures that were affected by the 2008 flooding and require 
repair or replacement along the 17.4-mile line of the Boston, Concord and Montreal line.  This area was 
determined as the area of potential effect.  P. Thomas noted that the culverts that were not constructed out of stone 
have already been fixed or cleared from the list of potential adverse effects.   
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B. Lombard has taken digital photographs of the culverts immediately following the flooding and has recorded 
any subsequent work involving culverts.  This information, along with a comparative analysis, black and white 
photographs to be taken in the spring of 2009, valuation maps of the area, and any additional pertinent culvert 
information will be compiled onto continuation sheets to the district area form.  Beth Muzzey added that the 
continuation sheets should include all stone box culverts along the line that were there prior to the floods and the 
current conditions.  B. Lombard stated that when they were repairing or rebuilding any of the washed out culverts 
they did try to reuse the existing stone as much as possible.     
 
P. Thomas noted that a complete inventory of the culverts could be very helpful for FEMA in their disaster 
preparedness.  Most of the historic culverts function far below modern standards and cannot handle many of the 
50 or 100-year floods.  Upsizing a culvert could be one of many options for culverts that are continually failing.  
This would include using the original materials on the headwalls and sidewalls and new material on the interior.   
 
Nadine Peterson said she would write the memo to FEMA stating that because of the significant damage caused 
by the flooding the NHDHR is making a finding of a “No Adverse Effect” to the line.  The Memo would include 
conditions for the documentation to be completed and a best practices manual compiled for this line.  P. Thomas 
said that FEMA would be willing to sign a No Adverse Effect Memo with the above conditions, noting that 
general maintenance is a No Adverse Effect.  Should these conditions and the Section 106 process brought to a 
close the FEMA funds for the three remaining projects currently being held could be released. 
 
J. McKay will write the agreement, which will include the conditions in the No Adverse Effect Memo and will 
state that if the repair were to use the existing materials to make an in-kind repair, NHDHR review would not be 
required. 
 
 
New London, X-A000(730), 14451A. Participants: Jon Evans, Kirk Mudgett, and Jim Marshall 
 
This project involves the reconstruction of the NH Route 11 / NH Route 114 (Crockett’s Corner) intersection and 
approaches.  This project was requested by the public and local officials to address the safety concerns associated 
with this intersection.    
 
Kirk Mudgett and Jim Marshall indicated that the project would involve reducing the overall size of the 
intersection.  The three existing slip lanes will be brought in closer to the intersection and the eastbound truck 
climbing lane to the west of the intersection will be eliminated.  The raised islands on the western and southern 
approaches will be extended slightly to the west and south, respectively.   All work will be contained within the 
existing right-of-way.   
 
Jon Evans indicated that there are several residential and commercial properties adjacent to the project area.  He 
indicated that the property on the southwestern quadrant of the intersection (18 Sutton Road) appeared to be 
potentially eligible but that all the other properties contained relatively new structures.   
 
Beth Muzzy asked if there were any discussions with the property owner at 18 Sutton Road during the design 
process.  J. Marshall indicated that this project was essentially a modified Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) 
project and, as a result, the property owner at 18 Sutton Road was involved in the design process.  He also 
indicated that this property owner had requested the Department address visibility issues associated with the NH 
Route 114 southbound slip ramp.  The Department has modified the design in this area to address this request.   
 
B. Muzzy and Dick Boisvert indicated that there were no architectural or archaeological concerns associated with 
the design of this project.  A No Historic Properties Affected Memo was signed.   
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Hopkinton, STP-TE-X-000S(450), 13483A. Participants: Jim Garvin, NHDHR; Dina Boles and 
Gordon Graham, Public Works; Doris Burke and Sue Blothenburg, PSNH, Tom Jameson 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to explore options for placing a needed electrical meter in a location other than 
the northwest portal of the bridge.  The PSNH meter technician Gary Atwood identified this location as the 
preferred meter position because it is visible to a meter reader from the adjacent highway bridge. 
 
James Garvin explained that the bridge is photographed frequently and that the Division of Historical Resources, 
which is administratively responsible for the bridge, is hoping to find an unobtrusive location for the meter.  Doris 
Burke thanked the Division for inviting a discussion on this subject, noting that she is highly sympathetic to 
issues of historic preservation.  She serves as a board member of the New Hampshire Preservation Alliance and as 
an advisor of the National Trust for Historic Preservation for New Hampshire.  She distributed information from 
PSNH on meter locations and technical requirements. 
 
The committee discussed the fact that a control panel for the linear fire protection system will be placed in a 
lockable cabinet inside the northwest portal of the bridge. J. Garvin asked whether the meter could be mounted on 
the inside portal sheathing near this cabinet, noting that the interior of the bridge is always snow-free and is a 
designated pedestrian and snowmobile trail crossing that would be accessible to a meter reader. 
 
S. Burke and Sue Blothenburg agreed that such a location for the meter would be acceptable if it proved possible 
to conduct the electrical feed to this location.  Gordon Graham suggested that it might be possible to run a conduit 
from the utility pole near the highway bridge beneath the covered bridge at the toe of the abutment, terminating at 
this location inside the northwest portal.  Dina Boles, G. Graham, and J. Garvin agreed to meet at the bridge in the 
near future with G. Atwood of PSNH to explore the feasibility of this suggestion. 
 
 
Swanzey, X-A000(713), 14195.  Participants: Sean James, HTA (sjames@hoyletanner.com); Jim 
Barrett, Haley & Aldrich (JBarrett@haleyaldrich.com); Deb Loiselle, DES 
(Deborah.Loiselle@des.nh.gov); Nadine Peterson and Jim Garvin , NHDHR; and Jim Marshall  
 
Sean James discussed the project’s goal of providing the Thompson Covered Bridge scour protection after 
removal of the downstream dam.  This project and the dam removal project are being coordinated and will have a 
common wetlands permit.  Construction is anticipated in late summer of 2009.  This project consists of 
installation of stone stream barbs upstream of the bridge, underpinning the center pier of the bridge, and the 
installation of additional stone fill at the abutments.  The approach to underpinning the pier includes placing steel 
sheets around the pier and pouring concrete around and under the pier.  This work is below the water line, and 
would not be visible.  S. James noted that the pier did not sit on timber cribbing.  The work will require lifting the 
bridge 6” to 1’.  J. Garvin noted that because of the stresses in lattice bridges, the height of the lift should be as 
limited as possible.  Trunnels and lattice can be sheared.  In addition, work will strengthen the sleeper beams by 
placing steel underneath them.   
 
Pictures of the bridge and surrounding area as well as conceptual drawings of the proposed work were provided 
and discussed.  J. Barrett gave a discussion on the stream barbs and their effects on stream flow.  The change in 
stream flow is intended to protect both the pier and the banks from stream erosion by reducing the velocity of the 
water flow.  The committee indicated that the project would likely receive a “No Adverse Effect,” however they 
asked to see additional plans before making a final determination.  Hoyle, Tanner will continue to coordinate the 
project with NHDHR and provide preliminary plans for review once completed.  The completion date of the plans 
should be about February 24, 2009. 
 
 
Lebanon-Hartford, A000(858) 14957A.  Participants: Christine Perron, Steve Johnson, and Alex 
Vogt, NHDOT  
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An advanced contract for a temporary bridge just downstream from the existing bridge will be part of the 
anticipated economic stimulus package.  Steve Johnson briefly explained that the temporary bridge would be 
located approximately 52 feet downstream (measured from centerline to centerline).  Once construction of the 
temporary bridge is complete, the existing bridge will be blocked off to all traffic.  S. Johnson also stated that 
three alternatives were still being explored for the subject project: rehabilitation of existing bridge, new bridge on 
an upstream alignment, and new bridge on a refined On-line alignment.  The Rehabilitation/Replacement project 
is expected to advertise in 2010. 
 
The area near the railroad overpass in Vermont has potential for buried archeological resources.  However, the 
impacts in this area from the temporary bridge would not be deep enough to reach the potential resources.   
Therefore VTrans has indicated that no further study is warranted. (Formal correspondence to this effect has not 
yet been received). 
 
Jamie Sikora asked if the existing bridge could be kept open to pedestrian traffic.  Steve Johnson explained that 
this would not be prudent because of the poor condition of the rails on the existing bridge and because it would be 
difficult to keep pedestrians on the sidewalk only. 
 
Beth Muzzey asked about the type of temporary bridge that will be used.  S. Johnson said that the temporary 
bridge would be a bailey-type bridge. 
 
Joyce McKay noted that additional HAER photographs need to be taken after vegetation has been cleared for the 
temporary bridge but before construction of the bridge begins.  Christine Perron added that this would be listed as 
a commitment in the environmental document. 
 
B. Muzzey told the group that Rich Roach of the Army Corps of Engineers called her with the concern that the 
temporary bridge would end up dictating which alternative is eventually chosen as the preferred alternative.  J. 
Sikora noted that the advance temporary bridge actually enhances the rehabilitation option because the detour 
bridge needed for rehab would already be in place.  S. Johnson added that the advance temporary bridge is being 
placed exactly where it would have placed if it had been needed for the rehab option.  J. Sikora stated further that 
the only option that the temporary bridge precludes is the downstream alignment, which had been previously 
rejected due to its poor geometry. 
 
B. Muzzey asked that the No Adverse Effect Memo be revised to include rehabilitation, so that it was clear that 
this was an alternative being fully studied.  C. Perron said that she would revise the memo.  (Subsequent to the 
meeting, the memo was revised and signed.) 
 
C. Perron gave B. Muzzey a copy of the public statement that will be read at the public informational meeting in 
Hartford, VT on February 11, noting that she added two lines about the historic nature of the bridge.  She also 
gave B. Muzzey a copy of the “statement of significance” prepared by J. McKay for the public meeting, and 
offered that this could be provided as a handout at the meeting.  B. Muzzey concurred with the public statement as 
written, and said that she would like the handout to be provided at the meeting. 
 
Alex Vogt asked if there were any high Pratt truss bridges in this area of Vermont.  The group did not know, but 
Jim Garvin offered to look into it, and C. Perron offered to contact Scott Newman in Vermont. 
 
Alex Vogt noted that after the public meeting next week, the Department would be selecting a preferred 
alternative to move the project forward. 
 
 
Hudson, X-A000(095), 13894. Participants: Michael Haley (mikeh@cldengineers.com) and Erin 
Lombardi, CLD  
 
Michael Haley of CLD Consulting Engineers, Inc., presented the project on behalf of the Town of Hudson to 
improve Derry Street/Route 102.  The project, which has federal funds, would improve the overall safety of 
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motorists and pedestrians on Derry Street from its northern intersection with Evergreen Drive to the southern end 
of the proposed Project at Megan Drive. Tom Jameson is the NHDOT Project Manager 
 
PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The project consists of installing a new sidewalk with granite curbing along the east side of NH Route 102, from 
Megan Drive to Evergreen Drive.  In addition, NH Route 102 will be widened to accommodate a proposed bike 
lane within these same limits.  The total length of the project is approximately 4,050 feet. 
 
The project will require re-grading of roadway side slopes and realignment of drainage swales to accommodate 
the sidewalk.  It does require wetland and wetland buffer impacts as Route 102 crosses over two streams.  In the 
vicinity of one stream crossing, a small retaining wall will be installed to avoid wetlands impacts.  
 
The proposed project will not affect private structures.  The majority of work is within the existing right-of-way.  
Areas where work will be performed outside the right-of-way are for grading purposes and for relocating existing 
features such as private signage. 
 
Some minor excavation work will be associated with the project.  Excavation for curbing will be approximately 
1.5 feet below the existing surface to provide appropriate bedding depth for the proposed curbing.  A number of 
new catch basins are proposed to be installed along the new curb line.  Catch basin installation will include 
excavation 2 feet outside the structure to an approximate average depth of 6 feet.  Drainage pipe will be installed 
to connect catch basins.  Also, there are a few locations along the project length where existing drainage manholes 
will be uncovered to provide access for tying in new drainage pipes. 
 
CLD provided packets of requested information in the Request for Project Review to all members of the Cultural 
Resources review committee.   
 
Although not discussed at the meeting, it is important to note that the Town intends to construct as much of the 
project this year as funding will allow. 
 
NHDHR DETERMINATIONS 

• Jamie Paine had previously presented the project at the Cultural Resources Meeting for CLD, in October 
2005. 
o The DHR determination in 2005 was that the project would have no effect on historical resources in 

the area.  Edna Feighner reviewed NHDHR files for archaeological sites after the October 2005 
meeting, and responded to CLD that none were within or adjacent to the Project. 

• Since the scope of the project has not changed from the original 2005 scope, it was determined that the 
project would have no historic impact on the surrounding buildings. 
o The Request for Project Review (RPR) form was signed by Elizabeth Muzzey at the meeting.  The 

comments stated that no historical properties are affected by the project. 
 
CLD was directed to contact Jill Cunningham to acquire a Municipal Memo form to fill out and return to 
NHDOT. 
 
 
Milford, X-A000(416), 14492; X-A000(565), 14837; X-A000(618), 14492A; X-A000(195), 14078.  
Participants: Michael Haley (mikeh@cldengineers.com) and Erin Lombardi, CLD 
 
Michael Haley of CLD Consulting Engineers, Inc., presented the project on behalf of the Town of Milford to 
improve South Street.  The project, which has federal funds, would improve the overall safety of motorists and 
pedestrians on South Street from its northern intersection with Nashua Street/The Oval to the southern end of the 
proposed project at the railroad crossing between Clinton Street and Lincoln Street.  Tom Jameson is the NHDOT 
Project Manager. 
 
PROJECT OVERVIEW 
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The project consists of installing new five-foot-wide bituminous asphalt and concrete sidewalks with a 
combination of reset and new granite curbing along the east and west sides of South Street, from Nashua Street 
(“The Oval”) to the railroad crossing between Clinton Street and Lincoln Street in the Town of Milford. 
 
South Street will be widened to 35 feet between High Street and The Oval to accommodate 24 feet of travel way 
and 9-foot wide parallel parking spaces.  Between High Street and the railroad crossing, the pavement will remain 
the existing 24 feet wide.  The total length of the project is approximately 950 feet. 
 
The project will require re-grading of roadway side slopes behind the new sidewalk.  The project does not require 
permitting for wetland impacts since no wetland impacts are proposed. 
 
Under the proposed project, no private structures would be affected.  Between the railroad crossing and High 
Street, the majority of work is within existing right-of-way.  Areas where work will be performed outside the 
right-of-way are for grading, minor landscaping, and paving purposes and for relocating existing features such as 
private signage.  Along the west side of South Street between High Street and The Oval, the Town is currently 
negotiating permanent right-of-way and temporary construction easements to address the widening work.  
Between High Street and Lincoln Street, the Town is currently negotiating permanent utility easements. 
 
Some minor excavation work will be associated with the project.  Excavation of curbing will be approximately 
1.5 feet below the existing surface to provide appropriate bedding depth for the proposed curbing.  Under-
grounding of existing overhead utility lines is proposed between The Oval and High Street on the west side of 
South Street.  Excavation for this work is expected to be approximately 2 to 3 feet in depth. 
 
At this point, no new catch basins would be installed along the new curb line.  If it is determined that drainage 
improvements will be necessary, work will be minor.  Catch basin installation would include excavation 2 feet 
outside the structure to an approximate average depth of 6 feet.  Drainage pipe would be installed to connect catch 
basins.  Drainage improvements would tie into existing structures along the project length within the existing 
pavement limits. 
 
CLD provided packets of requested information in the Request for Project Review (RPR) to all members of the 
Cultural Resources Review Committee.   
 
NHDHR DETERMINATIONS 

• Jamie Paine had previously presented the Project at the Cultural Resources Meeting from CLD, in 
November 2007. 

o The DHR determination in 2007 was that a Project Area Form would be required for the Project 
once the project footprint was established. 

• DHR presented CLD with a map and summary from the property survey performed in 1994. 
o The boundary of the Commercial and Civic District around Union Square was highlighted. 
o DHR discussed the possibility of a potential Residential Historic District that could include residences 

along the southern portion of the Project. 
• It was determined that a Historic District Area form would be required for the residential section. 

o This would confirm that two separate districts exist within the project limits and provide additional 
information to support the 1994 study, which defined the Commercial and Civic District. 

• CLD was directed to hire an architectural historian to perform the survey. 
o It was recommended that CLD provide the consultant with the information provided in the RPR form. 

• Once the Historical District Form was completed, the results of the study would have to be presented to 
cultural resources meeting for additional review. 

• B. Muzzey indicated that an explanation of consulting parties needs to be presented at public meetings. 
• The project area was not found to be archaeologically sensitive. 
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Littleton, X-A000(098), 13897. Participants: Jim Marshall; Jay Poulin (jpoulin@hebcivil.com), 
HEB Engineers; Charles Collin, Littleton Town Manager. 
 
Jay Poulin opened the meeting with a brief introduction of the participants and associated roles in the project.  J. 
Poulin stated that this meeting was intended to be an initial review of the project to identify any Section 106 
concerns early in the process.   
 
J. Poulin noted that Phase II of the Littleton River walk project expands work completed in Phase I.  Phase II 
includes construction of approximately 1,000’ of river walk along the Ammonoosuc River from the south end of 
the pedestrian covered bridge (Phase I) to the Cottage Street (Rt. 302) bridge.  At this time, it is proposed that 
Phase II include construction of walkway underneath the Cottage St. Bridge to provide safe pedestrian access onto 
the bridge and allow future easterly continuation of the river walk.  The terminus of Phase II is the former 
Littleton Opera House.   
 
J. Poulin noted that the current proposal involves the construction of an 8’-10’ wide path.  It was also noted that 
shore land and wetland impacts are expected, and that a hard, pervious surface is proposed for this area because of 
its anticipated high use.  Under the bridge and in the area of riverbank, path construction involves a raised 
structure, similar to a boardwalk, rather than filling, to minimize impacts to shore land and wetlands. 
 
Elizabeth Muzzy asked if any known historical properties would be affected by this project.  It was noted that the 
“Lane House” is on the National Register of Historic Places.  The “Lane House” is the only eligible structure on 
the property.  There are several recently built assisted-living buildings toward the rear of the property.  The 
question is whether the project, as proposed, would require a Section 4F review.  James Marshall questioned 
whether the pathway construction could end at the historic property to avoid Section 4F permitting.  However, J. 
Poulin noted that FHWA does not typically fund projects without a terminus.  E. Muzzey also asked about the age 
of the Harkless Holdings building.  Further review by NHDHR is necessary. 
 
Dick Boisvert questioned the need for archeological review for this project.  J. Poulin noted that the area has 
previously been disturbed through the installation of a sewer main along the top of the riverbank and the path 
construction would thus result in minimal disturbance.  D. Boisvert noted that the area was archaeologically 
sensitive and requested a Phase IA archaeological investigation.  J. McKay indicated that it might be more 
economical to include the fieldwork of a Phase IB with the Phase IA.       
 
The consensus of the review group to move forward with the project was as follows: 

1. Architectural History: 
a. HEB to submit photos of Lane House property in area of proposed impacts to NHDHR 
b. NHDHR to review files regarding Lane House 
c. HEB to identify age of Harkless Holdings building 

2. Archaeological   
a. HEB to obtain proposals to complete Phase IA/IB archaeological studies and submit to NHDOT 

for review. 
b. Complete Phase IA/IB in spring prior to advertising project.  

 
 
Thursday, February 12, 2009 
 
Manchester (no state/federal number).  Participants: Ted Setas and Steve Haas, Hoyle Tanner; 
Dave Winslow, City of Manchester 
 
The preliminary design of the project is completed. Final design is ongoing with advertising scheduled for 2010. 
 
The project is located in Manchester approximately 0.3 miles south of the I-93 Exit 9 Interchange. It involves 
roadway and signal improvements to three intersections: Campbell St. and Route 3; Hamel Drive and Campbell 
St.; and Bicentennial Drive and Hamel Drive.  
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While most of the project area is surrounded by commercial development, there are several residences, primarily 
along Campbell St., that are also within the project limits. Photos of the residences and commercial buildings 
were presented for review. There are no potentially eligible properties in or near the project area ,and no impacts 
to building structures.  
 
The goal of the project is to address the safety, operational, and geometric deficiencies of the intersections, which 
are in close proximity to each other.  The Route 3 Campbell St. intersection is a high accident location with an 
average of 15 accidents per year. Long vehicle queues are also experienced at the intersection during peak hours, 
particularly in the southbound direction. 
 
After reviewing numerous roadway design alternatives, the preferred design involves placing a single lane 
roundabout at Campbell St. and Hamel Drive, which combines the two unsignalized intersections into one. This 
proposed design also includes the addition of a southbound through lane on Route 3; a left turn lane on Campbell 
St.; and a separate left turn lane on Crosbie St along with the associated widening of the roadway required to 
accommodate these improvements. 
 
The length of improvements is approximately 1,200 feet along Route 3; 1,200 feet along Campbell St.; 350 feet 
along Hamel Drive; 300 feet along Bicentennial Drive; and 150’ along Crosbie Street for a total length of 3,200 
feet (0.6 miles).   The roundabout will impact an unnamed brook in the area west of Hamel Drive. The brook is 
downstream of a single 54” and 2- 15” pipes. These culverts would be extended as part of the improvements.  The 
brook is then carried under Campbell St. through two 54” culverts and outlets into Dorr’s Pond. These culverts 
are in poor condition and will be replaced in a new location with the project.  
 
E. Muzzey had a question about the type of pipe that existed in a few of the outfall areas, in particular, near the 
existing detention basin and at the outfall on the south end of Route 3. S. Haas noted that they were corrugated 
metal pipes. 
 
R. Boisvert noted that because most of the area has been previously disturbed, no further archaeological review 
was necessary.  
 
It was requested that the project be brought back for further review once project design was further along. 
 
 
Chester 13696 (no federal number). Participants: Mark Goodrich (mgoodrich@dubois-king.com; 
883-0463), Bob Durfee, Dubois and King 
 
Dubois and King presented an initial review of the Fremont Road over Towle Brook Bridge (147/100) 
replacement project.  The 1920 bridge is a jack-arch bridge on mortared rubble abutments widened in 1972.  
Currently, the bridge passes only a 50-year storm.  Given its current condition and flood capacity, the town would 
like to replace the bridge.  Replacement will occur within the road’s right-of-way. 
 
Beth Muzzey requested that Dubois and King document the structure using the first two pages of the individual 
form (reconnaissance form).  Since the bridge appears to be ineligible, the focus of the form should be the 
bridge’s statement of integrity.  The location of a mill site and adjacent dam was noted.  Dick Boisvert requested 
the completion of a Phase IA archaeological investigation to determine the location of the mill buildings 
associated with the mill site and determine the boundaries of the area of archaeological sensitivity. 

 
 
 
Newport 14969 (no federal number). Participants: Rita Walsh (rwalsh@vhb.com) and Sally Gunn 
(sgunn@vhb.com), VHB  
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Sally Gunn and Rita Walsh of VHB presented this proposed bridge project on Paradise Road over the Sugar River 
in the Town of Newport, near the village of Guild. A Request for Project Review form for the project was 
submitted to NHDHR on 12/30/2008; the DHR comment to project applicant (Town of Newport) on 1/12/2009 
was “to contact Joyce McKay to review this project at DOT/DHR monthly review meetings and streamlined 
review process.”  
 
The project consists of the replacement of a closed 1976 I-beam bridge atop stone abutments that appear to pre-
date 1860, based on historic maps.  The dry laid stone abutments have been altered on the ends through the 
addition of concrete blocks to support the wider 1970s bridge superstructure.  The current bridge is 18 feet wide, 
while the new proposed crossing will be 28 feet wide. The new bridge will have the same alignment as the 
existing one, but with an addition of 5 feet on either side. 
 
An end-of-field letter report by Independent Archaeological Consulting, LLC for the Phase IA investigation of the 
proposed disturbance areas concluded that no further work was required. One archaeological site, the O. 
Comstock sawmill (27-SU-0040), was identified in the southeast bridge quadrant.  Although no other components 
were found, other mills are known to have existed in other quadrants.  A new bridge would not impact the 
previously identified archaeological site as along as the chosen alternative remains on-line.  A small cluster of 
early 20th century houses north of the bridge were determined National Register eligible by NHDHR in 1993 as 
part of a Guild Industrial Historic District. The project’s effect on the houses is only a slight tapering of the road 
in front of a c. 1960 garage driveway; no work will take place in front of any of the houses in the NR-eligible 
district.  
 
Jim Garvin of NHDHR believes the dry laid stone abutments may be eligible for the NR (mainly because they are 
rare), despite the newer concrete blocks on the perimeter that were likely added in the 1970s when the bridge was 
built. He did note that a “rigorous” historic context to evaluate this type of abutment (built for wood 
superstructures) has not been developed. 
 
A request was made to attempt to keep one of the abutments as part of the new bridge. Sally Gunn agreed to look 
into this situation, however, a closer review of the Engineering Report submitted to DOT earlier in the week noted 
that the abutments are in poor condition and cannot be re-used under any circumstances.  It is not currently known 
if the stones can be used in any other manner on the site. 
 
The question was raised as to whether or not a public meeting had been held. No meeting has been held with the 
community or abutting landowners, although the latter are certainly aware of the project due to field activity in 
recent months.  Patryc Wiggins of the Guild Institute of Guild was suggested as a contact to determine the level of 
community interest in the project.  B. Muzzey wondered if the community had offered any considerations for the 
appearance of the guardrail.  
 
The proposed bridge is a concrete arch with an integral abutment and riprap.  It was suggested that the new 
materials be compatible to the houses to the north and to avoid shiny guardrails at the ends.   
 
 
Littleton, X-A000(298), 14307.  Participants: Rita Walsh (rwalsh@vhb.com) and Sally Gunn 
(sgunn@vhb.com), VHB  
 
Sally Gunn and Rita Walsh of VHB discussed alternatives to the proposed High Pratt Truss bridge project which 
is one of only 15 such trusses left in NH and one of only 45 metal trusses remaining in the state.  Metal truss 
bridges are also one of the New Hampshire Preservation Alliance’s 2008 Seven to Save endangered historic 
properties list.  
 
Various alternatives including rehabilitation in place were explored in an engineering report submitted to DOT 
last year. This project was initially presented to the DOT/DHR group in May 2008. The objective of the current 
meeting is to re-visit the rehabilitation alternative and other preservation alternatives.  The project will receive 
80% federal funds and 20% local funding. 
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Project Alternatives include: 

1. Rehabilitation of the existing bridge in place for vehicle use 
2. Rehabilitation of the existing bridge for pedestrian use and build new, adjacent 

bridge for vehicle use 
3. New bridge in the footprint of the existing bridge and attempt to relocate existing to 

another location and use by advertising the bridge 
4. Temporarily move existing bridge to a storage yard for reuse at a later date 

 
The Engineering Report examined several alternatives including rehabilitation, although the cost was quite high - 
$3 million for new bridge vs. $5 million for truss rehab in addition to its life-cycle maintenance. Sally Gunn 
presented the reasons for the proposed replacement and the work needed to rehabilitate the structure. The 12’4” 
horizontal clearance is not adequate for fire trucks and the 21-foot width clearance cannot handle the volume of 
traffic (2,800 vehicles a day).  Gravel and oil trucks (16 tons) also use this bridge.  Rehabilitation of the bridge 
would require replacement of the stringers, the floor beams, and the bottom chord, since it displays considerable 
section loss. The truss bearings should be rehabbed, and minor work should be performed on the abutments and 
railing. The connection plates might also need replacement, and the rivets might need removal and replacement 
with new bolts. Because it is a through truss, the bridge cannot be widened.  
 
The rehabilitation alternative was discussed extensively with reference to a 2007/2009 AASHTO document 
entitled “Guidelines for Historic Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement,” which focuses on metal truss bridges. It 
was also noted that a bridge preservation plan for this bridge type is currently being prepared by Rich Casella, a 
consultant for NHDOT. The bridge plan would include a review protocol of such factors as traffic counts, load 
capacities, alternate routes for traffic, and setting/context. A bridge storage yard is also being studied by the 
NHDOT; several vacant gravel mining pits are being considered due to their lack of vegetation and well-drained 
condition.  
 
The original load capacity of the bridge will be reviewed on the original drawings by Sally Gunn. The point was 
made that a lower volume rating for the steel than necessary may have been specified, but she will review again to 
see if the load could be adjusted upward.  Sally Gunn will also check to see if there are viable alternative routes 
for the concrete trucks.  She will also re-examine the rehabilitation costs. Jim Garvin noted that other metal truss 
bridges’ rehabilitation costs were less than new construction costs.  
 
The alternative to rehab the existing bridge in place, with a new bridge next to it, was also discussed.  The issue is 
that, to the north, there is a house on one side and a publicly-owned tennis court on the other side. The tennis 
court is a Section 4(f) resource.  The Town would need to be consulted on the possible use of the tennis court, 
either for staging a bridge rehab/move or for a possible realignment of the bridge location. The option of moving 
the bridge in one piece is difficult, due to its size. The side trusses are the biggest issue because they are so high. 
It was noted that the Twin Mountain area in the Town of Carroll is looking for an old bridge to reuse. Sally Gunn 
will check with VTrans (Vermont Agency of Transportation) to understand how they may have moved large truss 
bridges.  
 
A public meeting in May 2008 presented possible alternatives and explained the Section 106 review process to the 
public.  However no advocates for preservation of the bridge in place cam forward. 
 
There was also a brief discussion of building survey work in the vicinity; the bridge itself will not be documented 
because a multiple property submission is currently being produced.  DHR recommends full forms for 5 of the 6 
buildings considered to be within the view shed; only one has been substantially changed. One is a large Italianate 
house, while others are houses that appear to date to early 20th century.  A possible industrial brick building is 
located near the railroad tracks.  
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Salisbury 14626A (no federal number). Participants: Rita Walsh (rwalsh@vhb.com) and Sally 
Gunn (sgunn@vhb.com), VHB 
 
Sally Gunn and Rita Walsh of VHB presented this 1893 Pingree Bridge project.  The bridge is one of only two 
pin-connected pony trusses in the state, and it is older of the two.  The bridge is 77 feet long and is posted for 10 
tons.  The posting should, on an everyday basis, be 6 tons. The project will use funds from the Municipally-
Managed Bridge Aid Program and will need an ACOE permit, which triggers the Section 106 review. 
 
Project Alternatives: 
 

• Construct new superstructure and abutments/remove existing bridge and market strenuously to willing 
buyers to move to new location, for example the Goffstown location 

•  Rehabilitation of existing bridge and abutments 
• Retain existing bridge and construct adjacent new bridge 

 
The bridge is in poor condition, despite rehabilitation in 1989 and emergency repairs in 2006.  The bridge is 
incurring increasing maintenance costs. The bridge, which is 16 feet wide with a 12-foot travel lane, has proven to 
be too narrow for current uses. These uses include transportation of fire equipment, oil fueling trucks, snowplows, 
and farm equipment.  Flooding around the bridge has also become a more common occurrence. In this bridge 
project, the rehab cost came out less than new construction.  A new structure is estimated at 1.4 million, while the 
rehab cost is estimated at $300,000 to $500,000.  The proposed bridge will be 112 feet in length, exceeding the 
length of the current 77-foot long bridge.  It would have a 36-ton capacity.  Its roadway profile would not be 
markedly higher than the current one is, probably no more than one foot more in height.  A new temporary bridge 
would also be required for materials and equipment transport during construction. The most feasible location for 
the temporary bridge is to the north of the existing bridge. Sally Gunn will re-review the rehab costs, which may 
not include the cost for a temporary bridge.  However, a temporary bridge is currently needed whatever 
alternative is chosen.   
 
The project was reviewed in August 2008 by the Cultural Resources committee.  At that meeting, it was requested 
that a public meeting with a specific invitation to the local heritage commission be conducted, although there had 
been an earlier public meeting in July that presented information on Section 106. A second meeting in October 
2008 focused on the Section 106 process and invited Salisbury residents and the head of the heritage commission 
to be consulting parties in the review process.  However, no one expressed an interest in becoming a consulting 
party. Joyce McKay asked that a letter be sent to the commission, which formally requests their interest in being a 
consulting party.  
 
A group in Goffstown (Goffstown Rail Trail [GRT] Steering Committee) remains interested in acquiring the 
bridge; the group actually needs two bridges. An earlier expression of concern about lead paint on the bridge is 
not as much of an issue now.  Jim Garvin that it was a wrought iron bridge, and that the bridge might not have 
originally been painted with red lead.  Instead, it may have been primed with lampblack and linseed oil. The 
proposed location in Goffstown for the bridge is right along Rt. 114 further east from downtown.  Subsequent to 
the meeting, Joyce McKay sent minutes to VHB from a meeting with Dave Pierce of Goffstown who had 
questions about how to make the bridge move feasible.  Beth Muzzey also noted a Transportation Enhancement 
project in New Boston that needs a bridge.   
 
J. Garvin suggested that a new bridge here is a good strategy, although it must be accompanied by the effort to 
find a new home for this bridge. But he stressed the priorities for its location to be:  1) best to preserve in place, 2) 
better to preserve in the town, and 3) good to move to a new home elsewhere.  He also noted that such bridges 
need to be kept stable while seeking a new home. The proposed DOT bridge storage yard would be ideal in this 
case. The stone abutments are also considered a historic resource and should be considered in any proposed 
mitigation.  
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The question was also asked if there was room for the bridge as a pedestrian crossing only. However, it was noted 
that there are too many constraints for two bridges here: wetlands and archaeological issues in the NE quad; steep 
curve in the road in the NW quad; septic field in the SE quad; and sawmill remains in the SW quad.   
 
The design of the new bridge should take into account the effects of its appearance on a possible rural historic 
district in the area.  Although the NHDHR Area Form has not yet been prepared, it is likely that the surrounding 
area contains a rural landscape with associated buildings and structures that may be eligible for the National 
Register as a historic district. This work will begin soon. Dick Boisvert of NHDHR requested that the stone walls 
in the area, as well as other character-defining landscape features of such a rural district, be noted on the figure 
that accompanies the area form.  
 
The new bridge elements that would be reviewed by NHDHR would include the scale, size, railings, and 
abutments. VHB will submit proposed designs to the DOT/DHR. The community’s preference on the bridge’s 
appearance would also play a part in this review.  
 
 
Salem-Manchester, IM-IR-0931(174), 10418C. Participant: Marc Laurin 
 
The discussion reviewed the effect memo for the stone culvert under the Manchester-Lawrence Railroad at 
Independence Drive.  While the memo was signed, it was noted that if the stones are further exposed during the 
installation of the new pipe (by the removal of the lintels) that evidence of quarry marks will be investigated and 
documented.  The contractor who is awarded this work will be made aware of this restriction in the contract’s 
Prosecution of Work document.  This memo also addressed other effects created by the project at 2 Brady Street 
in Salem in the Armenian Historic District as well as noted on the two Armstrong properties in Windham. 
 
 
Berlin, X-A000(052), 12958B. Participant: Marc Laurin 
 
E. Muzzey reviewed a summary of the mitigation discussion for the two alternatives from the January meeting 
and the way in which this will be presented at the upcoming Public Informational meeting.  Minor clarifications 
were discussed, such as when landscaping would be appropriate for mitigation.  Specific time-frame or details of 
the proposed rehabilitation incentive program mitigation have not yet been worked out.  E. Muzzey was assured 
that the presentation for the public informational meeting would emphasize that DHR has determined that both 
alternatives have an Adverse Effect to the Berlin Heights Addition District, with Alternative 2 having substantial 
impacts to the grid layout and Alternative 4E to a large number of contributing buildings. 
 
 
Swanzey-Keene, X-A000(361), 14421.  Participants: Michael O’Donnell, TF Moran 
(modonnell@tfmoran.com); Kürt Blomquist, Keene DPW; and Bruce Bohannon, Town of 
Swanzey 
 
K. Blomquist discussed the project background, and other similar projects in the area.  He stated that the project 
would be constructed within the existing rail corridor and that there would be a minimal amount of excavation for 
this project. 
 
Mike O’Donnell showed a USGS map of the project location and photographs of the project location.  Bruce 
Bohannon also showed photographs of the project location taken from the base of the railroad embankment 
looking up to the trail. 
 
The Whipple site was discussed.  It is a sensitive area south of this project.  The limits of the area are unknown, 
and the area continues to expand. 
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M. O’Donnell asked why an archeological study is needed if excavation is only 1-2 feet in depth and within an 
area previously disturbed.  M. O’Donnell showed a plan with highlighted areas indicating where cuts and fills 
were constructed in the mid 1800’s when the railroad was built. 
 
Beth Muzzey stated that if excavation occurs below the original fill, then that location would be sensitive for 
archaeological resources. 
 
The ditches were discussed.  Mike explained that the ditches are in areas that were cut.  In areas that were filled, 
the water sheets off and no ditches are needed.   
 
B. Muzzey asked about the point of transition between the cut sections and the fill sections. 
 
R. Boisvert stated that the places where the project could disturb soil that was previously undisturbed are minimal, 
and therefore this project would have no adverse effect on cultural resources. 
 
In conclusion, Joyce McKay explained that the next step is to request a Memorandum of Effect form from Jill 
Cunningham, which would be completed noting “No Adverse Effect” and send back to NHDOT.  It was noted 
that if there are changes to the plans that would make the proposal different than what has been discussed with the 
Cultural Resource Agency, the plans would need to be brought back to be reviewed again. 
  
 
New Castle-Rye, X-A000(809), 15624. Participant: Christine Perron  
 
This project consists of repairing the 41 bridge piles that support Bridge No. 066/071 on NH Route 1B over Little 
Harbor.  This bridge, built in 1942, is a 6-span, 254-foot long bridge with an open grid deck.  The 3rd span is a 
bascule lift span.  Work would consist of removing the existing concrete that currently encases the steel H-piles 
and installing new concrete jackets around each pile.  The existing concrete is deteriorating and needs to be 
replaced in order to better protect the steel from the tidal environment.  The new concrete jackets will have the 
same dimensions as the concrete that is currently on the lower portion of the piers.  Existing concrete will be 
removed using handheld tools, including a small jackhammer. Once the concrete is removed, the piers will be 
washed off with a high-pressure water jet.  All work will be done from below the bridge.  
 
Joyce McKay noted that she spoke with Jim Garvin about this project earlier in the day, and he did not have any 
concerns with the work as proposed. 
 
Beth Muzzey did not have any concerns with the proposed project.  A No Adverse Effect Memo can be signed. 
 
 
**Memos/MOA’s: New London, X-A000(730), 14451A; Salem-Manchester, IM-IR-93-1(174), 10418C; 
Lebanon-Hartford, A-000(858), 14957A 
 
   Submitted by: Joyce McKay, Cultural Resources Manager 
     Jill Cunningham, Cultural Resources Assistant 
 
 
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/technicalservices/crmeetings.htm  
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