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August 6, 2009

Goffstown (no state or federal project numbers)
Participants: Meghan Theriault, Goffstown DPW (mtheriault@goffstownnh.gov) and David
Pierce, Friends of Goffstown Rail Trail

By the presentation of plans, pictures, and reports the status of the design and engineering rational
for the installation of a 3.5-ft high by 5-ft wide box culvert at Rail Trail station 371+25 was given
to the committee. Funding has been arranged through the RTP grant program. Plans are to release
the RFP later this summer with construction in early fall. A contract accepting the RTP grant has
been signed by Goffstown Selectmen and returned to the Trails Bureau. Due to the town’s fiscal
accounting year, the project must be completed during calendar year 2009.

The town’s presentation confirmed (1) that, as much as possible, old trestle foundation granite
slabs (now mostly washed down stream) will be re-utilized in the splash zone of the new culvert;
(2) a bridge installation had been considered but ruled out due to it’s expense being significantly
more than the culvert; and, (3) a dredge and fill permit for the project had been obtained from the
Department of Environmental Services.

In order to obtain the formal review of the project by NHDHR, relative to the former Boston and
Maine Railroad corridor, Goffstown was asked to submit a “Request for Project Review”. (Note:
a copy of the Request for Project Review was e-mailed to NHDHR on August 10" and the paper
copy sent by postal mail.)

It was agreed that if NHDHR found “no impact” or “no significant impact” relative to the
historical nature of the former railroad, that the project could proceed with no further state-level
reviews.

Gilford, X-A000(935), 15626
Participants: Tom Levins, Holden Engineering (hes@holdenengineering.com) 603-472-2078;
Bob Durfee, and Greg Goddard, Gunstock Mountain Resort;

Tom Levins opened the meeting with a brief summary of the bridge site and project scope.

The Area Road bridge crosses Poor Farm Brook just south of the intersection of NH Rte. 11A.
Area Road is the main entrance to Gunstock Mountain Resort.

The project involves constructing a new pre-cast concrete frame arch bridge over Poor Farm
Brook. The existing concrete bridge built in 1936 is in fair condition with areas of spalling
concrete and reinforcing steel exposed. The bridge is currently 21 feet wide, which is too narrow
for the high traffic volumes experienced at the resort. The proposed bridge travel width is 24 feet,
and will incorporate a 6-foot bicycle lane on each side for a total width of 36 feet.
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Area Road expands to three lanes at the intersection of NH Rte. 11A. The layout consists of a left
turn lane and a right turn lane exiting the resort and a single lane entering. Improving the length of
the right turn lane would be desirable. The north approach is currently on a 10 percent grade. This
steep grade causes start up problems during peak traffic in winter conditions. The proposed
roadwork will involve widening the approaches and raising the grade of the bridge to decrease the
steepness of the north approach. Area Road in the vicinity of the bridge will be closed during
construction and traffic will be detoured.

Liz Hengen prepared an individual inventory form (GLF0007) for the bridge to determine
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Bridges. The Determination of Eligibility
committee determined it to be eligible.

This meeting discussed various mitigation options required if the bridge is going to be replaced.
The option to be pursued would be a Historic District Area Form for the entire resort (SR/NR
eligibility) and marker. We will contact Liz Hengen to submit a proposal for completing this
work. B. Muzzey stated that if a Historic District Area Form were to be complete, a Historic
Property Documentation Form on the bridge would not need to be completed.

It was decided the design work would continue as scheduled, with the understanding that the
mitigation work will be done as directed.

There are no archaeological concerns based on the current proposed plan. J. McKay stated that
once the mitigation has been determined, an effect memo and the MOA could be completed. She
also noted that J. Sikora would have to notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
(Note that there was later discussion about the mitigation for this project at a meeting held at
NHDHR).

Nashua, NRDB-5315(021), 10040A

Participants: Rita Walsh (rwalsh@vhb.com), Pete Walker, and Frank O’Callaghan, VHB;
Tim Roache, Nashua Regional Planning Commission; and Leon Kenison, City of Nashua;
Marc Laurin, NHDOT

The above attendees met to discuss the Broad Street Parkway project in Nashua, NH. Specifically,
Rita Walsh (VHB) presented an overview of the proposed limits of the Project Area Form using an
existing conditions building footprint map marked with the proposed boundary. The boundaries
were further annotated during the meeting to reflect comments from NHDHR.

R. Walsh, Joyce McKay and Jill Cunningham (NHDOT) and Dayl Cohen (VHB) had reviewed the
project area the previous day. Rita distributed a number of photos of buildings and streetscapes as
she described the relevant portions of the Study Area.

Study of Possible Historic District at Baldwin Street/Prescott Street Neighborhood

R. Walsh described this neighborhood as a mix of mostly late 19™ century houses, with some more
recent houses interspersed in the area. Based on preliminary field review and review of
photographs of the area, it was suggested that the area may qualify as a historic district. NHDHR
requested completion of a “modified” historic district area form for this area. Guidelines for
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modification are not formalized, but the basic concept is to prepare a historic overview and
architectural description and assessment for the entire area defined as the historic district. Within
the project’s area of impact (assumed to be a smaller sub-area within the historic district
boundaries), the form should include a description of every building and brief history, individual
photograph, and a recommendation applied as to whether or not it is a contributing or non-
contributing component. Representative photographs of streetscapes outside of the project’s area
of impact would suffice. No contributing/non-contributing recommendation would be made for the
buildings outside of the project’s area of impact. The recommended boundaries for the historic
district would need to be described and justified in the form in the same manner as regular historic
district area forms. Beth Muzzey (NHDHR) requested that R. Walsh meet with Mary Kate Ryan
of NHDHR to discuss the scope and the proper format in more detail.

Individual Forms Required at Impacted Properties

All buildings proposed for demolition and/or permanent right-of-way acquisition or permanent
slope easements are defined as “use” of a historic property under Section 4(f). Any property
impacted in this way will need to have full individual inventory forms prepared if it contains
structures/buildings that are over 50 years old, whether or not they are within a possible historic
district. Examples of such properties may include Parcels 58, 55, 27. Additionally, VHB should
clarify the dates of the two wooden bridges over the railroad and complete individual forms if they
are older than 50 years. (It was suggested that the bridges were replaced relatively recently.) The
history of the railroad (currently owned by Pan Am) parallel to sections of the proposed parkway
should also be included in the Project Area Form’s historical development section.

Jim Marshall asked if an inventory form would be needed for properties that had been recently
gutted, as is true of the building on Parcel 58. J. McKay replied that the individual form would
still need to be done, but would help to establish that the building is not individually eligible. She
also commented that such a property could possibly be a contributing element of a district. B.
Muzzey agreed that it is not required to inspect the interior of a building if the owner would not
agree to provide access. (Tim Roach stated that the property owner at Parcel 58 is highly unlikely
to grant permission.)

Nashua Mfg. Co. Historic District

As discussed during previous meetings, VHB’s current scope includes review of the Nashua Mfg.
Co. complex, which is listed in the National Register. R. Walsh updated the group on progress on
this portion of the project. NHDHR requested that all features within the complex not previously
mentioned or documented in the NR nomination be recorded and described. These features include
the granite retaining wall next to the Nashua River and a stone wall north of the Engine house. It
was clarified that the stone walls on the river would not be directly impacted by the project — the
bridge over the Nashua River would be designed to span over these walls.

J. McKay offered to send R. Walsh a copy of a recent historic district form update for a project in
Dublin to use as an example. R. Walsh will also talk with M. Ryan about the specifics of the
submittal format.

We discussed the potential for moving the Waste House, a brick building that would be impacted
by Option 2. J. Marshall confirmed that NHDOT had moved brick buildings previously. It was
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suggested that the City look into the feasibility of moving the building rather than demolishing it.
This would be an important mitigation measure, if feasible.

French Village Historic District

After some discussion of this area, NHDHR suggested completion of a second “modified” historic
district area form for French Village. The key issues that would need to be addressed in this form
would be: 1) to properly define the boundaries of the district which was not completely addressed
in the City’s previous submittal; and 2) to define all buildings/structures within the BSP project
area as contributing or non-contributing. Similar to the Baldwin/Prescott form, there is no need to
provide detailed information on structures outside of our project area. R. Walsh additionally noted
that the previous documentation prepared in the 1986 by a historic preservation consultant and in
2008 by the City of Nashua would be used in preparing this form.

Everett Street Acquisitions

During this discussion, Beth requested additional information on the status of several properties in
the Everett Street neighborhood. Several properties have already been acquired by the City for the
project, and these properties would be demolished in order to construct the Option 1 alignment.
Specifically, Parcels 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 92, and 95 have all been acquired. B. Muzzey
requested that VHB report on whether these buildings have been removed and whether they
were/are eligible. 1t was explained that it would not be difficult to determine if the properties have
been removed, but identifying their eligibility may be impossible if they have been removed.

Allenstown, X-A000(783), 15550
Participants: John Corrigan, NHDOT

This Safe Routes to School project consists of constructing sidewalk from the intersection of Ferry
and School Street to the bridge at Granite Street. J. McKay pointed out that this area is within the
Suncook Village Historic District. B. Muzzey asked what historic features were located along the
proposed sidewalk route, in particular granite posts, stonewalls, hitching posts, and mature
landscaping. J. Corrigan provided pictures along the route, and stated that the project was still a
conceptual idea, noting that the engineers were still in design phase. B. Muzzey asked that the
engineers be made aware of any historic features within the proposed sidewalk area, and try to
avoid them. E. Feighner said she would look into the number of archaeological sites in the area. J.
McKay asked that the project be presented again when preliminary plans were done, and to bring
pictures that look along the route at the houses and any landscape features that might be impacted.

Boscawen, X-A000(828), 15621
Participants: Cathy Goodmen, Trent Zanes, NHDOT

This project is to install a one-lane roundabout at the existing intersection of US Route 4 and
Harris Hill Road. All work will be within the NHDOT Right of Way and on the existing travel-
way. There will be no impacts to any existing buildings, but this project is located on a terrace
above the Merrimack River. E. Feighner requested a Phase 1A study of the area north of the
existing pavement to determine if this area has previously been disturbed and if so to test for pre-
historic resources. The Phase 1A should also look at any staging areas that are to be set up. B.
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Muzzey also suggested that the archeologist check any existing roadway plans as information from
them might reduce the footprint of the area that needs to be surveyed. There are no buildings older
than 50 years in the vicinity of the project.

Service Agreements
Participants: Jill Cunningham, Joyce McKay, NHDOT; Edna Feighner, Beth Muzzey,
NHDHR

The Letters of Interest for the upcoming NHDOT service agreements (Architectural Historian,
Native American Archaeology and Historical Archaeology) were reviewed and recommendations
made for inclusion of interested parties in the Qualified Bidders List.

Manchester 14966 (no federal number)

Participants: Jon Evans; Jenn Riordan, Smart Associates
(jriordan@smartenvironmental.com); Dan Hudson (danh@cldengineers.com) and Jason
Beaudet, CLD; and Kathy Wheeler, IAC

The purpose of the meeting was to present the project and to discuss the extent of the
archaeological survey required for the project area. Conceptual plans have not been reviewed by
NHDOT vyet, so they were not presented at this meeting. EXxisting plans of the project area were
reviewed at the meeting.

Dan Hudson gave an overview of the project area and pointed out the five “red-listed” bridges on
the existing conditions plan. He explained that the project involves widening the bridges
approximately 30 feet to the west during construction to maintain traffic. The bridges will not be
widened to the east in order to avoid impacts to the Merrimack River. A retaining wall may be
constructed to widen the Exit 4 northbound off ramp since it is located near the Merrimack River.
An existing retaining wall at the EconoLodge may need to be reconstructed. No geometry changes
near Second Street are proposed, although the on and off ramps may be repaved to Second Street.

D. Hudson mentioned that one of the issues would be gaining access to the bridges during
construction. Bass Island may be used for access to the bridges located over both branches of the
Piscataquog River.

Joyce McKay mentioned that there is a textile mill building located on Second Street, near the
EconoLodge. It was noted that the EconoLodge building is also a mill building that was
renovated. D. Hudson said that the parking lot near the EconoLodge may also be used as access
during construction. Kathy Wheeler noted that the retaining wall behind the EconoLodge was
likely built around the same time as the highway.

K. Wheeler then presented the results of IAC’s initial review of the project area. She handed out
copies of her preliminary report, dated August 3, 2009. K. Wheeler discussed the project area,
which has steep terrain and is relatively difficult to work in. She also noted that a large number of
homeless live in the area. The focus so far has been on the bridge shift and the staging area on
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Bass Island. E. Feighner noted that the 30-foot corridor to the west of 1-293 would also need to be
reviewed. D. Hudson also raised the point that areas will be needed for storm water treatment.

It was discussed that the additional reviews would be completed later this year. D. Hudson
mentioned that CLD will have more information on the proposed design in a few weeks.

Jon Evans asked if archaeological investigations will need to occur if temporary staging areas
beyond the 30 foot corridor will be used only as staging areas. On Bass Island, the potential
staging area is currently used as a staging/storage area by Bedford Tree Service for storage of
wood, bark mulch dirt, rock and other landscaping materials, so the conditions during construction
would be similar to the existing conditions. K. Wheeler said that since the area is already
disturbed it would not need to be investigated. It was noted that areas that are not disturbed can be
impacted through compression or rutting if used as a staging area during construction.

It was noted that Bass Island once contained a gas station that was believed to be in operation until
the early 1960’s. Contaminated soils may also be present adjacent to Second Street in the project
area.

No further questions were asked or issues raised.
NEXT STEPS:

K. Wheeler will continue with the archaeological investigations as the design progresses and
impact areas are determined. She is currently sensitizing the 30° area west of 1-293. No
archaeological investigation is needed for potential access/staging in previously disturbed areas on
Bass Island. CLD will provide the conceptual design plans to Smart Associates and Independent
Archaeological once they have been reviewed by NHDOT.

Walpole, P-7414
Participants: Christine Perron, NHDOT

This 0.8-ac parcel is located on the east side of NH Route 123 and south side of the Cold River in
the Village of Drewsville. The abutting property owner has asked to purchase the property. Edna
Feighner will check the files in her office to determine if any archaeological resources have ever
been identified on or near the property. [E. Feighner subsequently requested survey of the parcel.]

August 13, 2009

Portsmouth 13678E
Participants: Robert Juliano, Bill Cass, Bob Landry, NHDOT; Jim Garvin, NHDHR
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The meeting included a conference call with the Maine DOT, including Gerry Audibert, Kat
Fuller, and Ken Sweeney, and with Kirk Mooney of the Maine SHPO office.

Discussion focused on the grant proposal for the TIGER funds to rehabilitate the Memorial Bridge.
The Maine DOT was concerned about longevity of the bridge rehabilitation. The feasibility of
using the same MOA was also discussed.

Ken Sweeney noted that that the bidding process was complicated by the partially unknown
condition of the steel. He expressed concern about the amount of replacement on the end spans,
about 50%, and thought that at this level, the bridge may need replacement. A discussion
concerning the need for a 30 or 50-year lifespan for the bridge ensued. It was noted that the
original design was for a 50-year life span.

J. Garvin noted that NHDHR is still abiding by the current MOA that included recordation,
replacement of the substructure, and the lift span. He recalled that the design was a 50-year
lifespan. This will be confirmed.

Bob Landry confirmed the 50-year lifespan based on conversations with HNTB, although Jim
Fisher’s memo indicates 30 years. Portsmouth and Kittery would have accepted an 18-month
closure period. Bob Juliano indicated that the original project had assumed total paint removal and
repainting with high performance paint. Bill Cass stated that part of Maine’s concern was the level
of rehabilitation needed and the corresponding bid costs for that. NHDOT recently inspected the
bridge and consequently down-posted the bridge. The NHDOT was in the process of conducting a
conditions study and waiting for the report. B. Cass indicated that if the rehab had 50-60%
member replacement, he wasn’t sure that rehab would be a prudent approach.

J. Garvin stated that if the replacement were done according to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards, that replacement would be acceptable at that level. Beth Muzzey indicated that we
would need to look at the MOA and make certain that it is still applicable under the current design
circumstances. J. Garvin indicated that he was very amenable to the terms of the TIGER grant.
What would be difficult is if something other than the rehab is proposed. Introducing a new
project would likely require a lengthy review, which would not produce a shovel-ready project. B.
Muzzey thought that changing the scope of the project would not gain community support. If the
new plans do not meet the Secretary’s Standards, the community may see it as a betrayal of trust.
J. Garvin indicated that NHDHR never saw the plans for the original project, but they had agreed
to the structural floor replacements on the fixed span, replacement of the lift span as a modified in-
kind replacement, and replacement of the mechanical system and counter weights. NHDHR had
attempted to be flexible with its interpretation of the Secretary’s Standards.

K. Fuller agreed that keeping the currently defined project on track was the appropriate course.
She indicated that in speaking with NHDOT and FHWA, she concluded that the proposal would
need to acknowledge some level of changes or replacement in the final project from the one
currently proposed. She again asked about the level or ceiling of replacement in a rehabilitation
project. B. Muzzey stated that the definition of rehabilitation is not simply defined by the amount
replaced, but involves kinds of materials, design, and workmanship involved. She stated that if the
bridge is not rehabilitated at some level, the state might lose community support.
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Bill Cass indicated that there seemed to be different opinions represented in the conversation. Jim
Garvin stated that NHDHR has already negotiated with NHDOT about what in general would be
rehabilitated and what would be replaced. It was indicated that what can be rehabilitated and
replaced will depend on the inspection. Beth Muzzey wondered when the inspection report would
be submitted. Bob Landry thought that this information would be submitted after the proposal was
due. Beth Muzzey stated that if we include replacement in the TIGER grant that it will defeat the
purpose of the grant and the communities will not support it. Bob Landry indicated that the group
could meet on Tuesday and examine the inspection photographs to determine what will meet the
50-year rehabilitation. Ken Sweeney indicated that he just wanted to know what the rehabilitation
entailed. Bob Juliano stated that the NHDOT had an estimate of 40% of truss members needed
work but not necessarily replacement. Beth Muzzey confirmed that repair and strengthening of
40% of the members would be a great rehabilitation, and J. Garvin stated that NHDHR had agreed
to a total replacement of the lift span using modified in—kind replacement.

K. Fuller agreed that meeting to determine the life span of the rehabilitation as Bob Landry
suggested was a good idea.

J. Garvin asked if the TIGER Grant required that the project be shovel-ready. K. Fuller stated that
the DOT’s could not determine whether the project was shovel ready until they looked at the
inspection reports. Bob Landry stated that the NHDOT would get the load ratings shortly. Bill
Cass stated that NHDOT would meet with Maine on Tuesday in regard to the load ratings.
Although information about the inspection and condition of both bridges was needed for the
proposal, Bob Landry indicated that the NHDOT was focusing the project on the Memorial
Bridge. Gerry Audibert asked if HDR could evaluate what needs to be done without the inspection
report. Bob Landry indicated that at least load ratings would be available today, which will assist
in determining the work that needs to be done. It was indicated that until the degree of needed
replacement is known, rehabilitation or replacement could not be determined.

Beth Muzzey reminded participants that they would need to determine when to inform the
consulting parties. If the design specifications change, would the consulting parties change?
K. Fuller indicated that subject would be a good topic for the next conference call.

The Maine SHPO also needed to weigh in. The office needed to know more about the level of
replacement needs before it could make a decision. J. Garvin also requested a set of the original
plans for review. [These plans were later sent to the SHPO office.] B. Muzzey asked about the
appropriate time to bring in the consulting parties including the National Trust, NH Preservation
Alliance, and organizations such as the Portsmouth Historical Society. She was not sure which list
to use, the one for 13678 or for 13678E. She also wondered when FHWA was going to weigh in
on the matter of the TIGER proposal? B. Cass stated that that the DOT’s had participated in a
conference call with FHWA already. During that call, they primarily discussed the need to amend
or modify the MOA. The DOT’s also discussed the potential replacement avenue with Federal
Highway. They indicated that if this occurred, then all parties would need to become involved in
the project discussions again. That response resulted in this meeting. It was agreed that the next
meeting needed to include FHWA and that the public meeting should proceed as planned.
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It was wondered whether the Connections Study should be postponed. The DOT’s agreed to
continue the study, thinking that putting it off would be a disservice to the two communities
involved in the project.

Kirk Mooney broached the subject of the kind of traffic that would now use the bridge. If the
bridge no longer carried truck traffic, it might change how we look at the project. It was noted that
Maine desired to eliminate heavy traffic on the bridge in the future. It was asked if this would
change the way the bridge was analyzed. Bob Landry indicated that pedestrian and HS20 vehicle
loading were similar. An example includes a parade. Bill Cass thought that lighter loading that
would expand the service life would be an important topic to discuss.

Winchester, DPR-BRF-X-0111(005), 12906
Participants: Jason Tremblay, Don Lyford, David Scott, and Laurel Kenna, NHDOT

This project was previously seen in July 2008.

Jason Tremblay presented the project. He indicated that the project was a Context Sensitive
Solution (CSS) Project. The design team would be presenting alternatives for the Cultural
Resource Committee’s feedback, as it had been presented when it was brought to the committee
for review in July 2008, when it was first reviewed by NHDHR.

During the July 2008 meeting, it was suggested that a Phase | archaeological study be completed.
The results of that survey have been sent to NHDHR and were made available to them prior to the
August 2009 meeting. The report indicated that there were significant archeological resources
located on the southeastern quadrant adjacent to the current bridge.

Joyce McKay also mentioned that she had just received the information regarding the
determination of eligibility for the bridge. She indicated that it would be reviewed at the next
DOE meeting on September 9, 2009. [The bridge was subsequently found eligible, and represents
a very significant design.

The first alternative that J. Tremblay presented was the upstream alignment utilizing a temporary
bridge during the rehabilitation of the structure. He indicated that if this alternative were chosen,
there would be potential impacts to the archeologically sensitive area. In addition, a parking area
was planned for this general quadrant of the project.

Edna Feighner suggested that it would be best to entirely avoid the southeast quadrant to eliminate
the added costs of site determination of eligibility and recovery to the project. However, she also
indicated that should this alternative be chosen, there would be need for further study in the areas
of proposed disturbance. Also, because the parking area was an addition to the project scope, they
may be required to conduct a Phase | study in those new project locations associated with the
parking area. E. Feighner asked that when more detail is available in regards to the location of the
parking area and information on the extent of temporary bridge impacts were known to let J.
McKay know and keep her up to date on any updated alternative delineations. A temporary bridge
should be placed on the north side of the existing.
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J. Tremblay also discussed an alternative of entirely replacing the bridge rather than conducting
rehabilitation. Beth Muzzey and Jim Garvin indicated that if the bridge were to be replaced
completely then the NHDOT would not need to consider historic aesthetics in the new bridge and
would have complete design freedom. However, if the bridge were to be rehabilitated, the new
design would need to consider and incorporate the historical aesthetics of the bridge.

In the case of a rehabilitation it was also mentioned by J. Garvin that NHDOT should look into
crash tested railing substitutes. Using the FWHA Database to research this was suggested. David
Scott mentioned that the design speed was 55 miles an hour.

As the design team further develops this CSS project and continues meeting with the Project
Advisory Committee, preferred alternatives and project scopes will be developed. Once these
alternatives have been established and scopes further defined, they will be presented at the
Cultural Resource Agency Meeting. If the rehabilitation alternative is chosen and design changes
are necessary once the project is underway, these changes should be reviewed with NHDHR.

Merrimack-Nashua, 13964
Participants: John Byatt, CLD (johnb@cldengineers.com); Jon LeBrun, City of Nashua

This was the second meeting in regard to this project. The following items were discussed:

John Byatt said that per the NHDHR request at the last meeting, CLD had reviewed the files at
NHDHR pertaining to the project area. He distributed copies of portions of the Nashua-Hudson
Circumferential Highway Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which noted that the
area was deemed eligible due to its incorporation within the Pennichuck Water Works but the
bridge was not listed as a contributing resource. NHDHR asked if an Inventory Form for the
bridge was present. J. Byatt replied that he an inventory form was not found. NHDHR said they
believed the bridge could still be considered eligible and therefore avoidance, minimization or
mitigation of impacts would be required. NHDHR suggested that the municipalities could hire a
historian to determine the historic eligibility of the bridge, but felt that it would most likely be
found to be historically eligible.

J. Byatt said that, per a request from NHDHR at the last meeting, an examination of what was
required to avoid any impacts to the existing bridge substructure was performed. The grade of the
existing road would need to be raised another 4 feet above the existing roadway to allow for
inspection of the proposed bridge. This increased wetland impacts from approximately 8,200 sf to
13,900 sf. As there appeared to be a conflict between preserving the bridge and limiting wetland
impacts, NHDHR suggested that a meeting be held with them, NHDES and ACOE to determine
the best course of action. Bridge replacement would result in an adverse effect. J. Byatt said he
would try to set up a meeting with Frank Richardson of NHDES wetland and invite Rich Roach of
the ACOE. NHDHR asked J. Byatt to coordinate project impacts with Edna Feighner.

J. Byatt said that previously NHDHR asked for an archaeological investigation of areas outside of
the existing bridge causeway where ground would be disturbed or at staging areas. He said they
were going to close the road so the contractor would use the existing roadway area for staging and
storage therefore no archaeological investigations would be needed at these locations. NHDHR
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agreed. Locations of water treatment swales were noted in two corners of the project where
archaeological investigations would be needed. NHDHR suggested that Phase IA and IB
investigations be performed in all four corners of the project in case a swale location was moved.

Allenstown, X-A000(783), 15550
Participants: John Corrigan

J. Corrigan presented photographs of the project area where a sidewalk will be constructed
between the intersection of Ferry and School Street and the Bridge at Granite Street. B. Muzzey
noted some granite posts were visible in the photographs, and they should be avoided. J. Corrigan
stated he was unsure if the posts will be impacted because he had not seen final designs yet. B.
Muzzey stated she was not concerned with any matures trees or landscaping in the area, but
wanted more information on a brick fence that stood in front of the lot that once included a brick
house. E. Feighner stated that an archaeologist should be on site while construction was taking
place. If that proves to be cost prohibitive, she suggested that a Phase IB could be done prior to
construction, however because of the sensitive nature of the area, an archaeologist will need to do
one of those two options. If an archaeological site is found during monitoring, its recovery would
delay the schedule of the project. J. McKay asked that the project be presented again once final
design plans have been completed, and any impacts to historical features are known.

Dummer, X-A000(969), 15804/15805
Participants: Craig Green, Ron Grandmason, and Mike Dugas, Christine Perron, Matt
Urban. NHDOT

Craig Green gave an overview of the project. A section of slope adjacent to NH Route 16
collapsed on August 3 and undermined the roadway. The failed slope is approx. 125 feet in length,
but District 1 is concerned about the stability of the slope 1000 feet in either direction of the
failure. Due to the safety hazard the slope failure created, the Department closed this section of
roadway and implemented a temporary detour along NH Route 110A and 110B. In order to
restore traffic as quickly as possible, the Department is planning to realign a section of roadway
that is approximately a %2 mile in length in order to move the road away from the slope failure.
The centerline of the new alignment will be approximately 60 - 75 feet upslope from the centerline
of the existing roadway. The project will also include under drain and other associated drainage as
needed. The stabilization of the failed slope will be addressed in a subsequent project once the
Department has identified appropriate stabilization measures.

In order to complete construction of this project before the winter season, the project is on an
accelerated schedule and is expected to advertise no later than August 31, 2009, with construction
starting by the middle of September. The work will take place on land owned by PSNH and
Wagner Woodlands.

Edna Feighner stated that an archaeological survey would be needed prior to construction. She
will look in NHDHR files to determine if anything has ever been found in the area, and asked for
copies of maps and photographs by the end of the day. [These materials were provided subsequent
to the meeting]. She also concurred that an end of field letter would be adequate for the survey
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given the constricted schedule. Joyce Mckay agreed to contact Bob Goodby to initiate the survey
as soon as possible. She would need a location map and the contact information for the property
owners, which were provided subsequent to the meeting.

Beth Muzzey asked if any land would be used on Route 110 where buildings are located. Ron
Grandmaison said that no buildings adjacent to 110 would be impacted.

Lebanon-Hartford, X-A000(627), 14957
Participants: Christine Perron, Alex Vogt, NHDOT and Scott Newman, VTrans (via
conference call)

Christine Perron began the discussion by saying that it was the Department’s desire to move
forward with replacement as the preferred alternative and to proceed with the 4(f) document. She
understood that Scott Newman and Beth Muzzey still had concerns and reiterated that the
Department would continue coordination. However, she reminded them that the easement for the
temporary bridge lasted only four years.

Linda Wilson said that NHDHR did not have enough information to move forward with the
project. Scott Newman agreed that there wasn’t enough information. He said that Vermont’s
standards for urban minor arterials call for 26 feet as the ideal roadway width. If the roadway is
narrower than this, then you must dig deeper into site-specific safety concerns and consider design
exceptions as appropriate. He did not think that specific safety concerns have been adequately
explained for the subject project. J. Sikora stated that the 4(f) process doesn’t require analyzing
design exceptions. Alex Vogt said that any design exception would be up to Jeff Brillhart, the
Department’s lead engineer. The project has been discussed with Jeff Brillhart, and he does not
consider rehabilitation to be a prudent option given the high traffic volumes, length of the bridge,
long-term costs, and bicycle concerns. S. Newman said that was fine, but detailed information on
those issues needs to be put together and presented to those present.

B. Muzzey said that there are other outstanding issues aside from width. She would like to see
more information on specific geometric problems and any possible corrections, as well as property
impacts that would result from these corrections. She feels that these issues have been discussed
only with general statements and without detailed supporting information. She said that she does
not want to be in the position of disagreeing with the environmental document, and it doesn’t
usually work that way. In her opinion it appears that the DOT does not want to continue
consultation.

Jim Garvin stated that the assumption should be that rehabilitation is the preferred alternative and
needs to be pursued to the end. He said that NHDHR does not have any demonstrable proof of
why rehab could not be the preferred alternative. S. Newman reiterated that 4(f) favors
preservation and, therefore, you must preserve the bridge unless you can demonstrate otherwise.
He would like to know if, after mitigating measures, the 24-foot width of the bridge still creates
unacceptable safety concerns. He said that he hasn’t seen this information from the Department
yet.
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B. Muzzey summarized additional issues. It was determined at earlier meetings that the portal
could be raised and the load capacity could be restored. More information is needed on a
cantilevered sidewalk that was suggested for improving bicycle and pedestrians crossing. There
are also sight distance issues that need to be looked at under both alternatives. Another issue that
was brought up at an earlier meeting was that of transportation needs for the larger area, heavy
trucks in particular.

J. Sikora stated that accident datasets don’t always contain a lot of detail, and the data are often
difficult to quantify. Data are usually interpreted based on professional engineering judgment.

S. Newman described a useful exercise he often goes through with engineers in Vermont, in which
he tells the engineers to assume that they have been told the bridge must be rehabilitated and safety
must be improved through other measures.

B. Muzzey asked if rehabilitation of the subject bridge would require a design exception. J. Sikora
said it would since there was federal aid money involved. He said that a lot of factors go into a
decision for a design exception, including extraordinary cost, accidents, traffic, and functional
classification.

L. Wilson asked about the possibility of using the planned temporary detour bridge as part of a
permanent 1-way pair. A. Vogt explained that the temporary bridge is not being constructed with
permanent piers and is on very poor alignment, both factors that prevent it from being used
permanently.

C. Perron suggested that additional information would be contained within the 4(f) document, and
a preliminary draft with supporting information could be sent to the group for review. However,
S. Newman stated that he didn’t think it would be fair to make the analysis in the 4(f) document as
it would be jumping the gun. B. Muzzey agreed and stated that addressing their concerns in the
NEPA document would not be objective. She would like to have the main issues framed
objectively with detailed design information for each alternative and then discuss this information
as agroup. S. Newman suggested meeting at the site so that a site walk could take place. C.
Perron agreed to put the information together, send it out to the group, and set up a meeting in
Lebanon/Hartford. She pointed out that this should be done within the next few weeks. B.
Muzzey asked if the local historic groups should be invited to the next meeting. Joyce McKay
stated that would not be the time to include those groups, and B. Muzzey concurred.

The issues that need to be addressed are as follows:
1. Portal redesign to achieve additional height.
2. Possibility of cantilevering a second sidewalk along the north side.
3. Adequate improvement of sight distance without replacing the bridge, and how these
improvements would impact properties.
4. Transportation needs of the larger area. What other alternatives are there for heavy truck
traffic?
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These questions should be considered from an engineering perspective without judgment and then
evaluated by the group. Scott Newman offered to provide Vermont’s standards for minor urban
arterials.

With respect to mitigation, B. Muzzey wanted the mitigation to include the value being lost by the
public.

Salisbury 14626A (no federal number):

Participants: Rita Walsh (rwalsh@vhb.com) and Sally Gunn, VHB; and Margaret Warren,
Road Agent, Ken Russ-Raymond and Kathleen Doyle, Town of Salisbury; Jim Garvin,
NHDHR.

Update and Discussion on New Bridge Design

Sally Gunn, project manager with VHB, explained that the final design of the new bridge is
underway, with advertisement for the new bridge scheduled for December 2009. She also reported
that the Town of Salisbury recently learned (July 27, 2009) that the Town of Goffstown decided
not to take the existing bridge, due to concerns about potential lead paint and its removal and
bridge moving costs.

S. Gunn described the new bridge as a 102-foot long steel girder bridge with concrete deck. Two
railings were proposed; (1) a T-101 railing with snow fence that is chain link infill ands 3.5-feet
high for pedestrians and (2) in response to a request from the February 2009 Cultural Resources
Coordination meeting, a black anodized 3-rail aluminum railing with balusters. Salisbury
subsequently wrote a letter to NHDHR stating the T-101 was their preferred railing, citing costs,
maintenance, safety and decreased aesthetics once the black anodizing was scraped off by
snowplows.

NHDHR noted other examples of railings used on other bridges in other parts of the state.
Examples included the Rt. 11 bridge between Andover and Dublin, which has a horizontal, box-
type railing. NHDHR also mentioned a T-4 railing, which is tubular. NHDHR also suggested
wood railings, seen on Lawrence St. bridge in Andover and in East Andover. Weathering steel
was also suggested for the new railing. Sally Gunn agreed to provide cost estimates for weathering
steel and timber bridge railings. [Sally Gunn has subsequently found out that weathering steel
railing will not be allowed due to accelerated deterioration.]

A chain link snow fence would also be installed on the new railing, whichever is chosen, for
pedestrian safety. A bright green color was initially suggested, but NHDHR suggested black or
brown, to minimize its appearance in the setting and to help maintain the character of the area.

Sally also suggested a concrete abutment design that semi-replicated dry laid stone using stone
form liners; the consensus of the group was that the abutments would not be very visible, so its
design could stay simple. Stone from the existing abutments could perhaps be re-used in the new
abutments, however, not in a structural manner.
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The Town’s representatives reiterated their concerns about safety and costs. They want the bridge
and its railings to be safe, as it is their charge to ensure this, but they are very concerned about
maintenance and costs, especially since only a small number of residents are served by this bridge.
Plowing blades are a concern as they can do substantial damage to railings. The Town stated the
existing bridge is no longer aesthetically pleasing due to lack of maintenance and asked who the
aesthetic requirement was intended to satisfy. B. Muzzey explained a requirement of the National
Historic Preservation Act is to introduce the least amount of disruption to the historic area.

The Town asked if preferred railing samples or guidelines were available which would be
acceptable for this setting; it was explained that the appearance of the railing and bridge is really
dependent on the individual area in which it is placed.

Work in Adjacent Areas/Property Impacts

Installation of the temporary detour and bridge will require vegetation to be cut, which will not be
restored as it is required for the environmental permits. A section of a dry-laid stone wall in the
north quadrant (Hodges farm field) will be temporarily removed during construction; it was
indicated that it be photographed prior to removal and then replicated in appearance and location
after the bridge construction is complete. Specification of this work will be contained in the
construction documents. It was also recommended that a temporary snow fence be installed in the
vicinity of the wall beyond where it is being disassembled to protect the remaining sections of the
wall. Trees will be removed in the northeast corner, where some steps lead down to a private beach
area. The existing stone abutments will be removed and replaced with new concrete abutments;
NHDHR suggested that some of the existing stones be retained for use somehow in and/or around
the new bridge.

Existing Bridge Disposition

Rita Walsh stated that an article advertising the bridge’s availability had been placed in the local
paper and a message re-sent to the NH Rail-Trails yahoo group (the Goffstown group had
responded to the original message to this group). Buddy Doherty of Brookline, NH called the town
with interest, but his proposed rail project is probably four years away from completion. It was
stated a public reuse of the truss is preferred to a private use.

The group also discussed several options for storing the bridge until a buyer is found. The Town
does not think there is anywhere in the town where it could be stored. The NHDOT had previously
studied the concept of storage yards for bridges in old quarries; however, the staff person assigned
to this task was transferred to another assignment and nothing has happened to further the concept.
J. McKay will find the preliminary list of suggested yards. [The Town Select Board later met with
the Salisbury Historical Society, and the Society does not have a location or desire to keep the
truss.]

Other suggested storage areas were DOT maintenance yards (Rt. 127 yard in Franklin might be the
closest); lawn outside of NHDOT offices; and University of Massachusetts Amherst; this last
suggestion refers to the University’s engineering program, in which they collect historic bridge
examples for study.
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Means of moving the bridge were also discussed. The bridge may need to be partially dismantled
to fit on a flatbed truck. It would be best if an owner were found and ready to take the bridge when
it is to be moved off its abutments in the spring, so part of the cost to move it can be used to
transport it to the new site.

The group also discussed the concern about lead paint. It was agreed that the Town will have the
bridge analyzed for lead paint content soon so that there is a definitive answer on the question.
Sally Gunn also agreed to provide NHDHR with the contact information for a person who could
do this analysis, for their future use. [Such a group includes Alpha Lead Consultants, John
Slebodnick, Bedford, NH, 603.582.5742].

Schedule for Final Bridge Design

Sally Gunn explained that the final design for the new bridge would be submitted to NHDOT
soon, with advertising set for early December. The advertising schedule was deliberately set at the
end of the year so that contractors are then more eager to bid; the prices will be competitive; and
there is sufficient time for the ordering and fabrication of the structural steel.

National Register Eligibility of the Pingree Bridge and West Salisbury Area

Jim Garvin and Linda Wilson of NHDHR confirmed that the bridge and West Salisbury area were
determined eligible at their formal Determination of Eligibility meeting on 8/12/09 under both
Criteria A and C. While there are known archaeological sites in the project area, site testing
would be necessary to determine the eligibility of sites in the district. NHDHR’s formal green
sheet has not yet been received. [The green sheet was sent on 9/28/09.] Linda Wilson indicated
that they have some questions about the recommended boundaries of the historic district.

Discussion of Adverse Effects

NHDHR stated that removal of the bridge would be an adverse effect to the bridge itself, as it
would remove it from its original location. The project would also have an adverse effect on the
eligible historic district since the bridge as a significant contributing property, would be removed
from the district and its setting. The introduction of a new wider and longer bridge would also be
considered an adverse effect since it would look very different from the existing bridge. Although
the design of the new bridge would be simple and hopefully as minimized as possible as far as
color choices, it would still constitute an adverse effect.

Suggested Mitigation Measures

A series of mitigation measures, which would be stipulated in the Memorandum of Agreement,
were suggested by NHDHR and DOT:

e Adbvertise the availability of the bridge every six months until a buyer is identified and it is
certain that the deal will go through; the bridge should be safely stored until that time. J.
McKay will provide a list of MA and NH rail-trail, snowmobile and other groups as
contacts as well as the marketing plan developed for the Antrim-Deering pony truss
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project. The length of time the bridge is advertised should be longer than usual due to the
bridge’s significance.

Covenant between the Town of Salisbury and the winning buyer to ensure that the bridge is
rehabilitated properly and kept in good shape.

Prepare PDF’s of the final versions of the individual form and the area form and give to the
Salisbury Historical Society and Public Library.

Have large-format views taken of the bridge, preferably in the spring before the trees have
leafed out and with the chain link fence removed from the railings so that the original
trusses can be better seen in the images; however, it would be acceptable to take the
photographs with the chain link fence on the bridge. These photographs will need to be
reviewed by NHDHR and NHDOT prior to the bridge’s removal from the site. Jim Garvin
of NHDHR will review the individual inventory form for the bridge to determine if a NH
State Property Documentation Report will additionally need to be prepared, though he
thought there was sufficient information already.

Prepare National Register nomination of the West Salisbury area recommended eligible as
a historic district. NHDHR does not agree wholeheartedly with boundaries recommended
in the draft area form; so revisions would be made to the area form prior to considering this
step.

Get the area listed in the State Register of Historic Places

Prepare and install a historical marker (possibly in conjunction with NHDOT program),
which presents abbreviated text on the history of the village and the bridge. The markers
are typically $1,750.00 plus installation costs.

Photograph stone wall in NE quadrant of the work area that will be temporarily disturbed;
after bridge is complete, and then re-build the wall to match the photographs.

Retain stones from the existing abutments and re-use in and/or around the new bridge.

Get paint on the existing bridge analyzed to determine if there is lead paint on it.

The Town of Salisbury will need to consider these mitigation measures as each has associated
costs and responsibilities that they will need to bear.

Next Steps

Talk with Richard Roach, US Army Corps of Engineers, about notifying the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation about the project. Rita Walsh followed up with Richard
Roach after the meeting; Mr. Roach requested the area form, individual form, engineering
report, and wetlands application, which have been sent to him, as well as meeting notes
from August 13, 2009 meeting.

Begin formal process of advertising the availability of the bridge to a wide variety of
groups. A newspaper article, WMUR and Fox news segments, and National Trust for
Historic Preservation article have generated at least 9 interested buyers so far.

Joyce McKay agreed to prepare effects memo

Rita Walsh will prepare a draft Memorandum of Agreement; the MOA needs to be signed
between all parties prior to the new bridge being advertised. Draft MOA has been drafted
and sent to the Town for review.

Town of Salisbury should approach the NHDOT Commissioner about displaying/storing
the bridge at the DOT headquarters (or find another storage area).
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**Memos/MOA’s:

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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