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Agenda 
 
Thursday, August 7, 2008 
 
Goffstown, X-A000(604), 14901.  Participants: Joyce McKay and Charlie Hood; 
Meghan Theriault  (mtheriault@goffstownnh.gov), Town of Goffstown. 
 
Meghan Theriault, Town Engineer, attended the meeting and represented the Town of Goffstown 
for the Elm Street Box Culvert project.  M. Theriault provided a handout with photos depicting 
the current condition of the box culvert structure.  It was explained that this project was 
previously presented at the August 3, 2006 Cultural Resource Agency Meeting after the flood 
events occurred.  At that first meeting, the project and alternatives were discussed and it was 
determined that there would be an “adverse effect” due to the removal of the stone box culvert 
section.  It was agreed between the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR) 
and the Town that mitigation would be required, which involved hiring Lynne Monroe of the 
Preservation Company to complete a New Hampshire Historic Property document with photos 
both before, and during demolition of the structure.  M. Theriault noted that the stone channels 
would remain.  The stone from the existing culvert will be used to connect the channel to the new 
culvert and used to build a retaining wall on a nearby private property. 
  
Over the last 2 years this project has been through final design, redesign, and permitting.  
Recently it was brought to the Town’s attention by FHWA that the NEPA process was not 
completed.  A Section 4(f) report was required due to the original finding of the NHDHR 
regarding the “adverse affect” on the resource.  It was also determined that an Adverse Affect 
Memo was never formally written and that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) would be 
required as part of the Section 4(f) report.  Charlie Hood of NHDOT, who was present at the 
meeting, is working with the Town on pulling this report together for submission.  Jamie Sikora 
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of FHWA, who completed the original site assessment of this project back in 2006, was also 
present at the meeting.  J. Sikora concurred with the status of the project that was presented by M. 
Theriault and reiterated the urgency to move this project forward due to the recent collapse during 
water main installation over the top of the box culvert and major traffic concerns due to a nearby 
elementary school.  J. Sikora was going to follow up with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to make sure they did not was to be a consulting party to the review of the 
Section 4(f) report.  That response has been received and was copied to NHDHR on August 14, 
2008.  The Adverse Affect Memo and MOA were signed by all parties and copied to NHDHR on 
August 15, 2008.  The Town plans to put this project back out to bid as soon as possible so that 
the box culvert can be replaced thereby avoiding additional safety concerns for both pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic in this area.  
 
 
Salisbury 14626A (no federal #). Participants: Tim Bryant and Rita Walsh, VHB 
(rwalsh@vhb.com). 
 
Tim Bryant of VHB presented information about the proposed replacement of the 1893 Pingree 
Bridge (095/135) on Mountain Road over the Blackwater River in Salisbury, NH. The project 
will use funds from the Municipally-Managed Bridge Aid Program and will need an ACOE 
permit. The bridge is in poor condition, despite rehabilitation nearly 20 years ago and is incurring 
increasing maintenance costs. The bridge, which is 12 feet in width, has also 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.  
 
The bridge dates to 1893 and is a rare example of a single span, low Pratt truss, pin-connected 
bridge. It was built by the Groton Bridge Company of New York.  Date plates at each end of the 
bridge bear the company’s name. The bridge is bordered on both sides by early 19th century 
farmsteads, neither of which have been inventoried or listed in the National or State Register of 
Historic Places. Independent Archaeological Consultants (IAC) recently conducted preliminary 
fieldwork and a background literature search.  IAC identified areas of archaeological sensitivity 
for both Native American and historic resources, which are located in the northeast, southwest 
and southeast quads surrounding the bridge.  Systematic testing in Phase IB investigations was 
recommended in these quads if ground disturbance was anticipated.  Remnants of a 19th century 
saw mill, which include a millrace and intact turbine on the east bank south of the bridge, were 
noted. Several saw mills operated in the area, which was known as West Salisbury, in the 19th 
century.  IAC also noted the bridge’s stone abutments, which appears to date from the 1830s-
1840s based on the “plug and feather” markings on the granite.  An end-of-field summary of their 
Phase IA work was included with a completed Request for Project Review (RPR), which was 
presented at the meeting.   
 
The bridge is currently rated for a 10-ton capacity. Investigations into the bridge’s rehabilitation 
to upgrade it to a ten-ton capacity show that the floor beams, pin connections, and selected truss 
member replacement is needed.  The iron members would probably be replaced with steel. 
Another cleaning and painting treatment is also needed. The estimated cost is $300,000 to 
$350,000.  After this work, the bridge is expected to last for an additional 20 to 25 years. The 
work, however, would not provide any hydraulic relief nor would maintenance costs be greatly 
minimized.  
 
Preliminary studies show that an on-line replacement bridge that is between 18’ for a single lane 
replacement bridge and 27 feet for two travel lanes is preferred, but no final determination has 
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been made. The proposed bridge is anticipated to have a 50-year life span, although it is expected 
to that it will last longer. The proposed bridge would need to be 100 feet in length, exceeding the 
length of the current 77-foot long bridge.  It would have a 36-ton capacity. Its profile would not 
be markedly higher than the existing bridge, probably no more than 1 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.  
 
VHB made a presentation about the proposed bridge replacement to town residents at a 
selectmen’s meeting on July 16, 2008.  The presentation included a discussion of existing 
conditions and constraints and an explanation of the Section 106 process.  Residents expressed 
their opinions regarding the width, appearance, and expenses associated with the bridge and its 
proposed replacement. Most preferred a wider bridge that is less expensive to maintain. 
Suggestions for the disposition of the existing bridge included disassembly and storage until a 
new location could be secured or retaining the abutments, which appear to pre-date the 1893 
bridge, to support the new bridge superstructure. The last idea is not feasible due to the size of the 
abutments, their inability to support the larger bridge, and the fact that the granite blocks are dry-
laid, making it difficult to assess their structural soundness.  Its use by the Andover Snowmobile 
Club was also noted as a possibility. 
 
DHR noted that a new Heritage Commission has recently formed in Salisbury.  DHR requested 
that R. Walsh consult with the group, and members of the community will need to be invited to 
become consulting parties to the Section 106 process.  Another meeting with the town’s residents 
is planned, which can present an additional opportunity for members of the commission to 
participate. R. Walsh will contact Nadine Peterson of NHDHR to obtain the contact name.   
 
Beth Muzzey signed the RPR, requesting additional inventory and evaluation work for the bridge 
and surrounding area.  NHDHR and NHDOT requested that an individual inventory form with a 
comparative evaluation (Shelburne Bridge suggested; bridges in Dover and Hancock have also 
been identified by Jim Garvin) be prepared for the bridge to officially document and determine its 
significance. While two 19th century rural properties border the bridge, the possibility exists for 
additional properties nearby that could contribute to a potential rural district.  There may be 
additional information in a review completed for the Blackwater Dam area.  A DHR Project 
Area/Historic District form was also requested so that the area could be evaluated for its historic 
significance and subsequent determination of possible effects of the new bridge on the individual 
properties.  Phase IB work recommended by IAC in their end-of-field summary (the Phase IA 
report is being finalized and will be submitted shortly) should also be conducted in areas where 
work is proposed to the north.  
 
 
Thursday, August 14, 2008 
 
Manchester, X-A000(351), 14411.  Participant: Bruce Thomas 
(bthomas@manchesternh.gov), Engineering Manager Manchester Highway Dept. 

• Bruce Thomas stated that the City of Manchester would be installing a pedestrian 
culvert along the existing but abandoned railroad corridor of the Portsmouth to 
Concord line under Peabody Avenue.    

mailto:bthomas@manchesternh.gov


• The entire project will be constructed within the Right of Way of the RR corridor 
and the Peabody Avenue corridor and within the limits of the previous 
disturbance. 

• There used to be a bridge on Peabody Avenue over the corridor prior to 1989.  At 
that time, the City purchased the property, removed the bridge, and filled in the 
area effectively cutting off the trail.   

• Once excavation begins, if the bridge piers are exposed, the City will stop work 
(for an hour or so) to have its survey crew locate the piers as their location is 
recorded in reference to the RR right of way. 

• When the bridge was removed and filled in, two 18" drain lines were installed 
along the tracks to allow runoff to get from the south under Peabody Avenue to 
the north.  These drain lines will remain in place and incorporated into the design 
of the pedestrian culvert.  No wetland permits will be required other than a 
"Notice of Routine Roadway and Railway Maintenance Activities" to the Wetland 
Board. 

• Due to the existence of overhead power lines crossing Peabody avenue at an 
angle, it has been determined that the use of a crane to lift concrete sections will 
be unworkable, therefore we have decided to install an aluminum plate culvert.  
The culvert will be set higher than the two 18" culvert pipes, insuring that it will 
be above the water table. 

• We now want to excavate the area and install a pedestrian culvert.  Plans and a 
draft Engineering Study were presented.   

• The culvert is sized for snow mobile plowing tractors.   
• A preliminary engineering study was provided that contained locus maps, 

topographic maps, a USGS map, a detour plan, a floodplain plan, a project 
estimate and preliminary design plans. 

• We want to begin construction when funds are available in October. 

L. Wilson wanted to look into the findings of Lisa Mausolf who did a survey in the 
Youngsville Neighborhood before making a determination regarding this project.  B. 
Muzzey also wanted to check with E. Feighner about archaeological sensitivity of the 
project area.  [On 8/20/08, Edna Feighner indicated that since the area is previously disturbed by 
the removal of the bridge and addition of fill, it is not sensitive for archaeological resources.  No 
survey will be necessary]. 
 
 
Newington Depot.   Participants: Bill Janelle, Charlie Hood, and Bill Oldenburg and 
Gail Pare (gmpare@comcast.net), and John Lamson, Newington Historic District 
Commission. 
 
Gail Pare had requested permission from the NHDOT to list the Newington Depot on the 
National Register.  The Town of Newington has now received a CLG (Certified Local 
Government) grant administered by the Division of Historical Resources to hire a consultant to 
conduct research and prepare a National Register nomination for the depot.  This consultant 
would need access to the building and the ability to conduct research using NHDOT records. 
 

mailto:gmpare@comcast.net


E. Muzzey, L. Wilson and G. Pare noted that the building had already been determined for the 
National Register while completing the survey for the Newington-Dover 11238 project.  E. 
Muzzey and L. Wilson confirmed that listing the property on the National Register does not result 
in any additional restrictions on the property than does the building’s eligibility for the National 
Register.  Listing does provide access to some sources of funding, to preservation tax credits, and 
to more flexible alternative for building code compliance if the building were to be rehabilitated 
for a new use.  It was noted that listing on the National Register does not prevent the removal of 
the building any more than would its determination of eligibility.   
 
B. Janelle noted that it was NHDOT’s goal to sell the building, and the Department planned to 
move forward with this effort in the near future.  The Long Range Committee would determine 
the value of the building; but NHDOT does not present its properties to CORD.  Since it is 
eligible, regardless of whether the building were listed or not, the NHDOT would need to place 
preservation covenants on the depot when it is transferred.   It was also noted that the property 
sits on a relatively large parcel, and the eligible property associated with the parcel is likely 
considerably smaller. 
 
 
Concord, X-A000(614), 14911; X-A000(615), 14912. Participant: Ed Roberge 
(eroberge@onconcord.com). 
 
During the flooding of 2006, the City of Concord lost sections of the stone culvert that carries 
Bow Brook under Pleasant Street and adjacent Warren Street.   The City applied for and was 
determined eligible for Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Emergency Relief 
(ER) funds.   
 
Photographs presented at the meeting and information provided by E. Roberge indicates that the 
stone culvert under Pleasant Street had undergone a series of alternations.  However, E. Roberge 
had no documentation of the changes.  Because of the lack of integrity, it was determined that the 
culvert under Pleasant Street was not eligible for the National Register.  B. Muzzey expressed 
concerns about the impact of the appearance of its replacement within the former hospital 
grounds at the outlet side.  This property is the only identified resource more than fifty years old 
adjacent to the culvert.  E. Roberge indicated that its replacement would be a 3’X7’ concrete box 
culvert with integral end walls.  The replacement will be within the footprint of the existing 
culvert, and would not be visible from the grounds since it is depressed within the landscape in 
the street right-of-way.  He proposed reusing the existing stone at the on-going high school 
landscaping effort. 
 
There is also a failing culvert along Bow Brook under Warren Street immediately adjacent to the 
high school.  The concrete box is approximately 3’ by 5’-6’.  Its replacement will also be along 
the existing route except that work extends outside of the City’s right-of-way along an 
existing drainage easement on Concord School District (public) property.  The 
replacement, a pre-cast concrete box culverts with integral wing/end walls, would need to 
tie into a 10’ X 10’ chamber of the existing stone box culvert.  It was also agreed that this culvert 
was not eligible for the National Register. 
 
B. Muzzey indicated that she would need to confirm with Edna Feighner whether the area of the 
project was archaeologically sensitive.  [In a subsequent review of the project, E. Feighner 
indicated that because the replacements are in the footprint of the existing culverts, that the area 
would not be sensitive for intact archaeological resources.]  It was noted that an effect memo 
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would need to be prepared for the environmental document.  No further cultural resource 
action is expected at this time. 
 
 
Andover, X-A000(219), 14169.  Participants: Charles Blackman and Bob Landry. 
 
Bob Davis presented the three latest scenarios for detouring traffic, which include: 
• The first option presented, the 4" overlay with shoulder backup, one of two options 

recommended by the Pavement Management Section, costs approximately $192,000. This 
option improves Cilleyville and Potter’s Road.  This was SHPO's preferred option. 

• The second option, Reclaim 8" and Pave 3" with shoulder backup along the same route as 
option 1, recommended by the Pavement Management section, costs approximately 
$182,000. This was the second preferred option by SHPO. SHPO was concerned that this 
option would potentially cause the more vibration than option 1.  SHPO indicated that there 
are some structures located along the detour route that are considered historic, close to the 
roadway, and in fragile condition.  B. Davis indicated that if the Department uses this detour 
route we would have vibration monitoring in the contract for either 1 or 2.  J. McKay 
indicated that it was important not only to monitor the vibrations but also to alter the 
approach to paving before damage occurred. 

• The third "South" Detour Option is the one that would be constructed in the vicinity of Mary 
Peters Garden and house foundation. B. Davis explained that this option is currently 
estimated to cost approximately $170,000 and would require the Department to negotiate 
with the abutting property owner to secure the ROW. NHDOT does not intend to hold a 
public hearing.  If this option were further pursued, it would delay advertisement.  SHPO 
considers this option to be the least viable and have e most Environmental Impact.  Its use 
may require archaeological investigations and such mitigation as relocation of plantings. 

 
Linda Wilson said that she had received several phone calls recently about the parking lot. The 
people she spoke with would like to meet collectively and have an opportunity to voice their 
concerns about its location.  L. Wilson asked that we present our current design at the September 
Cultural Resources Meeting. 
 
 
Windham, STP-TE-X-OOOS(343), 13113.  Participant: Cathy Goodmen. 
 
Cathy Goodmen noted that a property owner who owned a potentially eligible house on lot 20 
requested the removal of a tree during the construction of the project.  The NHDOT would take 
the tree and replace it with a red maple.  It was agreed that the tree was less than 50 years, and its 
removal would not create an impact to the property. 
 
**Memos/MOA’s: Goffstown, X-A000(604), 14901 (memo and MOA) and 
Somersworth, X-A000(341), 14419. 
 
  Submitted by Joyce McKay, Cultural Resources Manager 
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