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DATE OF CONFERENCES: September 4 and 11, 2008 
 
LOCATION OF CONFERENCES: J.O. Morton Building 
 
ATTENDED BY: Joyce McKay, Kevin Nyhan, Christine Perron, Laurel Kenna, Jim Marshall 
Dean Eastman, Bill Oldenburg, Steve Johnson, and Alex Vogt; NHDOT; Edna Feighner, Linda 
Wilson, and Beth Muzzey, NHDHR; Jamie Sikora, FHWA; Butch and Barbara Byrne, property 
owners, Danville; Amy Dixon, LCHIP; Ed Hiller, Andover Historical Society; Alex Bernhard, 
Friends of the Northern Rail Trail; Evan Detrick, Dubois-King; Deb Loiselle, DES; Lisa 
Cavallaro, NOA; Rita Walsh, VHB; Sean James, HTA; Bob Durfee, Dubois-King; Diane Hanley; 
Mike Croteau, Lisa Dickson, Wade Brown, and Scott Newnan, SEA; Craig Olson, Town Planner, 
Deering; and Dave Sullivan, Town Administrator, Windham. 
 
 
SUBJECT: Monthly SHPO-FHWA-ACOE-NHDOT Cultural Resources Meeting 
 
Stewartstown, X-A000(496), 14767 
Webster Stagecoach Stop and Store, Danville  
Andover, X-A000(219), 14169 
Epsom, X-A000(668), 15266 
Alexandria 14964 (no federal number) 
Newbury 14916 (no federal number)-bridge 120/078 
Newbury 14917 (no federal number)-bridge 138/072 
Concord, X-A000(691), 15332 
Homestead Woolen Mill, West Swanzey.   
Bath 14439 (no federal number) 
Windham, X-A000(558), 14830 
Wentworth 14517 (no federal number) 
Laconia, X-A000(349), 14409 
Campton (No federal number) (No state number) 
Lebanon-Hartford, A000(627), 14957  
Bradford 14284 (no federal number) 
Deering-Antrim 14237 (no federal number) 
Windham-Pelham 13805 (no federal number) 
 
 
Agenda 
 
Thursday, September 4, 2008 
 
Stewartstown, X-A000(496), 14767.  Participants: Dean Eastman, Scenic Byways 
Project Manager. 
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Dean Eastman explained that the Scenic Byways project involved several phases of 
planning and construction.  Richard Johnson (johnsen@ncia.net), the Executive Director 
of the historic site, is currently the project manager as well.  D. Eastman explained that 
part of the project included the building of an interpretive center that would house 
exhibits about the site.  It was noted that since this project is receiving federal funding 
from FHWA under its Scenic Byways program, the project would need to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  It requires that historical resources 
be taken into account when funded with federal monies.  Fulfillment of this law usually 
requires identification of historical resources within the project area, assessment of their 
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places, determination of the nature of the 
effects to such historical resources, and avoidance or mitigation of adverse effects to 
eligible resources.  It was noted that this information had been conveyed to the previous 
coordinator about two years ago.  The surveys should be completed prior to any 
significant engineering since they may affect the location of the proposed features.  D. 
Eastman indicated that the manager would need to complete project requirements prior to 
receipt of funding. 
 
Archaeological Investigations: 
 
E. Feighner explained that the Poore Family Homestead Site is archaeologically sensitive 
for both Native American and historic sites.  Any location under this project where 
excavation would occur including but not limited to locations for drives, parking lots, 
accessible facilities, foundations, waterlines, septic, etc. would require investigation.  In 
these locations, a combined Phase IA and IB archaeological investigation would be 
required if federal funding were used.  If an archaeological site is found, then it may be 
avoided by relocating that portion of the project.  If this were not possible, then further 
investigations would be needed to determine significance (a Phase II).  If significant, the 
resource would need to be recovered (a Phase III).  The archaeological fieldwork part of 
the investigations would need to be completed prior to freezing, before November 1, 
2008.  The report or end-of-field letter, if no resources were found, should be submitted 
in January 2009.  
 
Architectural Investigations 
 
Section 106 also requires that project impacts to buildings eligible for the National 
Register be taken into account.  Linda Wilson requested that an individual inventory form 
for all the buildings at the farmstead be completed to determine the farmstead’s 
eligibility.  Again, the fieldwork should be completed prior to November 1, 2008, when 
snow may cover the buildings, and submitted in January 2009.  The visual effect of the 
construction of new facilities on historic buildings of the farmstead would need to be 
taken into account if the farmstead is eligible for the National Register. 
 
 
Webster Stage Coach Stop and Store, Danville.  Participants: Butch and Barbara 
Byrne, property owner (barbsbyrne@hotmail.com); Bill Oldenburg, NHDOT; Amy 
Dixon, LCHIP. 
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B. Byrne of The Sanborn Family Irrevocable Trust indicated that the relocation of the Webster 
Stage Coach Stop and Store was planned for September 9, 2008.  The property is east of NH 
Route 111A in Map No. 2, Lot 18, a 4-acre parcel.  NHDHR had indicated that the building’s 
relocation would not make the building ineligible for the State and National Registers since the 
building would stand within the original parcel of land and face the same road.  Discussion 
focused on the wording of the easement requested for the original site by DHR.  Although the 
Phase IB archaeological survey had not located significant material, E. Feighner explained that 
the spacing of the test units could miss such features as privies, wells, etc.  Thus, the boundaries 
of the easement needed to be larger than the footprint of the stagecoach stop and the stable.  An 
area for the easement 20’ south of the south foundation wall of the stable as the south boundary; 
20’ north of the north wall of the stagecoach stop as the north boundary, at the current edge of 
pavement at the east boundary, and 49’ south of the current edge of pavement which needs to be 
defined from the centerline as the west boundary was discussed.  This area represents a portion of 
the associated parcel containing about .13 acres or 5533 square feet. 
 
Other factors to be addressed in the easement were discussed.  It was indicated that the 
foundations would be filled, and the site could receive additional fill.  The easement affected 
digging beyond the current ground surface.  Additionally, trees can be cut but cannot be stumped, 
which requires excavation.  Fencing may be placed within the fill but cannot penetrate the 
original ground surface.  Thus, most improvements may be completed as long as they don’t 
penetrate the fill in any given location.  If all necessary phases of archaeological investigations 
are completed, then the area encompassed by the easement can be disturbed. 
 
Bill Oldenburg stated that the title to the property is clear and that the relocation of the Stage 
Coach Stop can proceed from that perspective.   
 
 
Thursday, September 11, 2008 
 
Andover, X-A000(219), 14169.  Participants: Ed Hiller (ehiller@tds.net) and Alex 
Bernhard (aabernhard@comcast.net), Consulting Parties; Kevin Nyhan and Bob 
Landry. 
 
This meeting was requested by the Friends of the Northern Rail Trail (FOTNRT) and Andover 
Historical Society, consulting parties, to discuss mitigation of Section 106 resource impacts.  
Kevin Nyhan provided a brief summary of the project and the events to-date. 
 
Bob Landry indicated that a parking lot would not be constructed based on input he received from 
the town at a recent Public Officials Meeting.  Alex Bernhard, FOTNRT, indicated that he 
recalled a different sentiment from the town officials and asked that B. Landry follow up. 
 
A. Bernhard requested the mitigation elements enumerated below for the impacts, which consist 
of the introduction of a new visual element to the corridor, namely a box culvert.  Previously, the 
design was coordinated with consulting parties and no one objected to the design. 
 

1. DOT hire a landscape architect to investigate design treatments to “open up” the view of 
the new bridge. 

2. Protection of existing telltales within the project limits. 
3. Relocation of telltales outside the project limits. 
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4. Relocation of granite markers along the corridor in Potter Place to a historically accurate 
location. 

5. Stamping the bridge concrete above the trail with “The Northern Rail Trail,” or other 
similar identifying phrase. 

6. Development of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding coordination of 
future projects along the Northern Rail Trail.   

 
K. Nyhan indicated that a memo from the DOT’s Front Office had been sent to design bureaus 
earlier in the summer directing improved and early coordination with trail groups.  Although not 
policy, the memo would serve the purposes of the FOTNRT according to A. Bernhard.  Beth 
Muzzey indicated she felt something more formal would be appropriate.  The direction the 
Project Manager had received to date was not to provide a formal MOU. 
 
Ed Hiller, Andover Historical Society, requested a photo simulation of the proposed structure so 
that everyone could see what the bridge would look like.  The photographs that A. Bernhard 
provided were misleading as to what the proposed structure would look like.  K. Nyhan indicated 
that the Department would look into doing one (one is currently in development). 
 
It was agreed that the Department would weigh the “advisory” mitigation requests and return at a 
future (October) date to review what the Department felt was prudent to include in the mitigation. 
 
 
Epsom, X-A000(668), 15266.  Participant: Laurel Kenna, Bill Saffian, and David 
Scott. 
 
The project involves the replacement of a 1933, concrete slab, 13’-long Bridge over 
Griffin Brook (160/110) on NH Route 107 and associated roadwork.  Flooding damaged 
the bridge after heavy rains in April 2007.   
 
Bill Saffian introduced the project, and he indicated that the bridge had been built in 1933 
and records did not indicate that it had been rebuilt since then.  Beth Muzzey from DHR 
stated that the bridge did not look like a 1930’s structure. Edna Feighner of DHR agreed.  
Rich Roach of Army Corps of Engineers responded stating that many bridges had 
rehabilitation work completed and some of the old bridge structures remained under the 
roadway, while the newer structure was built around it which would not always be 
indicated in the records.  B. Muzzey then asked that Bill confirm that this was the case, 
and he agreed to look into the history of the structure.  She also requested that NHDOT 
complete a Reconnaissance-level Inventory Form with a statement of integrity.  J. McKay 
then indicated that her resources would allow her to perform part of this documentation 
but she would most likely require a contract with a consultant to finish the document.  
David Scott of Bridge Design indicated that there was money available to pay for the 
consultant charges for this documentation.  
 
B. Saffian then went on to explain that the bridgework and associated roadwork would 
have minimal impact on the adjacent farmland beyond the existing ROW.  J. McKay then 
indicated that these soils around the project were poorly drained and would not be 
considered sensitive from an archaeological perspective.  E. Feighner agreed. 
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Alexandria 14964 (no federal number).  Participant: Evan Detrick of Dubois and 
King (edetrick@dubois-king.com). 
 
This is the second review of the historical and archaeological investigations relating to the 
replacement of the Washburn Road Bridge over Patten Brook (160/109), an I-Beam bridge with 
wood deck built in 1950.   
 
Evan Detrick gave an updated of the status of the project, indicating that D&K is completing an 
engineering study.  After discussing alternatives with the Committee in April, the Committee 
recommended that the town complete a Phase 1A and 1B archaeological investigation and a 
project area form reviewing the architectural resources in and near the project area.  As 
recommended, this work was conducted over the last several months, and E. Detrick presented a 
draft copy of a combined archeological and architectural report.  The report, prepared by Hartgen 
Archeological Associates, recommends that no further investigations be conducted.  No 
significant archaeological or architectural resources were found within the project area through 
the course of field studies. 
 
The Committee took a quick look at the report and asked that separate reports be submitted.  Two 
bound copies of the Archeological Report should be submitted at this time.   
 
Two copies of the Architectural Report must also be submitted, and these should be unbound.  
One must contain original black and white photographs of the study area.  J. McKay will first 
review the draft report that was submitted, and let E. Detrick know if any additional information 
or changes are necessary before a formal submission is made.  One item that will be needed is the 
qualifications of the report preparers, as they are not on the State’s list of consultant and are 
unknown to the Committee.   
 
Evan noted that the recommendation for the bridge replacement that is supported by the 
Selectboard is to replace the existing bridge with a new bridge on the same alignment.  To 
maintain traffic throughout construction, a temporary bridge will be constructed.   
 
 
Newbury 14916 (no federal number).  Participant: Evan Detrick of Dubois and King 
(edetrick@dubois-king.com). 
 
The project addresses the Village Road Bridge over Andrew Brook (120/078), which is an I-
Beam Bridge with concrete deck built in 1936.  Evan Detrick presented this bridge project, 
stating that the plan was to replace the bridge on the current alignment.  Because there is a 
convenient detour, the road will be closed throughout construction and no temporary bridge will 
be provided.  The Committee requested that an Inventory Form be completed for this bridge.  
Because the bridge will be reconstructed on it’s existing footprint, there are no concerns 
regarding archeology. 
 
 
Newbury 14917 (no federal number).  Participant: Evan Detrick, Dubois and King 
(edetrick@dubois-king.com). 
 
The project addresses the Sutton Road Bridge over Ring Brook (138/072), an I-Beam Bridge with 
concrete deck built in 1929.  Evan Detrick presented this bridge project, stating that the plan was 
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to replace the bridge on the current alignment.  Because there is no convenient detour, the road 
will be closed throughout construction and a temporary bridge will be provided. The Committee 
requested that an Inventory Form be completed for this bridge.  Because of the need for a 
temporary bridge, the Committee requested that a Phase 1A and Phase 1B archaeological 
investigation that covers the areas impacted by the construction be conducted. 
 
 
Concord, X-A000(691), 15332.  Participant: Kevin Nyhan 
 
K. Nyhan reviewed two on-campus sidewalk projects at Randlett Middle School and 
Conant Elementary School, which are funded by the Safe Routes to School Program.  
The sidewalk projects had no affect on the two school buildings.  No further review is 
necessary. 
 
 
Homestead Woolen Mill Dam, West Swanzey (no federal #).  Participants: Deb 
Loiselle, NH Dept. of Environmental Services (DES), and Rita Walsh, Vanasse 
Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) (rwalsh@vhb.com) and Sean James, Hoyle-Tanner & 
Associates (HTA) 
 
Deb Loiselle of DES presented an update overview of the project to remove the Homestead Dam 
on the Ashuelot River in West Swanzey, NH. She noted that DES and project partners are closely 
coordinating the dam removal with the Thompson Covered Bridge central pier stabilization 
project. Jim Marshall with the Community Assistance program of NHDOT is the project manager 
for the bridge pier stabilization. D. Loiselle noted that originally Lisa Cavallaro (NOAA) was 
going to attend this meeting but had a schedule conflict.  She expressed apologies on behalf of 
NOAA.  She further noted that NHDOT has not approved the HTA contract as of yet, but, as she 
understands this, it is anticipated to happen in the next week.  Once the contract is approved, then 
HTA will start work on the design and engineering for the bridge.  
 
Sean James of HTA, the firm overseeing the bridge pier stabilization, also provided some brief 
information on the project at this meeting. He noted that the conceptual design for the bridge pier 
stabilization includes placing some rock weirs upstream of the bridge and the placement of steel 
sheeting in the channel.  B. Muzzey inquired if the steel sheeting would be exposed, and he noted 
it would be below the streambed.  E. Feighner inquired if the bridge work would extend up to the 
Indian weir.  S. James expressed that all work will be adjacent to the bridge and will not extend 
far upstream.  D. Loiselle noted that the Indian weir is well beyond the bridge work area.   
 
Update on Dam Removal Work 
 
Ninety percent (90%) design plans for the dam removal have been submitted to project partners 
on for the dam and bridge projects for review and comment. The work still involves the removal 
of the dam and installation of 3 rock vanes, but now also requires the removal of a sluiceway and 
abutment on the east (left) bank of the river. The west (right) abutment will remain.  These 
elements are not original parts of the dam, but do date from the early 20th century. They are 
documented on the individual inventory form prepared for the dam and mill. The rock vanes will 
be composed of large boulders, each approximately 4-5 feet wide. B. Muzzey expressed concern 
that stone walls elsewhere would not be harvested for the materials. Given the size of the 
boulders, his is not an issue. These rounded boulders may be visible at times during low water 
periods. D. Loiselle expressed that she would follow-up with P. Walker as to the origin of the 
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boulders. (Note:  P. Walker subsequently noted that the source of the boulders is currently 
unknown and will be the responsibility of the contractor building the vanes to obtain this 
material.  He also noted that boulders will be quarried and are not expected to be transported a 
long distance).  Rocks that currently fill the dam’s timber crib cannot be used in the vanes as they 
are too small. A causeway built in the 1990s upstream of the dam, which is currently acting more 
of a dam than the Homestead Dam, will be removed as part of this work.  
 
Project partners for both projects have had much discussion on the projects and currently are 
proposing that a single bid package for the dam removal and the pier stabilization work. The goal 
is to send out a request for bids in the spring of 2009 with work anticipated to take place in 
summer 2009. The desire is to have a single contractor complete both work elements. S. James 
confirmed that the only work on the Thompson Covered Bridge is the central pier stabilization. 
The pier, a more recent element, rests on glacial till and appears to have settled slightly. Steel 
sheeting, set in concrete will be installed around the pier to stabilize it prior to the dam’s removal, 
when water is expected to heavily charge around the pier. Coordinating the timing of both 
elements of work as well as dealing with the separate requirements of dealing with the federal 
endangered species of mussel near the bridge was discussed. D. Loiselle expressed that they are 
coordinating with the USFWS on this issue.  
 
S. James and D. Loiselle were reminded that the pier stabilization work must be coordinated early 
with DHR and the other agencies and that no USACOE permit for the dam removal will be 
granted until all of the work plans are approved. D. Loiselle noted that R. Roach has made this 
clear on numerous occasions, and it is clearly understood.  A meeting to specifically discuss the 
pier work with the pertinent agencies is planned this fall.  
 
Update on Inventory Forms for the Homestead Dam and Mill and West Swanzey Village 
 
B. Muzzey inquired about the status of the additional information on the individual inventory 
form for the Homestead Dam and Mill and the historic district area form for the West Swanzey 
Village Historic District that was requested by DHR.  R. Walsh noted that VHB has completed 
the request and the documents are under review by DES, NOAA, and USFWS. They are expected 
to be finalized over the next two weeks. Once the review is completed, VHB will forward to 
DHR for approval.  The archaeological inventory forms for the areas adjacent to the dam where 
work is proposed were previously submitted and have been approved by DHR.  No additional 
survey is needed.  
 
Effects Determinations Documentation 
 
B. Muzzey commented that a table articulating the effects to these historic properties needs to be 
prepared prior to the development of an MOA. A “yellow sheet” summarizes the significance of 
the properties and delineates the adverse effects, that is, what will be lost as a result of the project. 
D. Loiselle asked that the “yellow sheet” be explained to her because she was not aware of this 
form.  DHR also offered that Nadine Peterson of DHR has prepared a table of effects used for 
wind turbine projects. Effects to the dam, mill, and the district need to be defined on this sheet. 
DHR commented that this sheet would be used going forward for future dam removal projects. 
DOT will send examples and a template form for D. Loiselle’s use. She also expressed that she 
would need to discuss this with NOAA.  (Note:  After this meeting, DHR subsequently 
determined that a version of Peterson’s table of effects should be used, not the “yellow sheet”, as 
the latter is a DOT form used specifically for FHWA projects. As the dam removal project is not a 
FHWA project (NOAA is the lead federal agency), DHR requested that the table be used in its 
place).  
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Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for Homestead Dam Removal 
 
D. Loiselle presented a draft MOA for consideration by DHR and general discussion. She also 
emphasized that this was a “draft” and that it was developed as a result of previous discussions 
with DHR and other dam removal projects.  Preliminary comments included making sure that the 
correct complete name for the dam (the one employed on the individual inventory form) is 
inserted into the document.  The official name for the MOA is Homestead Woolen Mill and Dam. 
D. Loiselle confirmed there are no consulting parties that came forward. However, David Wright 
did ask to be kept apprised of the project.  D. Loiselle noted that he never asked to become a 
formal consulting party as part of the dam removal project.  She has provided him with 
information over the years, however, not recently.  B. Muzzey noted that David Wright of the 
National Society for the Protection of Covered Bridges should be offered the opportunity to 
become a consulting party for the bridge pier stabilization project, which is being funded by the 
FHWA’s National Covered Bridge Grant Program. Jamie Sikora of the FHWA will be the main 
agency contact for that project. D. Loiselle was directed to talk with Jamie Sikora on the 
relationship of these two projects as a possible single undertaking and the appropriateness of one 
Section 106 MOA for both projects, or a single one for each of the projects. (Note:  D. Loiselle 
met with J. Sikora and J. Marshall on 9/25/08 to discuss this issue). 
 
Possible avoidance of the adverse effect and the significance of the elements need to be a whereas 
in the MOA.   
 
D. Loiselle inquired about the correct title for the district area.  It was determined that in the 
second paragraph, first page, it should say, “West Swanzey Village District.”  Thus, replace 
“Historic” with “Village” because this is how it is noted on the survey forms. 
 
B. Muzzey would like to have stronger language on page one where it states “in close conjunction 
with”.  The wording needs to be revised to more clearly specify how the two projects will work 
together without jeopardizing the Thompson Covered Bridge.  D. Loiselle took note of this and 
explained that she will discuss this further with NOAA. 
 
E. Feighner noted the time period for monitoring effects of the dam removal to possible 
archaeological sites upstream was recommended to be expanded to 3-5 years (versus the 
proposed 1 year) in the MOA. The MOA also needs to stipulate that if something is found that a 
recovery effort, coordinated with DHR, must be undertaken. Stipulating the use of a consultant 
with historic engineering experience was also suggested for the dam documentation.  
 
Further discussion of the MOA was recommended at an upcoming meeting. B. Muzzey expressed 
that this meeting should not occur until the effects memo was completed.  D. Loiselle indicated 
that a representative of NOAA, as the lead federal agency for the project, needs to attend this 
meeting. Richard Roach of the USAOCE and Jamie Sikora of the FHWA also need to be invited 
to this meeting. D. Loiselle recommended that due to the complexity of the projects and the 
potential for a lengthy meeting, this meeting would be coordinated as a separate stand-alone 
meeting and not through the NHDOT bi-monthly coordination meeting. 
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Bath 14439 (no federal number).  Participant: Sean James, HTA 
(sjames@hoyletanner.com). 
 
Rehabilitation of the Bath Village Covered Bridge 
  
Sean James, P.E., SECB from Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc (Hoyle, Tanner) provided an 
overview of the project (summary handout provided to the committee), which includes 
rehabilitation of the bridge for a 10-ton live load capacity.  Funding of the project is through the 
NHDOT Municipal Bridge Aid Program, and an application has been submitted for construction 
funding to the National Historic Covered Bridge Preservation Program. 
  
S. James indicated that there would be a second presentation on the entire project, however today 
he was looking for input on the bridge purlins and floor framing only prior to their inspection of 
the bridge next week.  There are two distinct sets of purlins in the bridge spaced at 6” on center, 
the smaller 2”x3” purlins that are notched into the rafters and believed to be original and larger 
3”x3’ purlins that are toe nailed to the side of the rafters.  The later are believed to have been 
added during repairs completed in 1988.  Due to the poor connection details of the larger purlins, 
many have fallen down from the roof.   
 
Hoyle, Tanners’ structural analysis indicates that the added, 3”x3” purlins could be removed from 
the bridge without overstressing the remaining purlins.  The removal of the purlins would remove 
approximately 18,000 pounds of dead load from the bridge.  This equates to approximately 2.1 
pounds per square foot or 24 pounds per foot along the length of each truss.  

  
The committee inquired why the additional purlins were added, and S. James indicated that he 
believed that Arnold Graton added them but was not sure why.  The committee asked S. James to 
contact Mr. Graton regarding the issues.  Because Jim Garvin was not present at the meeting,  no 
consensus was reached for this issue. 

  
The second part presented was for the existing floor framing which consists of 4” thick decking 
on 7-½”x15-½” floor beams spaced at approximately 2’ on center with a live load capacity of 
H6.1 (6.1 tons).  The floor beams span 23’-4-½” between trusses, which is a long span for a 
covered bridge.  The floor beams appear to be a mix of older floor beams that were retained and 
turned over and floor beams added in 1988.  As the existing decking is worn and the floor beams 
are not adequate for a H10 (10 ton) live load capacity, Hoyle, Tanner is proposing full 
replacement of the floor framing with new members.  Four options were presented, and there was 
a question on the age of the older floor beams in the bridge.  One included replacement of the 
entire floor system using glulam to achieve a lighter load.  S. James will ask Arnold Graton if he 
knows the relative age of these floor beams.  No consensus was reached for this issue.  B. 
Muzzey indicated that she would inform J. Garvin about the contents of the presentation. 

  
Bath, NH Alternate River Crossing 
@ 
Recognizing that the Bath Village Bridge does not meet the Town of Bath’s needs for an 
unposted river crossing, Hoyle, Tanner was retained to study alternate crossing options.  The 
existing detour around the Bath Village Bridge is approximately 9 miles, which includes some 
steep and marginal roads. 
 
The study involves six areas located within an area 1.5 miles north of the Village Bridge and 2.5 
miles to the south.  After an initial review and after discussions with the Town, the study area has 

 9

mailto:sjames@hoyletanner.com


been refined to three locations.  Three options were discussed briefly, and a handout provided to 
the committee.   
 
Kathy Wheeler of IAC presented her findings indicating the archaeological sensitivity of one of 
the sites.  There was minimal input from the committee due to time constraints on the 
presentation.  E. Muzzey did note that there is a lot of research that has been done in the area.  S. 
James indicated that a 60% complete draft of the river crossing engineering study would be sent 
to the committee for review and comment in the next few months.  At that time, S. James will 
meet again with the committee to discuss their review. 
 
 
Windham, X-A000(558), 14830: Participant:  Bob Durfee (rdurfee@dubois-
king.com).   
 
The Committee discussed the level of cultural resource review for the Windham Depot 
Rehabilitation Project by the Town of Windham as a TE project.   
 
Bob Durfee provided a brief overview.  The existing railroad station building and freight building 
will be repaired/renovated on the exterior only to weatherize and preserve.  Additions to these 
buildings (not original construction) are being considered for removal to return buildings to 
original appearance.  A paved parking lot is planned at the site. 
 
E. Muzzey indicated that one Individual Inventory form completed by a professional architectural 
historian would be needed for both buildings.  The form would need to delineate alternations in 
the buildings and identify the character defining features of the buildings.  This information 
would affect recommendations for rehabilitation.  A preliminary determination of what was there 
at the site needs to be made to determine if a Phase IA archaeological survey would be needed.  
The 1915 Railroad valuation plans should be obtained for this site for preliminary determination.  
[The valuation sheet was sent to the heritage commission.] 
 
 
Wentworth 14517 (no federal number).  Participant: Bob Durfee, Dubois-King  
(rdurfee@dubois-king.com).   
 
B. Durfee provided an initial review of the rehabilitation of the 1928 high Warren Truss Saunders 
Hill Road Bridge over the Baker River (Bridge No. 142/096), which was determined eligible in 
the 1980s with a score of 16.   
 
The Bridge is currently closed due to the corrosion of the stringers and floor beams.  The bridge 
is on dead end road with three residences cut off from access to their home.  Emergency repairs 
(Phase I) are scheduled for October 2008 and include replacing all existing stringers and 
installing cover plates on floor beams.  Phase II repairs (painting, guardrail, etc.) are scheduled 
for 2011. 
 
The Committee indicated that stringers could be replaced if done “in kind” (i.e. same size).  Weld 
repairs and welded connections would be permitted.  A preliminary NH Historic Property 
Documentation form would be needed, but not required in its entirety until Phase II. Large format 
photographic documentation will be performed during Phase I and prior to construction.  Joyce 
McKay will coordinate the photographic documentation at the site.  The project would have an 
adverse effect on the bridge.  No federal funds are involved. 
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Campton (No federal number) (No state number).  Participant:  Bob Durfee 
(rdurfee@dubois-king.com). 
 
Bob Durfee briefly presented the status of this project concerning Bridge No. 163/082, the Bumps 
Intervale Covered Bridge over Beebe River.  The bridge built in 1973 on existing abutments, 
which were built in 1877.  The bridge is closed due to decay.  Emergency repairs are planned to 
repair timber piers and stone abutments.  No federal or state funds are being used, they are 100% 
town-funded.  Repairs are anticipated to start in September 2008.  The town has applied for a 
NHDES wetlands permit (dredge and fill permit).  E. Muzzey requested an NHDHR project 
review form 
 
 
Laconia, X-A000(349), 14409.  Participants: Kevin Nyhan and Diane Hanley, 
Laconia Trails with Rails Exploratory Committee (LTREC) 
(dhanley@metrocast.net). 
 
Winnipesaukee-Opechee-Winnisquam (W.O.W.) Trail – Phase I 
 
Diane Hanley updated the committee on proposed changes to previously reviewed Phase 
I designs.  Although the WOW Trail is primarily a rail with trail project following the 
Plymouth and Lincoln Railroad in Laconia, Phase I of the trail includes widening the 
sidewalk along 2000 feet of Messer Street.  The Laconia Department of Public Works 
will begin rebuilding Messer Street next week and DPW has agreed to incorporate 
widening the sidewalk for the WOW Trail at this time.  Construction of the remainder of 
Phase 1 is slated for Spring 2009. 
 
Some minor changes to the original plan are needed in the section along Messer Street 
that is between Lyford Street and Bisson Avenue.  An easement sought to allow the trail 
to enter property located at the corner of Bisson Avenue and Messer Street (the Irwin 
property) was precluded.  The trail must now parallel Messer Street from the bridge to 
Bisson Avenue as a widened sidewalk.  Two fire hydrants must also be moved 1 foot 
toward the street in order to accommodate the trail.   
 
Edna Feighner asked if a Phase IA archaeological review had been conducted for the 
project.  D. Hanley stated yes and brought a copy for reference. No areas of sensitivity 
were found along the original proposed trail route. E. Feighner was concerned about 
moving the hydrants because digging will be 7 to 8 feet in depth. Jamie Sikora noted that 
the trench for the fire hydrants was likely to be wider than 1 foot so the area was likely to 
lack integrity.  E. Feighner cited the proximity to water (the River and Opechee Bay) as 
making this area more potentially sensitive.  E. Feighner requested an archaeologist be 
present to monitor the fire hydrant excavation process and submit a report to the Division 
of Historical Resources.  E. Feighner indicated that if nothing were found, an end-of-field 
letter would be sufficient.  If there were findings, then a report would be needed.  Diane 
Hanley agreed to do so.   
 
Kevin Nyhan indicated that the changes discussed do not meet the need for further 
environmental review. 
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Lebanon-Hartford, A000(627), 14957.  Participants: Steve Johnson, Christine 
Perron, and Alex Vogt. 
 
This project involves the replacement or rehabilitation of the US Route 4 bridge over the 
Connecticut River between Lebanon, NH and Hartford, VT.  Alex Vogt and Steve 
Johnson presented an overview of the project.  Vogt explained that the bridge was posted 
for 10 tons after the last inspection showed significant deterioration.  This posting 
prevents fully loaded trucks from using the bridge.  An advanced temporary bridge was 
considered to allow truck traffic to continue crossing at this location; however, at a cost 
of 4.5 million dollars, this option has been rejected.  The railroad bridge just downstream 
was considered for a detour bridge but was ultimately rejected due to the active rail line 
and rail yards.  Changing the posting of Interstate bridges in Vermont to allow for a 
shorter detour for trucks requires an act of Congress, which does not appear promising.  
For these reasons, NHDOT has determined that the replacement or rehabilitation of the 
existing bridge should be accelerated in its program. 
 
Johnson described the various alternatives that are being considered.  Rehabilitation may 
not address deficiencies of the bridge that include lack of adequate shoulders, narrow 
width, low clearance, lack of room for bicycles, and poor alignment.  This alternative, 
however, will be studied as part of the NEPA process.  A downstream alignment is not 
feasible since it would result in worse alignment and would impact two buildings and the 
railroad overpass in Vermont.  It was agreed that this alternative does not warrant 
detailed study and will only be briefly described in the NEPA document.  Other 
alternatives, which are the preferred alternatives at this time, involve an upstream 
alignment or a refined online alignment.  With the exception of the downstream 
alignment, all alternatives will be studied further. 
 
Joyce McKay stated that Phase 1A/1B archaeological surveys would be completed in all 
four quadrants of the bridge and would be undertaken this fall.  It is not yet known where 
the District limits are in Vermont, but this will be determined.  [It was subsequently 
determined that the Hartford district is west of the railroad corridor, which is an eligible 
linear district.]  It was agreed that a District Area form would not be necessary for the NH 
side.  Surveys will be completed for two buildings in NH: the Stateline Sports building 
and the Four Aces Diner.  Everyone present concurred with all proposed surveys. 
 
Beth Muzzey reiterated that this is a highly significant bridge and the rehabilitation 
option needs to be studied in detail.  She inquired about the status of the state historic 
bridge survey.  McKay explained that this survey has not yet been begun, although 
progress has been made to secure funds for the first phase of work.  Muzzey said that 
without a full survey, the actual significance of this bridge is not yet known. 
 
 
Bradford 14284 (no federal number).  Participants: Mike Croteau, Lisa Dickson, 
Wade Brown (wade.brown@seacon.com), and Scott Neunan, SEA. 
 
This was the initial meeting on this project.  S E A handed out a packet of information to the 
attendees.  This packet included the project description, an 11 x 17 color plot of a USGS map 
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showing the project location, existing bridge/project site photo’s and an 11 x 17 existing 
conditions plan showing.  S E A also presented one copy of the new Request for Project Review 
form to be completed during this meeting. The following project information was presented. 
@@ 
The Town would like to replace the existing bridge, built in 1950, which carries West Road over 
Hoyt Brook in Bradford, New Hampshire.  The existing bridge is a 17-foot single span with a 
steel bridge plank deck filled with bituminous asphalt supported by seven, evenly spaced steel “I” 
beams on cast-in-place concrete abutments.  The abutments are approximately 90 degrees to 
accommodate the alignment of Hoyt Brook.  The bridge is approximately 20 feet in overall 
length, providing two travel lanes with a curb-to-curb width of 21.4 feet and an approximate 
overall bridge width of 22.2 feet.  The bridge has been given a sufficiency rating of 45.4% by the 
NHDOT and is posted (E2) for vehicle weight restrictions and appears on the NHDOT Municipal 
Red List.  In the fall of 2007, NHDOT Bridge maintenance was forced to complete an emergency 
repair as a section of the deck fell into the brook.  According to the latest NHDOT Bridge 
Inspection Report, dated 11-9-2007, the existing structure is not eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places.  This designation in the Pontis will soon be changed to indicate that it is 
potentially eligible for the National Register. 
 
The new bridge, which is currently under investigation, will be either a precast concrete three-
sided frame or a cast-in-place substructure with precast deck beams.  Either bridge type will have 
concrete wingwalls.  The new bridge will be constructed on-line with no significant horizontal 
alignment changes.  The new bridge will provide a 24-foot rail-to-rail width.  The additional 
widening will be symmetrical to either side of the roadway centerline.  The vertical alignment of 
West Road will remain essentially unchanged with only minor improvements.  West Road will be 
closed to through traffic during construction. 
 
Since this project is in the early stages, the roadway and bridge had not been laid out but the goal 
will be to keep the impacts within the existing ROW.  It was agreed to that if we remain online 
and within the existing ROW archaeology studies will not be required for this project. 
 
The committee determined that a NH Inventory Form be completed for this project because the 
bridge is over 50 years of age, including eligibility determination by a qualified architectural 
historian.  Adjacent buildings and any other historic structures within the project limits will be 
evaluated for eligibility for listing on National Register if they are within/adjacent to the limits of 
construction.  Joyce McKay mentioned that the information regarding eligibility of historic 
bridges on the NHDOT Bridge Inventory form could not be used by itself to determine whether 
or not a bridge had been surveyed yet, since a “no” answer included both those bridges that have 
been determined ineligible and those that have yet to be surveyed.  The committee also requested 
that a field check of stone walls be done in the project area.  SEA would provide/send pictures of 
the existing house to the NHDHR for its review.    
 
 
Deering-Antrim 14237 (no federal number).  Participants: Mike Croteau, Lisa 
Dickson, Wade Brown (wade.brown@seacon.com), and Scott Neunan, SEA; Craig 
Olson, Town Planner, Deering. 
 
S E A handed out a packet of information to the attendees.  This packet included the Draft 
Memorandum of Agreement, past meeting minutes, email correspondence, existing bridge/project 
site photos, and the preliminary roadway plan showing the toe of slope impacts.  Wade Brown, 
P.E. gave a brief overview and update on the project to date and stated that the goal of this 
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meeting was to discuss the draft MOA, refine it, and agree on its final contents. The following 
issues concerning the replacement of the low Warren truss were discussed. 
 
Archaeology discussion: 
At previous Cultural Resource Meetings, a Phase 1A & 1B archeological study had been 
requested for this project.  Since that time, the roadway alignment and profile had been refined.  
The committee was informed that the horizontal alignment would be remaining the same with the 
widening being symmetrical about the centerline.  The vertical profile would be raised by a 
maximum of 2 feet, producing the limit of impacts shown on the preliminary roadway plan.  SEA 
asked if the Phase 1A & 1B archaeological study would still be required since the project 
remained primarily in the right-of-way. Edna Feighner stated that as long the project stayed 
online, only filled outside the right-of-way, and did not cut into the shoulders that the 
archaeological studies did not need to be done.  Under these circumstances, no archaeological 
investigations are necessary. 
 
Marketing Existing Bridge Discussion: 
B. Muzzey indicated that a significant effort to market the bridge needed to be made.  Neither 
NHDHR nor SHPO have a list of recipients they would like S E A to use, but offered the 
following suggestions: contact DRED in the states of NH, VT & MA to get a list of snowmobile 
clubs and trail users, contact the T2 Public Works Network at UNH, contact the White Mountain 
Celebration Group in Carroll to see if they have interest in the existing bridge.  Horizon 
Engineering is designing a Preservation Development up in that area.  S E A will develop a draft 
marketing plan to be included in the MOA.  The plan will be submitted to NHSHPO for review 
and approval prior to finalizing the MOA and should include a timeline 
 
Craig Olson stated he would like to have NHDHR updated on the status of the marketing progress 
periodically, to ensure that the stipulations of the agreed-upon plan were being satisfactorily 
implemented and no one would be caught off-guard at the end of the marketing period.  All 
agreed this would be fine. 
 
Storage of Existing Bridge Discussion:  
The committee had determined that the Towns would need to store the existing bridge for a 2-
year period beginning at the date of removal to give this bridge the best chance for preservation. 
Craig Olson asked if the towns would be required to protect or preserve the bridge during the 
storage period.  No additional preservation/protective measures are required of the Towns during 
the storage period.  Several guidelines were provided for storing the existing bridge.  Recognizing 
the length of the bridge, DHR requested that relocation involve the least disassembly possible.  
Additionally, it will be important to place the existing bridge on blocks to raise the bridge off the 
ground and out of the vegetation.  After the storage time frame is up, the towns may dispose of 
the bridge as they see fit.  DHR requested a final report on the marketing of the bridge. 
 
Since the entire bridge is so large and difficult to remove and transport in one piece, S E A 
requested the temporary storage of the trusses only after removal of the floor beams and 
stringers.  At the request of SHPO, S E A will send information on the existing floor beams and 
stringers for further consideration. 
 
SHPO and the ACOE do not expect there to be a need to address any environmental or hazardous 
material issues related to temporarily bridge storage.  They were not aware of any such issues in 
the past.  It was noted that a section in the MOA should address RSA 227C:8 concerning Native 
American burials. 
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Public Education Exhibit Discussion:  
It was suggested that a historical consultant produce wording for the double-sided State Historic 
Highway Marker to be placed, as a public exhibit within NHDOT ROW.  The wording should 
include the history of Low Warren Truss bridges within this part of the state.   This public exhibit 
(highway marker) will be made by the Bureau of Traffic.  SEA should identify some potential 
locations and assist with mapping the final location for the placement of the sign.  The sign would 
be installed by the Bureau of Traffic.  The cost of the marker to be made and placed is 
approximately $1,750.  It was suggested that the NHDOT maintained Groundhog Hill viewing 
area on Route 202 is a potential place for the marker. 
 
Other Discussion:  
The signatories of the MOA will be the Town of Deering, the Town of Antrim, the Division of 
Historical Resources, and the Army Corps of Engineers.  NHDOT would sign as a Concurring 
Party to the MOA.  William Cass, Director of Project Development, would sign the MOA. 
 
It was understood that the Advisory Council would not likely participate in the 
agreement.  Rich Roach will check his records and send a copy of his correspondence 
with the Advisory Council to SHPO and S E A. 
 
Windham-Pelham 13805 (no federal number).  Participants: Mike Croteau, Lisa 
Dickson, Wade Brown (wade.brown@seacon.com), and Scott Neunan, SEA; Dave 
Sullivan, Town Administrator of Windham. 
 
S E A handed out a packet of information to the attendees.  This packet included a Public Hearing 
Notice, correspondence from Windham and Pelham’s Historical agencies, the public hearing 
meeting minutes, email correspondence, existing bridge/project site photos, and the roadway plan 
showing limit of impacts. 
 
Wade Brown gave a brief overview and update on the project to date and stated that the goal of 
this meeting was to discuss the conditions that need to be incorporated into the MOA. At the June 
Cultural Resource Meeting, the committee requested a public hearing to inform the public of this 
project.  It was noted here that the public hearing was held, and there were no exceptions taken to 
the proposed re-use of the existing beams. Also at the June Cultural Resource meeting, it was 
determined that there were no archeological concerns with this project  The following was 
discussed. 
 
MOA Specifics Discussion:  
Both towns will be dividing the timber beams between them to be reused in other town projects.  
Windham will be using theirs in their Windham Depot Project and Pelham plans to use theirs on 
trails.  This is to be included in the Whereas portion of the MOA. 
 
A Recordation Stipulation using the NH Historic Property Documentation based on HAER 
standards will be a stipulation in the MOA.  The MOA will stipulate that this documentation will 
made available to the Towns at a specific place (or places), such as historical society, town 
library, etc. 
 
The NHDOT will be a Concurring Party to the MOA.  William Cass, Director of Project 
Development, will sign the MOA.  
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Edna Feighner was still in agreement that there were no archeological concerns with this project 
based on proposed scope.  
 
 
 
**Memos/MOA’s: Merrimack 12105 [MOA]; Portsmouth 10665 [MOA] 
 
  Submitted by Joyce McKay, Cultural Resources Manager 
 
 
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/CulturalResourcesMeeting.htm 
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