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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - NATURAL RESOURCES 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 
AND THE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
REGARDING MODIFICATIONS TO THE 

WISWALL DAM AND WISWALL FALLS MILL SITE 
DURHAM, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
 
WHEREAS, the United States Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(USDA-NRCS) is providing funding and planning assistance for a project designed to restore the aquatic 
habitat of the Lamprey River by removing obstacles and constructing a Denil fish ladder at the eastern 
end of the Wiswall Dam that will allow for the upstream migration of anadromous fish (hereinafter 
referred as the “Project”); and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Durham is proposing other improvements in concert with the Project, including 
modifying the height of the gate structure on the east side of the dam to provide increased hydraulic 
capacity and dam repairs to address safety, flooding, and water supply issues; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Project constitutes a Federal undertaking that is subject to review under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC § 470f) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 
800), and;  
 
WHEREAS, the USDA-NRCS has determined, in consultation with the New Hampshire State Historic 
Preservation Officer (NHSHPO), that the Project will have an adverse effect on the Wiswall Falls Mill 
Site, which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), and the Wiswall Dam, 
a contributing property in the National Register-eligible Wiswall Falls Historic District; and, 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), the USDA-NRCS has informed the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its finding of effect and the ACHP has determined that its participation 
to resolve adverse effects is not necessary; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the USDA-NRCS has solicited input from the general public and local, regional, and state 
organizations interested in the historical resources throughout the Project planning process, and has 
invited the Town of Durham, Durham Historic Association, and Durham Historic District Commission to 
participate in the consultative process and signatories to this Agreement; and, 
 
WHEREAS,  the  National  Park  Service,  through its Wild and Scenic Rivers  Program,  has  a  statutory  
obligation  to  protect  and  enhance significant  historic  resources along the Lamprey River, a designated 
Wild and Scenic River, has also been invited to participate as a consulting party on behalf of the Lamprey 
River Advisory Commission; and, 
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WHEREAS, the USDA-NRCS has considered alternatives, including no action, partial breach, and full 
removal of the Wiswall Dam alternatives, and has determined that the planned construction of the Denil 
fish ladder we have the least impact on historic resources and represents the most prudent and feasible 
alternative to achieve the Project goals; and 
 
WHEREAS, as a result of continued consultation concerning impacts to the circa 1830 Wiggin Sawmill 
foundation, the USDA/NRCS has adjusted the plans for the fish ladder in order to minimize, to the extent 
possible, the effects of the Project by preserving in place portions of the corner of the wall comprising its 
west and south sides.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, the consulting parties agree that the Project shall be implemented in accordance 
with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effects of the undertaking on historic 
properties: 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
The USDA-NRCS shall insure that the following measures are carried out in consultation with the 
NHSHPO: 
 
I. Update of Wiswall Falls Mill Site National Register Registration Form 
 

A. The USDA-NRCS, with the assistance of a qualified archaeologist as defined by the Secretary of 
the Interior Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (36 CFR 61), 
will prepare an update of the 1988 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for the 
Wiswall Falls Mill Site. The updated documentation will conform to current National Register 
standards for content in accordance with National Register Bulletin 16A: How to Complete the 
National Register Registration Form. It will include a thorough description of the physical 
aspects of the site and full consideration of its historical significance within the context of the 
important themes, trends, events, and individuals related to the historic industrial development of 
the Wiswall Falls Dam privilege. The documentation will include a map showing the boundaries 
of the site and contributing and non-contributing resources. Photographic views will be sufficient 
to provide a visual representation of visible resources of the site and illustrate the qualities 
discussed in the description and statement of significance. Supporting graphical information will 
include a USGS topographical map showing the boundaries of the site and historic photographs, 
maps, or other illustrations that show the development of the site over time. 

 
B. The USDA-NRCS will provide a draft of the completed National Register documentation to the 

NHDHR, Durham Historic District Commission, and Durham Historic Association for review 
and comment. 

 
C. Upon acceptance of a final draft, the USDA-NRCS will submit two (2) original archival copies 

of the final National Register Registration Form, photographs, and supporting documentation to 
the NHDHR. Copies of the form will be submitted to the Durham Historic District Commission 
and Durham Historic Association. 
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II. State-level Documentation of Wiswall Dam 
 

A. The USDA-NRCS, with the assistance of a 36 CFR 61-qualified architectural historian, will 
document the Wiswall Dam in accordance with the state-level written and photograph 
documentation standards of the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (NHDHR). 
The documentation will include large format black-and-white photographs and negatives, a 
written narrative report, and supporting graphical information. The written report will provide 
information about the existing appearance of the dam and its history from the time that it was 
constructed in 1912.  

 
B. Prior to conducting the documentation, the USDA-NRCS will provide a Schedule of 

Documentation (SOD) that describes the content and specifications for the documentation to the 
NHDHR for review and comment. 

 
C. The USDA-NRCS will provide a draft of the completed documentation to the NHDHR, Durham 

Historic District Commission, and Durham Historic Association for a review and comment 
period of 45 days. 

 
D. Two (2) original archival copies of the final documentation will be prepared. One (1) copy will 

be submitted to NHDHR. One (1) copy will be transmitted to an appropriate Durham repository 
to be identified in the SOD. 

 
III. Final Fish Passage Design 
 

A. The USDA-NRCS will submit its revised plan of for the fish passage to the consulting parties for 
review and comment. The goal of the review will be to develop a design solution that preserves 
as much of the Wiggin Sawmill foundation as is feasible.  

 
B. The USDA-NRCS will have met the requirements of this stipulation when all the consulting 

parties concur by letter or e-mail communication that the final design plan is acceptable.  
 
IV. Archaeological Recordation and Monitoring at the Wiggin Sawmill Foundation 
 

A.   USDA-NRCS will insure that the existing condition of the Wiggin Sawmill foundation is 
recorded by a 36 CFR 61-qualified archaeologist before work at the site commences. The 
recordation will consist of high-resolution digital photographs and measured drawings of the 
aboveground remnant foundation walls.  
 

B.  The archaeologist will be on-site to monitor ground disturbing activities associated with work 
conducted in proximity foundation. The monitoring effort will include the recordation of any 
previously unrecorded structural elements or features associated with the former mill building. 
Field recordation will include written notes, high-resolution digital photography of the 
dismantling and removal activities, and sketch maps and/or measured drawings (plans, 
representative cross-sections) of exposed cultural resources as necessary and as safety conditions 
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allow. In the event that potentially significant archaeological resources are identified during the 
excavation, the archaeologist will notify the consulting parties and follow the procedures for 
unanticipated discoveries identified in Stipulation VI below.  
 

C. An archeological recordation and monitoring plan describing the project methodology, content, 
and deliverables will be submitted for review and approval by the NHDHR before the fieldwork 
is conducted. 
 

D.  A report containing the results of the recordation and monitoring efforts will be submitted to the 
NHDHR, Durham Historic District Commission, and Durham Historic Association.  
 

V. Interpretive Panel 
 

A. The USDA-NRCS will fund the design, fabrication, and installation of an interpretive panel that 
will be installed on the kiosk at the entrance to the Wiswall Falls Mill Site Park. The information 
contained on the panel will focus on historical themes that will complement the two existing 
interpretive panels on the kiosk.  The content will be developed by the Wiswall Historic 
Interpretation Committee. The new panel will be consistent with the design and materials of the 
existing panels. 
 

B. USDA-NRCS will submit a draft version of the panel to the consulting parties for review and 
approval. Upon approval of the design and content, USDA-NRCS will cause the panel to be 
fabricated and installed on the kiosk. 

 
VI. Unanticipated Discoveries 
 

The USDA-NRCS will ensure that if previously unidentified historic properties are discovered during 
the construction of the Project, the signatories to this agreement will be notified immediately and any 
work that could potentially impact the resource will be suspended. The parties will consult about 
ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any effects that the Project may have on the resource and, if 
necessary, amend this Agreement to provide for the subsequent treatment of the resource. 

 
VII. Duration and Amendments 
 

A. This Agreement will expire if its terms are not carried out within three (3) years from the date of 
its execution.  

 
B. The parties to this Agreement may, by mutual consent, amend its terms at any time during the 

period in which it is in effect. 
 

VIII. Dispute Resolution 
 

In the event that a signatory objects in writing to any proposed activity pursuant to this Agreement 
while it is in effect, the USDA-NRCS will meet with the party to resolve the objection. Following 
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that meeting, the USDA-NRCS shall determine as promptly as possible whether the objection has 
been satisfactorily resolved. If the USDA-NRCS determines that the objection has not been 
satisfactorily resolved, it shall forward within 15 calendar days of its decision all documentation 
relevant to the dispute, including the proposed action to resolve the dispute, to the ACHP. The 
USDA-NRCS will take any recommendations or comments provided by the ACHP into account in 
reaching a final decision regarding the dispute. In the event the ACHP fails to respond to the USDA-
NRCS’s request for recommendations or comments within 30 calendar days of receiving all pertinent 
materials, the USDA-NRCS may resolve the dispute in a manner it deems appropriate.  

 
 
 

SIGNATORIES 
 

THE FOLLOWING SIGNATORIES TO THIS AGREEMENT HAVE ACKNOWLEDGED THEIR 
CONCURRENCE BY SIGNING THE ATTACHED INDIVIDUAL SIGNATURE PAGES: 

 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – NATURAL RESOURCES 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 
By: Richard P. Ellsmore, State Conservationist – New Hampshire 
 
NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
By: Elizabeth H. Muzzey, NHSHPO 

 
INVITED SIGNATORIES 
 
TOWN OF DURHAM 
By: David Cedarholm, P.E., Town Engineer 
 
DURHAM HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
By: Leslie Schwartz, Chair 
 
DURHAM HISTORIC ASSOCIATION 
By: Dick Lord, President 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
By: Jamie Fosburgh, NPS 
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MANAGEMENT ABSTRACT 
 
 
PAL completed a Phase IB intensive archaeological investigation at the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage 
project area in May 2010.  The project area lies in the former location of the nineteenth-century T.S. 
Wiswall mill complex and twentieth-century Newmarket Electric Company hydroelectric plant.  Portions 
of the proposed project area also lie within the boundaries of the National Register-listed Wiswall Falls 
Mill Site as well as within the boundaries of the Wiswall Falls Historic District, the latter of which was 
determined eligible for listing on the National Register in 2008. 
 
A total of 36 50-x-50-centimeter (cm) test pits was excavated along nine transects (A–I) and as four 
judgmental test pits (JTPs 1–4) within the Area of Potential Effect (APE).  Most soil matrices identified 
within the APE were compact and rocky fills that appeared to be related to construction and use of 
existing access roads, staging areas, and the dam and dike.  The fills generally overlaid sandy silt with 
gravel C horizon subsoils consistent with the natural glacial subsoil identified for the area.  Some test pits 
contained a remnant coal/clinker layer that is likely related to a fire that destroyed the mill complex in 
1883.  Only three test pits in the APE contained intact, or partially intact, A and/or B soil horizons.  A 
total of 388 pieces of postcontact cultural material was recovered from the project area.  The vast majority 
of the material (96 percent) was collected from fill deposits and was highly fragmented (see Appendix A).  
Recovered cultural materials included waste materials related to the 1883 fire that destroyed the mill 
complex (e.g. coal, cinder, coal ash, clinker), nails, bottle and window glass, a redware and whiteware 
sherd, brick, a glass button fragment, and a complete iron chisel.   The material assemblage (n=17) 
collected from intact Apz, Buried A, and Wetland A was largely similar to that recovered from the filled 
soil horizons. 
 
Subsurface testing within the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area demonstrated that the APE is 
characterized by heavily mixed and deeply disturbed soils likely dating to the destruction/demolition of 
the various milling concerns on the east bank of the river and by subsequent dam construction activities 
on both sides of the river.  The vast majority of materials identified within the project area were cinder, 
clinker, coal, and coal ash. Very few datable materials or domestic or personal items were recovered from 
the site, and none of those that were recovered convey any substantive information about the construction 
and/or use of the mill complex or the day-to-day lives of its managers and employees.  None of the 
cultural material was recovered from intact or historically significant soil contexts and did not form any 
discrete clusters suggestive of activity areas or a planned landscape.  No evidence of builders’ trenches or 
stratigraphic sequences that could provide additional information about the surviving foundation elements 
of the ca. 1835 sawmill were identified during subsurface excavations, nor was there any evidence of 
buried, intact structural remains associated with any of the other mill buildings.   
 
Based on an analysis of the field and artifact data, no cultural materials or features that might contribute 
substantive information about the Wiswall Falls Mill Site or Wiswall Falls Historic District were 
identified during the Phase IB survey.  Furthermore, no pre- or postcontact cultural materials or features 
individually potentially eligible for listing on the National Register were identified during the survey.  No 
additional archaeological survey is recommended within the proposed APE for the Wiswall Dam Fish 
Passage project area.  In the event that project plans and/or the current APE substantively changes, 
however, additional archaeological review may be required. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 
 
 
 
The following report details the results of the Phase IB intensive archaeological survey conducted at the 
Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area located on the Lamprey River in the Town of Durham, New 
Hampshire (Figure 1-1).  The United States Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (USDA-NRCS) is proposing to restore the aquatic habitat of the Lamprey River that, because of 
the various dams and impoundments along its length, currently eliminates the upstream migration of 
anadromous fish.  One element of the proposed restoration project includes constructing a Denil fish 
ladder at the eastern end of the Wiswall Dam, located approximately 7/10-mile upstream of Packers Falls 
and five miles upstream of the mouth of the Lamprey River (Figure 1-2).   
 
Wiswall Dam was constructed in 1912 by Newmarket Electric Company to power a small hydroelectric 
plant.  The location, however, was the site of a succession of smaller dams used to power a complex of 
nineteenth-century mills, including a thriving paper mill owned by the Wiggins and Wiswall families.  
The remains of several of these earlier structures, as well as the circa (ca.) 1854 stone-lined power canal, 
are still visible on the landscape.  The extant dam was purchased by the Town of Durham in 1965 and the 
impoundment currently is used as an emergency water supply for the town.  The structure comprises a 
200-foot (ft) long, 11-ft high concrete gravity dam with a 160-ft long spillway, low-level outlet works, 
and a millrace.  
 
Project Scope and Authority 
 
The proposed fish ladder installation will include building an emergency spillway on the west side of the 
dam; repairing and rebuilding the downstream training walls (one of which lies adjacent to the west wall 
of a historic sawmill foundation; and regrading of the existing ground surface (Figure 1-3).  Portions of 
the proposed project area  lie within the boundaries of the National Register-listed Wiswall Falls Mill Site 
as well as within the boundaries of the Wiswall Falls Historic District, the latter of which was determined 
eligible for listing on the National Register in 2008  (Stott 1987; Preservation Company 2008).  Because 
the proposed project is being funded in part by the USDA-NRCS, the work at the site constitutes a federal 
undertaking and as such is subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
as amended. 
 
In response to a request by USDA-NRCS, PAL conducted a Phase IB intensive archaeological survey 
within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area (see Figure 1-3).  
All tasks associated with the archaeological investigations were carried out in accordance with the 
standards outlined in the Secretary of the Interior’s 1983 Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716, 1983) and follow the guidelines established by the National Park 
Service (NPS) in the Recovery of Scientific, Prehistoric, Historic, and Archaeological Data (36 CFR Part 
66, Appendix A).  The work also was conducted in accordance with NHDHR’s Generalized Guidelines 
for Research and Reporting: Scope of Work for Proposed Dam Removals Pertaining to Historical and 
Archaeological Resources (NHDHR n.d.) and Archaeological Standards and Guidelines (NHDHR 
n.d.2004).   
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Figure 1-1.  Map showing the location of Durham, New Hampshire. 
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Figure 1-2.  Location of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area on the Newmarket, NH
topographic quadrangles, 7.5 minute series. 
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Project Personnel   
 
PAL conducted the Phase IB intensive archaeological investigations at the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage 
project area from May 24–28, 2010.  PAL staff involved in the survey included Stephen Olausen (project 
manager), Kristen Heitert (principal investigator), Nichole Gillis (project archaeologist) and Joseph 
Bagely (assistant archaeologist). 
 
Disposition of Project Materials 
 
All project information (field recording forms, maps, photographs) and artifacts are currently stored at the 
PAL offices at 210 Lonsdale Avenue, Pawtucket, Rhode Island.  PAL serves as a temporary curation 
facility until permanent curatorial arrangements are established. 
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Figure 1-3.  Plan of the proposed Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND FIELDWORK METHODS 
 
 
 
 
The goal of the Phase IB intensive archaeological survey was to locate and identify any significant 
archaeological properties that might be affected by project activities. To accomplish this objective, three 
research strategies were used: 
 
 • archival research, including a review of literature and maps; 
 
 • field investigations, consisting of a “walkover” visual reconnaissance survey and subsurface 

testing; and 
 
 • laboratory processing and analyses of recovered cultural materials. 
 
The archival research and walkover survey provided the information needed to develop environmental 
and historic contexts for the project area and develop a predictive model for archaeological sensitivity.  
Archaeological sensitivity is defined as the likelihood for belowground cultural resources to be present 
and is based on various categories of information: 
 
 • locational, functional, and temporal characteristics of previously identified cultural resources in 

the project area or vicinity; and 
 
 • local and regional environmental data reviewed in conjunction with existing project-area 

conditions documented during the walkover survey, and archival research about the project area’s 
land use history. 

 
Subsurface archaeological testing was conducted in areas determined during the sensitivity assessment to 
have high or moderate potential for containing archaeological deposits and that will be subject to proect-
related impacts.  Cultural materials recovered during the survey were processed in the laboratory and 
analyzed to interpret the nature of past human activities they represent.  The artifact analyses were 
correlated with other field survey data and the resulting information was interpreted within the 
environmental and historic contexts developed for the project area.  The result was an assessment of 
potentially significant archaeological resources and their eligibility for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (National Register). 
 
Evaluating Significance and Historic Contexts 
 
The different phases of archaeological investigation (survey, evaluation, and data recovery) reflect 
preservation planning standards for the identification, evaluation, registration, and treatment of 
archaeological resources (National Park Service [NPS] 1983).  An essential component of this planning 
structure is the identification of archaeological properties that are eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register, the official federal list of properties that have been studied and found worthy of preservation.  
Archaeological properties can be a district, site, building, structure, or object, but are most often sites and 
districts (Little et al. 2000).   
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An archaeological property may be precontact, postcontact, or contain components from both periods.  
Precontact (or what is often termed “prehistoric”) archaeology focuses on the remains of indigenous 
American societies as they existed before substantial contact with Europeans and resulting written records 
(Little et al. 2000).  In accordance with the NPS guidelines, the term “precontact” instead of “prehistoric” 
is used unless directly quoting materials that use the term “prehistoric.”  The date of contact varies across 
the country and in the New England region.  There is no single year that marks the transition from 
precontact to postcontact.  Postcontact (or what is often termed “historical”) archaeology is the 
archaeology of sites and structures dating from time periods since significant contact between Native 
Americans and Europeans.  Documentary records as well as oral traditions can be used to better 
understand these properties and their inhabitants (Little et al. 2000).  Again, for reasons of consistency 
with the NPS guidelines, the term “postcontact” instead of “historical” is used when referring to 
archaeology unless directly quoting materials that use the term “historical.” 
 
The NPS has established four criteria for listing significant properties in the National Register (36 CFR 
60). The criteria are broadly defined to include the wide range of properties that are significant in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. The quality of significance may be 
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The criteria allow for the listing of properties: 
 
 A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

our history; or 
 
 B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
 
 C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

 
 D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history. 

Archaeological properties can be determined eligible for listing in the National Register under all four 
criteria (Little et al. 2000).  Significance under any of these criteria is determined by the kind of data 
contained in the property, the relative importance of research topics that could be addressed by the data, 
whether these data are unique or redundant, and the current state of knowledge relating to the research 
topic(s).  A defensible argument must establish that a property “has important legitimate associations 
and/or information value based upon existing knowledge and interpretations that have been made, 
evaluated, and accepted” (McManamon 1990:15). 
 
Another critical component in assessing the significance of a historic property is an evaluation of its 
integrity.  Historic properties either retain integrity (this is, convey their significance) or they do not.  The 
NRHP criteria recognize seven aspects or qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity 
including:  
 

• location, the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic 
event occurred; 

 
• design, the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a 

property;  
 
• setting, the physical environment of a historic property;  
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• materials, the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of 
time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property;  

 
• workmanship, the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any 

given period in history or prehistory;  
 
• feeling, a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time; 

and  
 
• association, the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property.  

 
To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of these aspects. The 
retention of specific aspects of integrity is paramount for a property to convey its significance. 
Determining which of these aspects are most important to a particular property requires knowing why, 
where, and when the property is significant (NPS 2002). 
  
The criteria are applied in relation to the historic contexts of the resources. A historic context is defined as 
follows: 
 

A historic context is a body of thematically, geographically, and temporally linked 
information.  For an archaeological property, the historic context is the analytical 
framework within which the property’s importance can be understood and to which an 
archaeological study is likely to contribute important information (Little et al. 2000). 

 
The formulation of historic contexts is a logical first step in the design of an archaeological investigation 
and is crucial to the evaluation of archaeological  properties in the absence of a comprehensive survey of 
a region (NPS 1983:9). Historic contexts provide an organizational framework that groups information 
about related historic properties based on a theme, geographic limits, and chronological periods. A 
historic context should identify gaps in data and knowledge to help determine what significant 
information may be obtained from the resource. Each historic context is related to the developmental 
history of an area, region, or theme (e.g., agriculture, transportation, waterpower), and identifies the 
significant patterns of which a particular resource may be an element.  Only those contexts important to 
understanding and justifying the significance of the property must be discussed. 
 
Historic contexts are developed by: 
 

• identifying the concept, time period, and geographic limits for the context; 
 
• collecting and assessing existing information within these limits; 
 
• identifying locational patterns and current conditions of the associated property types; 
 
• synthesizing the information in a written narrative; and 
 
•  identifying information needs.  
  

“Property types” are groupings of individual sites or properties based on common physical and 
associative characteristics. They serve to link the concepts presented in the historic contexts with 
properties illustrating those ideas (NPS 1983, 48 FR 44719). 
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The following historic research contexts have been developed to organize the data relating to the 
archaeological resources identified within the project area: 
 

• precontact and contact period land use and settlement patterns in the Lamprey River drainage, 
circa (ca.) 12,500 to 450 years before present (B.P.); and 

 
• postcontact period land use and settlement patterns of Durham ca. A.D. 1650 to present. 

 
Historic contexts, along with expected property types and locational patterns, are discussed in detail in 
Chapter 4. The potential research value of the known and expected archaeological resources identified 
within the project area is evaluated in terms of these historic contexts. This evaluation, along with 
management recommendations, is presented in Chapter 5. 
 
Archival Research 
 
The Wiswall Falls Mill Site and Wiswall Falls Historic District have been the subject of extensive 
primary and secondary historical research.  Previous work conducted by the consulting firm Preservation 
Company for National Register documentation purposes included the review of secondary town, state, 
and regional histories (e.g. Durham Historic Association (DHA) 1985; Fitts 1912; Stackpole 1913; 
Thompson 1892); the comprehensive examination of probate and land records to create a chain-of-title for 
the property; the examination of historic maps and photographs (e.g. Chace 1856; Hurd 1892; Ross and 
House 1996; Sanford & Everts 1871); and a review of state site files and cultural resource management 
reports housed at NHDHR (Bolian and Maymon 1985, 1986; ; Kenyon 1986).  In addition, a review of 
engineering data about the Lamprey River and Wiswall dam and bridge was conducted (Monroe 1989; 
New Hampshire Highway Department 1951), as well as interviews with and research at local historical 
societies including the Durham Historic Association.   
 
Supplemental research conducted as part of the Phase IB research program included a review of soil data 
for the project area through the USDA-NRCS Web Soil Survey (WSS) (USDA 2010).  WSS provides 
access to the largest natural resource information system in the world and has soil maps and data available 
online for more than 95 percent of the nation’s counties, including Strafford County, New Hampshire.  
 
 Informant Interviews   
 
Richard Lord, a Durham resident and member of several partnering organizations to the Wiswall Dam 
Fish Passage project, provided maps, archival photographs, and personally-researched information about 
the dam and surrounding properties.   
 
Walkover Survey and Sensitivity Assessment  
 
A walkover survey of the project area was conducted to document and assess present environmental 
conditions. Environmental information documented on the project maps during the walkover included the 
presence, types, and extent of fresh water; drainage characteristics; presence of bedrock outcrops and 
level terraces; and the angle of any slopes.  Areas of obvious ground disturbance were photographed and 
noted on project maps as were mill-related structural features not clearly depicted on the most current 
project site plans.   
 
Information collected during the archival research and walkover survey was used to develop a predictive 
model of potential site types and their cultural and temporal affiliation. As discussed earlier, portions of 
the proposed project area lie within the boundaries of the National Register-listed Wiswall Falls Mill Site 
and as such are considered sensitive for both pre- and postcontact period archaeological resources (see 
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Chapter 4).  None of the testing conducted at the Wiswall Falls Mill Site to date, however, has occurred 
within the current APE.  Furthermore, none of the proposed project impacts are slated for those areas that 
have been previously tested. 
 
Subsurface Testing 
 
Subsurface testing was conducted in proposed project impact areas with high and moderate 
archaeological sensitivity to locate and identify any cultural resources.  A total of 36 50-x-50-centimeter 
(cm ) test pits was excavated along nine transects (A–I) and as four judgmental test pits (JTPs 1–4) within 
the APE.  Test pits were excavated at 4-meter (m) intervals along transects in impact areas within or 
adjacent to the historic core of the mill complex (Impact Areas B and C), and at 8-m intervals in impact 
areas outside of the historic mill core (Impact Areas A, D, and E).  
 
All test pits were excavated by shovel in arbitrary 10-cm levels to sterile subsoil or to 100 cm below 
ground surface, whichever came first.  Excavated soil was hand-screened through ¼-inch hardware cloth, 
and all cultural materials remaining in the screen were bagged and tagged by level within each unit. The 
count and type of all recovered cultural material were noted. Soil profiles, including depths of soil 
horizons, colors, and textures, were recorded for each test pit on standard PAL test pit profile forms. All 
test pits were filled and the ground surface was restored to its original contour following excavation. 
Digital images were taken of the general project area. 
 
Laboratory Processing and Analyses 
 
 Processing 
 
All cultural materials recovered from the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area during the 
archaeological investigations were organized by site and provenience and recorded and logged in on a 
daily basis. Cultural materials were sorted by type and either dry brushed or cleaned with tap water 
depending on the material or artifact type and condition. 
 
 Cataloging and Analyses 
 
All cultural materials were cataloged using a customized computer program designed in Microsoft Access 
2000. The program is a relational database, which provides the flexibility that is needed when cataloging 
archaeological collections that often contain disparate cultural materials such as stone, ceramics, and/or 
glass. Artifacts with similar morphological attributes are grouped into lots, which allows for faster and 
more efficient cataloging. The artifacts are stored in 2-millimeter thick polyethylene resealable bags with 
acid-free tags containing provenience identification information.  The artifacts are placed in acid-free 
boxes that are labeled and stored in PAL’s curatorial facility in accordance with current NPS standards. 
 
The recovered artifacts were cataloged by material (e.g., ceramic, glass, coal, synthetic) and functional 
(e.g., plate, bowl, bottle, building material) categories. Artifacts having known dates of manufacture such 
as ceramics were also identified in terms of type (e.g., redware, pearlware, whiteware) when possible. In 
addition, ceramic sherds and bottle glass were examined for distinguishing attributes that provide more 
precise date ranges of manufacture and use. These included maker’s marks, decorative patterns, and 
embossed or raised lettering. Tentative dating of post-contact archaeological resources was performed 
using ceramic indices according to Hume (1969), Miller (1990, 1991), Miller and Hurry (1983), and 
South (1977). An analysis of the different nail and bottle types was used to refine the tentative date ranges 
of historic occupation generated by the ceramic assemblages. 
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The analyses of the cultural materials recovered during the archaeological investigations also included 
mapping the density and horizontal and vertical distribution of these materials within the project area. 
 
Curation 
 
Following laboratory processing and cataloging activities, all recovered cultural materials were placed in 
acid-free Hollinger boxes with box content lists and labels printed on acid-free paper. These boxes are 
stored at PAL in accordance with state and federal curation guidelines until such time as a permanent 
curatorial arragments are established. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 
 
 
 
 
 
The natural resources available within a given area are largely the result of its postglacial development.  
The availability of these resources, in turn, plays a significant role in determining the type and density of 
human activity within an area.  This chapter presents an overview of the environmental history of 
Strafford County, with specific reference to the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area.  This overview 
will focus on local physical geography, hydrology, and vegetation of the area before concluding with a 
brief description of the project area’s current environmental conditions. 
 
Geology and Geomorphology  
 
Strafford County lies within the Seaboard 
Lowland physiographic province (Figure 3-
1).  This province is characterized by gently 
rolling topography with low relief and subtle 
breaks between major landforms.  
 
The underlying bedrock in the Durham area 
comprises a metamorphic complex of calc-
silicate biotite granofels, phylite, and schist.  
This bedrock is overlain by marine and 
glaciolacustrine surficial deposits formed in 
silt and clay subsequent to the retreat of the 
Laurentide ice sheet at approximately 14,000 
B.P. (Oldale 1986).   
 
Soils   
 
Defining the natural soil types that 
characterize a project area is critical to 
assessing the archaeological sensitivity of    
an area.  Understanding the general 
characteristics of the natural soils enables the 
identification of intact versus disturbed soil 
strata and allows for the assessment of the 
relative integrity and significance of any 
identified archeological deposits.  
 
The proposed project area was subjected to 
extensive commercial and industrial 
development throughout the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries. As such, it was expected 
that there would be great deal of filled and/or disturbed soils within the APE, especially along the eastern 
bank of the river.  Current soil maps, however, suggest that undisturbed portions of the project area are 

Figure 3-1.  Map of the physiographic regions of New 
England showing the location of the Wiswall Dam Fish
Passage project area, Durham, New Hampshire
(Fenneman 1938). 
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characterized by Elmwood (EaB), Hollis-Charlton (HcB, HcC) and Windsor (WdB) fine sandy loams 
occuring on slopes ranging from 3–8 percent (Figure 3-2).  Figure 3-3 provides type profiles for each soils 
series for comparative purposes with those soils encountered during the archaeological survey. 
 
Hydrology   
 
The Wiswall Dam Fish passage project area is situated within the Lamprey River watershed in 
southeastern New Hampshire (Figure 3-4).  The Lamprey River meanders approximately 50 miles 
through the coastal basin and drains an area of 212 square miles beginning in the Saddleback Mountains 
in Northwood to it discharge point south into Great Bay, a tidal inlet of the Atlantic Ocean.  Major 
tributaries include the North Branch and Pawtuckaway rivers (Lamprey River Advisory Committee 
[LRAC] 2010).   
 
The Lamprey River is the largest tributary to the Great Bay National Estuarine Reserve and plays an 
important role in maintaining the environmental health of the bay.  In consideration of that role, the 
segment of the river that flows through the towns of Lee and Durham was included within the New 
Hampshire Rivers Management and Protection Program in June 1990.  A portion of the river also has 
been incorporated within the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers System, a program of the National Park 
Service, becoming only the second river in the State of New Hampshire to receive the designation (see 
Figure 3-4) (New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services [NHDES] 2010). 
 
Existing Conditions  
 
The Wiswall Fish Passage project area is located on the south side of Wiswall Road in the Town of 
Durham.  The project area spans both sides of the Lamprey River for a stretch of approximately 200 feet 
south of Wiswall Road, and comprises the extant dam structure (Figure 3-5); the impoundment between 
the dam and the road; existing access roads and trails (Figure 3-6) and construction staging areas 
associated with the adjacent Wiswall Road Bridge repair project (Figure 3-7, 3-8).  Before being used for 
construction staging, the flat and heavily graded areas were used as visitor parking for the Wiswall Falls 
Mill Site/Historic District located on the east bank of the river. 
 
The area is wooded with mostly young oak and some maple and pine, although a few older maples and 
pine trees are scattered throughout the canopy. Most of the testing areas on the east side of the river are 
relatively level, while steep to moderate slopes characterize the area west of the river. Most testing areas 
were located within or adjacent to existing access roads, staging areas, or areas that had been visibly 
disturbed by dam construction.  
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Figure 3-2.  Map of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area showing its
constituent soil series (USDA 2010).  

Figure 3-3.   Type profiles for soil series found within the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage
project area. 
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Figure 3-5.  Photograph of dam and masonry training wall with structural remains
of the Wiswall Falls Mill Site visible on the far bank, view east. 

Figure 3-6.  Photograph of existing access road/trail along the west bank of the
river, view south.   
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Figure 3-7.  Photograph of Wiswall Bridge repair work, view west. 

Figure 3-8.  Photograph of construction staging area on the east bank of the river
associated with bridge repair project, view south.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

CULTURAL CONTEXT 
 
 
 
 
 
An understanding of regional long-term human settlement and subsistence practices is critical to 
understanding those same issues within a given project area.  This chapter provides an overview of the 
pre- and postcontact period history of the Great Bay/Seacoast region in southeastern New Hampshire 
generally, and the Wiswall Dam Fish Passge project area specifically.  This review is by no means 
exhaustive, but provides a framework within which to interpret the archaeological resources identified 
within the project area.   
 
Precontact Period 
 
The retreat of the Laurentide ice sheet into northern New England approximately 16,000 years ago set 
into motion a series of profound environmental changes that shaped the landscape for the earliest 
inhabitants of New Hampshire, ushering in the PaleoIndian Period (11,000–9,000 B.P.).  Archaeological 
evidence suggests that level well-drained soils in proximity to major waterways were selected repeatedly 
for settlement throughout the precontact period (Potter 1994).  The Merrimack Valley appears to have 
been a particularly attractive location with more than 23 sites dating from the early PaleoIndian to the 
Late Woodland identified in that region.  During this period, the vegetative profile of the region was 
notably sparse, comprising lichen, moss, and low-growing scrub growth.  Exploitable animal 
communities included elk, caribou, and mastodon, and likely played a major role in the diet of these early 
populations.  Settlement strategies during the PaleoIndian are poorly understood.  Because of the range of 
variability at identified sites, large base camps, small residential camps, and very small task-specific loci 
have been advanced as the primary settlement models.   
 
The PaleoIndian Period in New Hampshire is represented by a number of diagnostic points recovered 
from locations throughout the state, including an Eden point in the Merrimack Valley and fluted points 
discovered along the Saco River.  Larger, more complex sites also have been identified and researched.  
The Whipple Site, a PaleoIndian occupation dating to roughly 10,500 B.P., was located on a tributary of 
the Connecticut River in Swanzey, New Hampshire (Curran 1984).  More recently, Richard Boisvert has 
published a series of articles on the Israel River Complex, a series of fairly large PaleoIndian sites located 
in Jefferson, New Hampshire on the Israel River tributary of the Connecticut (Boisvert 1998, 1999, 2000).   
 
The Early Archaic Period (9000–8000 B.P.) saw the gradual movement into and “settling in” of the 
region (Goodby 2002).  Dry, warm summers and dry, cold winters encouraged the spread of pine-
dominated forest and saw megafauna populations replaced by smaller prey such as deer and bear as well 
as a broader range of riverine, estuarine, and plant life that could not survive under the previously frigid 
conditions.  The lithic technology of the Early Archaic reflects this shift from a primary reliance on big 
game hunting to a more diversified subsistence strategy.  Corner-notched, stemmed, and bifurcate-based 
points serve as the diagnostic artifact class for the period, but in general biface dominated assemblages 
are rare.  A non-bifacial tool kit including beaked unifacial edge tools, cores, and flakes has been 
proposed as an alternative diagnostic marker for the period (Robinson et al. 1992).  The predominance of 
expedient tools and the nearly exclusive use of local lithic sources also suggests a more settled lifestyle.  
Settlement strategies during this period remain somewhat speculative.  Two overlapping settlement 
methods have been proposed including: “restricted wandering,” defined as seasonal group movements 
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within well-defined territorial limits, and “central-based wandering communities,” interpreted as a large 
band of individuals, perhaps as many as several hundred, spending an extended period of time in a single 
location to which they may or may not return at a later date (Ritchie 1969).   
 
The relatively low density of sites dating to the Early Archaic, particularly when compared to subsequent 
periods, has fueled the notion of commensurately low population densities with the low productivity of 
the early Holocene cited as a contributing factor.  Recent studies, however, indicate that major waterways 
throughout the state meandered dramatically during between 10,000–7000 B.P., and did not stabilize into 
their present channels until ca. 7000 B.P.  The sediment erosion and accumulation resulting from this 
meandering likely destroyed and/or deeply buried many cultural deposits, resulting in low archaeological 
visibility for sites dating to the Early Archaic.  The identification of deeply buried Early Archaic sites on 
floodplains, including the Eddy Site at Amoskeag Falls on the Merrimack River and the Wadleigh Falls 
Site on the Lamprey River provide evidence of this phenomenon, and suggest that the perception of lower 
population densities may be more apparent than real (Bunker 1992; Maymon and Bolian 1992; Petersen 
and Putnam 1992). 
 
The Middle Archaic Period (8000–6000 B.P.) saw a shift from the dry conditions of the preceding 
period to a climate characterized by significant increases in precipitation, perhaps as much as 25–30 
percent higher than current levels.  Increased rainfall and snowmelt caused extensive flooding along 
major river systems.  “Mast” forests emerged during this period and with them a substantial increase in  
deer populations that likely became a major subsistence focus.  The period is defined by three stemmed 
projectile points that have their origin along the Atlantic coastal plain including Neville, Neville Variant, 
and Stark.  The Neville type site was identified by Dincauze in Manchester, New Hampshire and 
contained a substantial collection of these points, some with slightly bifurcate bases hinting at their Early 
Archaic lineage (Dincauze 1976).  In New Hampshire there appears to be an increasing reliance on the 
use of volcanic material in the production of tools quarried from such sources as Ossipee Mountain and 
the Boston Basin, although quartz remained the raw material of choice (Bunker 1994).  Heavy 
woodworking tools also are common and suggest the appearance of dugout canoes during this period.  
Like the Early Archaic, informal tools appear to dominate the many Middle Archaic assemblages. 
 
Settlement and subsistence patterns during the Middle Archaic people are difficult to infer because of the 
extremely limited database.  Middle Archaic components have been identified along large rivers as well 
as along river tributaries, on secondary perennial streams, and on high terraces away from main rivers 
(Bunker and Potter 1993; Potter 1993).  Archaeologically recovered Middle Archaic sites in New 
Hampshire include the Dickey Plains Site II in Manchester (Potter and Bunker 1991) and NH 31-20-5 in 
Belmont (Starbuck 1982). 
 
Environmental conditions during the Late Archaic Period (6000–3000 B.P.) are characterized by a shift 
to drier and slightly warmer conditions with a significant decrease in precipitation.  During this period, 
oak, pine, and beech reached their full extent, and wetlands became more abundant along river margins.  
Animal communities remained essentially the same as the preceding period, but it is likely that deer 
became even more plentiful with the full maturity of the mast forest, and that wetland/estuarine resources 
became an even greater subsistence resource.  Late Archaic populations underwent a substantial growth 
spurt relative to previous periods.  This growth spurt, in turn, spurred an elaboration of settlement and 
subsistence models as well as an unprecedented diversification in lithic technology.  As a means to better 
categorize and interpret the many local expressions of Late Archaic culture, the period has been 
subdivided into the Laurentian, Narrow Point, and Susquehanna traditions.  The use of steatite in the 
manufacture of cooking and storage vessels serves as a diagnostic marker for the period as a whole.   
 
NH 40-1 contains evidence of both Middle and Late Archaic components represented by what appear to 
be Neville, Stark, Brewerton, and Squibnocket triangle projectile points (White and Finch 1959).  The 
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Rock's Road Site in Seabrook, New Hampshire (NH 47-21) is situated adjacent to a tidal marsh 
approximately 1.75 miles from the Atlantic Ocean and yielded Brewerton, Small Stemmed, and Atlantic 
Phase bifaces (Robinson and Bolian 1987).  The Hunt’s Island Site, also in Seabrook, yielded Brewerton 
points as well (Goodby 2002).  The Seabrook Marsh Site (NH 47-22) is located in an estuarine setting and 
contains a substantial Late Archaic "Small Stem" component with evidence for specialized marine 
adaptations. A small Susquehanna component was also present at the site (Robinson 1985).  
 
Climatic conditions during the Early Woodland Period (3000–2000 B.P.) remained essentially the same 
as those that marked the Late Archaic Period after 1000 B.C.  Cooler, wetter conditions encouraged the 
decline of nut-bearing vegetation in favor of hemlock, pine, and birch and imposed limits on the biotic 
carrying capacity of the region relative to earlier periods.  Human populations in New Hampshire 
responded to this change by continuing a broad-based hunting and gathering strategy but one more 
explicitly oriented toward rivers, lakes, and ponds with limited seasonal use of upland settings.  In short, 
general cultural settlement and subsistence patterns did not change dramatically from the Late Archaic to 
the Early Woodland.  Group sizes are assumed to have been relatively small, perhaps between 30 and 50 
people that in some cases splintered into even smaller residential camps of 5–15 individuals.  Diagnostic 
cultural material for the Early Woodland includes stemmed and side-notched Adena and Meadowood 
projectile points, and lithic assemblages comprise a high percentage of “exotic” lithic materials that speak 
to an expansion of long-distance trade networks.  Low-fired Vinette I pottery, which seems to make its 
first appearance during the Late Archaic, also becomes much more visible in the archaeological record 
during this time.   
 
An Early Woodland occupation is indicated at the Rock’s Road Site in Seabrook by the recovery of a few 
Meadowwood projectile points, a handful of Vinette I pottery, and a radiocarbon date of 2130 ± 115 B.P. 
(Robinson and Bolian 1987:38–39).  Ceramic sherds recovered from the Eddy Site at Amoskeag Falls and 
the Beaver Meadow Brook at Sewall’s Falls in Concord represent some of the earliest pottery in New 
Hampshire and appear to straddle the Late Archaic and Early Woodland periods (Bunker 1986; Howe 
1988). 
 
Beginning about 150 B.C., the climate appears to have stabilized as the previously damp and cold 
environment gave way to generally drier and warmer conditions.  If the number of identified sites are any 
guide, it appears that population densities increased during the Middle Woodland Period (2000–1000 
B.P.) as well, but aggregated almost exclusively in the Champlain and Connecticut River valleys.  This 
population expansion may have overtaxed the subsistence resources of the changing environment and led 
to a more diffuse hunting and gathering strategy that saw a return to a more intensive exploitation of the 
uplands.  Jack’s Reef Corner Notched projectile points function as the most diagnostic artifact for this 
phase with raw material types derived from both local and non-local sources.  Pottery takes on an 
increasingly diverse stylistic profile, including grit-tempered, coil built vessels with a stamped, incised, 
and dentate decoration of varying quality (Petersen 1977, 1980, 1992; Petersen and Power 1985; Petersen 
and Toney 2000). 
 
The Great Bay Site (27-RK-139) is located near Brackett's Point in Greenland, New Hampshire, adjacent 
to the rich shellfish beds of Great Bay (Finch 1969).  Ground-stone tools, several non-diagnostic 
projectile points, and a varied assemblage of pottery were recovered.  The ceramics included both rocker-
stamped and incised vessels, suggesting occupations at least during the Middle and possibly Late 
Woodland Period. Fragments of a ceramic pipe were also recovered.  Lithic raw materials include a dark 
porphyry and a "green trap" (Finch 1969:4).  The Middle Woodland Period is well represented at the 
Rocks Road Site in Seabrook by a concentration of dentate-stamped ceramics, Jack's Reef corner-notched 
points, and a large (50+) assemblage of tools manufactured from eastern Pennsylvania yellow jasper 
(Robinson and Bolian 1987:39–40). 
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The Late Woodland Period (1000–400 B.P.) was a period of both continuity and innovation, one in 
which lithic technologies underwent very little change, while at the same time the development of 
horticulture dramatically altered the social and cultural landscape for Native American communities.  
Settlement patterns became markedly more sedentary from A.D. 1100–1450 and residential groups 
became larger.  Villages comprising small hamlets adjacent to cultivated fields began to emerge and 
appear to have been occupied during the growing season. This intensive occupation of horticultural 
camps, however, did not preclude the continuance of seasonal camps.  Levanna projectile points 
manufactured primarily from locally available stone are the “diagnostic” marker for the Late Woodland, 
with associated assemblages tending to be rather restricted and often containing a narrow range of 
preforms, scrapers, drills, and expedient flake tools.  Although perishable materials dating to precontact 
sites are rarely found in New Hampshire, dugout canoes from the Late Woodland have been reported.   
 
A Late Woodland occupation of the Rock’s Road Site was documented with the recovery of felsite 
Levanna points, drills, and cord-wrapped, stick-impressed ceramics. A large and significant Contact 
Period component included house floors, incised and collared "Iroquoian" pottery, bone tools, copper or 
brass triangular points, iron axes, and other trade items (Robinson and Bolian 1987:40–47).  Faunal 
remains indicate use of a diverse range of marine and terrestrial resources.  
 
Precontact Period Sites in the Lamprey River Watershed  
 
Overall, there are a limited number of documented precontact sites within the Lamprey River drainage 
basin.  By far the best known, best excavated, and most significant site reported to date is the Wadleigh 
Falls Site (NH 39-1), located on an island in the Lamprey River in Lee immediately west of the current 
project area (Skinas 1981; Maymon and Bolian 1987). Testing at the site in 1981 and 1982 produced 
evidence for two stratigraphically separate components datable to the Early and Middle Archaic periods.  
The Middle Archaic is the larger of the two occupations and contained a Neville-complex assemblage 
containing a variety of rhyolites (Dincauze 1976).  The earlier component comprised primarily quartz 
debitage and artifacts similar to the Early Archaic "B" horizon at the Weirs Beach Site (Bolian and 
Hoornbeek 1980).  A large faunal assemblage from the site consisted entirely of small calcined bone 
fragments, with no noticeable difference between the faunal assemblages from the lower and upper 
components (Maymon et al n.d.).  
 
The Flint Hill Site (NH 39-35), documented through the New Hampshire Archaeological Society 
(NHAS), is located approximately three miles northeast of Little Rattlesnake Hill in Raymond. The site is 
located on a quartz dike that continues for some 18 miles in a northeast direction, and may have been a 
quarry site (NHAS site files). A quartz triangular point (described as either a Squibnocket of Beekman 
triangle), an ovate quartz knife, and large quartz flakes were recovered from the site.  Other sites from the 
Lamprey River drainage have been reported on the basis of isolated surface finds.  These sites include NH 
39-8 (a Neville point); NH 39-27 (a "mortar"); NH 39-28 (a point tip and flakes); NH 39-30 (flakes, a 
pestle, and a biface fragment); NH 39-39 (quartz flakes and a notched pebble sinker); NH 39-40 (a small 
celt); NH 40-8 (pestle); and NH 40-9 (an effigy pestle).  
 
Contact and Postcontact Periods 
 
The 1524 voyage of Giovanni Verrazano is the first documented European exploration of the area that 
now comprises New Hampshire and initiated the Contact and Exploration Period (1500–1679).  When 
the first European explorers and settlers arrived in New Hampshire, the area was inhabited by the 
Penacook Indians whose territory extended from northeastern Massachusetts to New Hampshire and 
Vermont.  A Native American trail network crossed the state, with many of the trails following major 
rivers and streams.  The Lamprey River was called the Piscassick by the Indians, and may have served as 
a transportation corridor from interior settlements to the Great Bay.  Seventeenth-century records refer to 
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the river as the Lamprill, Lamper-eel, or Lampreel.  In 1652, it was called the Lamprey River and 
declared the lawful boundary between Dover and Exeter (Thompson 1892:118).   
 
The earliest EuroAmerican settlers in the Great Bay area, which was originally known as Piscataqua, 
were primarily English West Country fishermen who set up temporary bases on a cluster of islands 10 
miles out of Piscataqua (Great Bay) Harbor. Interactions between the Penacook and the EuroAmericans 
initially were friendly.  Passaconaway, sachem of the Penacook, did not ally himself with the Wampanoag 
sachem, Philip, and consequently the Penacook largely were spared the ravages of King Philip's War 
(1675-76).  Significant "depredations" did not begin until the mid-eighteenth century during the Seven 
Years War.  In 1694, a force of about 250 Indians under French command attacked settlements along both 
sides of Oyster River, killing or capturing approximately 100 settlers and destroying five garrison houses 
as well as numerous other dwellings (NHDHR 1989).  Indian attacks continued, especially in areas of 
sparse settlement including along the Lamprey River, until the authorities in Portsmouth took measures to 
protect the frontier by sending the militia (Coffin 1878).  
 
The early colonization of New Hampshire has been referred to as the least homogenous of the New 
England colonies.  Different settlement patterns are visible in four regions of the state: Old Colony, 
Frontier, Connecticut Valley, and Merrimack Valley.  The Old Colony, which included Durham, 
consisted of an approximately 18-mile wide strip of coastline with four original towns: Portsmouth, 
Dover, Exeter, and Hampton.  By 1780, these four towns had been divided into 37 and formed the 
political, social, and economic core of New Hampshire (Heffernan and Stecker 1986).   
 
Shipbuilding was central to the local economy and formed an important part of New Hampshire's 
contribution to the Revolutionary War.  Between 1775 and 1783, Portsmouth supplied at least 100 ships 
and 3,000 men to the "guerrilla forces" (Heffernan and Stecker 1986).  The inland ports of Newmarket, 
Durham, and Dover produced the non-seagoing gundalow craft to successfully navigate local, shallow 
waterways such as the Lamprey, Squamscott, and Oyster rivers.  Originally designed in the seventeenth 
century, gundalows were indespensible to the regional economy as they facilitated the transportation of 
heavy cargo including local bricks and granite, cord wood, coal, cotton, marsh hay and grass, and other 
supplies (Heffernan and Stecker 1986:70-72).   
 
In 1784, the war ended, the state constitution was put into effect, and the state boundaries were nearly 
complete.  That same year, the Piscataqua Bridge was built from Newington to Durham, a half-mile 
engineering wonder at the time (Heffernan and Stecker 1986).  The area also was the site of a proposed 
state capital, Franklin City, and of the beginning of the First New Hampshire Turnpike (NHDHR 1989).   
 
After the Revolutionary War, the focus of settlement and development turned inland, rather than coastal.  
The rolling hills and mountains of New Hampshire limited the extent of all-important railroad 
construction during the mid nineteenth century.  The Portsmouth Railroad, an unusual east-west 
alignment, was a notable exception to that rule, but was not enough to accommodate the ever-expanding 
commercial demands of the region.  As a result, the lively Portsmouth trading center relocated to Boston.  
The Merrimack River and its valley, however, filled the massive economic void left in the wake of 
Portsmouth’s decline by becoming a textile-manufacturing center.  This full-scale industrialization 
relocated the social, political, and economic center from the eastern coastal towns to the central part of the 
state.   
 
Three of the seacoast towns – Dover, Newmarket, and Exeter – turned to textile manufacturing to fuel 
their diminished economies during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  The population 
receded in farm towns like Durham, and the population once again centered along the coast.  The textile 
mills continued to thrive until about the First World War.  By the close of WWI, the new cotton mills of 
the southern states assumed dominance via their enhanced technology.       
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The 1920s marked an era of great decline for New Hampshire.  Highly competitive farms and factories in 
the South and Midwest eclipsed the once thriving farms and textile mills of the Northeast.  Small family 
farms could marshall neither the land nor the labor, and the textile mills were shut down by better 
technology and cheap labor pools.  The population decreased rapidly.  In response, New Hampshire’s 
economy turned to a more diverse manufacturing base with an emphasis on shoe production (SRRC 
1981).  As the twentieth century progressed, tourism became the new economic base of New Hampshire 
as Americans experienced a surge of nostalgia for simpler times represented by “quaint” New England 
towns.  Because the failed railroad, farming, and industrial relics of New Hampshire were left virtually 
intact, they provided a snapshot of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century life less evident in southern New 
England (SRRC 1981).  As the “megalopolis” of the east coast sprawls ever outward, New Hampshire has 
become less of a fringe area and more accessible to major urban centers such as Boston.  This improved 
accessibility has prompted a massive building boom in southern New Hampshire, particularly in the 
seacoast towns.  
 
 History of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Project Area  
 
The history of the residential and industrial use of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area has been 
extensively documented as part of previous National Register nomination efforts (Preservation Company 
2008; Stott 1987).  For that reason, the following section will provide a summary project area history with 
expanded content, as necessary, concerning those events that are particularly salient to the interpretation 
of the archaeological survey results. 
 
The area that now comprises the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area lies along what was known as 
the second falls of the Lamprey River, dubbed “Packers Falls” after 1694 when that length of the river 
was granted to Captain Packer and four associates for milling purposes.  While Packers Falls became a 
locus of early industrial activity, the Wiswall Falls area appears to have remained largely undeveloped as 
late as 1805 (Figure 4-1).   
 
The first industrial activity at Wiswall Falls was initiated by the Wiggin brothers, Moses and Issachar.  
Sons of prominent Durham family, the men inherited 175 acres from their father, Captain William 
Wiggin, in 1831, including the roughly 7-acre mill privilege at Wiswall Falls.  The first structure at the 
privilege was a large wooden crib dam built across a natural granite ledge in 1835 followed by saw, grist, 
and flour mills on the east bank of the river.  The Wiggins Mills complex was the largest in Durham, and 
it is likely that Wiswall Road was laid out at that time to connect the mills to Packers Falls Road.    
 
In 1840, the brothers purchased a second mill privilege opposite the first on the west side of the river.  To 
connect the two parcels, New (Wiswall) Road was built across the Lamprey during the early 1840s.  
During this same period, several houses were built north of the road along the east bank of the river and 
occupied by the Wiggin family.  In 1852, the Wiggins Mill Bridge underwent extensive work in what was 
likely an effort to upgrade its capacity to handle increased industrial, commercial, and residential use. 
 
In 1853, Moses Wiggin leased the dam, mills, and water rights to Thomas Wiswall and Isaac Flagg Jr., 
sons of partners in an Exeter paper factory.  The agreement went in to effect in 1854, and Wiswall and 
Flagg converted the sawmill into a paper mill while Wiggin, per the lease agreement, excavated a stone-
lined power canal and built a new two-story paper mill with two water wheels on the site.  To build the 
new factory, Wiggins moved a machine shop from Newmarket to the site and placed it over the canal 
south of the existing saw and grist mills.  Flagg soon backed out the partnership, and his interest in the 
business was acquired by Howard Moses.  Howard’s ill health led him to sell his interest to his father, 
Charles, who remained active in the mill for many years.  By the mid 1850s, the Wiggins Mill complex 
was a thriving industrial and residential complex (Figure 4-2).   
 



Cultural Context 

PAL Report No. 2303.01      25   

 

Figure 4-1.  1805 map of Durham showing the location of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project
area (Smith 1805). 
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Following Moses Wiggin’s death in 1857, 
Thomas Wiswall bought outright the mills, 
water rights, and lease to the site at auction 
under the name TH Wiswall & Company.  
The 4-acre mill site south and east of the 
road is described as containing a paper 
mill, grist mill, sawmill, planning and 
joining shed, and a shingle shed.  
Wiswall’s dam was completely rebuilt in 
1868, and a large addition was made to the 
paper mill.  The new dam provided 9.5 ft 
head of water that powered six turbines in 
the three mills.  By the 1870s, however, 
the available water power proved 
insufficient to operate multiple mills, so 
Wiswall converted the entire site over to 
paper manufacture, with a specialized 
emphasis on wallpaper (Figures 4-3, 4-4, 
4-5).  Throughout the 1870s and 1880s, 
several episodes of bridge repair and 
reinforcement are reported in the town 
reports, suggesting that the busy mill 
complex was continuing to put a strain on 
the aging structure. 
 
Wiswall’s partner Charles Moses passed 
away in 1883 and only several months 
later in November 1883 the Wiswall mill 
complex was destroyed by fire.  Thomas 
Wiswall was unable to find a buyer for the mill site and associated residential properties, so the surviving 
dam and sawmill were used on a small scale until both were damaged in a freshet in the spring of 1896 
(Figure 4-6).  Interestingly, the 1892 Hurd map of the area depicts the sawmill structure while the 1895 
USGS map does not, suggesting that the sawmill may have been completely abandoned even before 1896 
(Figures 4-7, 4-8).  
 
In 1899, James Burnham bought the mill site and water power privileges from the then-retired Wiswall.  
East of the river, the property extended roughly 150 ft east from the east bridge abutment and 500 ft south 
from the road; west of the river the property extended to Glidden Lane.  Burnham organized the 
Newmarket Light, Heat, and Power Company by 1900 and built a small power station at the foot of the 
canal where the paper mill formerly stood.  In 1912, the Newmarket Electric Company acquired the 
power plant and built a new concrete dam and head gate (Figure 4-9).  Two years later, the aged bridge 
was rebuilt by the town, possibly in response to rising water levels.  In 1930, the power plant ceased 
operation, and by 1940 the plant building was gone (Figure 4-10).   In 1951, the bridge that had been 
rebuilt by the town in 1914 collapsed, and was reconstructed yet again, retaining elements of the earlier 
nineteenth-century structure including the stone abutments and central pier. 
 
Over the next several years the mill site property passed through state and private ownership until it was 
acquired by the town in 1965 for use in Durham’s public water supply system.  Since that time, the 
original mill site on the east bank of the river has been developed as the John Hatch Memorial Park, a 
cooperative effort among the Town, the LRAC, and the NPS, and is a popular recreational spot for town 
residents.

Figure 4-2.  1856 map of Durham showing the location of
the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area (Chace
1856). 
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Figure 4-4.  Photograph of the T.H. Wiswall Paper Mill, Durham – date unknown (DHA 
2010). 

Figure 4-3.  1871 map of Durham showing the location of the Wiswall Dam Fish
Passage project area (Sanford & Everts 1871). 
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Figure 4-5.  Photograph of the Wiswall mill complex, view southwest, ca. 1880 (DHA 2010). 

Figure 4-6.  Photograph of the 1835 Wiggins Brothers sawmill, view southeast, ca. 1900 (DHA
2010). 
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Figure 4-7.  1892 map of Durham showing the location of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage
project area (Hurd 1892). 

Figure 4-8.  1895 Dover USGS topographic quadrangle, 15 minute series, showing the location of
the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area. 
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Figure 4-9.  1916 Dover USGS topographic quadrangle, 15 minute series, showing the location of
the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
This chapter presents the results of the Phase IB archaeological survey conducted within the Wiswall 
Dam Fish Passage project area followed by interpretations and management recommendations based on 
these findings.  A catalog of cultural material recovered during subsurface testing is included in Appendix 
A.    
 
Previous Archaeological Investigations at the Wiswall Falls Mill Site/Historic District 
 
The Wiswall Falls Mill Site and historic district were the subject of several archaeological surveys during 
the mid 1980s.  Phase I and II investigations on the east bank of the river just south of the dam resulted in 
the identification of the Wiswall Falls Mill Site (Bolian and Maymon 1985, 1986) (Figure 5-1).  The site 
comprises nine (9) structural features including the ca. 1835 sawmill foundation remains (one of the first 
mills to be erected on the site), the ca. 1854 paper mill foundation, and the large, well-preserved 1854 
stone-lined power canal.  Subsurface testing yielded evidence of the fire that destroyed the entire complex 
in 1883, and a previously undocumented shed foundation immediately east of the power canal.   
 
Another survey conducted by Victoria Kenyon in 1986 also provided important information about the 
general landscape integrity of the Wiswall Falls Mill Site.  Subsurface testing just north of the dam near 
Wiswall Road identified a relict plowzone and also provided evidence of precontact occupation in the 
form of three lithic cores recovered from intact subsoil.  This concentration of materials expanded the 
geographic boundaries of the known precontact use of the area as illustrated by another pre-contact site 
(NH40-10), located roughly 75 meters downstream from the dam site.  NH40-10, first identified in 1977 
on the basis of a single “flint” flake eroding from an embankment on an alluvial beach, was later tested 
with a single test pit and yielded an assemblage of 24 rhyolite, quartz, and argillite lithic flakes.  
 
None of the previous testing conducted at the Wiswall Fall Mill Site to date, however, occurred within the 
current APE.  Furthermore, none of the proposed project impacts are slated for those areas that have been 
previously tested.  As such, the placement of the shovel test pits during the Phase IB survey was designed 
to 1) better delineate known resources and identify previously undocumented resources along the east 
bank of the river north and south of the dam, and 2) characterize soil conditions and identify previously 
undocumented resources along the west bank of the river north and south of the dam. 
 
Results of Phase IB Subsurface Testing   
 
A total of 36 50-x-50-cm test pits was excavated along nine transects (A through I) and as four 
judgmental test pits (JTPs 1 through 4) within the APE (Figure 5-2).  Test pits were excavated at 4-m 
intervals along transects in impact areas within or adjacent to the historic core of the mill complex 
(Impact Areas B and C), and at 8-m intervals in impact areas outside of the mill core (Impact Areas A, D, 
and E).   
 
Most soil matrices identified within the project area were compact and rocky fills (Figure 5-3). Typically 
these were gravel fills or mottled and redeposited natural soil matrices.  Most fill and disturbed soil 
matrices appeared to be related to construction and use of existing access roads, staging areas, and the 
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dam and dike.  The vast majority of the fills overlay sandy silt with gravel C horizon subsoils consistent 
with the natural glacial subsoil identified for the area (see Figure 3-3).  Some test pits within the APE 
contained a remnant coal/clinker layer that is likely related to a fire that destroyed the mill complex in 
1883 (see discussion below).  Only a few test pits in the APE contained intact, or partially intact A and/or 
B soil horizons.  
 
 Impact Area A 
 
Impact Area A lies west of the dam on an alluvial terrace.  An emergency spill way and dike are proposed 
for this location as well as repair of the downstream training wall and ground surface re-grading.  While 
some disturbance related to the construction of the dam was expected, Kenyon’s identification of artifact-
bearing, intact subsoil horizons on the east bank of the river north of the dam suggested similar potential 
for this location.  While the area does not appear to have been integrated as part of the industrial complex 
to the east, it was actively occupied and farmed by the Glidden family in the nineteenth century.  
Kenyon’s identification of a relict plowzone stratum on the east bank of the river similarly suggested that 
historic period deposits relating to the historic occupation of the parcel (e.g. driveways and paths, sheet 
middens) might survive in Area A. 
 
Transect B (TB-1–6) and JTP-2 were placed within Impact Area A (see Figure 5-2). Most of Impact Area 
A encompasses an open, heavily graveled area adjacent to the existing dike and dam.  The area south of 
the dike and dam consists mainly of a wooded, steep slope traversed by a narrow dirt foot path.  Rip-rap 
has been placed on the lower portion of the slope near the river and prevented test pit excavation in that 
area.  
 
TB-1–4 were placed around the periphery of the disturbed and heavily graveled area adjacent to the dam 
and dike (Figure 5-4).  Soils were sand and cobble fills overlying a brown sandy silt with cobbles C 
subsoil horizon (see Figure 5-3).  The shallow sandy soil profiles terminating at C subsoil at an average 
depth of 33 centimeters below surface (cmbs) strongly suggest that the area has been stripped and graded, 
most likely during dike and dam construction.  No cultural materials were identified within the test pits.  
 
TB-5 and 6 were placed along the narrow dirt path south of the existing dam and dike (Figure 5-5).  Soil 
profiles were more intact, consisting of a very dark gray brown sandy silt (A horizon) to approximately 
15cmbs, overlying dark yellow brown sandy silt with cobbles (B horizon), and a brown sandy silt with 
cobbles (C subsoil horizon) (see Figure 5-3).  No cultural materials were recovered from the test pits.  
 
JTP-2 was placed adjacent to the dam and dike to assess the level of disturbance related to their 
construction.  The soils within JTP-2 consisted of gravel fills to 73cmbs. No cultural materials were 
recovered from the test pit.  
 
 Impact Area B  
 
Impact Area B encompasses the eastern end of Wiswall Dam, and spans the embankment north and south 
of the structure west into the river.  This is the proposed fish ladder construction location and will 
undergo extensive subsurface disturbance including removing and reconstructing the extant gates and east 
abutment, rebuilding the downstream training wall, and regrading the ground surface behind the training 
wall.  This location is particularly sensitive as it lies in the heart of the former Wiggins/Wiswall mill 
complex, and contains the surviving foundation walls of what is believed to be the Wiggins 1835 sawmill, 
one of the first mill structures to be erected on the site.  East of the foundation wall is a high and level 
area previously within the saw and paper mill footprint, while the area west of the foundation wall 
consists of the low, rocky bank of the Lamprey River.   
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Figure 5-1.  Locations of previous archaeological testing at the Wiswall Falls Mill Site/Historic District. 
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Figure 5-2.  Location of subsurface testing conducted for the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Project.   
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Figure 5-4.  Surface disturbance in the vicinity of the existing dam and dike, Impact
Area A, view east.  

Figure 5-5.  Location of TB-5 and TB-6, Impact Area A, view south.  
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Transect F and G test pits were placed at 
4-m intervals east of the saw and paper 
mill foundation wall and within the 
footprint of the structures (see Figure 5-2; 
Figure 5-6).  Soil profiles showed 
multiple sandy fill layers to 100 cmbs.  
The fill matrices contained a significantly 
lower density of cobbles and gravels than 
were observed in other test pits within the 
project area.  Fill matrices within 
Transect F and G also contained a higher 
density of cultural material than other test 
pits within the project area.  Recovered 
materials included primarily clinker, coal, 
coal ash, although nails and other ferrous 
metal fragments also were identified.  
TG-2 contained a distinct coal/cinder fill 
layer at 50–55 cmbs and TG-3 contained 
a mottled fill and cinder/coal layer from 
60–70 cmbs.  The cinder and coal material is likely related to the fire that destroyed the mill complex in 
1883.   
 
Fill matrices within Transect F and G test 
pits also contained some large and small 
cut granite stones.  TF-2 was expanded to 
investigate if the two large pieces of cut 
granite identified in it represented intact 
foundation remains.  The expanded test pit 
excavation showed that the granite blocks 
were not connected to any other 
foundation stones and were steeply slanted 
(Figure 5-7).  Given the orientation, 
disarticulation, and associated filled soil 
context, it is likely that the granite blocks 
were displaced foundation stones 
incorporated as part of a larger filling 
episode.  It is unknown if the cut stones 
identified in transect test pits were related 
to demolished portions of the mill or mill 
race foundations, although a mixture of 
both is likely.  
 
Four Transect H test pits (TA-1–4) were placed at 8-m intervals within the wet and rocky bank on the east 
side of the Lamprey River (Figure 5-8).  The river bank is characterized by woody debris and vegetation 
typical of disturbed areas including poison ivy and briars.  TH-1 and -2 were placed adjacent to the west 
and southwest sides of the sawmill foundation wall.  Soil matrices were rocky fills containing low to 
moderate densities of modern and historic cultural material including glass, brick, cement, nails, and iron.  
Both test pit excavations were impeded by rocks at approximately 35 cmbs.  TH-3 and -4 were placed 
further south along the river bank; soils were dark brown silty sand (Wetland A), overlying dark gray silty 
loam (Wetland C), and contained low-density cultural material including bottle glass, ferrous metal, and a 
nail.   

Figure 5-6.  Transects F and G, Impact Area B, view
south. 

Figure 5-7.  Cut stones within expanded TF-2, Impact 
Area B, view west. 
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Impact Area C 
 
Area C is located north and adjacent to 
the core of the former Wiggins/Wiswall 
mill complex, and is the proposed 
location for dike construction.  During 
the fieldwork, revised project plans were 
provided to PAL showing a 20-ft 
southern extension of Impact Area C.  
This area is proposed to be filled to a 
depth of roughly 2 feet to create a berm 
extending east from the eastern edge of 
the former mill race structure.  The grade 
on the north and south sides will be 
sloped gradually to meet existing ground 
surface elevations to allow emergency 
vehicle access over the berm.   
 
Most of Impact Area C consists of lightly 
to moderately graveled access roads or 
heavily graveled areas adjacent to the 
existing dam and dike (Figure 5-9).  
Areas east of the access road is slightly 
terraced and wooded with mostly 
immature maple and scattered oak and 
pine.  The survival of intact, precontact 
artifact-bearing soils in this location was 
assessed as low given the amount of 
historic period disturbance to the 
landscape.  The potential for historic 
period deposits associated with the 
milling uses of the property, however, 
was assessed as high with possible 
resource types including (but not limited 
to) former roadbeds, buried foundations, 
and trash deposits.   
 
TD-1–2, TE-1–2, and TI-1–2 were place in the terraced, wooded area east of the access road (see Figure 
5-2).  Most soil profiles showed sandy and rock fills, overlying a light olive brown sandy silt with rock C 
subsoil horizon at an average depth of 70 cmbs.  TE-1, however, contained relatively intact soils 
consisting of a very dark grayish brown silty sandy plowzone (Apz) to 35 cmbs, overlying a yellowish 
brown sand B horizon to 65 cmbs, and a light olive brown silty sand C subsoil horizon.  Low- to 
moderate-density cultural material was recovered from fill and Apz matrices, including clinker, coal, 
brick, glass, a shell, and a button fragment.  Additionally, a coal/clinker layer was identified in TI-2 and 
TE-2 between 70–75 cmbs and 46–51 cmbs, respectively, which is likely related to the fire that destroyed 
the mill complex in 1883 (see Figure 5-3).   
 
The remaining test pits within Transects D, E, and I were placed in heavily graveled areas that have been 
previously disturbed as part of the current access road or dike/dam, and/or are within filled areas that were 
formerly within the northern portion of the mill race alignment.  All soil profiles contained dense gravel 
fills.  Asphalt chucks were recovered from the gravel fills in most test pits, although TE-3 was the only 

Figure 5-8.  Transect H, Impact Area B, view south. 

Figure 5-9.  Transects D, E, and I, Impact Area C, view
southwest. 
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test pit to contain a solid asphalt surface (30–45 cmbs). Fill matrices in these test pits also contained a low 
density of other materials including clinker, coal, and concrete fragments.    
 
 Impact Area D  
 
Area D lies north and east of the dam on an alluvial terrace and is proposed as a construction staging, 
vehicle access, and materials storage area.  This area formerly was part of the mill complex, but does not 
appear to have been as intensively developed as those portions of the riverbank farther to the south.  
Kenyon’s survey work in 1986 identified an intact subsoil horizon containing lithic debris in a single test 
pit excavated just west of Area D close to the edge of the river, suggesting similar precontact potential for 
the proposed impact area.  It was also believed that structural remains or artifact concentrations associated 
with the mill complex also might survive in this location.  A circa (ca.) 1880 photograph looking 
southwest toward the mill from Wiswall Road shows the area crisscrossed by access roads, and while no 
structures are depicted it is possible that outbuildings pre-dating that period stood in that location (see 
Figure 4-5).      
 
Three Transect C test pits (TC-1–3) and 
JTPs 3 and 4 were placed within Impact 
Area D where construction staging and 
vehicle access is proposed (see Figure 5-
2).  The northern portion of the APE is 
currently being used as a staging area for 
construction of a bridge over the 
Lamprey River at Wiswall Road, while 
the southern portion of the APE consists 
of a lightly to moderately graveled access 
road (Figure 5-10).  
 
JTPs 3 and 4 were placed in the northern 
area that is currently being used as a 
staging area for bridge construction. As 
most of the area was covered by heavy 
machinery and other equipment and 
supplies, the test pits were placed in 
accessible areas. Both JTPs contained 
three distinct sandy fill layers, overlying a brown sandy silt C subsoil horizon at approximately 60cmbs. 
Fill matrices contained low density cultural material including modern bottle glass, brick, Styrofoam, 
panty-hose, and a large cut nail. The soil profiles indicate that the area has been graded and subsequently 
filled; the disturbance is likely related to access road and staging area construction and use.  
 
Transect C test pits were placed at 8-m intervals along the existing access road; TC-1 was placed at the 
east edge of the road, TC-2 at the road center, and TC-3 at the west edge of the road.  Soils were fill to 
55cmbs over C horizon subsoils in TC-1, while remnant B horizon subsoils were identified below fill at 
70 cmbs in TC-2, and Buried A and B horizon soils were identified beneath fill at 71 cmbs in TC-3 (see 
Figure 5-3).  Similar to test pits in other parts of the project area, a cinder/coal fill layer was identified 
between approximately 40 and 50 cmbs in TC-2 and TC-3 that is likely related to the fire that destroyed 
the mill complex in 1883(see Figure 5-3).  Fill soils contained a low to moderate density of cultural 
material including coal, clinker, coke, coal ash, metal, plastic, bottle glass, brick, nails, one lamp glass, 
and three small ceramic fragments.  
 
 

Figure 5-10.  Transect C with current staging area in 
background, Impact Area D, view north. 
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Impact Area E   
 
Impact Area E lies west and north of the dam on an alluvial terrace and is proposed as a construction 
staging, vehicle access, and materials storage area.  This location was assessed with similar pre- and 
postcontact archaeological sensitivity/potential to that of Impact Area A.   
 
Two Transect A test pits (TA-1 and -2) 
and JTP-1 were placed within Impact 
Area E, where construction staging and 
vehicle access is proposed (see Figure 5-
2). Most of the APE consists of a lightly 
to moderately graveled access road 
(Figure 5-11). The topography of the area 
west of the existing road alignment is 
characterized by steep slopes while the 
area east of the road slopes moderately to 
a wetland and the river.  Areas on both 
sides of the road area are wooded with 
immature maple and scattered oak and 
pine.  
 
Transect A test pits were placed at 8-m 
intervals along the west edge of the 
existing access road. Soils comprised silty 
loams with dense gravels (road fills) to approximately 30–37 cmbs, overlying a sandy silt with gravel B 
subsoil horizon in TA-1 and a coarse sandy silt C subsoil horizon in TA-2 (see Figure 5-3).  Both test pits 
were impeded by dense roots and rocks at 50 cmbs in TA-1 and at 58 cmbs in TA-2.  Eleven pieces of 
modern bottle glass were recovered from road fill matrices.  Soil profiles within the test pits suggest that 
soils within the current road alignment were stripped, graded, and subsequently filled with gravels.    
 
JTP-1 was placed in a relatively level area just east of the current road alignment. Soils were water 
saturated wetland matrices consisting of a very dark grayish brown silt (Wetland A) to 32 cmbs, overlying 
a dark yellow brown and gray mottled sandy silt with rock (Wetland C) to 65 cmbs.   
 
Cultural Materials 
 
A total of 388 pieces of postcontact cultural material was recovered from the project area.  The vast 
majority of the material (96 percent) was collected from fill deposits and was highly fragmented (see 
Appendix A).  Recovered cultural materials included waste materials related to the 1883 fire that 
destroyed the mill complex (e.g. coal, cinder, coal ash, clinker), which comprised a full 40 percent of the 
assemblage.  Steel and iron nails also were recovered in some numbers (n= 46), with at least one iron nail 
appearing to have been annealed as a result of the fire, and brick (n=48) in very low densities across the 
site, one of which appeared burnt. 
 
In addition to the waste and architectural materials, a number of amber bottle glass fragments (n=45), 
window glass fragments (n=6), a shell fragment, and a white glass button fragment.  Across the entire 
project area, only two ceramic sherds were recovered including a redware fragment (JTP-3, 40–50 cmbs) 
and a blue shell-edged whiteware rim fragment (TC-1, 20–30 cmbs).  Both ceramics were recovered from 
fill in Impact Area D.  A complete chisel also was recovered at 10–20 cmbs from a fill context in TF-2.   
 

Figure 5-11.  Impact Area E, view south.  
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The material assemblage (n=17) collected from intact Apz, Buried A, and Wetland A was largely similar 
to that recovered from the filled soil horizons (Table 5-1).  Given the depth at which most of the materials 
were buried, it is likely that they are contemporaneous with the operation of the mill.  The recovery of the 
nail, window glass, and curved glass from 0–10 cmbs in the Wetland A soils of TH-3 and TH-4, however, 
strongly suggest that they washed downslope or downstream from elsewhere on the site. 
 
Table 5-1.  Materials Recovered from Intact Soil Contexts, Wiswall Dam  
Fish Passage Project Area. 
Unit Stratum Depth Object Count 
TC-03 Buried A  50 - 60 Coal 4 
   Mortar 2 
TE-01 Apz  20 - 30 Coal 1 
   Clinker 2 
  30 - 40 Clinker/Coke 1 
TH-03 Wetland A  0 - 10 Wire Nail 1 
TH-04 Wetland A  0 - 10 Window Glass 1 
   Curved Glass 2 
TH-04 Wetland A  40 - 50 Unidentified Nail 3 
   Total 17 
 
Table 5-2.  Distribution of Burn Layer and Associated Cultural Material,  
Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Project Area. 
Unit Stratum Depth Object Count 
TE-02 Coal Layer  70 - 80 Clinker 3 
TG-02 Coal/Cinder  50 - 60 Clinker 1 
   Nail  1 
   Coal 1 
TI-02 Coal/ Clinker  40 - 50 Coal Ash 1 
   Clinker/Coke 2 
   Clinker 6 
   Total: 15 
 
Conclusions and Management Recommendations  
 
Subsurface testing within the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area demonstrated that the APE is 
characterized by heavily mixed and deeply disturbed soils likely dating to the destruction/demolition of 
the various milling concerns on the east bank of the river and by subsequent dam construction activities 
on both sides of the river.  Belowground disturbance was most often manifest as deep gravel fills and 
graded C subsoil horizons below fills.  
 
The artifact assemblage comprised slag, coal, miscellaneous historic ceramics and metal fragments, and 
glass.  No precontact cultural materials were recovered during the excavations.  The vast majority of 
materials identified within the project area were cinder, clinker, coal, and coal ash. Very few datable 
materials or domestic or personal items were recovered from the site, and none of those that were 
recovered convey any substantive information about the construction and/or use of the mill complex or 
the day-to-day lives of its managers and employees.  
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None of the cultural material was recovered from intact or historically significant soil contexts and did not 
form any discrete clusters suggestive of activity areas or a planned landscape.  While a layer of cinder and 
coal was identified in several test pits that is indicative of the 1883 fire that destroyed the mill, the layer 
generally did not contain other artifacts that would provide additional information about the complex.  
The stratigraphic association of this burn layer also was somewhat problematic.  In some test pits, the 
layer was found within fill soils, while in others it was found to overlie graded B or C horizon subsoils 
(Table 5-2).  The mixed association of the layer suggests that it was likely disturbed in some areas 
subsequent to the fire event.  The cinder/coal layer likely represents the same matrices previously 
identified by Bolian and Maymon (1985, 1986) and by Kenyon (1986) within several test pits excavated 
in areas of the mill complex south of the current APE.    
 
No evidence of builders’ trenches or stratigraphic sequences that could provide additional information 
about the surviving foundation elements of the ca. 1835 sawmill were identified during subsurface 
excavations, nor was there any evidence of buried, intact structural remains associated with any of the 
other mill buildings.  Two large pieces of cut granite were identified in one of the test pits – after 
expanding the test pit, however, it was clear that the stone, while probably part of a historic foundation at 
one time, was completely displaced from its original context and had merely been incorporated as part of 
a larger filling episode. 
 
Based on an analysis of the field and artifact data, no cultural materials or features that might contribute 
substantive information about the Wiswall Falls Mill Site or Wiswall Falls Historic District were 
identified during the Phase IB survey.  Furthermore, no pre- or postcontact cultural materials or features 
individually potentially eligible for listing on the National Register were identified during the survey.  No 
additional archaeological survey is recommended within the proposed APE for the Wiswall Dam Fish 
Passage project area.  In the event that project plans and/or the current APE substantively changes, 
however, additional archaeological review may be required. 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVENTORY FORM  Site No.    27 - ______  -  ______ 
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources   Date Plotted    ____ / ____ / ____ 
New Hampshire State Historic Preservation Office 
 
 
I IDENTIFICATION 
 A.  DHR Site No.       27 - ______ - ______ B. Site Name:    Wiswall Falls Mill Site 
 C.  NHAS Site No.   NH - ______ - ______ D. Temp. Site No. _______________________________________________ 
 E.  Version of form  ____ New  X  Revised ____ Transcribed 
 F.  Type of form  ____ Minimal Documentation X  Intensive Documentation 
 
II LOCATION 
 A.  County:   Strafford  B. City/Town:  Durham 
 C.  USGS Quadrangle:  Newmarket               D. Quad Date:  1988 
 E.  USGS Map Series  ____ 7.5’  X 15’ ____ 1/25,000 ____ Other 
 F. UTM Zone     19 G. Easting    03 40 320 H. Northing    47  74  251 
 I.  USGS Datum X      WGS 84 (preferred)  ____ NAD 27 ____ NAD 83 
 
 
III OWNERSHIP 
 A.  Status  (Select as many as appropriate) 
   ____  Private (Single) ____  Private (Multiple) ____  Local Government 
   X        State Government ____  Federal Government ____  Non-Profit 
  ____  Unknown  ____  Other (Specify) _________________________________________________ 
 B. Name of Owner(s):   Town of Durham 
   Street Address:  15 Newmarket Rd 
   City/Town, State, Zip:  Durham, NH  03824 
 
IV  REPORTING INFORMATION 

A. Name of Form Preparer(s):   Kristen Heitert 
B. Institutional Affiliation/Employer:  PAL, Inc.  
C. Sponsor:  USDA-NRCS 
D. Date Surveyed      05/24-28/2010  E.   Date Form Prepared      06/29/2010 
F. Investigative Type (Select One) 
     X    CRM contract ____  Sponsored research ____  Private research 
 ____  Volunteered data ____  Other (Specify) _________________________________________________ 
G. Investigative Techniques (Select as many as appropriate) 
 ____  Oral history X       Documentary X       Collection analysis 
 ____  Non-recovery survey ____  Aerial photography X       Map interpretation 
   X      Mapping ____  Arbitrary surface col. ____  Controlled sf. col. 
 ____  Auger / Soil core X        Shovel test ____  Test pit excavation 
 ____  Heavy equipment ____  Block excavation ____  Remote sensing 
 ____  Other (Specify)  _______________________________________________________________________________ 
H. Bibliographic Citation:  
 
Heitert, Kristen and Nichole Gillis 

 2010  Phase IB Intensive Archaeological Survey, Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Project Area, Durham, New Hampshire. 
           PAL Report No. 2303.01.  Submitted to USDA-NRCS, Concord, NH.  

 
Kenyon, Victoria 
 1986  Cultural Resources Review, Wiswall Falls, Durham, New Hampshire.  Report prepared for the Town of Durham.   
 
Maymon, Jeffrey, and Charles Bolian  

1985  Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment, Wiswall Falls Hydroelectric Project, Durham, New Hampshire.  Prepared   
           for the Southern New Hamphshire Hydroelectric Development Corporation.   
 
1986  Phase II Cultural Resource Assessment, Wiswall Falls Hydroelectric Project, Durham, New Hampshire.  Prepared  
           for the Southern New Hamphshire Hydroelectric Development Corporation.   

       Preservation Company 
 2008   Wiswall Falls Historic District (Area Form DUR-W), Durham, New Hampshire.  Document on file, New Hampshire 
             Division of Historical Resources, Concord, NH. 
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       Stott, Peter H. 
  1987  Wiswall Falls Mill Site National Register of Historic Places Nomination Form.  P.H. Stott Consulting Services,  
             Newton Highlands, MA. 
 
V CULTURAL TEMPORAL AFFILIATIONS 
 A. Eras Represented 
  X       Prehistoric     ____  Protohistoric X       Historic 
 B. Cultures Represented 
  X       Native American Indian X        Euro-American ____  Unknown 
          
VI PREHISTORIC ERA SITE DATA 

A. Prehistoric Periods (Select as many as appropriate) 
  ____  Paleoindian  ____  Indeterminate Archaic                 ____  Early Archaic 
  ____  Middle Archaic ____  Late Archaic ____  Indeterminate Woodland 
  ____  Early Woodland   ____  Middle Woodland ____  Late Woodland 
  ____  Late Prehistoric  X       Unknown Prehistoric 
  B. Basis for Assignment of Prehistoric Periods  (Select as many as appropriate) 
  ____  Diagnostic artifacts ____  Diagnostic features ____  C14 dating 
  ____  Other radiometric ____  Other (Specify):   Non-diagnostic lithic cores 
 
 C.  Prehistoric Site Type(s)  (Select as many as appropriate) 
  ____  Open habitation (Undiff) ____  Habitation / Village ____  Habitation / Campsite 
  ____  Rockshelter / Cave ____  Quarry ____  Workshop 
  ____ Fishing station ____  Ceremonial (Undiff) ____  Cemetery 
  ____  Rock art X        Unknown ____  Other 
  Specify other: ______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 D.  Prehistoric Material Present at Site Check if   Continued on continuation sheet  
  Artifact category / Artifact type / Quantity   Collected  Observed on site  Observed in prior  collection 

 
3 non-diagnostic lithic cores 
 

VII HISTORIC ERA SITE DATA 
 A. Historic Period of Occupation  ____  Indeterminate 
 B Beginning date    1835 ____ Exact  ____ Estimated  X       Approximate  
  Ending date         1940 ____ Exact  ____ Estimated  X       Approximate  
  C.  Basis for Assignment of Historic Dates 
  ____ Diagnostic artifacts ____ Diagnostic features ____ Architectural 
  ____ Oral tradition ____ Map interpretation X       Documentary 
  ____ Other (Specify) _______________________________________________________________________________ 
 D. Historic Site Type  (select as many as appropriate) 
  ____ Residential ____ Agricultural ____ Commercial 
  ____ Crafts production X       Industrial ____ Cemetery 
  ____ Education ____ Governmental ____ Religious  
  ____ Transportation ____ Recreational ____ Military 
  ____ Social ____ Health care ____ Shipwreck 
  ____ Other  (Specify)  _______________________________________________________________________________ 

E. Historic Material Present at Site    Continued on continuation sheet 
 Artifact category / Artifact type / Quantity   Collected  Observed on site  Observed in prior  collection  
 
  A total of 388 pieces of postcontact cultural material was recovered from the project area.  The vast majority of the 

material (96 percent) was collected from fill deposits and was highly fragmented (see Appendix A).  Recovered cultural 
materials included waste materials related to the 1883 fire that destroyed the mill complex (e.g. coal, cinder, coal ash, 
clinker), which comprised a full 40 percent of the assemblage.  Steel and iron nails also were recovered in some numbers 
(n= 46), with at least one iron nail appearing to have been annealed as a result of the fire, and brick (n=48) in very low 
densities across the site, one of which appeared burnt.  

 
VIII PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION 

A. Current Conditions (Select as many as appropriate) 
  X       Exposed bedrock  ____ Agricultural field ____ Other open area 
  ____ Scrub vegetation  X       Forested ____ Urbanized 
  ____ Suburbanized ____ Industrial / commercial ____ Submerged 
  ____ Unknown / unrecorded  ____ Other (Specify) _________________________________________________ 
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B. Vegetation at time of survey (type and % ground cover):  The area is wooded with mostly young oak and some maple and 
pine, although a few older maples and pine trees are scattered throughout the canopy. Most of the testing areas on the 
east side of the river are relatively level, while steep to moderate slopes characterize the area west of the river. Most 
testing areas were located within or adjacent to existing access roads, staging areas, or areas that had been visibly 
disturbed by dam construction. 

 
C. Predominant Aspects of Disturbance  (Select as many as appropriate) 

 ____ None apparent ____ Agricultural field X        Construction 
 ____ Transportation ____ Mining / quarrying _____ Erosion 
 ____ Vandalism ____ Archaeological excavation _____ Timbering 
 ____ Unknown / unrecorded ____ Other  (Specify) _________________________________________________ 

D. Site Size (Square meters):  3 acres – 12,140 sq m 
E. Site Elevation (Feet AMSL at center point):  51 
F. Major Drainage System ____ Connecticut ____ Merrimack 

 ____ Androscoggin X       Coastal ____ Saco 
G. Minor Drainage System  (Principal tributary to Major Drainage, if appropriate) :  Lamprey River 
  
H. Closest Source of Fresh Water (Select only one) 
 ____ Permanent stream ____ Ephemeral stream ____ Spring 
 ____ Swamp bog ____ Lake / pond ____ Slough / oxbow lake 
 ____ Artificial pond  ____ Artificial ditch / canal ____ Unknown / unrecorded 
 X       Other (Specify):   Dam impoundment 
I. Vertical Distance above Closest Water  < 1 meter 
J. Horizontal Distance from Closest Water:  Adjacent 
K. Down Slope Direction (Select only one) 

 ___ N   ___ NE   ___ E   ___ SE   ___ S   ___ SW  X  W   ___ NW   ___ All   ___ Flat   ___ Unknown / unrecorded 
L. Soil Association ___________________________________________________________________________________  
M. Soil Series / Phase & Complex Elmwood (EaB), Hollis-Charlton (HcB, HcC) and Windsor (WdB)  
N. Soils Reference:  United States Department of Agriculture -  Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey, 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/ 
 

IX SPECIAL STATUS LAND USE 
A. Special Use Categories (Select as many as appropriate) 

____ None ____ Wilderness Area ____ Wildlife Preserve  
____ Nature Preserve X       Public Park X       Scenic River 
____ Military Land ____ Archaeological Preserve ____ State Forest 
____ Federal Forest X       Historic District ____ Current Use (Historic) 
____ Current Use (Other) ____ Other (Specify)  _________________________________________________ 

 
X APPLICABLE HISTORIC CONTEXT(S) 

A. Principal Context:      Industry – 18, 22-24 
B. Secondary Context : Archaeology - 1106 
C. Secondary Context  ________________________________________________________________________________ 
D. Secondary Context  ________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
XI MAPS 

A. Attach a USGS topographic map (or non photo-reduced copy) of the site area. 
B. Attach sketch map or copy of project map (include north arrow, scale, site boundaries and total area  surveyed, use 

continuation sheet if necessary). 
 
XII SITE DESCRIPTION 

A. Narrative description of site setting, nature of finds, distribution of the archaeological materials, with reference to other 
sites in the vicinity, and directions on how to get to the site (use continuation sheet if necessary). 

 
The Wiswall Falls Mill Site and historic district were the subject of several archaeological surveys during the mid 1980s.  Phase I 
and II investigations on the east bank of the river just south of the dam resulted in the identification of the Wiswall Falls Mill Site 
(Bolian and Maymon 1985, 1986).  The site comprises nine (9) structural features including the ca. 1835 sawmill foundation 
remains (one of the first mills to be erected on the site), the ca. 1854 paper mill foundation, and the large, well-preserved 1854 
stone-lined power canal.  Subsurface testing yielded evidence of the fire that destroyed the entire complex in 1883, and a 
previously undocumented shed foundation immediately east of the power canal.   
 
Another survey conducted by Victoria Kenyon in 1986 also provided important information about the general landscape integrity of 
the Wiswall Falls Mill Site.  Subsurface testing just north of the dam near Wiswall Road identified a relict plowzone and also 
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provided evidence of precontact occupation in the form of three lithic cores recovered from intact subsoil.  This concentration of 
materials expanded the geographic boundaries of the known precontact use of the area as illustrated by another pre-contact site 
(NH40-10), located roughly 75 meters downstream from the dam site.  NH40-10, first identified in 1977 on the basis of a single 
“flint” flake eroding from an embankment on an alluvial beach, was later tested with a single test pit and yielded an assemblage of 
24 rhyolite, quartz, and argillite lithic flakes. 
 
Subsurface testing in 2010 demonstrated that the majority of the northern portion of the site is characterized by heavily mixed and 
deeply disturbed soils likely dating to the destruction/demolition of the various milling concerns on the east bank of the river and by 
subsequent dam construction activities on both sides of the river.  Belowground disturbance was most often manifest as deep 
gravel fills and graded C subsoil horizons below fills.  
 
None of the cultural material was recovered from intact or historically significant soil contexts and did not form any discrete clusters 
suggestive of activity areas or a planned landscape.  While a layer of cinder and coal was identified in several test pits that is 
indicative of the 1883 fire that destroyed the mill, the layer generally did not contain other artifacts that would provide additional 
information about the complex.  The stratigraphic association of this burn layer also was somewhat problematic.  In some test pits, 
the layer was found within fill soils, while in others it was found to overlie graded B or C horizon subsoils.  The mixed association of 
the layer suggests that it was likely disturbed in some areas subsequent to the fire event.  The cinder/coal layer likely represents 
the same matrices previously identified by Bolian and Maymon (1885, 1986) and by Kenyon (1986) within several test pits 
excavated in areas of the mill complex south of the current APE.    
 
No evidence of builders’ trenches or stratigraphic sequences that could provide additional information about the surviving 
foundation elements of the ca. 1835 sawmill were identified during subsurface excavations, nor was there any evidence of buried, 
intact structural remains associated with any of the other mill buildings.  Two large pieces of cut granite were identified in one of the 
test pits – after expanding the test pit, however, it was clear that the stone, while probably part of a historic foundation at one time, 
was completely displaced from its original context and had merely been incorporated as part of a larger filling episode. 
 
  XIII RESEARCH POTENTIAL, OTHER VALUES & RECOMMENDATIONS  (Complete for minimal documentation forms) 

A. Narrative description of the research which may be proposed for the site, any additional aspects of the site which may 
make it important such as presence of unusual ecological factors, and recommendations for additional research, 
especially if the site is endangered  (use continuation sheet if necessary). 

 
 
XIV ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE (complete for intensive level forms) 

A. Narrative discussion of the significance of the site and its research potential (use continuation sheet if necessary). 
 
The Wiswall Falls Mill Site is the best remaining example of Durham’s small nineteenth-century manufacturing base.  To date, 
however, this significance is manifested more through the surviving aboveground mill  and dam elements rather than through 
archeologically-recovered data.  The 2010 excavations in the northern portion of the site east of the river as well as within the 
larger historic district along the west bank of the river illustrated substantial subsurface disturbances associated with historic and 
modern construction and landscaping efforts.  These findings contradict earlier assessments of the site’s integrity (Stott 1987), and 
largely preclude the interpretive value of the archaeologically-recovered materials in those areas.  Earlier archaeological work in 
the southern portion of the site, on the other hand, yielded evidence of the structural evolution and demolition processes at the site 
that, with more expansive horizontal exposure, may yield additional information on the form and function of a nineteenth-century 
multi-purpose mill site. 
 
XV SURVEYOR’S EVALUATION 
 

NR listed: ____ individual NR Criteria:  ____ A  NR eligible:   
 ____ within a district ____ B ____ individually  
 ____ C ____ within district 

Integrity: ____ yes  ____ D  ____ not eligible 
 ____ no  ____ more information needed 
 

36 CFR 61 SURVEYOR  _____________________________________________________ DATE ____________________ 
 
OTHER SURVEYOR  _______________________________________________________  DATE ____________________ 
 
 
  
 
********************************************************************************************************************************************** 
SHPO USE ONLY: Reviewed for Determination of Eligibility (date) ____ / ____ / ____ 
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Figure 1.  Location of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage project area on the Newmarket, NH
topographic quadrangles, 7.5 minute series. 



 



 

Figure 2.  Locations of previous archaeological testing at the Wiswall Falls Mill Site/Historic District. 



 

Figure 3.  Location of subsurface testing conducted for the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Project.   

















































 

 

 
February 20, 2009 
 
George Cleek 
State Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Federal Building 
2 Madbury Road 
Durham, NH 03824-2043 
 
RE: NEPA Scoping Comments for Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Environmental Assessment 

 
Dear Mr. Cleek,  

 
This letter is being sent on behalf of the Piscataqua Region Estuaries Partnership (PREP), formerly called the 
“New Hampshire Estuaries Project.” The intent of this letter is to provide scoping comments pertaining to the 
Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Environmental Assessment as provided under the National Environmental Policy 
Act.  
 
PREP is part of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary Program, which is a 
collaborative local/state/federal program established under the Clean Water Act with the goal of promoting 
the protection and enhancement of nationally significant estuarine resources. The mission of PREP is to 
protect, restore, and monitor the health of the Great Bay and Hampton-Seabrook estuaries and their associated 
watersheds. PREP’s Management Committee oversees our organization and is made up of a diverse 
membership representing cities, towns, planning commissions, natural resource agencies, citizen groups, non-
profits, energy producers, academics, and fishermen.  
 
The Lamprey River is the largest river system that drains directly into Great Bay proper, and is therefore of 
great importance to the ecological integrity of the bay. PREP works with many towns within the Lamprey 
watershed on the protection of conservation land, wetlands, and riparian buffers. PREP also partners with 
these towns on efforts to maintain and improve water quality, with a focus on minimizing negative impacts 
from polluted stormwater runoff. PREP is also concerned about the living resources in the Lamprey River, 
and the ability of diadromous fish species to freely move between the river system and the Great Bay estuary 
during different portions of their life cycles. PREP helped to fund the completion of the Great Bay Estuary 
Restoration Compendium (Odell et. al, 2006), which identified the Wiswall Dam as a major fish passage 
barrier on the Lamprey River system. In summary, our organization’s interest is to make sure management 
decisions affecting the Lamprey River and Great Bay are made with a conscious intent to maximize the 
integrity of this interconnected coastal ecosystem.  
 
Based on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2005 Wiswall Dam Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Draft 
Environmental Assessment report, there are approximately 43 river miles containing anadromous fish 
spawning and nursery habitat upstream from Wiswall Dam. With the exception of American eels, the dam is 
currently blocking all diadromous fish access to this habitat. The negative impacts of dams on natural stream 
processes and fisheries have been well documented. While installation of a denil fishladder on the Wiswall 
Dam would partially address the dam’s obstruction of diadromous fish migration, it would result in no 
improvements to restoring natural river processes to this stretch of the Lamprey River. Leaving the dam in 
place will continue to artificially impact sediment and nutrient transport, river morphology, habitat character 
and connectivity, and potentially water quality. Even well designed and maintained fish ladders act as filters 
to upstream fish movement, so benefits to diadromous fish would be less optimal with a ladder than with dam 
removal. In addition, a fish ladder would not provide passage for approximately twenty-three species of 
resident fish in the Lamprey River (USACE, 2005). The upstream passage performance of a fish ladder is also 



significantly affected by flow conditions and how closely the fish ladder is monitored and maintained. Dam 
removal would permanently restore upstream and downstream connectivity for all species of resident and 
diadromous fish without the need for any ongoing maintenance or financial expenditures. Based on these 
factors, removal of the dam offers substantial and long-term benefits to the Lamprey River and Great Bay 
ecosystem.   
 
In recognition of the environmental benefits of the dam removal option, PREP requests that the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service and the Town of Durham fully and fairly explore the feasibility of the dam 
removal option. The National Environmental Policy Act requires that the alternatives are objectively 
evaluated and that the preferred alternative is selected based on a factual analysis of relative costs and 
benefits. PREP recognizes that the affected section of the Lamprey is used as a water supply for the Town of 
Durham, and any management actions affecting the viability of this water source must be carefully evaluated. 
Based on previous evaluations, it has been found that the removal of the dam would not prevent the town 
from pumping water from the river under most conditions, but would eliminate the supplemental water 
storage capability provided by the dam. However, the town is now in the process of pursuing an additional 
water supply source at the Spruce Hole aquifer. A careful analysis of the long-term water demand and supply 
for the town is a critical component affecting the feasibility of the dam removal option. It is therefore 
requested that this analysis be included within the scope of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage Environmental 
Assessment. The 2008 U.S. Geological Survey report on projected water use in the Seacoast Region of NH 
(Horn et al., 2008), as well as previously-completed technical reports exploring the feasibility of the Spruce 
Hole aquifer as a water supply, should be considered as part of this analysis.  
 
PREP also requests the following issues be considered as part of the Wiswall Dam Fish Passage 
Environmental Assessment:  

• Dam and fish ladder operation and maintenance costs are fully evaluated as part of the cost/benefit 
analysis of the alternatives. The legal entities that would be responsible for maintaining the dam and 
fish ladder must be clearly identified.  

• In examining the recreational tradeoffs of the dam removal and fish ladder options, enhanced fishing 
experiences and increased opportunities for swift-water boating that would result from dam removal 
should be considered.   

• The project alternatives should be evaluated with respect to their consistency with the intent of the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.  

• Public comments received by NRCS throughout the process should be made accessible to the public 
via the Internet and should be formally provided to the Town of Durham’s governing bodies for 
consideration.  

 
Should you have questions about these comments, please don’t hesitate to contact me at 603-862-2641. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Derek Sowers 
Piscataqua Region Estuaries Partnership

 
References Cited:  
 
Horn, M.A., Moore, R.B., Hayes, Laura, and Flanagan, S.M., 2008. Methods for and estimates of 2003 and 
projected water use in the Seacoast Region, southeastern New Hampshire: U.S. Geological Survey 
Scientific Investigations Report 2007-5157, 87 p., plus 2 appendixes on CD ROM.  
URL: http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2007/5157/ 
 
Odell, J., Eberhardt, A., Burdick, D., Ingraham, P., 2006. Great Bay Estuary Restoration Compendium. 
Funded by the New Hampshire Coastal Program and The New Hampshire Estuaries Project.  
URL: http://www.nhep.unh.edu/resources/pdf/great_bay_restoration-tnc-06.pdf 
 
USACE, 2005. Wiswall Dam Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Draft Environmental Assessment. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers New England District. Section 206 Program, Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration.  
URL: http://www.nae.usace.army.mil/projects/nh/wiswall/wiswalldea.pdf 
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McCracken, Kimberly - Durham, NH

From: Sowers, Derek [Derek.Sowers@unh.edu]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:47 PM
To: McCracken, Kimberly - Durham, NH
Cc: Rouillard, Rachel
Subject: Comments on Draft Wiswall Dam EA
Attachments: PREP.Wiswall Dam Comment letter.pdf

Dear Ms. McCracken,  
 
The purpose of this letter is to formally comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for considering fish 
passage alternatives at the Wiswall Dam in Durham, NH. The current draft of the EA fails to adequately consider the 
option of removal of the Wiswall Dam as part of the alternatives analysis. It is apparent that no new analysis was done 
on dam removal, just references to an earlier EA completed by the Army Corps of Engineers for a related project. The 
problem with this approach is that some facts and circumstances have changed substantially since the original EA was 
completed, and thus the conclusion drawn about the costs and feasibility of dam removal are now out of date.  
 
Specifically, a reason cited in the original EA for not selecting the dam removal alternative was that the Town of Durham 
might have to replace the lost storage volume of water at their Lamprey River water withdrawal site if the water 
elevation was lowered due to dam removal. The costs of replacing this storage volume were thus included in the costs 
for the dam removal alternative. However, presently the Town of Durham is actively developing the Spruce Hole Aquifer 
as a future drinking water supply source for Durham and the University of New Hampshire. The Town received a large 
grant from the American Recovery and Re‐investment Act for the purpose of drilling and installing a wellhead and 
conducting pump tests of the aquifer. The water quality from this source is very good. The town has shown every 
intention of moving ahead with getting this water source “on‐line” in the near future. This development negates the 
need to replace the small storage volume that the Wiswall Dam currently provides for the towns’ drinking water supply. 
The EA acknowledges that the existing drinking water intake for Durham does not require the dam to operate since it is 
located in a deep pool. Therefore, for the new EA completed for the NRCS project, the cost of replacing the storage 
volume provided by the dam should be removed from the cost estimate for the dam removal alternative.  With this 
adjustment, the cost of dam removal goes down very substantially. Dam removal would provide far greater benefits to 
the Lamprey River’s aquatic habitat, diadromous and resident fish populations, and recreational quality of the river than 
would the fish ladder alternative. I believe the long‐term costs and liabilities would also be less under the dam removal 
option as opposed to the fish ladder option. Finally, dam removal would re‐establish a free‐flowing river through this 
segment of the Lamprey, which is much more consistent with the intent of the federal Wild and Scenic designation of 
the Lamprey River.  
 
I hope that NRCS will complete a more thorough and credible analysis of the dam removal option prior to selecting a 
final preferred alternative as part of the final EA for this project. While the Town of Durham is the grantee for this 
project, there are many other citizens and organizations who are stakeholders with a vested interest in the health of the 
Lamprey River and it is our expectation that dam removal is evaluated seriously as required under this EA.  
 
Please note that these comments are consistent with the NEPA project scoping letter submitted to NRCS by the 
Piscataqua Region Estuaries Partnership on February 20, 2009 (attached), and that many of the issues raised in our initial 
letter were not adequately addressed in the draft EA.  
 
Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments.  
 
Best Regards, Derek Sowers 
 
Conservation Program Manager 
603-862-2641 
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