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TOWN OF WESTPORT

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION AGENDA
JULY 8, 2025 

07:00 PM

Meeting ID: 891 4295 7915 Passcode: 347506 Dial by your location * +1 646 876 9923 US (New York)  Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89142957915?pwd=09K3yVTuhka5G6fYTvGk7dLI88DAi4.1

Meeting Packet: https://play.champds.com/westportct/event/890

The Westport Historic District Commission will hold an electronic public meeting at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, July 8, 2025, for the
following purposes:

1.	To approve the minutes of the June 10, 2025, work session.

Attachment: 6.10.2025 HDC work session minutes.pdf

2.	To approve the minutes of the June 10, 2025, public meeting.

Attachment: 6.10.25 HDC minutes.pdf

3.	To discuss scheduling of final public hearing on the proposed establishment of six Local Historic Property Designations on
Town-owned property: 1. Evergreen Avenue Bridge over Deadman Brook 2. Jesup Road Bridge over Deadman Brook 3. Greens
Farms Road Bridge over Muddy Brook 4. Cross Highway Bridge over Muddy Brook 5. Long Lots Road Bridge over Muddy
Brook 6. Myrtle Avenue Bridge over Deadman Brook

Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

4.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 3 Bowling Lane and
require the full 180-day delay.

Attachment: 3 Bowling Lane.pdf

5.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for PID F09061000 West
Parish Road (salt shed only) and require the full 180-day delay.

Attachment: PID _F09061000_ West Parish Road _salt shed_.pdf

6.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 42 Cross Highway
and require the full 180-day delay.

Attachment: 42 Cross Highway.pdf

7.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 9 Lone Pine Lane and
require the full 180-day delay.

Attachment: 9 Lone Pine Lane.pdf

8.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the
demolition permit at 1 Crow Hollow Lane, which motion was adopted at the June 10, 2025, meeting.

Attachment: 1 Crow Hollow Road.pdf

9.	To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the
demolition permit at 8 Newtown Turnpike, which motion was adopted at the April 8, 2025, meeting.

Attachment: 8 Newtown Turnpike.pdf

9.	To hear the Chairwoman's update.

10.	To adjourn the meeting.

Grayson Braun, Chair Historic District Commission June 26, 2025
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Special Notice Regarding This Electronic Meeting: Pursuant to State law, there will be no physical location for this meeting.
This meeting will be held electronically. Telephone and Zoom video participation details are above. Comments from the public
will be received during the public meeting.  A copy of the applications and Historic District Commission agenda for the meeting
is available on-line at www.westportct.gov  and on the Town Calendar web page under July 8, 2025. It is the policy of the Town
of Westport that all Town-sponsored public meetings and events are accessible to people with disabilities.  If you need
assistance in participating in a meeting or event due to a disability as defined under the Americans with Disabilities Act, please
contact Westport's ADA Coordinator at 203-341-1043 or eflug@westportct.gov at least three (3) business days prior to the
scheduled meeting or event to request an accommodation.
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Historic District Commission 
 
Town Hall, 110 Myrtle Avenue 
Westport, CT 06880 
Westportct.gov 
Telephone (203) 341-1184 

WESTPORT HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, JUNE 10, 2025, 6:00 PM  

MINUTES – WORK SESSION  
 
 
 

Members Present: 
Grayson Braun, Chair 
Scott Springer, Vice Chair 
Wendy Van Wie, Clerk 
Martha Eidman, Member 
Ben Levites, Member 
Alina Cravero, Alternate 
Art Hayes, Alternate 
Elayne Landau, Alternate 
 
Staff Present: 
Donna Douglass, HDC Administrator 
 
The Westport Historic District Commission will hold an electronic work session at 6:00 PM on Tuesday, June 10, 
2025, for the following purposes:   
 

1. A presentation by state archeologist, Catherine Labadia, for an educational session regarding 
state archeology preserves as it pertains to parcel #F07033000, Greens Farms Road.  Public 
may observe but may not participate. 
Discussion held; No action taken 

 
2. To adjourn the meeting.  

MOTION (made by Braun): Meeting adjourned 6:46 PM 
 
 
Grayson Braun, Chair 
Historic District Commission 
June 12, 2025 
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Historic District Commission 
 
Town Hall, 110 Myrtle Avenue 
Westport, CT 06880 
Westportct.gov 
Telephone (203) 341-1184 

WESTPORT HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, JUNE 10, 2025, 7:00 PM 

MINUTES 
 
Members Present: 
Grayson Braun, Chair 
Scott Springer, Vice Chair 
Wendy Van Wie, Clerk 
Martha Eidman, Member 
Ben Levites, Member 
Alina Cravero, Alternate 
Arthur Hayes, Alternate 
Elayne Landau, Alternate 
 
Staff Present: 
Donna Douglass, HDC Administrator 
 
 
The Westport Historic District Commission held an electronic public meeting at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, June 
10, 2025, for the following purposes:  
 
1. To approve the minutes of the May 13, 2025, special meeting. 

MOTION (made by Springer): To APPROVE the minutes of the May 13,  2025, special meeting. 
SECOND: Braun 
SEATED: Braun, Springer, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. 
 

2. To approve the minutes of the May 13, 2025, public meeting. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To APPROVE the minutes of the May 13,  2025, public meeting. 
SECOND: Braun 
SEATED: Braun, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. 
 

3. To take such action as the meeting may determine to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness application 
dated May 8, 2025, for proposed new signage at 65 Jesup Road (PID # D09010000) which is located in 
the Jesup Road Local Historic District and the Westport Center National Historic District. 
MOTION (made by Levites): To APPROVE a Certificate of Appropriateness application dated May 
8, 2025, for proposed new signage at 65 Jesup Road (PID # D09010000) which is located in the 
Jesup Road Local Historic District and the Westport Center National Historic District. 
SECOND: Van Wie 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Hayes, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. 
 

4. To take such action as the meeting may determine to approve a Certificate of Appropriateness application 
dated May 22, 2025, for proposed renovation as described in CoA Application on file with the HDC at 46 
Wright Street (PID # C09036000) which is in the Kings Highway North Local and National Districts. 
MOTION (made by Braun): To APPROVE a Certificate of Appropriateness application May 22, 2025, 
for proposed renovation as described in CoA Application on file with the HDC at 46 Wright Street 
(PID # C09036000) which is in the Kings Highway North Local and National Districts. 
SECOND: Springer 
SEATED: Braun, Springer, Van Wie, Cravero, Landau 
VOTE: Approved 4-1 (AYE: Braun, Springer, Cravero, Landau; NAY: Van Wie)  
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5. To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the 

issuance of the demolition permit at 8 Stony Point Road, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, 
meeting. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To RESCIND adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the 
demolition permit at 8 Stony Point Road, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, meeting. 
SECOND: Braun 
SEATED: Braun, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Landau 
VOTE: Approved 3-2 (AYE: Braun, Van Wie, Landau; NAY: Levites, Springer). The remainder of the 
180-day delay is WAIVED. 

 
6. To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 10 

Wakenor Road and require the full 180-day delay. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To WAIVE the demolition delay and allow issuance of a demolition 
permit for 10 Wakenor Road. 
SECOND: Springer 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Hayes 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 

 
7. To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 8 

Pleasant Valley Lane and require the full 180-day delay. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To WAIVE the demolition delay and allow issuance of a demolition 
permit for 8 Pleasant Valley Lane. 
SECOND: Landau 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

8. To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 17 
Sturges Commons and require the full 180-day delay. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To WAIVE the demolition delay and allow issuance of a demolition 
permit for 17 Sturges Commons. 
SECOND: Landau 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Cravero 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

9. To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 1 
Crow Hollow Lane and require the full 180-day delay. 
MOTION (made by Levites): To OPPOSE the issuance of the demolition permit for 1 Crow Hollow 
Lane and require the full 180-day delay. 
SECOND: Van Wie 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Hayes 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is UPHELD. 
 

10. To take such action as the meeting may determine to oppose the issuance of the demolition permit for 3 
Laurel Lane and require the full 180-day delay. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To WAIVE the demolition delay and allow issuance of a demolition 
permit for 3 Laurel Lane. 
SECOND: Springer 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

11. To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the 
issuance of the demolition permit at 9 Brookside Drive, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, 
meeting. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To RESCIND adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the 
demolition permit at 9 Brookside Drive, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, meeting. 
SECOND: Springer 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Cravero 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 6 of 191) Page 2 of 3 General Attachment: 6.10.25 HDC minutes.pdf (Page 2 of 3)



General Attachment: 6.10.25 HDC minutes.pdf

  Page 3  June 11, 2025 
 
12. To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the 

issuance of the demolition permit at 38 Prospect Road, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, 
meeting. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To RESCIND adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the 
demolition permit at 38 Prospect Road, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, meeting. 
SECOND: Hayes 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Hayes 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

13. To take such action as the meeting may determine to rescind adoption of the motion to oppose the 
issuance of the demolition permit at 2 Sterling Drive, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, 
meeting. 
MOTION (made by Van Wie): To RESCIND adoption of the motion to oppose the issuance of the 
demolition permit at 2 Sterling Drive, which motion was adopted at the May 13, 2025, meeting. 
SECOND: Springer 
SEATED: Eidman, Levites, Springer, Van Wie, Landau 
VOTE: Unanimously approved. The remainder of the 180-day delay is WAIVED. 
 

14. To hear the Chairwoman’s update. 
Discussion held; No action taken. 
 

15. To adjourn the meeting. 
MOTION (made by Braun): To adjourn the meeting at 8:05 PM 

 
 
 
Grayson Braun, Chair 
Historic District Commission 
June 12, 2025 
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STUDY REPORT FOR PROPOSED 
LOCAL HISTORIC PROPERTY DESIGNATION OF SIX HISTORIC 

STONE BRIDGES 
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TOWN OF WESTPORT HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
Historic District Commission Chair Grayson Braun and Vice Chair Scott Springer 

Bridges Subcommittee Chair Benjamin Levites and Vice Chair William Ryan 
Historic District Commission Administrator Donna Douglass 

 
 
Tuesday, October 15, 2024 
State Historic Preservation Council 
Department of Economic and Community Development State Historic Preservation Office 
One Constitution Plaza, Second Floor Hartford, CT 06103 
 
RE: Proposed Local Historic Property Designation of Six Historic Bridges 

Dear Council Members: 
 
At a public hearing on March 12, 2024, the Town of Westport Historic District Commission 
approved in response to petition the study of six early 20th-century stone bridges for local historic 
property designations: Greens Farms at Center Street, Cross Highway over Deadman Brook, Long 
Lots Road over Muddy Brook, Myrtle Avenue at Violet Lane, Evergreen Avenue, and Jesup Road. 
 
The Commission accordingly requests local historic property designation for these historic bridges. 
These early 20th-century bridges are constructed of rustic stonework that appeared as a decorative 
element on small bridges in order to complement and create the sense of a park-like setting. Of the 
19 bridges of this type built in Westport, only these 6 remain as Town-owned bridges continuing to 
give character to the Town. Their stone parapets and abutments embody turn-of-the-century 
Westport’s picturesque and rustic aesthetic.  
 
The Commission has chosen to seek local historic property designation because these bridges are a 
tangible connection to the history of the Town of Westport and State of Connecticut. The proposal 
is a direct response to the replacement of the historic stone Kings Highway Bridge by the Town in 
2020. At the time, the pendency of the Certified Local Government-required Plan of Preservation 
precluded the Commission from proceeding with this study. In investigating these historic bridges, 
together with research by petitioners, the Commission’s Bridges Committee conducted research on 
these bridges. Its findings contribute new scholarships, information and documentation on these 
bridges’ fuller significance and history. Through this effort, the project strongly aligns with the 
Commission’s goals to promote the interests of historic preservation throughout the Town of 
Westport, to preserve continuity of our cultural heritage and to ensure that existing historic districts 
and properties, including bridges, are preserved and provide a sense of place. 
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The study report has been completed and, in accordance with Connecticut General Statutes Section 
147b, is being submitted to you for your comments and recommendations. 
 
The following items are included for your review: 
 
1. Statement of significance 
2. A survey map of the proposed local historic property 
3. Site map and current photographs of the property 
4. Town Ordinance with boundary description 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Grayson Braun, Chair of the Historic District Commission 
Scott Springer, Vice Chair of the Historic District Commission 
Benjamin Levites, Chair of the Bridges Subcommittee 
William Ryan, Vice Chair of the Bridges Subcommittee 
 
cc: First Selectwoman of Westport, Jennifer Tooker; Michelle Perillie, 
Planning  and  Zoning  Director; Jeffrey Wieser, Representative Town Meeting Moderator; Nick 
Bamonte Esq., Town Attorney, Jeffrey M. Dunkerton, Westport Town Clerk; Peter A. Ratkiewich 
P.E., Public Works Department Director 
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Statement of Significance 
 

Town of Westport’s 2017 Plan of Conservation and Development made specific findings 

concerning the unique historic character of the six bridges that are the subject of this proposed 

local historic property designation:  

In the early 20th century, Westport undertook a program to upgrade 
a number of bridges in the community to accommodate the 
automobile. In all, some 19 matching Craftsman style stone bridges 
were built and eight remain. These bridges … contribute to our 
distinctive character and help remind us how Westport evolved 
though time. 

2017 Plan of Conservation and Development § 4.2, Protect Historic Buildings and Sites, at page 

28. Of these eight bridges, the Kings Highway Bridge has been replaced, and the Saugatuck 

Avenue bridge is state-owned. 

The bridges are concrete spans with rubble masonry abutments and wing or channel 

walls. All but the Jesup Road bridge have mortared rubble masonry parapets with two stepped 

sections and concrete coping and were constructed between 1910 and 1915, when Westport 

upgraded its first crossings, some of which may have served as timber crossings, to 

accommodate automobile traffic with rustic, Craftsman or Arts-and-Crafts-style stone works. 

These historic bridges were all part an early 20th-century bridge-building trend throughout 

Fairfield County and elsewhere along the Connecticut shore, featuring rustic stonework as a 

decorative element. This can be seen by several of the nearby Merritt Parkway bridges which 

share this rustic aesthetic, including the nearby Main Avenue bridge in Norwalk. Such use of 

rails or beams in concrete was common before World War One but rare thereafter.  

All but the Jesup Road Bridge, constructed in the same style in 1950, were designed and 

constructed by engineer Merrick H. Cooley. Cooley also served as the Town of Westport’s 
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Collector of Revenue and as Selectman along with prominent Westporters Lewis P. Wakeman 

and Robert H. Coley. Cooley was also the superintendent at the Atlantic Starch Works on 

Riverside Avenue in Westport. Although Cooley constructed 19 such bridges in Westport, 

together with the state-owned Saugatuck Avenue Bridge, these six bridges are the only 

remaining Westport structures with these characteristics. 

The Evergreen Avenue Bridge is a protected part of the Evergreen Avenue Local Historic 

District. The existing historic stone parapets are nearly consistent with existing automobile 

barrier requirements. The Jesup Avenue Bridge is a contributing component, together with the 

Myrtle Avenue Bridge, of the Westport Center National Register District. Jesup Road was 

originally a nineteenth-century footpath with a wooden footbridge in the current bridge’s 

location.  

The Myrtle Avenue Bridge over Deadman Brook was most likely originally a wooden 

bridge visible on Westport maps dating back to 1876 and was constructed as a stone arch bridge 

from 1915. There is a fieldstone channel between the Jesup Road and Myrtle Avenue bridges 

made from the same fieldstone that constructed the balusters and posts. The Cross Highway 

bridge is notable for its proximity to Wakeman Town Farm and its location along Cross 

Highway, where numerous other historically significant structures are situated. Cross Highway, 

Evergreen, Myrtle, and Jesup form a series of crossings over Deadman Brook.  

The Greens Farms Road Bridge has a notable long curvature along Greens Farms Road 

and the Nyala Farms open space. 
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Site Maps and Current Photographs 
 

Evergreen Avenue

      

Figure 1: Evergreen Avenue Bridge - South 
Parapet Wall Looking SW

 

Figure 2: Evergreen Avenue Bridge - North 
Parapet Wall Looking SW

 

The Evergreen Avenue Bridge is a circa 1920 Arts & Crafts style structure of cobblestone and 
reinforced concrete that crosses Deadman South Brook.  It is a single span, two lane bridge with 
an NBIS length of 13.5’ and overall structure length of 18’.  The bridge width out-out is 29’, and 
the curb-curb dimension is 26’.  The total deck area is approximately 522 square feet. 

The parapets are cobblestone with precast concrete caps.  At the ends of the parapet walls are 
piers/end posts that are approximately 3” wider than the parapet wall thickness at each side, and 
8” higher, capped with square precast caps. 

The abutments and wing walls are also stone, and they support a reinforced concrete span with 
asphalt paving above. 

The bridge is located within the boundary of the Evergreen Avenue Historic District. 

References:

Evergreen Avenue Bridge HRI Form 
Prepared by ACRC – 01/05/08 
 
Screening Report for Bridge No. 158006 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 06/30/16 
 
Photographs by Scott Springer  
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Jesup Road 

Figure 3: Jesup Road Bridge North Side 
Looking SW 

Figure 4: Jesup Road Bridge South Side 
Looking NW

The Jesup Road Avenue Bridge is a circa 1950 structure of cobblestone, precast concrete, and 
split-faced granite that crosses Deadman South Brook.  It is a single span, two lane bridge with 
an NBIS length of 12.2’ and overall structure width of 15’.  The bridge length out-out is 32’, and 
the curb-curb dimension is 25’.  The total deck area is approximately 480 square feet. 

The parapets are comprised of simple steel tube guardrails on top of a curb approximately 1’ 
above the roadway.  These curbs are concrete at the span, and cobblestone at the wing walls. 

The abutments and wing walls are built-up, split-faced granite.  The precast bridge deck is 
supported by steel beams that bear on the stone abutments. The roadway surface is asphalt 
paving. 

At the north side of the bridge runs a concrete sidewalk. 

The bridge is included in the National Register as a resource in the Westport Center Historic 
District. 

References:
Jesup Road Bridge HRI Form 
Prepared by PAL – 12/13/11 
 
Screening Report for Bridge No. 158013 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 06/30/16 
 
Photographs by Scott Springer 
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Greens Farms Road at Center Street 

Figure 5: Greens Farms Road Bridge – South 
Parapet Wall Looking NW 

Figure 6: Greens Farms Road Bridge – View 
of Post at East Side Looking NW

The Greens Farms Road Bridge is a circa 1920 Arts & Crafts style structure of cobblestone and 
reinforced concrete that crosses Muddy Brook.  It is a single span, two lane bridge with an 
NBIS length of 12.8’ and overall structure length of 17’.  The bridge width out-out is 40.5’, and 
the curb-curb dimension is 38’.  The total deck area is approximately 689 square feet. 

The parapets are cobblestone with precast concrete caps.  At the ends of the parapet walls are 
piers/end posts that are approximately 2” wider than the parapet wall thickness at each side, and 
10” higher, capped with square precast caps.  The parapet walls extend well beyond the span on 
each side, and at the ends of these extensions are similar piers/end posts with precast caps.  
These parapet extensions follow the curve of the road. 

The abutments and wing walls are also stone, and they support a reinforced concrete span with 
asphalt paving above. 

References: 

Greens Farms Road Bridge HRI Form 
Prepared by PAL – 06/2000 

Screening Report for Bridge No. 158008 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 06/29/16 

Photographs by Scott Springer 
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Cross Highway Over Deadman Brook 

 

Figure 7: Cross Highway Bridge - View of 
North Parapet Wall Looking SW 

Figure 8: Cross Highway Bridge - View of 
South Parapet Wall Looking SW

The Cross Highway Bridge is a circa 1920 Arts & Crafts style structure of cobblestone and 
reinforced concrete that crosses Deadman South Brook.  It is a single span, two lane bridge with 
an NBIS length of 9.5’ and overall structure length of 12’.  The bridge width out-out is 29’, and 
the curb-curb dimension is 26’.  The total deck area is approximately 348 square feet. 

The parapets are cobblestone with precast concrete caps.  At the ends of the parapet walls are 
piers/end posts that are approximately 3” wider than the parapet wall thickness at each side, and 
8” higher, capped with square precast caps.” 

The abutments and wing walls are also stone, and they support a reinforced concrete span with 
asphalt paving above. 

 
References: 
 
Screening Report for Bridge No. 158005 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 07/16/16 
 
Photographs by Scott Springer 
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Long Lots Road Over Muddy Brook 

Figure 9 - Long Lots Road - View of South 
Parapet Wall Looking NW 

Figure 10 – Long Lots Road - View of South 
Parapet Wall Looking W

The Long Lots Road Bridge over Muddy Brook is a circa 1920 Arts & Crafts style structure of 
cobblestone and reinforced concrete that crosses Muddy Brook.  It is a single span, two lane 
bridge with an NBIS length of 10.3’ and overall structure length of 14’.  The bridge width out-
out is 30’, and the curb-curb dimension is 27’.  The total deck area is approximately 420 square 
feet. 

The parapets are cobblestone with precast concrete caps.  At the ends of the parapet walls are 
piers/end posts that are approximately 12” higher than the parapets, capped with square precast 
caps. 

The abutments and wing walls are also stone, and they support a reinforced concrete span with 
asphalt paving above. 

Outboard from the parapet on the south side is an independent reinforced concrete deck with 
asphalt paving and wood railings that serve as a sidewalk.  This appears to be much later 
construction than the stone bridge itself. 

References: 
 
Screening Report for Bridge No. 158015 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 07/07/16 
 
Photographs by Scott Springer  
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Myrtle Avenue at Violet Lane 

Figure 11 - Myrtle Avenue Bridge North 
Parapet Wall Looking SW 

Figure 12 - Myrtle Avenue Bridge South 
Parapet Wall Detail

The Myrtle Avenue Bridge is a circa 1915 Arts & Crafts style structure of cobblestone and 
reinforced concrete that crosses Deadman South Brook.  It is a single span, two lane bridge with 
an NBIS length of 10.7’ and overall structure length of 15’.  The bridge width out-out is 43’, and 
the curb-curb dimension is 28.5’.  The total deck area is approximately 645 square feet. 

The parapets are cobblestone with precast concrete caps.  At the ends of the parapet walls are 
piers/end posts that are approximately 6” wider than the parapet wall thickness at each side, and 
8” higher, capped with square precast caps.  Three posts/piers are at the north side, where a 
section of the parapet closer to Post Road is slightly higher than the parapet at the span.  At the 
south side are two posts/piers—located at either side of the span—and an extension of the 
parapet that runs in the direction of Post Road.  The cap on this extension is approximately 6” 
lower than the main cap. 

The abutments and wing walls are also stone, and they support a reinforced concrete span with 
asphalt paving above. 

The bridge is included in the National Register as a resource in the Westport Center Historic 
District.

References: 
Myrtle Avenue Bridge HRI Form 
Prepared by PAL – 10/11 
 
Screening Report for Bridge No. 158017 
Prepared by Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. – 06/30/16 
 
Photographs by Scott Springer
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Town Ordinance with Boundary Description 
 
 

The Cross Highway Bridge over Deadman Brook, (State Bridge No. 158-005) as shown 
on a map entitled “Location Map Depicting Bridge Crossing Deadman Brook at Cross Highway 
Westport, Connecticut”, on file in the Westport Town Clerk’s office, Evergreen Avenue Bridge 
over Deadman Brook, (State Bridge No. 158-006) as shown on a map entitled “Location Map 
Depicting Bridge Crossing Deadman Brook at Evergreen Avenue Westport, Connecticut”, on file 
in the Westport Town Clerk’s office, Green Farms Road Bridge over Muddy Brook, (State 
Bridge No. 158-008) as shown on a map entitled “Location Map Depicting Bridge Crossing 
Deadman Brook at Greens Farms Road Westport, Connecticut”, on file in the Westport Town 
Clerk’s office, Long Lots Road Bridge over Muddy Brook, (State Bridge No. 158-015) as shown 
on a map entitled “Location Map Depicting Bridge Crossing Muddy Brook at Long Lots Road 
Westport, Connecticut”, on file in the Westport Town Clerk’s office, Myrtle Avenue Bridge over 
Deadman South Brook, (State Bridge No. 158-017) as shown on a map entitled “Location Map 
Depicting Bridge Crossing Deadman Brook at Myrtle Avenue Westport, Connecticut”, on file in 
the Westport Town Clerk’s office, and the Jesup Road Bridge over Deadman South Brook, (State 
Bridge No. 158-013) as shown on a map entitled “Location Map Depicting Bridge Crossing 
Deadman Brook at Jesup Road Westport, Connecticut”, on file in the Westport Town Clerk’s 
office, situated in the Town of Westport, County of Fairfield, State of Connecticut, shall be 
designated as historic properties under Connecticut General Statutes Section 7-147q. 
 
 

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 26 of 191) Page 19 of 88 General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf (Page 19 of 88)



General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

Nine Bridges
Westport, Connecticut

2018

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 27 of 191) Page 20 of 88 General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf (Page 20 of 88)



General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

1.
Greens Farm Road

67 Center Street
2.

Saugatuck Avenue
304/306 Saugatuck Avenue

3.
Jesup Road 

Corner of Imperial Avenue and Jesup Road
4. 

Myrtle Avenue
at Violet Lane

5.
Kings Highway

152 Kings Highway
6.

Evergreen Avenue 
46/56 Evergreen Avenue

7. 
Main Street

Willowbrook Cemetery 
8. 

Cross Hwy 
130 Cross Hwy

9. 
Long Lots Road

137 Long Lots Road

Nine Bridges
Westport, Connecticut
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1. Greens Farm Road 
67 Center Street

2. Saugatuck Avenue 
304/306 Saugatuck Avenue
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3.

4.

6.

7.

5.

3. Jesup Road 
Corner of Imperial Avenue 
and Jesup Road

4. Myrtle Avenue 
at Violet Lane

5. Evergreen Avenue 
46/56 Evergreen Avenue

6. Kings Highway
152 Kings Highway

7. Main Street 
Willowbrook Cemetery 
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7. Cross Hwy
130 Cross Hwy

8. Long Lots Road
137 Long Lots Road

9.

8.
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1. Greens Farms Road / 67 Center Street 
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2. Saugatuck Avenue /
304/306 Saugatuck Avenue
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3. Jesup Road / Corner of Imperial Avenue 
and Jesup Road
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4. Myrtle Avenue / at Violet Lane
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5. Evergreen Avenue /
46/56 Evergreen Avenue
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6. Kings Highway / 152 Kings Highway
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7. Main Street / Willowbrook Cemetery

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 38 of 191) Page 31 of 88 General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf (Page 31 of 88)



General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

8. Cross Hwy / 130 Cross Hwy
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9. Long Lots Road / 137 Long Lots Road
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Memorandum Report: 

Historic Preservation Issues, Kings Highway North Bridge over Willow Brook 

(Bridge 158-021) 

Westport, Connecticut 

Prepared by 

Bruce Clouette, PhD 

Archaeological and Historical Services, Inc. 

569 Middle Turnpike/P.O. Box 543 

Storrs, Connecticut 06268 

for 

BL Companies 

355 Research Parkway 

Meriden, Connecticut 06450 

September 19, 2017
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Introduction 

This memorandum is intended to offer historic-preservation advice regarding the Kings 

Highway North1 Bridge over Willow Brook (Bridge 158-021) to BL Companies, which is providing 

engineering and planning services to the Town of Westport.  Because of the deteriorated 

condition of the bridge, the Town is exploring reconstruction/replacement options that will 

address its structural and public-safety issues.  There are two main components to the 

memorandum:  1) an evaluation of the historic significance of the bridge vis á vis local, state 

and national criteria; and 2) an exploration of how historic-preservation best practices could be 

applied to the bridge. 

The structural system of the single-span, two-lane bridge is a concrete slab encasing steel rails. 

Low parapets consisting of mortared cobblestone masonry with concrete coping are found on 

both sides of the bridge.  A narrow sidewalk runs along the south edge of the roadway.  The 

basic dimensions are  

Span length:  14’ 

Roadway width:  22’ 

Sidewalk width:  3’ 3” 

Depth of slab:  1’ 3” 

The date of construction for the bridge was estimated to be 1930 by the 1991 state inspection 

report.  However, the date ca.1910 is a better estimate.  The use of rails or beams imbedded in 

concrete was common in the years immediately preceding World War One but rare thereafter, 

when today’s standard reinforcing rod became the norm.  Also, the Town of Westport’s annual 

reports for the period 1910-1915 contain numerous accounts of concrete bridges (none of 

which could be definitively associated with Kings Highway North) being built with rail purchased 

from the local streetcar company.  These bridges were all built by town crews under the 

supervision of Merrick H. Cooley.  Cooley, who also designed the bridges, was an engineer who 

held the position of superintendent at the Atlantic Starch Works in Westport; he also served as 

the Town of Westport’s Collector of Revenue.  

The author of this memorandum, Bruce Clouette, Ph.D., is Senior Historian with Archaeological 

and Historical Services, Inc., a cultural resources management firm in Storrs, Connecticut.  He is 

the author or co-author of three state-wide historic bridge inventories/preservation plans 

(Vermont, Rhode Island, and Connecticut), two booklets on historic bridges published by the 

Connecticut Department of Transportation, Historic American Engineering Record 

documentations of bridges in Connecticut and Massachusetts, and numerous National Register 

of Historic Places nominations for Connecticut historic bridges, including the Saugatuck River 

swing bridge in Westport. 

1 Over the years, this location has also appeared on maps as Bridge Street, King Street, and Canal Street. 
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The consultant visited the bridge on two occasions in August 2017, making notes and taking 

photographs.  The abutments and underside of the bridge were not accessible on either 

occasion due to tidal conditions and high water on the north side.Preserving historic bridges is 

rarely easy or straightforward.  By definition, historic bridges were designed for a world 

different from our own.  When the Kings Highway North Bridge was built, cars were fewer and 

generally smaller and lighter, and driving speeds were much lower.  The period’s expectations 

for roadway safety and emergency-vehicle access were also different from modern ones.  Add 

to this the effects of time--collision damage, erosion, and deterioration from salt penetration—

and the task of making a historic bridge serve modern transportation needs is a challenging 

one.   

 

This memorandum presents some preservation strategies that have worked well in preserving 

other historic bridges.  Each set of circumstances is unique, however, so there is no reason to 

expect that something that was successful in one instance will be workable for the Kings 

Highway North situation.   

 

This report is written entirely from the perspective of historic-preservation goals.  No claim is 

made as to the feasibility of any of the suggestions that are discussed for this particular bridge.  

Determining the feasibility, expense, and consequences of any of these ideas is properly within 

the purview of engineering professionals, not historians. 

 

 

Historic Context and Significance 

 
The Kings Highway North Bridge is an example of an early 20th-century bridge-building trend 

that was especially prevalent in small towns that saw themselves as comfortable and attractive 

suburbs.  Throughout Fairfield County and elsewhere along the Connecticut shore, rustic 

stonework appeared as a decorative element on small bridges in order to complement, or even 

create, the sense of a park-like setting.  In the early 1900s, many towns, including Westport, 

had village-improvement societies that promoted roadside plantings, parks, fountains, and a 

scenic approach to public works.   In a way, these bridges were the small-town equivalent of 

the monumental City Beautiful bridges being built in cities, except that instead of a Classical or 

Renaissance-inspired style, they employed a more informal, picturesque aesthetic.  Some of the 

Merritt Parkway bridges also share this rustic aesthetic, such as the nearby Main Avenue bridge 

in Norwalk. 

 

Typically, small bridges such as this one have been included on the National Register of Historic 

Places only as contributing components of historic districts or of designed landscapes such as 

cemeteries and parks.  A good example in Westport is the ca. 1915 Myrtle Avenue bridge over 

Dead Man’s Brook (Bridge 158-17), a similar concrete bridge with stone facing that is a 

contributing structure within the Westport Center Historic District, listed in the National 

Register in 2016.   To the knowledge of this consultant, no Connecticut bridges of this type have 

been individually listed on the Register, probably because the engineering significance of such 
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bridges is limited2, they are relatively small, and there are still many examples standing.  If this 

were the only early 20th-century rustic stone bridge remaining in Westport, a case could be 

made that, on the local significance, the bridge has significance under National Register Criteria 

A (broad patterns of history, i.e., the village improvement movement) and C (distinctive type, 

period, or method of construction), but such does not appear to be the case. 

 

Conversely, there is the possibility that this bridge and similar bridges in Westport could be 

collectively eligible for the National Register as a thematic multiple-property listing; such a 

collective approach resulted in the listing of three small rustic bridges in Devil’s Hop Yard State 

Park in East Haddam in 1993.  A complete inventory of Westport’s small bridges would be 

needed to establish the full context for collective eligibility; however, the draft 2017 Plan of 

Conservation and Development indicates that there were once 19 bridges of this type, of which 

eight survive: 

 

In the early 20th century, Westport undertook a program to upgrade a number of 

bridges in the community to accommodate the automobile.  In all, some 19 matching 

Craftsman style stone bridges were built and eight remain.    These bridges are unique 

to Westport and contribute to our distinctive character and help remind us how 

Westport evolved though time (Draft 2017 Plan of Conservation and Development, p. 

28). 

 

This set of eight bridges would appear to qualify for the National Register collectively, on the 

local level of significance, under Criteria A and C.  The consequence of National Register 

eligibility is that federal or state-funded projects must consider their impacts and avoid adverse 

effects if at all possible.  

 

It should be noted that the Kings Highway North Bridge lies immediately adjacent to the 

southern boundary of the Gorham Avenue Local Historic District, which was extended in 2007 

so as to include all of Lee’s Canal.  It is beyond the scope of this document to determine 

whether the local historic district actually includes the bridge, but if so, then it is automatically 

listed in the Connecticut State Register of Historic Places, a designation that requires state-

funded projects to avoid adverse effects if at all possible.   

 

Defining Characteristics of the Bridge 
 

The significance of the Kings Highway North Bridge is as an example of the early 20th-century’s 

rustic aesthetic, an aesthetic that had an impact on Westport with the 19 bridges of this type 

that were built there, and one that continues to give character to the town in the form of the 

eight that remain.  When considering preservations strategies, the following are the important 

characteristics of the bridge that allow it to convey that significance, in order of importance: 

                                                           
2 The use of imbedded rails or beams in concrete bridges is of interest to bridge historians as a step toward the 

standardization of bridge engineering in the early 20th century; however, it was essentially a technological dead 

end with no long-term consequences.  The rails or beams are less effective in adding to the strength of the 

concrete than properly placed reinforcing rod and result in the bridge having to bear a heavier dead load. 
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1. The stone parapets, which allow the bridge to embody the early 20th century’s 

picturesque, rustic aesthetic.  The public visibility of the parapets is important, not just 

that they be retained, since the original idea was that the rustic stonework would help 

create a park-like ambiance. 

2. The overall size and scale of the bridge, which helps place it in time.  Any approach that 

resulted in a dramatic increase in size would compromise this characteristic (but some 

increase in width could be undertaken without making the bridge look out-of-scale).  

3. The stone abutments, which are not historically significant in and of themselves (they 

probably represent the re-use and substantial widening of the abutments from a 

predecessor bridge at the site), but they do contribute to the sense of the bridge as 

being from an earlier age.  

4. The structural system of the bridge (concrete-encased rails), which is typical of the 

period and of interest to bridge historians, but not really significant in the greater 

history of bridge engineering. 

 

Suggestions for Preservation Strategies  
  

A number of strategies have been employed in preserving historic bridges while at the same 

time providing safe structures that fulfill modern transportation needs.  Among the special 

circumstances that need to be addressed with this bridge are its deteriorated condition, the 

lack of an adequate guardrail system, its tidal-wetlands setting, its proximity to a local historic 

district, and its limited roadway width.  Some of the approaches that could be considered are 

the following: 

 

1. Close the bridge to vehicular traffic, dead-ending Kings Highway North at both ends of 

the bridge.  This approach would allow the bridge to continue making its scenic 

contribution to the surrounding area, but it might have serious impacts to the flow of 

traffic on adjacent streets and to emergency access.  Closing the bridge could 

inconvenience local residents and businesses.  Moreover, taking historic bridges out of 

service does not necessarily result in their long-term preservation, because funding for 

maintenance and repair may no longer be available from ordinary transportation 

sources.  The Town would have to decide if it is willing to fund upkeep of the Kings 

Highway North Bridge as a pedestrian-only facility. 

 

2. Bypass the bridge with a parallel modern structure.  This approach solves the problems 

of providing adequate structural strength, roadway width, and crash-rated guardrails for 

Kings Highway North, but it also introduces problems, including large-scale new 

construction in the tidal wetlands and floodplain and the possibility of a visually 

incompatible structure in the landscape of the adjacent local historic district (assuming 

the parallel bridge would be built upstream to the east).  There could be undesirable 

impacts in terms of adjacent property owners needing to accept a wider roadway.  A 
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hydraulic analysis would also have to be completed to determine if a structure upstream 

would be viable given that the hydraulically inadequate structure would remain 

adjacent to the new structure. Often, the bypass strategy retains the historic bridge for 

pedestrian/bicycle/trail use, thereby keeping the bridge partially in service and saving 

some of the width needed for the parallel new bridge.  As with the previous suggestion, 

there will be some long-term commitment for upkeep of the historic bridge. 

 

A variant of this approach that has been used is some situations is to parallel the bridge 

with a modern structure and carry one direction on the old structure (upgraded 

structurally) and one with the new.  This approach requires the creation of lane-division 

for some distance at either end of the bridge. 

 

3. Substitute a modern load-bearing structure for the existing slab, repairing and retaining 

the stone parapets.  In similar situations, modern multiple-beam, orthotropic, or pre-

cast concrete elements have been inserted into historic bridges with little or no visibility 

from the outside.  Substitute structural systems usually require the substructure 

(abutments) to be replaced as well.  While the existing stone abutments may represent 

the re-use in part of earlier stone bridge abutments, they are not in and of themselves 

historic because they are at best remnants of a larger entity.  However, the stone 

abutments do contribute to the overall historic character of the bridge, and so it might 

be desirable for any substitute structural system to incorporate the stone as facing for 

the new abutments.  While this has been done in many other situations involving 

historic bridges and remnants of historic abutments, the particular masonry of these 

abutments, which appears to involve some very large stones, may make re-use of stone 

as facing for the modern abutments cost-prohibitive.   

 

Simply replacing the existing deteriorated slab with a new structural system will not 

improve the relatively narrow width of the bridge (a 22’ two-lane roadway and a 3’ 

sidewalk).   

 

The bigger issue with this approach is how to provide an adequate guardrail system.  

The masonry parapets are too low to serve as protection for errant vehicles.  Moreover, 

the structural strength of masonry parapets that lack concrete cores is probably 

inadequate.  Placing rated guardrails along the inside of the parapets, anchored to the 

new structure below the roadway, has been done with other historic bridges.  While 

meeting the safety requirements for the bridge, this method of installing rated 

guardrails will result in obscuring much of the historic stonework from view (from the 

roadway), thereby compromising the essential scenic qualities of the bridge.  As a 

halfway measure, installing an adequate guardrail between the sidewalk and the 

roadway would allow at least the south parapet to be somewhat visible. 

 

4. Substitute a modern load-bearing structure for the existing slab, repairing and retaining 

the stone parapets, with the bridge carrying one-way traffic.  This approach would 

involve some inconvenience, access, and traffic-flow considerations if Kings Highway 
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North were made one-way, though less than closing the bridge outright.  Making the 

bridge one-way might allow a wider sidewalk, a second sidewalk or at least a margin 

along the north parapet, a wider vehicle travel lane, and installation of the guardrail 

between the sidewalk(s) and roadway.  In other parts of the state, the roadway itself 

has been retained as two-way, with stop signs or other traffic control at the bridge to 

make it alternating one-way.  Given the traffic density in Westport, this variant may be 

less desirable than making the entire street one-way. 

 

5. Widen the bridge somewhat, on one side only, while rebuilding the parapet for the 

widened portion so it resembles the historic parapet and repairing and retaining the 

historic stone parapet on the other side.  This approach presumes that the part of the 

bridge that is not widened will be structurally upgraded as above.  This approach 

probably represents the minimum that would still count as preserving the historic 

bridge, at least in part.   

 

 

6. Provide a new structural system for the crossing and build new stone parapets in such a 

way that they provide adequate roadway protection.  This approach would allow a 

wider width for both the sidewalk and the vehicle lanes.  Provided that the abutment 

stones could be reused as substructure facing and the stonework of the new parapets 

(which would probably have to be somewhat wider than the current width (20-21”) in 

order to have concrete cores) resemble the historic stonework, the effect on the setting 

of the nearby local historic district would be minimized.  It is not necessary in these 

cases that the stonework be reconstructed stone-for-stone, but rather that the overall 

character of the stonework be reproduced.  Recent state projects, such as the re-facing 

of the Main Avenue Merritt Parkway bridge in Norwalk, have shown that the before-

and-after difference can be imperceptible if high-quality masonry contractors are 

employed.  Nevertheless, the new parapets would not look the same.  In addition to 

being wider, reconstructed parapets would have to be higher than the existing ones in 

order to provide adequate roadway protection.  Also, the re-use of the existing parapet 

stone would have to be supplemented by additional stone of the same size, shape, 

color, and composition.    

 

It must be emphasized that while the use of stone for a new bridge’s parapet and 

abutment facings might fulfill modern-day scenic objectives, it does not address the 

main historic-preservation goal of keeping the bridge.  No matter how well the new 

stone parapets were built, the resulting structure would no longer be a historic bridge--

it would not be an authentic ca.1910 structure that recalls the aesthetic intents of 

Westport’s citizenry in that time period 

 

 

Pros and Cons of the Various Strategies 
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Strictly from the historic-preservation point of view, the best approach would be Suggestion  4, 

substituting a modern load-bearing structure for the existing slab, repairing and retaining both 

stone parapets, and having the bridge carry one-way traffic.  Assuming that adequate roadway 

protection could be accomplished, the bridge’s most important feature, the rustic stone 

parapets, would be visible both from the roadway and from surrounding vantage points.  As an 

added benefit, the parapets themselves would be protected from crash impacts, a problem that 

was readily apparent at the time of the field visits.  So long as the new structural system is 

minimally visible, the bridge would retain its overall historic dimensions and character.  

However, possible community disapproval of making the road one-way, as well as emergency-

access and traffic-flow considerations, would have to be weighed against this approach’s 

historic-preservation advantages. 

 

Suggestion 3 (structural upgrade only) would preserve the historic bridge but would result in 

the stone parapets being only marginally visible from the roadway, since the guardrails would 

have to be placed close to the parapets on at least the north side.  Whether it is better to have 

two-way traffic in narrow lanes (Suggestion 3) rather than one-way traffic in a wider lane 

(Suggestion 4) is a matter of traffic-flow considerations, emergency access, and the preferences 

of local residents. 

 

In general, simply closing a historic bridge (Suggestion 1) does not represent best- practice in 

historic preservation because it deprives the bridge of a useful function and complicates the 

availability of funding for upkeep and repair. 

 

Suggestion 2 (a parallel modern structure) has the disadvantage of introducing modern and 

possibly incompatible new construction into the adjacent local historic district.  A new bridge, 

presumably built on the east (upstream) side, would also have the effect of making it harder to 

see the historic bridge from several major vantage points.  Addressing issues of new 

construction in tidal wetlands and floodplain issues are outside the scope of this memorandum 

but presumably would be major factors in decision-making.  The variant mentioned above, 

carrying one direction on the old bridge and one on a new bridge, would probably save a little 

in the cost of the new bridge, but the savings might be more than offset by the expense of 

making the old bridge serviceable.  This variant would seem to have all the problems and none 

of the advantages of just retaining the old bridge for pedestrian use, and it would still partly 

obscure the old bridge from some major vantage points 

Suggestion 5 (structural upgrade, minor widening, and retention of one historic stone parapet) 

would keep in place the bare minimum of the historic bridge that would be needed to allow it 

to convey its historic significance.   If the widening occurred on the west side, where currently 

the view of the bridge is obscured by a large pipe, then the more visible side of the bridge, the 

east or upstream side, would remain relatively unchanged from many vantage points, 

particularly if the protection of the roadway with a suitable guardrail could be accomplished 

without hiding the historic parapet from the road itself.    

 

Building a new bridge on the site may ultimately be necessary because other approaches prove 

to be technically infeasible or excessively costly.   If the new-bridge option  is chosen, the effect 
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on the adjacent local historic district and the bridge’s existing scenic setting can be minimized 

by using stone from the abutments as facing for the new substructure, by duplicating the 

stonework of the historic parapets, by making the new parapets as close to the width of the 

historic parapets as possible, and by increasing the dimensions of the new bridge only as much 

as needed to address the needs of traffic volume and safety.   

 

One Final Thought 

 
Given that there are eight bridges of this type remaining in Westport, all of which have 

the same historic context and aesthetic and historical importance, it may be that the 

best approach is not to concentrate on one or two bridges at a time, but rather consider 

the eight bridges holistically as a set.  In terms of public resources and public benefits, it 

might be preferable to come up with an overall plan that puts resources into retaining 

some of the bridges (say five, for the sake of argument) but then concedes that the 

problems associated with the others probably cannot be solved in a way that retains 

them.  It would not be so much giving up on some of the bridges as taking the resources 

that would be used to retain them and devoting those resources to the long-term 

survival of the other bridges.  In this scenario, the Kings Highway North Bridge might be 

replaced by a completely modern (but small-scale) new bridge, with no resources 

devoted to duplicating historic parapets and abutments.  The trade-off would be that 

some other Westport bridges of this historic type will benefit from what was saved by 

replacing Kings Highway North with a modern bridge. 
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Introduction 
 

This memorandum is intended to offer historic-preservation advice regarding the Myrtle 

Avenue Bridge over Deadman’s Brook (Bridge 158-017) to BL Companies, which is providing 

engineering and planning services to the Town of Westport.  Because of the deteriorated 

condition of the bridge and lack of adequate hydraulic capacity, the Town is exploring 

reconstruction/replacement options that will address its structural, capacity and public-safety 

issues.  The bridge is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a contributing 

component of the Westport Center Historic District, which was listed in the NRHP in June 2016.   

 

There are two main components to this memorandum:  1) an assessment of the historic 

significance of the bridge vis á vis local, state and national criteria; and 2) an exploration of how 

historic-preservation best practices could be applied to the bridge. 

 

The structural system of the single-span, two-lane bridge is a concrete slab encasing steel rails.  

Parapets consisting of mortared cobblestone masonry with concrete coping are found on both 

sides of the bridge; the parapets are in two stepped sections.  Sidewalks run along both sides of 

the roadway.  The basic dimensions are  

Span length:  11’ 

Roadway width:  29’ 

Sidewalk width:  6’ and 4’ 9” 

Height of parapets: 3’ 3” 

Depth of slab:  1’ 1” 

 

The date of construction for the bridge is given as ca. 1915 in the NRHP registration form.   This 

date is consistent both with the bridge’s physical characteristics and with documentary 

evidence from the Town’s annual reports.  The use of rails or beams imbedded in concrete was 

common in the years immediately preceding World War One but rare thereafter, when today’s 

standard reinforcing rod became the norm.  The Town of Westport’s annual reports for the 

period 1910-1915 contain numerous accounts of concrete bridges being built with rail 

purchased from the local streetcar company.  These bridges were all built by town crews under 

the supervision of Merrick H. Cooley.  Cooley, who also designed the bridges, was an engineer 

who held the position of superintendent at the Atlantic Starch Works in Westport; he also 

served as the Town of Westport’s Collector of Revenue.  

 

The author of this memorandum, Bruce Clouette, Ph.D., is Senior Historian with Archaeological 

and Historical Services, Inc., a cultural resources management firm in Storrs, Connecticut.  He is 

the author or co-author of three state-wide historic bridge inventories/preservation plans 

(Vermont, Rhode Island, and Connecticut), two booklets on historic bridges published by the 

Connecticut Department of Transportation, Historic American Engineering Record 

documentations of bridges in Connecticut and Massachusetts, and numerous National Register 

of Historic Places nominations for Connecticut historic bridges, including the Saugatuck River 

swing bridge in Westport. 
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The consultant visited the bridge in February 2018, making notes and taking photographs.  The 

underside of the bridge was not accessible due to the volume of flow beneath the bridge.  

 

This memorandum presents some preservation strategies that have worked well in preserving 

other historic bridges.  Each set of circumstances is unique, however, so there is no reason to 

expect that something that was successful in one instance will be workable for the Myrtle 

Avenue Bridge’s situation.   

 

This report is written entirely from the perspective of historic-preservation goals.  No claim is 

made as to the feasibility of any of the suggestions that are discussed for this particular bridge.  

Determining the feasibility, expense, and consequences of any of these ideas is properly within 

the purview of engineering professionals, not historians. 

 

 

Historic Context and Significance 

 
The Myrtle Avenue Bridge is an example of an early 20th-century bridge-building trend that was 

especially prevalent in small towns that saw themselves as comfortable and attractive suburbs.  

Throughout Fairfield County and elsewhere along the Connecticut shore, rustic stonework 

appeared as a decorative element on small bridges in order to complement, or even create, the 

sense of a park-like setting.  In the early 1900s, many towns, including Westport, had village-

improvement societies that promoted roadside plantings, parks, fountains, and a scenic 

approach to public works.   In a way, these bridges were the small-town equivalent of the 

monumental City Beautiful bridges being built in cities, except that instead of a Classical or 

Renaissance-inspired style, they employed a more informal, picturesque aesthetic.  Some of the 

Merritt Parkway bridges also share this rustic aesthetic, such as the nearby Main Avenue bridge 

in Norwalk.  Some 19 bridges of this type are said to have been built in Westport in the early 

20th century, with about half of them remaining.  According to the Town’s Draft Plan of 

Conservation and Development: 

 

In the early 20th century, Westport undertook a program to upgrade a number of 

bridges in the community to accommodate the automobile.  In all, some 19 matching 

Craftsman style stone bridges were built and eight remain.    These bridges are unique 

to Westport and contribute to our distinctive character and help remind us how 

Westport evolved though time (Draft 2017 Plan of Conservation and Development, p. 

28). 

 

The Myrtle Avenue Bridge’s status as a contributing structure within a NRHP-listed historic 

district has implications for federal, state, and local actions that potentially affect the bridge.  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires all federally funded 

projects to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties; the 

regulations implementing this requirement call for the federal agency to consult with the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding effects on historic properties (defined as listed in 
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or eligible for listing in the NRHP).  In addition, federal transportation agencies such as the 

Federal Highway Administration are required to avoid the use of properties listed in or eligible 

for the NRHP unless it can be demonstrated that there are no “prudent and feasible 

alternatives” (Section 4(f), National Transportation Act of 1966). 

 

Similarly, state-funded undertakings under the authority and regulations of the Connecticut 

Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) must consider whether the project will result in a “disruption 

or alteration” of a historic, architectural, or archaeological resource or its setting.  The 

Connecticut SHPO is a mandated review agency for state transportation projects.  To qualify for 

the consideration required under CEPA, a property must be listed in or eligible for listing in the 

NRHP or the State Register of Historic Places (SRHP).  Properties such as the Westport Center 

Historic District are automatically included in the SHRP as a consequence of their listing in the 

NRHP. 

 

On the local level, the Westport Historic District Commission has as part of its mission advising 

other Town agencies regarding historic properties: 

 

The mandate of the Historic District Commission (HDC), as enabled by both the Connecticut 

General Statutes and the National Park Service, is to preserve and wherever possible 

enhance the historic and architectural character of the town’s historic resources, whether or 

not those resources are a designated local Historic District or History Property.   

In particular, the HDC has an advisory responsibility to other town agencies, including the 

Planning and Zoning Commission, which in its enforcement of the Planning and Zoning 

Regulations should look to the HDC as the town’s expert authority on historic resources. 

As a Certified Local Government, the Town of Westport, through its Historic District 

Commission, is a recognized partner of the Connecticut SHPO and the federal government as 

regards historic-preservation functions. 

 

Defining Characteristics of the Bridge 
 

The significance of the Myrtle Avenue Bridge is as an example of the early 20th-century’s rustic 

aesthetic, an aesthetic that had an impact on Westport with the 19 bridges of this type that 

were built there, and one that continues to give character to the town in the form of the ones 

that remain.  When considering preservation strategies, the following are the important 

characteristics of the bridge that allow it to convey that significance, in order of importance: 

 

1. The stone parapets, which allow the bridge to embody the early 20th century’s 

picturesque, rustic aesthetic.  The public visibility of the parapets is important, not just 

that they be retained, since the original idea was that the rustic stonework would help 

create a park-like ambiance. 

2. The overall size and scale of the bridge, which helps place it in time.  Any approach that 

resulted in a dramatic increase in size would compromise this characteristic. 
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3. The stone abutments, which contribute to the sense of the bridge as being from an 

earlier age. The abutments’ stonework is similar to the mortared cut-stone masonry 

that lines the channel of Deadman’s Brook and therefore helps relate the bridge to the 

surrounding NRHP-listed historic district. 

4. The structural system of the bridge (concrete-encased rails), which is typical of the 

period and of interest to bridge historians, but not really significant in the greater 

history of bridge engineering. 

 

Suggestions for Preservation Strategies  
  

A number of strategies have been employed in preserving historic bridges while at the same 

time providing safe structures that fulfill modern transportation needs.  Among the special 

circumstances that need to be addressed with this bridge are its deteriorated condition, the 

lack of an adequate guiderail system, its setting within a NRHP-listed historic district, and the 

exceptional building density in the area immediately surrounding the bridge. Some of the 

historic-preservation approaches that would normally be considered are the following: 

 

1. Close the bridge to vehicular traffic.  This approach would allow the bridge to 

continue making its contribution to the surrounding historic district, but it would appear 

to have a serious impact to the flow of traffic in a part of Westport that already 

experiences substantial traffic congestion.  Closing the bridge would inconvenience local 

residents and businesses and could affect emergency-services response.  Moreover, 

taking a historic bridge out of service does not necessarily result in long-term 

preservation, because funding for maintenance and repair may no longer be available 

from ordinary transportation sources.   

 

2. Bypass the bridge with a parallel modern structure.  This approach avoids the 

challenges of providing adequate structural strength and crash-rated guardrails for the 

bridge, but it also introduces the possibility of a visually incompatible structure in the 

landscape of the surrounding NRHP-listed historic district.  Moreover, the building 

density in the area would seem to make any re-alignment of the street for a modern 

bypass extremely difficult, if not impossible.   

 

3. Substitute a modern load-bearing structure for the existing slab, repairing and 

retaining the stone parapets.  In similar situations, modern multiple-beam, orthotropic, 

or pre-cast concrete elements have been inserted into historic bridges with little or no 

visibility from the outside.  Substitute structural systems usually require the 

substructure (abutments) to be replaced as well.  The existing stone abutments 

contribute to the overall historic character of the bridge and link it to its setting within 

the historic district, so it would be desirable for any substitute structural system to 

incorporate the stone as facing for any new substructure.   
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The biggest issue with this approach is how to provide an adequate guiderail system.  

The current masonry parapets are not tied into the concrete slab and so do not meet 

modern standards for crashworthiness.  Placing rated metal or wooden guardrails along 

the inside of the parapets, anchored to the structure below the roadway, has been done 

with other historic bridges.  While meeting the safety requirements for the bridge, this 

method of installing rated guiderails will result in obscuring some of the historic 

stonework from view from the roadway.  It would, however, preserve the appearance of 

the bridge from other vantage points within the historic district. 

 

4. Provide a new structural system for the crossing and build new stone parapets in 

such a way that they provide adequate roadway protection.  Stone-faced parapets with 

concrete cores anchored to the bridge structure could provide adequate 

crashworthiness. It is not necessary in these cases that the stonework be reconstructed 

stone-for-stone, but rather that the overall character of the stonework, including the 

stepped appearance, be reproduced.  Recent state projects, such as the re-facing of the 

Main Avenue Merritt Parkway bridge in Norwalk, have shown that the before-and-after 

difference can be imperceptible if high-quality masonry contractors are employed.   

 

It must be emphasized that while the use of stone facing for a new bridge’s parapets 

might fulfill modern-day scenic objectives, and would be compatible with the 

surrounding NRHP-listed historic district, it does not address the main historic-

preservation goal of keeping the bridge.  No matter how well the new stone parapets 

were built, the resulting structure would no longer be a historic bridge--it would not be 

an authentic ca.1915 structure that recalls the aesthetic intents of Westport’s citizenry 

in that time period.  The NRHP-listed Westport Center Historic District would be 

diminished by losing a contributing resource, even if the modern substitute bridge was 

designed to include stone facing. 
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Pros and Cons of the Various Strategies 
 

Strictly from the historic-preservation point of view, the best approach would be Suggestion 3, 

substituting a modern load-bearing structure for the existing slab, repairing and retaining the 

existing stone parapets, and installing a rated guiderail on the inside faces of the parapets.  

Although there would be some diminishment of the parapets’ visibility, especially from vehicles 

passing on the roadway, the bridge’s most important feature, the rustic stone parapets, would 

be preserved and would still be readily visible from other vantage points nearby.  As an added 

benefit, the parapets themselves would be protected from crash impacts, a problem that has 

plagued other early 20th-century bridges of this type.  So long as the new structural system is 

minimally visible, the bridge would retain its overall historic dimensions and character. It would 

continue to be a contributing structure within the NRHP-listed historic district.  

 

In general, simply closing a historic bridge (Suggestion 1) does not represent best-practice in 

historic preservation because it deprives the bridge of a useful function and complicates the 

availability of funding for upkeep and repair.  One would also expect that traffic-planning 

considerations would make closing the bridge unacceptable.  Suggestion 2 (a parallel modern 

structure) also appears to be unworkable, given the existing building density in the area.   

 

Building a new bridge on the site (Suggestion 4) may ultimately be necessary.   If the new-

bridge option is chosen, the effect on the adjacent NRHP-listed historic district can be 

minimized by using stone from the abutments as facing for the new substructure, by 

duplicating the stonework of the historic parapets, and by making the new parapets resemble 

the historic parapets as much as possible in terms of height, width, and stepped shape.   

 

. 
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Inspection Type: Screening 

BRIDGE NO. 158013 

83500 - WESTPORT 
Jesup Road 

Over 
Dead Man South Brook 

Screening Inspection 
6/30/16 

Inspected by: GPI 
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Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Project No.: 0170--3330 

Inventory and Screening .Form 
for 

Municipal Bridges Spanning 6 to 20ft 
Town: Westport BrldgeNo;: 158o13 Date of lnspection:_6_/3_0/_1_6 __ _ 

Screening Data (Limited Inspection) 

Was structure inspected under the previous COOT project(#170-936)? 
Is structure new or sighificantly modified since last COOT lhspection? 
Has the structure been lnspec:teci by others slncet~e lastCDOTinspectlon? 
Date of last inspection by others: ------------
Is there ready access to both sides of bridge (up & downstream)? 
Can stream be walked with w:11ders? 0 

8 

Items for full inspection: .D Boat or Ooivers r71 Ladder r7lrid I D L FB D Confined 
raft lLJ • a ow Space 

Other: Must inspect at low tide, 8' ladder needed to access the beam ends. 

Safety'concerns of urgent nature on topsld~? (indudeparapets; ralling,etc) 

Condi ti on .of superstructure: 
Condition of abutments 
Condition of wingwaUs 
Safety concerns of urgent nature.on underside? 

CMdltlon ofsldewalls. 
Condition of Invert 
Condi ti on of wl ngwa 11 s 
Safety concerns of urgent nature on underside? 

Alignment Qf channel 
Adequacy of channel to carry high flow 

Page 4of5 
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Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Project No,: 0170--3330 

I nventoryand Screening Form 
for 

Municipal Bridges Spanning 6 to 20 ft 
Town: Westport Bridge No.; 158013 • ·• Date of lnspection:_6_/3_0/_16 __ _ 

Screening Data (Continued} 

58. Deck 
59. superstructure 
60. Substructure 
61, Channel . 
62. Culvert 
67.Structural Evaluation 
71. Waterway Adequacy 

Safety Items 
Was Town notified of any urgent safety concerns by e.,mall .(with Photos)? YES 

Date Town was hotlfled: 06/30/2016 

Topside: Settlement of approaches along both ends of structure with Widespread cracking throughout. 
Severe erosion on west side of lmpetlal Avenue. (20'Lx1 O'H) where the dry stacked stone channel wall 
has failed causing two posts of the steel guard rall to be.leaning bac~ards up to 611

• 

Ut1ciers I de~ Steel stringers are corroded throughout with the most severe corrosion occurring at the end of the 
stringers wlth typically 100% section loss in the web. and bottom flange. 
Both dry stacked stone abutments and wlngwafls exhbtit deep voiding. up to 4' lateraHy1 with scattered 
loose small boulders throughout, however, the overall integrity appears to be stable. 

Channel: 20'L x 101 H section of failed dry stacked stone channel wall along the northeastbank beginning 
approximately 20' north of the structure. 
31L of failed dry stacked stone channel wan along northwest b~nk located approximately 30' north of 
the structure. 

General: 12'w011 clear span steel multi~bearn with 5 degree skew. 
Dry stacked abutments and wlngwalls with $tone masonry parapets. 

Page S ofS 
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Inspection Type: Screening 

BRIDGE NO. 15800

83500 - WESTPORT 
Gross Highway 

Over 
Dead Man South Brook 
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Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Project No.: 0170--3330 

Inventory and Screening Form 
. .. for 
MuniclpaL~ridgesSpanning 6to 20 ft 

Town: Westport Bridge No.: 158005 Date of lnspectlon:_7_/6_/1_6 __ _ 

Screening Data (Limited Inspection) 

Was structurelnspette~under the previous COOT proJe~t.(#110-936)? 
Is structure.new orslgnlficantly modifiedsincelastCDOTlnspectfon? 
Has the structure been inspected by others since the lastCDOTlnspectlon? 
D~te oflastinspectlon by others: ----------
Is there ready.access to both sides of bridge (up & downstream)? 
Canitream be walked with waders? • ••••• ••••• •• ·····• O • 
Items for full inspection: Boat or Otadder Low FB ·o Confined 

raft Space 
Other: 

SafetyConcerns of urgent nature on topsl,~~?(lhdudeparapets~ ralling;etc) 

Condition of sup~rstructure, 
Condition of abutments 
Condi ti on of wi 11gwa 11 s 
Safety concerns of urgent nature.on underside? 

Condi ti on of roof 
Condition of sidewalls, 
Condi ti on of Invert 
Cc,ndltlon pf Wln~wails 
Safety concerns of urgent nature on underside? 

conditfonof channel 
Alignment of channel 
Adequacy of ~hannel to carry high flow 

Page4 of5 

• 
NO§ YES§ 
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Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Project No~:0170~3330 

Inventory and Screening Forrn 
for 

Municipal Bridges Spanning 6 to 20 ft 
Towh: Westport Bridge No.: 158005 • • •• Date of lnspection:_7_/6_/1_6_~--

Screening Data (Continued) 

58. Deck 
59. Superstructure 
60. Substructure 
61. Channel 
62, -Culvert 
67, Structufal Evaluation 
71. Waterway Adequacy 

Safety Items 
Was Town notifl ed of any urgent safety concerns by e-rnal !(with Photos)? NO 

Date Town was notified: 

Topside: No approach guard rail. 
Roadway ls. In good condition; nc, sidewalks present. . 
Jointwork on outside faces of both· $tone masonry parapets is cracking throughout and is crumbling at 
top of the slab. 
Concrete cap of both parapets are fractured throughoµt. 

Unders I de: scattered honeycombing throughout underside. 
Up to 1.5' deep voiding. along base of both stone masonry abutment$. 
A 6' area of the west abutment at the north end is beginning to fall with loose or displaced stones; one 
large stone has displaced 24

' vertically. 

Channel: Northeast and northwest dry stacked channel walls are beginning to fail; stones are lying in the 
channel. . 
Southeast stone masonry channel wall has deep voiding throughout base with deteriorating jointwork 
and missing stones beneath outlet pipe. 
Dry stacked southwest channelwall ls beginning to fail with loose and displaced stones throughout. 

Gener a I: 8'~9" clear span on 23 degree skew. 
Stone masonry parapets, headwall$, and wlngwalls (not visible): 
Channel empties Into pool area at downstream. 

Pages ofS 
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Inspection Type: Screening 

. BRIDGE NO. 158008 

83500 - WESTPORT 
Greens Farms Road 

Over 
Muddy Brook 

Screening Inspection 
6/29/16 

Inspected by: GPI 
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Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Project No.: 0170-3330 

Inventory and Screening Form 
for 

MunieipalBridgesSpanning 6 to 20 ft 
Town: Westport Bridge No.: 168008 Date of lnspection:_6_/2_91_16 __ _ 

Screening Data (Limited Inspection}. 

Was structure inspected under the previous.COOT project(#170-936)? 
Is $tructurenew or significantly modifi~dslncelastC[)Or'inspectlon? 
Has the structure been Inspected by others since the las~CDOTlnspectlon? 
Date of I as t ins J)ecti on by others; ----------

0 • can stream be walked with waders? 
Items.for ful1 Inspection: D Boat or 

raft 
Other: Chest waders required. 

Oolvers D Ladder {£] Low FB D ~~;!~ned 

Condition ofTopside (overlay,top of deck}: 
Safety concerns of urgent nature on topside? (includeparapets, ralliru.t1etc) 

Condltion of super~tructure. 
Condi ti on of abutments 
Condition of wingwalJs 
Safety concerns of urgent flature on under.side? 

Condit! on of roof 
CMditlon of sidewalls. 
Condition of invert 
Condition ofwlngwalls 
Safety concerns of urgent nature on underside'? 

Condition of channel 
Alignment of channel 
Adequacy.of channel to carry high flow . 

Page4of5 
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Connecticut Department ofTransportation 
ProJectNo.: 0170-3330 

1 nvehtory and Screening Form 
for 

Municipal Bridges.Spanning 6 to 20 ft 
Town:· Westport Bridge No;: 158008 Date of lnspection:_6_/2_9/_16 __ _ 

Screening Data (Continued) 

60. Substructure 
61, Channel 
62. Culvert 

. 67. StructuralfV(iluatlon 
71. Waterway Adequacy 

Safety Items 
Was Town notified of any urgent safety concerns bye-mall (with Photos)? NO 

Date Town was notified: 

Topside: Wtde$pread cracking, some sealed1 throughout roadway. 

0 

Severe erosioh with failed end of 8$phalt • swate at southwest corner adjacent to stone masonry 
parapet. 
No sidewalks present. 

Underside: S~attered $palling and delaminationwith ECR throughout 
Voiding throughout base of all four stone masonry wlngwalls. 
North and south concrete footings are exposed up to 3' to midpoint of both abutments. 
Voiding and deteriorated jointwork scattered throughout south stone masonry abutment. 
Moderate voiding throughout north stone masonry abutment. 

Channel! Upstream channel Intersects structure at approximately 30 degree skew after a slight bend. 
Contraction scour, 1 o• dia. x up to 31 deep beneath upstream fascia. 
Small fallen tree with snagged debris across down$tream channel. 

General: 121~8" RC slab.on 10 degree skew. 
Stone masonry parapett wingwans, and abutments, 
Appr<>ximately 2 1L of failed south stone masonry c:tbutment at downstream. 

l'ag~ 5of5 
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Inspection Type: Screening 

BRIDGE NO. 158006 

83500 - WESTPORT 
Evergreen Avenue 

Over 
Dead Man South Brook 

Screening Inspection 
6/30/16 

Inspected by: GPI 
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·Connecticut Department. of Transportation
project No.: 0170-.3330 

l nventpty antlScreeningF9rfn

• ·.·. . ./. 
for > > .. • ... · .. ·.· •

rvru nicipal Bridges §panning 6.to. 20ft 
Town: Westpo.r.:t_ __ �--- Bridge No,: 158006 Date of lnspectlon:_6_/3_0/_16 __ _____ 

Screening Data (Limited Inspection) 

Was structure Inspected under the previous COOT proJe(:t(#170-936).? 
lsstructureneW olslgnlf!c:a.ntly rnodif led slnce last<:DOTins pectlon? • 
Has the structure been inspected by others since the lastCOOTinspectlon? 
Date of lastlnspection by others: 

Is there ready access to both sides of bridge (up & downstream)? 
Cari stret1m be wa I ked with wa dt!rs? 0 • 
Items fotfUlli nspectton: D �a�t or Ooivers O Ladder Or1dal D Low FB D �;;:�ned

Other: 
----------------------------------------

Safety concerns of urgent nature on topside? (lndudeparapetstralllrig,etc) 

• Condltl on of s u'p�rstruct1.1re.
Condition of abutments

•. : •• ' " ,"i, ,: ,. 

Condition of wlhgWalls
Safety concerns of urgent nature on underside?

, .  

Condition ofsidewalls. 
Condition of invert 
Condition of wlngwalls 
Safety co,ncen,s of urgent nature on underside? 

Alignment of channel 
Adequacy.of channel to carryhightlow 

P�ge4 of:; 
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, Conne~ticut Qepartrrentof Transportation 
Project .No.: 0170~3330 

I nventoryand Screening Form 
for 

MunicipalBridges Spanning (;ito 20 ft 
Town: Westport Bridge No,: 158006 Date of lnspectlon_:_6_/3_0/_16 __ _ 

Screening Data (Continued) 

59,·Superstructure 
60, Substructure 
6.1, Channel 
62, Culvert 
67. Structural Evaluation 
7.1.'Waterway Adequacy 

Safety Items 
Was Town notified of any urgent safety concerns by e .. mal I (with Photos)? NO 

Date Town was notified: 

Tops I de: Roadway is In good condition. 
No approach guard rails. 
No sideWlillks present. 

Un_ders i de: 2'W x 3'L x 311D spalllng with EC Rat south fascia. 

ChanMI: 

Stone masonry headwall and wingwalls ~rf! in good condmon. 
Deep voiding throughout base of both stone masonry abutments. 

151L of missing bottom· coarse of stones In west dry stacked channel wall at downstream. 
Missing stones ln bas~ of east dry stacked channel wall at downstream directly adjacent to south 
fascia for 51

• 

Channel Is flowing behind/under $outh end of west stone. masonry abutment and discharging adjacent 
to downstream.weir. 

General: 13' .. 6" (clear span) RC slab, no skew. 
Stone masonry headwall* wingwaUs, and abutments. 

Page SofS 
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9 Stone Bridges 
Posted on January 8, 2018 | 23 comments 
Alert  — and history-minded — “06880” reader Wendy Crowther writes: 
It’s hard for us to imagine today the difficult problem that rivers, streams and brooks posed for 
Westport’s early settlers and travelers. 

At first, traversing even small tributaries required getting wet. Later, rudimentary crossings were built 
so that carriages and wagons could manage the steep approaches, rocky bottoms, and wetland mud 
without tipping over, snapping axles, or becoming mired. 

These overpasses became more problematic in the early 20th century, when the automobile came into 
fashion. Smoother transitions across Westport’s many brooks — most notably Willow, Muddy and 
Deadman’s — were needed. 
Which brings us to Westport’s early stone bridges. 

Around 1920, a series of 19 Craftsman-style stone bridges were built throughout town. Nearly a century 
later, 9 remain. 

That’s a remarkable number considering they’ve seen nearly 100 years of use. They’ve survived 
hurricanes and “100-year storms,” and endured the collisions of decades of distracted drivers. 

 
One of Westport’s 9 stone bridges, this carries Greens Farms Road traffic over Muddy Brook (Photo/Wendy Crowther) 

Today we pass over these bridges daily. Yet few of us notice their rustic presence. Their stone walls 
(“parapets,” in bridge lingo) were designed to convey the sense of a park-like setting — an aesthetic 
popular at the time. 

Most blend seamlessly into the roadside landscape, often appearing to be mere continuations of 
Westport’s many fieldstone walls. They are simple, folkloric, and historically important. 
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And they are at risk. 

 
The Cross Highway bridge. (Photo/Wendy Crowther) 

One of them in particular — on Kings Highway North — has a target on its back.  The town has hired a 
firm to design its replacement. 

This concerns me and my fellow Westport Preservation Alliance colleagues Morley Boyd and Helen 
Garten. We are pushing back against the replacement plan favored by the town’s Public Works 
Department. 

We’ve also made a pitch to the town to collectively nominate all 9 bridges for listing on the National 
Register. 

While we would love to see all 9 bridges thematically nominated, we’re especially worried about the 
Kings Highway North Bridge over Willow Brook. 

It matches the style of the other 8 bridges. More importantly, we believe it may have been built atop 
even older stone abutments. It’s possible that its enormous foundation stones may date back to the 
original King’s Highway, built in 1673 to carry mail from New York to Boston. Losing this bridge to a 
modern replacement would be tragic, especially if portions date back to pre-Revolutionary times. 
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Large stones in the abutments beneath the Kings Highway North Bridge may be remnants of a much earlier bridge. 

(Photo/Wendy Crowther) 

We’re also concerned that the other 8 bridges will confront a similar replacement plan “down the road.” 
That’s why we’ve suggested the town pursue a National Register designation.  This will help protect the 
bridges — and may also make them eligible for rehabilitation grants. 

To become eligible for a National Register listing, the history of these structures would be fully 
researched. State Historic Preservation Grants are available to conduct this work. 

We feel that these very special bridges possess the integrity of location, design, setting, materials and 
workmanship to qualify for this distinguished honor. 

On a more visceral level, the preservation of these bridges will allow us to appreciate the human 
craftsmanship that went into building them.  By picturing the crew of local men who lifted each stone by 
hand and mortared them in place, we’ll not just notice these bridges — we will feel them. 

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 87 of 191) Page 80 of 88 General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf (Page 80 of 88)



General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

 
Evergreen Avenue (Photo/Wendy Crowther) 

The locations of 4 of the 9 bridges have been identified above.  Do “06880” readers know where the 
other 5 are? See if you can find them as you drive around town (or, for the expats, as you travel down 
Memory Lane). 

Tomorrow (Tuesday, January 9, 7 p.m., Town Hall Room 309), our request that the Town pursue a 
National Register listing for these nine early 20th Century bridges will be heard by Westport’s Historic 
District Commission at its public hearing. 
We hope they are willing to cross that bridge when they come to it. 
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APPENDIX L 
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RABER ASSOCIATES – PROPOSED HISTORICLA DOCUMENTATION OF SIX LOCAL BRIDGES, WESTPORT, CT- PAGE 2  

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Town of Westport (Town) is planning for possible renovation or reconstruction of six local stone-concrete bridges built 
in the early 20th century. Proposed possible state funding sources include the Local Transportation Capital Improvement 
Plan, (LOTCIP), the Local Capital Improvement Grant Program, (LoCIP), State Local Bridge Program Grants, and Town 
Road Aid.  Funding sources, and the possible need for state or federal permits, would make the projects subject to review 
by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for compliance with state and federal regulations protecting cultural 
resources listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National or State registers of historic places.  As noted below, two of the 
bridges are listed in a National Register Historic District, one is listed in a Local Historic District, and all appear to be 
remaining components of a group of about 19 built with very similar basic designs as part of an under-documented town 
program to rebuild older crossings for increasing auto traffic. The three local bridges not previously evaluated appear likely 
to be determined eligible for the National or State registers of historic places.  To avoid any adverse effects on such 
resources in publicly-funded project, SHPO typically requests a Recordation Package with Digital Photography, including 
a written site history, formatted as a state-level documentation conforming to current SHPO standards. While there 
have been no requests from the Town to date for any state-funded projects at the six bridges, the Town proposes to expedite 
the projects by conducting documentations prior to making project-related funding requests. Raber Associates proposes to 
prepare a single, multi-structure documentation of all the bridges, formatted as a state-level documentation conforming to 
current SHPO standards.  This proposal is based on the following:  

 
E-mail consultation with SHPO archaeologist/Deputy State Historic Officer Catherine Labadia clarifying 
recordation requirements; 
Westport Historic District Commission, Study Report for Proposed Evergreen Avenue Historic District, 2008; 
Stephanie Dyer-Carroll, Westport Center Historic District National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 
2014; 
Virginia H Adams, Jenny Fields Scofield, Quinn R. Stuart, and Blake McDonald, Westport Center Planning District 
Historic Resources Inventory Update and Planning Recommendations, 2012. Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc.; 
Bruce Clouette, Memorandum Report: Historic Preservation Issues, Kings Highway North Bridge over Willow 
Brook (Bridge 158-021), Westport, Connecticut, 2017. Archaeological and Historical Services, Inc.; 
Bruce Clouette, Memorandum Report: Historic Preservation Issues, Myrtle Avenue Bridge over Deadman’s Brook 
(Bridge 158-017), Westport, Connecticut, 2018. Archaeological and Historical Services, Inc.; 
1991-2022 bridge inspection reports provided by Westport Director of Public Works; 

   E-mail correspondence with Sara Krasne, Research Manager, Westport Museum for History and Culture; 
Telephone and e-mail discussions with Westport Director of  Public Works Peter Ratkiewich. 

 
II. DOCUMENTATION PROPERTIES AND ISSUES 

 
The six bridges include: 

 
Cross Highway over Dean Man South Brook, Bridge No. 158-005 
Evergreen Avenue over Dean Man South Brook, Bridge No. 158-006 
Green Farm Road over Muddy Brook, Bridge No. 158-008 
Long Lots Road over Muddy Brook, Bridge No. 158-015 
Myrtle Avenue over Deadman South Brook, Bridge No. 158-017 
Jesup Road over Dead Man South Brook, Bridge No. 158-013. 
 
All six have 10-to-14-foot-long single concrete spans with varied reinforcement, 29-to-41-foot total widths, rubble masonry 
abutments and wing or channel walls, and concrete sidewalks.  Except at Jesup Road, all have mortared rubble masonry 
parapets with two stepped sections and concrete coping; Jesup Road Bridge has rubble masonry abutments abutments rising 
about 1 foot above road level, a low concrete curb, and metal railings attached to deck and abutment tops.  All except Jesup 
Road appear to have been built c1910-15, as part of a trend among small Connecticut shoreline towns to upgrade earlier 
crossings for automobile traffic with rustic, Craftsman- or Arts-and- Crafts style stonework.  The five bridges from this 
period were among approximately 19 built in Westport by engineer Merrick H. Cooley, who also served as the Town of 
Westport’s Collector of Revenue, and along with the state Saugatuck Avenue Bridge are the only remaining Westport 
structures with these characteristics.  Some bridge abutments may have originated as parts of earlier timber crossings at the 
same locations. The Jesup Road Bridge, built c1950, appears to retain the rusticated abutments of the original group, but has 
a rather flimsy set of metal railings instead of stone parapets. 
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The Jesup Road and Myrtle Avenue crossings are included as contributing components of the Westport Center National 
Register District, with no detail on bridge characteristics or significance. The Evergreen Avenue Bridge is part of the 
Evergreen Avenue Local Historic District, the report for which says the design of the c1910-15 crossings is unique to 
Westport. All six of the local bridges may have at least local significance, although additional information on similar 
structures elsewhere in southern Connecticut or other states would be needed to discern how unusual these bridges are as a 
group.  Jesup Road is of interest in this context in that it reflects a desire to retain some elements of the earlier town-wide 
program.  The group as a whole is likely to be eligible for at least the State Register of Historic Places.  It should be noted 
that the Town has no original or other detailed plans of these bridges, and local historic preservation group or museum 
sources do not appear to include much information on these bridges or their immediate predecessors at the same locations. 
 
III. PROPOSED SERVICES 

 
Proposed services will include: 

 
● review of indexed Town Meeting minutes c1910-1920 to identify any dates or design/construction issues associated with 

the six bridges 
● based on Town Meeting information on bridge construction dates, review of available pertinent newspaper accounts 

and other pertinent data in local sources; 
● field documentation including measured sketch plans as appropriate, and digital color photography including the 

principal façades, roadways, abutments, and river walls;  
● review of available studies or personal communications on the relative uniqueness of the bridge designs in state or 

national contexts;  
● preparation of a recordation package formatted as a state-level documentation, including narrative text on the 

context and significance of the bridges, the role and career of the bridge engineer and contractor detailed 
descriptions of each bridge with sketch plans as appropriate, pdf copies of high-quality digital images, and 
photograph indices and  keys.  

  
Raber Associates will provide a draft electronic copy in pdf format of the documentation to for review by the Town and 
SHPO, and an electronic copy of the final documentation in pdf format to the Town, which can then reproduce hard copies 
requested by SHPO. SHPO has noted it does not require CD-ROM copies of state-level documentations. 
. 
IV. PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

 
Absent weather or other conditions beyond Raber Associates’ control, we will complete a draft package for Town and 
SHPO review within 60 days of receipt of a contract, and the final package within 10 days of draft documentation review. 

 
V. OTHER TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

 
The Town will be responsible for providing Raber Associates with access to the project areas, and with available 
pertinent plans, drawings, or related materials.  

 
Raber Associates will maintain regular telephone contact with the Town’s designated representative(s) regarding research 
results and conclusions. 

 
Raber Associates will maintain general liability insurance, for up to two million dollars per occurrence of personal or 
property damage, through the life of the proposed investigation. 

 
Raber Associates will not be responsible for any work except as outlined above. We will make any reasonable changes in 
the report as requested by the Town or SHPO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 92 of 191) Page 85 of 88 General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf (Page 85 of 88)



General Attachment: Final Bridges Study Report.pdf

RABER ASSOCIATES – PROPOSED HISTORICLA DOCUMENTATION OF SIX LOCAL BRIDGES, WESTPORT, CT- PAGE 4  

VI. QUALIFICATIONS AND PERSONNEL 
 

Raber Associates is a group of historians, anthropologists, and other specialists who collaborate on a wide range of 
projects in industrial history, preservation planning and documentation of historic resources, and prehistoric and historic 
archaeology. The firm is owned by Michael S. Raber, Ph.D., who has directed over 400 projects ranging from small 
archaeological surveys to book-length studies of industrial history and detailed documentations of large factory com- 
plexes, frequently with large teams of researchers and photographers. Raber meets the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualifications for History. Other associates, many of whom have worked with Raber for some years, are 
self-employed or hold positions elsewhere, with the entire group available for wide-ranging projects requiring collective 
expertise. The firm combines flexible project capability and cost-effective management. More detailed information on 
firm experience is available on request.  For the proposed project, Dr. Raber will act as project manager, photographer, and 
author. 
 
Raber Associates has particular expertise in analysis, documentation, excavation, and interpretation of historic industrial 
sites and marine resources. Projects include a 400-page industrial history of the Springfield (MA) Armory for the National 
Park Service, and written and photographic documentation or assessment of factory complexes operated by the Ford 
Motor Company (Edgewater, NJ assembly plant), Colgate-Palmolive Company (Jersey City, NJ), U.S. Radium 
Corporation (Orange, NJ), Spicer Manufacturing Corporation (South Plainfield, NJ), Ansonia Copper and Brass, Inc. 
(Waterbury, CT), Winchester Repeating Arms Company (New Haven, CT). S t a t e - level bridge documentations 
include Main Street Bridge over Rippowam River, Stamford (2001, for WMC), Branford Steam Railroad Bridge over Route 
80, North Branford (2002, for Tectonic/Keyes Associates), Whittemore Memorial Bridge over Naugatuck River (2009, for 
Clough Harbor & Associates), Hales Road Bridge over Metro-North Commuter Railroad, Westport (2010, For Close, 
Jensen & Miller), June Road Bridge over Mianus River, Stamford (2013, for Alfred Benesch & Company), Cold Spring 
Road over Rippowam River, Stamford (2013, for Stantec Consulting Services Inc.), Crosby Street Bridge over Padanarum 
Brook, Danbury (2015, for Dayton Construction Company, Inc.). 

 
 

VII. PROJECT COSTS AND PRICING 
 

All services provided by Raber Associates to the Town of Westport will be on a time-and-materials basis, with rates and 
direct expenses invoiced against approved budget ceilings. For the services outlined above we estimate costs of $6414.20: 

 

Raber 52 hours x $120 $6240.00
260 miles auto travel x $.67 $ 174.20
TOTAL $6414.20

 

The proposed costs will not be exceeded without authorization from Town of Westport, and any request for additional 
documentation funding will be based on data collection or data volume issues not anticipated above. 

Raber Associates will invoice Town of Westport for documentation tasks as follows, as appropriate: upon 

completion of research, field investigations and photography; 
upon submittal of the draft package to SHPO; 
upon submittal of the final packages. 

 
The Town of Westport will pay 100% of each invoice within 30 days of invoice receipt.
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Town of Westport 

Planning and Zoning Commission   

Town Hall, 110 Myrtle Avenue   

Westport, CT 06880 

Tel: 203-341-1030 Fax: 203-454-6145 

  www.westportct.gov 

 

 

TO:  Grayson Braun, Chairwoman, Historic District Commission 

FROM:  Michelle Perillie, AICP CFM, Planning and Zoning Director 

CC:   Donna Douglass, CLG Coordinator/HDC Staff Administrator 

  Paul Lebowitz, Chairman, Planning & Zoning Commission 

  Nick Bamonte, Town Attorney’s Office 

  Jeff Wieser, RTM Moderator 

  Jeff Dunkerton, Town Clerk 

  Jen Tooker, First Selectwoman 

DATE:   November 5, 2024 

SUBJECT: Study Report on a Proposed Local Historic Property - Six Historic Bridges  

(Greens Farms at Center Street, Cross Highway over Deadman Brook, Long 

Lots Road over Muddy Brook, Myrtle Avenue at Violet Lane, Evergreen 

Avenue over Deadman Brook and Jesup Road over Deadman Brook) 

       Response to referral seeking comments 
 

The Planning and Zoning Commission at a Work Session held on November 4, 2024 

reviewed the referral seeking comments on the "Study Report for Proposed Local Historic 

Property Designation of Six Historic Stone Bridges, dated 10/15/24"  The report was referred to 

the Planning and Zoning Commission for comments as required pursuant to Connecticut 

General Statutes S7-147q(c). The Commission’s comments herein are being provided within 

the 65 days following receipt of the referral which expires on December 19, 2024.   

The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended designation of the property as a Local 

Historic Property. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you. 

 

Michelle Perillie, AICP CFM 

Planning and Zoning Director 

mperillie@westportct.gov 
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December 30, 2024 

Grayson Braun 
Chairwoman, Historic District Commission  
Town Hall, 110 Myrtle Avenue  
Westport, CT 06880 
 
Dear Ms. Braun: 

At its December 4, 2024 meeting, pursuant to CGS §7-147 q (c), the Historic Preservation Council 
(HPC) voted to recommend approval of the proposed ordinances and boundaries as presented in the 
study report submitted to this office for the following properties in Westport: 

1. Cross Highway Bridge over Deadman Brook  
2. Evergreen Avenue Bridge over Deadman Brook 
3. Greens Farms Road Bridge over Muddy Brook 
4. Jesup Road Bridge over Deadman South Brook 
5. Long Lots Road Bridge over Muddy Brook 
6. Myrtle Avenue Bridge over Deadman South Brook 

In addition, the Council had the following comments: 

• To make documentation as thorough as possible and assist with future reviews for 
appropriateness, consider adding a little more about the Arts and Crafts style attributed to some 
of the bridges to put them in a larger context to emphasize their significance 

• The council is pleased to see the town dedicate this much effort to documenting and protecting 
these resources and asks that the town consider pursuing a National Register Multiple Property 
Documentation Form for this group of resources.  Other bridges in the town could be added as 
they are identified. 

• If there are any original engineering and design documents for the bridges, they should be made 
part of the documentation in order to aid in future decision-making surrounding restoration or 
changes to these properties.  

The Town of Westport is to be commended for its past and ongoing efforts to protect its significant 
architectural and historical resources.  Please keep me informed of the progress of this designation.  In 
the meantime, if you have any questions regarding this notification, please feel free to contact me at 
(860) 500-2356. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Mary B. Dunne 
Municipal Preservation Services and Grants Manager 

 

cc:   Jennifer Tooker, First Selectwoman 
 Donna Douglas, Historic District Commission Administrator 
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Design Development, PLLC 
Studio M 

165 Mamaroneck Avenue 
Floor 2 
White Plains, NY 10601 
T (914) 949-4272 

www.ddpllc.com

June 13, 2025


Chris Munch 
GrayBook, Inc 

Email:	 chris@graybookinc.com 

Subject	 	 8 Newtown Turnpike 
	 	 Westport, Connecticut

	 	  
Dear Chris, 

It is understood that due to the age of the existing house located at 8 Newtown Turnpike in 
Westport, Connecticut, there is a desire by the Historic Commission to keep and refurbish the old 
house, and as an incentive to do so, the Town would consider subdividing the lot so that a new 
house could be constructed on the newly created, second parcel. 

As requested, we took a closer look at the existing house and what it would take to refurbish it 
and we have reviewed the impact of subdividing the parcel and have the following comments: 

• The existing house is in serious disrepair. There is a significant amount of moisture damage & 
mold. The structure has been compromised right down to the foundation. I believe it would 
require a substantial investment to properly refurbish. 

• With some historic structures, it is worth the time & financial outlay to restore the building. In 
particular, any landmark building would fall into that category. In this particular case and in our 
opinion, there is little worth preserving. Outside of the original front door and sidelights, there is 
little else of historic value. 

• The barn, which is also historic, not only encroaches on the neighbors property but blocks 
access to a second lot in the rear. This limits access to a rear lot along the southern property 
line which requires a second curb cut off of Newtown Turnpike and removal of some mature 
trees along that property line. 

•  The lot is .7495 acres and once subdivided, will create two parcels ranging in size from .30 to 
.45 acres. In context to the neighbors, the existing parcel at .75 acres is significantly smaller as 
the surround lots are generally 2 acres and more. The proximity of homes to one another, will 
impact density and sight lines for the immediate site and neighbors. 

Historic District Commission - PACKET - (Page 177 of 191) Page 2 of 16 General Attachment: 8 Newtown Turnpike.pdf (Page 2 of 16)



General Attachment: 8 Newtown Turnpike.pdf

Design Development, PLLC 
Studio M 

165 Mamaroneck Avenue 
Floor 2 
White Plains, NY 10601 
T (914) 949-4272 

www.ddpllc.com

• Both the historic house and new house would require septic systems with leaching fields and at 
least one new well for water. Minimum recommended setback from drilled water wells to leach 
fields is typically 100’. At .75 acres, there is physically not enough room to accommodate two 
houses, driveway(s), septic/leaching fields and water wells with proper setbacks. 

 

In conclusion, given the size of the parcel and the condition of the exiting house, we don’t believe 
a sub-division of the land leaves you with a viable project. Let me know if you have any additional 
questions or thoughts. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Mark S. Schulman 
Mark S. Schulman,  Partner 
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GENERAL NOTES:

1. These drawings are intended only to depict the existing site plan and building setback.  G.C to coordinate 
additional scope with additional Civil Drawings. No construction may begin prior to obtaining all necessary 
permits and approvals.

2. All construction shall comply with the State and Local building regulations.

3. All development activities to be undertaken within the street right-of-way and other public lands shall
comply fully with Local standards unless approved deviation is specifically set forth as part of this
application.

4. Contractor shall supply complete shop drawings including manufacturer's product data sheets to the Site
Engineer, for all construction material used in conjunction with these drawings. Contractor shall allow a 5
day review period, prior to fabrication and installation.

5. Prior to any excavation the Contractor and/or Applicant, in accordance with Public Act 77-350, shall be
required to contact "Call Before You Dig" at 1-800-922-4455 for mark-out of underground utilities.  Dig
test pit(s) at utility crossing(s) to check actual clearances with new utilities prior to construction.  If
conflicts are found the contractor shall notify the engineer, at which time the sewer in question shall be
redesigned.  If such redesign is not possible, the existing pipes or utilities shall be relocated to avoid the
conflict.  Such relocation shall be done with knowledge of and in accordance with the owner of the utility.

6. It shall be the responsibility of the contractor to provide any excavation safeguards, necessary barricades,
flagmen, etc., for traffic control and site safety.  All work shall be done in accordance with OSHA
requirements.  The contractor shall be responsible for compliance with OSHA requirements.

7. When preparing the existing site for the proposed development, all materials removed shall be disposed of
in conformance with all governing agencies.

8. Remove stumps and brush from site, or chip and use during landscaping.  Do not bury stumps on site.

9. The Contractor is responsible for coordinating with a licensed surveyor to prepare an "as-built" plan. The
Contractor is responsible to coordinate with a site engineer 48 hours prior to any inspections.
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