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NOTES ON CONFERENCE: 
 
Finalization of March Meeting Minutes 
 
The March 21, 2012 meeting minutes were finalized. 
 
Peterborough, 15879, X-A001(007) 
 
Matt Low began the presentation by giving an overview of the proposed project.  The goal of the project is 
to rehabilitate the US 202 and NH 101 bridge over the Contoocook River which is structurally deficient and 
is #57 on the NHDOT’s Red list.  The bridge, which was constructed in 1958, consists of 3 spans with 2 
river piers and carries approximately 16,000 vehicles per day across the river.  The bridge has one travel 
lane in each direction and a dedicated left turn lane for Granite Street.  The bridge is in the 10 year plan for 
FY 2018 with a desired on-the-shelf date of late 2014.  Hoyle Tanner has recently submitted and received 
comment from NHDOT on a 5% conceptual design for the bridge rehabilitation. 
 
Matt Lundsted reviewed the photographs of the natural resources around the bridge and then provided an 
explanation of proposed bridge rehabilitation alternatives.  The no-build option (Alt 1) was dismissed due to 
the structural deficiency of the bridge.  A bridge replacement with a detour (Alt 2) was dismissed due to the 
impacts of high traffic volumes on local roads and other red-listed bridges such as the Main Street Bridge.  
A temporary bridge (Alt 3) was dismissed due to the increased environmental and right-of-way impacts.  A 
bridge widening using phased construction (Alt 4) is considered to be the preferred alternative due the 
amount of impacts to traffic and the environment.  A downstream widening (Alt 4B) is not preferred due to 
the location of existing utility poles, the Granite Street intersection, impacts to the adjacent gas station 
property and historic resources along Granite Street.  An upstream widening (Alt 4A) with a minimal 
profile raise is preferred but there may be some permanent impacts to a pocket wetland at the existing toe of 
slope on the southeast corner.  Options 5A and 5B are traffic control options at the Granite Street 
intersection consisting of a temporary traffic signal and a temporary roundabout.  NHDOT has indicated 
that their preference is a temporary traffic signal. 
 
M. Lundsted reviewed results of correspondence with the natural resource agencies.  The NH Natural 
Heritage Bureau and US Fish and Wildlife Services do not have any records of sensitive or threatened 
species or habitats in the project area.  NH Fish and Game has not yet provided comment.  The NH 
Conservation Land Stewardship Program states that there are no LCIP properties in the area.  The 
Contoocook is a designated river and the bridge is considered a Tier 3 crossing.  The project is located 
within the floodplain and floodway of the Contoocook River and coordination with FEMA is required. It 
was noted that OEP has provided a response regarding floodplain impacts. 
 
Kevin Nyhan asked if a full bridge rehabilitation with a traffic detour (Alt 2) would require bridge 
widening.  M. Low indicated that the proposed widening is primarily for traffic control, however, the 
resulting wider bridge would be desirable to increase the insufficient shoulder width.  K. Nyhan suggested 
discussing this in the purpose and need statement in the environmental document. 
 
Rich Roach asked about the potential downstream dam removal for mitigating flood impacts.  M. Low 
indicated that the Transcript Dam has no functional purpose and either needs to be repaired or removed.  
The Town has initiated coordination with Deborah Loiselle of the NHDES River Restoration program, but 
there is no proposal to remove the dam yet. 
 
K. Nyhan suggested providing alternative slope treatments at the next Natural Resource meeting to review 
the permanent impacts to the wetland on the southeast quadrant of the bridge.  Perhaps steeper slopes may 
limit impacts to the wetlands. 
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Gino Infascelli requested that Hoyle, Tanner investigate the possibility of providing stormwater treatment 
as part of the rehabilitation project.  He also recommended contacting the Local Advisory Committee for 
the Contoocook River as soon as possible to solicit their concerns. 
 
Carol Henderson questioned whether there was conservation land in the area.  M. Lundsted stated that 
originally it was believed that there was but it has been confirmed that there is not.  There is a shared use 
path, constructed with TE funding, that passes underneath the bridge; this path will be maintained. 
 
This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural Resource Agency Coordination 
Meeting. 
 
Nashua (Broad Street Parkway), 10040, NRBD-5315(21) 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to update the group on the City of Nashua’s Broad Street Parkway project 
as it progresses through final design and to receive resource agency input prior to permit application 
submittals.  Dave McNamara provided a brief update of the project.  FST and Normandeau are seeing the 
project through the Final Design and Permitting stages.  The project is on the approximate same alignment 
that was considered during the recent environmental re-evaluation completed by others.  The route would 
have one 11-foot wide lane in each direction.  Existing railroad tracks are near the new Nashua River 
crossing, limiting crossing locations. 
   
Jamie Paine stated that wetlands were field delineated this spring by certified wetlands scientists.  Isolated 
wetlands are located within project corridor, predominantly north of the proposed river crossing.  Several 
wetlands are anticipated to be impacted during construction.  The river crossing is currently anticipated to 
have three spans with two piers in the river.  River bank impacts are anticipated due to the construction of 
new bridge abutments.  Wetland impacts are expected over a small portion of the canal located within the 
mill yard.   Preliminary loading analysis has been completed to review stormwater issues.  Three detention 
ponds with pretreatment (bio-retention) are proposed. 
 
Rich Roach asked about floodplain impacts and if there would be any floodplain mitigation.  The response 
was that the project team is currently looking into the floodplain impacts and the quantity of impact is not 
yet known. 
 
Carol Henderson asked if the project was out of the river except for steep banks. It was stated that piers 
would be in the river at the new bridge crossing.  Abutments would be set back behind the current stone 
walls. 
 
Gino Infascelli commented that when the project was last presented at the Natural Resource Agency 
Meeting in February 2010, wetland impacts were 0.4 ac.  He asked for an update on wetland impacts.  J. 
Paine replied that a full field delineation has now been completed.  The impact area, including ground 
disturbance within the prime wetland buffer, is 0.8 acre (including 25,000 sq ft pocketed wetlands and 
10,000 sq ft associated with piers in the river).  The Nashua Conservation Commission is familiar with the 
project. 
 
R. Roach asked about the timeline for submitting permit applications. J. Paine stated that they anticipate 
submitting permit applications in June 2012. 
 
Lori Sommer asked if mitigation was planned.  She noted that a meeting should be scheduled with NHDES 
prior to application submittal, and that Normandeau should talk to the city to find out what is available for 
mitigation options.  NHDES needs a preliminary idea of what is being considered for mitigation prior to the 
applications being submitted.  J. Paine explained that on-site and in-lieu fee options are being considered 
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for mitigation, and that Normandeau would be talking to the City to determine how they would like to 
proceed.  He noted that an attempt was made to schedule a meeting with NHDES earlier, but there was a 
conflict of schedules.  Normandeau will continue to work with NHDES staff to discuss the project prior to 
the submittal of permit applications. 
 
C. Henderson asked if a survey for blunt leaf milkweed had been completed. She also commented that she 
noted in 2010 that water chestnut is found in the river. She asked if any water chestnut surveys had been 
done in the project area and if it was known what measures would be taken to prevent its spread during 
construction.   Melissa Coppola noted that the Pesticide Division is currently reviewing applications for 
herbiciding and hydroraking for invasive species in the Nashua River.  J. Paine answered that a milkweed 
survey is planned, but has not been done yet.  Normandeau is waiting for a proper time of year to identify 
the plant in the field and is currently planning on completing the milkweed survey this summer 2012.  M. 
Coppola agreed and stated that the current season is too early.   J. Paine said that a water chestnut survey 
has not been completed.  The plant had not been identified as an issue through NH Natural Heritage Bureau 
Reviews or the previous Environmental Re-Evaluation.  Normandeau will coordinate with M. Coppola to 
receive her input and direction. 
 
Lori Sommer commented that another project currently being proposed by the City of Nashua, the 
Nashua/Merrimack bridge replacement project, needs mitigation.  She suggested looking into the possibility 
of combining mitigation for the two projects to create a better mitigation package for the area.  J. Paine said 
that he would coordinate with the City’s Public Works Division to determine how they would like to 
proceed, and would continue to work with NHDES during the process.   
 
R. Roach stated that appropriate mitigation would need to be worked out with NHDES and the City.  In 
general, however, he did not have any concerns with the wetland impacts as proposed. 
 
This project was previously reviewed on the following dates: 7/18/2001, 5/16/2007, 2/17/2010 
 
Rochester, 20254, X-A002(056) 
 
Ted Setas gave an overview of the project.  The Park and Ride project is located west of the Spaulding 
Turnpike just west of Exit 13 along Route 202. The facility will be placed on a 4.6 acre parcel. 
Approximately 220 parking spaces are proposed along with a concrete island for a future bus stop. There 
are 0.18 acres of wetlands on the parcel that will be impacted.  
 
Porous pavement is proposed for the parking areas as there is no room for treatment on site. The driveways 
are standard asphalt pavement (non-porous). The footprint of the site is approximately 2.5 acres (porous 
pavement 1 acre; landscaped areas 0.9 acres; sidewalk areas 0.2 acres; and standard pavement 0.5 acres). A 
concrete island is proposed as part of this project as a location for a future bus shelter.  The project is 
scheduled to advertise in fall of 2012.  Preliminary Design has been completed. 
 
Rich Roach requested a bird’s eye view of the site for future meetings (no aerial of the project area was 
provided).  
 
Kim Tuttle requested that curbing not be utilized and asked that bituminous curb be utilized where possible. 
T. Setas mentioned that it would be difficult to place bituminous curbing in the future bus drop off area; 
however, some basins may be moved off the curb line. 
 
Carol Henderson asked if a maintenance plan was included in the project.   Mike Servetas said that the 
Bureau of Turnpikes will be maintaining the Park and Ride. It is unknown if a plan is in place for future 
maintenance.  C. Henderson stressed the importance of regular maintenance of porous pavement. 
 

http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/nrac-061607.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/February172010.pdf
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R. Roach asked if CMAQ funds were being utilized for the project. T. Setas answered yes. R. Roach 
recommended that EPA be contacted to determine methods of maintaining the porous pavement and 
establishing a monitoring plan and also to gain access to the latest low impact development guidelines. The 
UNH Stormwater Center should also be contacted. 
 
Lori Sommer asked if the Department of Transportation was the applicant. M. Servetas stated that the 
project applicant is the Department and also mentioned that the project is part of mitigation for the 
Newington – Dover project.  It was confirmed that this parcel was not purchased for wetland mitigation. 
 
R. Roach stated that the project would qualify for coverage under the NH Programmatic General Permit.  
 
This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural Resource Agency Coordination 
Meeting. 
 
Snap-Tite Culvert Presentation 
 
Mike Hazlett gave an introduction on Snap-Tite Culvert Liners and their industry response to current and 
increasing concerns over smooth inside diameter plastic pipes used in re-line and direct burial applications.  
Snap-Tite, a division of ISCO Industries, has supplied pipe materials used in culvert application for over 20 
years and the primary focus was maximum hydraulic capacity, smooth wall pipe, and inlet devices to 
increase flow.  Today, there is a shift in that philosophy where aquatic organism passage (AOP) concerns 
exist.  Snap-Tite is in a developmental/prototype phase to bring to market an ‘off the shelf’ product that can 
promote AOP and slow down water velocities as water travels through and exits culverts.  Snap-Tite is 
looking for feedback to the concept and input on the sample pipe to see if their product might meet some of 
the objectives in AOP pipe design. 
 
Brian Zagrodny and Bob Kerr gave a presentation.  The process began about 2 years ago to try to find and 
develop a cost effective solution to aid in pipe rehabilitation where AOP concerns exist.  After test runs of 
pipe, post fabrication work, and fine tuning based on feedback, Snap-Tite feels they have a product ready 
for market testing.   This pipe has a working name IOP which stands for Internal Open Profile but has no 
trademark name currently.  IOP is an inside diameter controlled product with a size range from 18” to 96”.  
The core tubes are 62mm diameter and spaced at approximately 120mm top center to top center.  Final 
design allows for optional standard and custom designed 2” thick baffles to be installed as an option if 
required.  The interior roughness elements will help to slow down water and should promote silt and 
streambed material to collect.  The installation of baffles will further promote the same. The product is 
being run and is in the process of undergoing independent hydraulic testing. 
 
Kim Tuttle asked about the yellow paint on the interior of the pipe and if there was any scientific research 
conducted to see how species might react to it.  It is unknown if the yellow interior would be a detriment.  
B. Kerr explained that the yellow is not paint but colored HDPE material made as part of the production of 
the pipe.  The yellow inside offers reflective characteristics and makes the inside more visible for human 
entry during inspection process.  The initial intent of the design was for man entry and color branding but 
the pipe can be made as standard black or yellow or most any other color. 
 
Rich Roach commented that video filming the inside of pipe under live flow as particles pass through the 
pipe would be good so it could be observed as water moves and turbulence is created.  This would provide a 
good visual to see if water slows down and if material collects inside the pipe.  
R. Roach asked what the abrasive qualities of HDPE are and if slime growth would form on the inside of 
the pipe.  B. Kerr answered by saying HDPE offers superior abrasion qualities over all the other pipe 
products used in the drainage market today and in general slime growth generally does not build up on 
HDPE. 
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arol Henderson commented on the baffle and questioned whether it would allow for turtle passage. She 
d 

 
ade 

. Tuttle suggested tapering the leading edge and making it thick enough so a turtle could reach over and 

. Roach suggested that Snap-Tite coordinate efforts and meet with USFWS at a hatchery to test the pipe.  

. Henderson asked if the DOT could use this pipe on a project and M. Hazlett responded that DOT first 

ino Infascelli commented that the product is a great leap forward. 

. Varney added that certain baffles could be constructed and used for certain species.  Baffles could also 

ed if the baffles could be roughened, scoured, or heat stamped to take some of the 
es at a 

he discussion was brought to close on a high point.  Snap-Tite will communicate test results once 

C
suggested that a slope could be created on one side of the baffle so the turtles can walk up or reach over an
grab the other side to pull themselves over.   A 6” baffle may be too high.  B. Kerr and Bill Varney 
responded by saying that Snap-Tite would not be designing baffles but would be fabricating them as
requested per design.  Baffles could be made with a slope on one side.  Almost anything that can be m
out of plywood can be fabricated with HDPE. 
 
K
grab the back side of the baffle. 
 
R
That comment was well received by many. 
 
C
needs to know how the hydraulics will be affected based on the corrugations. 
 
G
 
B
be tapered. 
  
C. Henderson ask
smoothness away.  B. Zagrodny and B. Kerr responded by saying anything could be done but it com
cost.  The plate stock is made smooth and cut to the shape required. 
 
T
available and will continue to promote the concept and search out test site opportunities. 
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