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NOTES ON CONFERENCE:

Finalization of September 15, 2010 Meeting Minutes

The September 15, 2010 meeting minutes were finalized.

Salem, 15989 (non-Federal)

This project involves the replacement of the existing 17” slab bridge that carries Policy Street over
Porcupine Brook with an 18’ rigid frame structure. In addition, approximately 1,050" of Policy
Street will be reconstructed. The Louis Berger Group, Inc. presented an initial project review,
including proposed wetland impacts, and sought approval of the preferred alternative, as it relates
to potential environmental impacts.

Tom Levins presented the plan and design information. The existing structure is a concrete slab
bridge supported on cast-in-place concrete abutments, constructed in 1935. The overall structure
length is 17 feet with a clear span of 14 feet. The condition of the existing structure is fair to poor
with medium to heavy cracking and spalling of concrete members.

The proposed bridge will be an 18-foot by 8-foot partially filled concrete rigid frame structure.
The new bridge provides a larger hydraulic opening that will allow better flow characteristics and
help alleviate the backwater conditions in high flow events. The proposed project also involves
excavating the sediment that has built up over the years to restore the original streambed
conditions. The new bridge also includes a 5-foot sidewalk. Utility relocation and drainage work
will also be included in the project.

The Town of Salem is planning to advance construct this project; which means that the Town will
pay the entire construction costs upfront and will later receive reimbursement from the State Aid
Bridge program in the year that the project was originally scheduled for construction.

Rich Roach asked if the bridge was designed to pass the 100-year storm. Tom Levins explained
that the bridge was designed to pass the 50-year storm with 1 foot of freeboard according to
NHDOT guidelines, but the bridge does barely pass the 100-year storm.

Carol Henderson asked if a NH Natural Heritage Bureau study was completed as it was not listed
on the review request form. Tom Levins stated that the NHNHB was contacted and that there
were no hits in the vicinity of the project (NHB10-1038).

Gino Infascelli asked if the Dredge and Fill application had been submitted. Tom Levins stated
that it had already been submitted to the Town Clerk. G. Infascelli also asked if the Stream
Crossing rules have been followed. T. Levins stated that a waiver had been requested because this
project was underway prior to the new rules being enforced. T. Levins then asked about the
Shoreland Protection requirements as Berger is currently investigating whether this project falls
within the Shoreland Protection jurisdiction.
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G. Infascelli pointed out that it looked as if the drainage system was too short for treatment
purposes and noted that the project would require a Comprehensive Shoreland Protection permit.
T. Levins noted that there was a short distance of treatment prior to entering the brook and that the
expected volume of the outlet was minimal. Berger will need to show this in the permit
application.

This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural Resource Agency
Coordination Meeting.

The River Trail Through Concord

This project involves a feasibility study for a shared use path roughly following the Merrimack
River in Concord from the Boscawen/ Canterbury town line in the north, to the Bow/ Concord
town line in the south, as well as a feasibility study for a shared use path along the east side of the
Merrimack River from Manchester Street to Loudon Road. Kevin Gagne of Faye, Spofford &
Thorndike (FST) presented an initial review and sought environmental input from the resource
agencies.

The proposed trail is intended to connect the Northern Rail Trail with the Salem Concord
Bikeway, both being developed by others. The goal of the study is to determine feasibility of the
trail from an engineering standpoint, a Right of Way standpoint, and a Permitting standpoint and to
recommend an alignment that best meets the project’s purpose and need. The trail is intended to
be a 10 foot wide paved facility meeting AASHTO and ADA standards and serve both recreational
and transportation purposes.

The main area which may be of concern along the project is located between the cornfields south
of Loudon Rd, and Terrill Park north of Manchester St. This area contains wetlands and is located
within the floodplain of the Merrimack River.

Rich Roach indicated that he believed that NHDOT had provided some wetland mitigation in the
Terrill Park area for impacts associated with the 1-93 Exit 13 project and suggested that the FST
look into this further. He also indicated that it was preferable not to fill any wetlands, and
suggested the construction of a boardwalk or an alignment that does not require filling any
wetlands or filling in the floodplain.

Carol Henderson noted that the NH Natural Heritage Bureau search indicated the presence of the
northern leopard frog, bald eagle, and floodplain forest natural areas within or adjacent to the
project area. K. Gagne indicated that initial coordination with Kim Tuttle of NHF&G indicated
that the proposed project appeared to be feasible however, further coordination would be necessary
once the proposed alignment has been developed. She also indicated that bridges or oversized
culverts should be considered at stream crossings.

R. Roach also commented on the durability and type of materials a boardwalk would be
constructed of in the event of flooding. He had reservations about chemically treated wood that
could be inundated during a flood event. He also had concerns over durability during flooding and
whether a boardwalk could be damaged and cause damage to the surrounding area.
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Those present supported the use of piles rather than fill. K. Gagne indicated that a 5 foot wide
boardwalk such as this typically is elevated approximately 3 feet above ground level. He also
indicated that the deck planks would be spaced such that there would be 1.5 inches of free space
per linear foot. If light can get under the structure then only the piles would need to be counted
towards the permanent wetland impacts.

Jennifer Gilbert indicated that if project impacts were located entirely within flood zone AE and
outside the floodway, further coordination regarding floodplains would not be necessary. If the
project involves impacts within the floodway identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps a
hydraulic analysis would need to be prepared to determine if there would be any changes to the
base flood elevation and further coordination with OEP, FEMA and the ACOE would be
necessary.

It was suggested that FST contact the Upper Merrimack River Local Advisory Committee for
comment on the proposed project. It was also suggested that FST check to see if there would be
any issues with impacting the NH Fish and Game property at Sewalls Falls.

This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural Resource Agency
Coordination Meeting.

Stratham, 15653 (non-Federal)

This project involves the replacement of a 66” metal pipe that carries Squamscott Road over
Jewell Hill Brook, a tidal stream. This project was previously reviewed in February 2010, at
which time the Resource Agencies suggested the following: 1) determine if the existing pipe is a
tidal restriction; 2) coordinate with the NH Coastal Program; and 3) look into grant opportunities.
Christine Perron began the presentation by providing an update on these issues.

To determine if the pipe is restricting tidal flow, two NHDOT Bureau of Environment interns were
trained to measure tidal hydrology using the reference mark technique (recommended by the NH
Coastal Program). Measurements were taken on June 14, 2010 every hour at the inlet and outlet
during a “spring” tide over a 12-hr period. High tide at the inlet side was about 2” lower than at
the outlet side. Low tide at the inlet side was about 3” higher than at the outlet. DES Coastal
considers this a slight restriction.

Because the pipe is located on a roadway that is not eligible for funding from FHWA, it was
suggested at the last meeting that the Department look into grant opportunities. C. Perron
explained that she compiled a short list of grants, but the project did not qualify for many of these.
One opportunity that at first looked the most promising was the NHDES Arm Fund Grant. The
request for proposals for the coastal watershed closed a month ago. Upon researching this grant
further, C. Perron found that the project would likely score low based on the criteria of evaluation.
It also seemed that past grants awarded to similar projects were small compared to overall project
costs. The Department determined that the amount of effort that a grant proposal would have
required was not warranted. No appropriate federal grants were found. The NH Coastal Program
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initially indicated a possibility of providing some financial support for the project but has since
backed away from that suggestion, likely due to budget constraints.

The Department has been closely coordinating with the NH Coastal Program via an on-site field
review, email, and a meeting. Based on the restriction that has been shown, the Coastal Program
recommended upsizing the pipe by about 25% and supports the alternative that Design has
developed.

Chris Carucci provided details on design alternatives. He started by explaining that there had been
a question about upstream impacts at the last meeting, and he showed the extent of tidal influence
on an aerial photo. The upstream tidal marsh area is approximately 38 acres. There are no
upstream structures or developed properties within the expected range of the 2” to 3” increase in
tidal elevation, so eliminating the tidal restriction is unlikely to have a negative impact.

He further explained the analysis method used to determine elimination of a restriction, suggested
by the DES Coastal Program. This approach considers the additional upstream storage required
divided by half of the tidal period. At this location, the additional upstream storage is equal to
channel and overbank area x 0.25° (410,200 cf). Half the tidal period is, on average, 6 hrs or
21,600 seconds. This equates to a flowrate of 19 cfs, implying that an additional 19 cfs of capacity
is needed to eliminate the restriction. The existing structure capacity is 225 cfs (just prior to
overtopping), with a velocity of approx. 11 ft/s. The drainage area at the site is 850 ac (1.33 sq
mi). The tidal flow rate was estimated at 100 cfs, using DES Coastal’s method. The total storage
volume between high and low tide was divided by the time required to substantially drain or fill
the tidal marsh. Incoming and outgoing tides were modeled, combined with Q50 and Q100
streamflow. The outgoing tide + streamflow was found to control: Q50 + tidal flow = 350 cfs;
Q100 + tidal flow = 400 cfs.

The preferred alternative is an 8’ plastic pipe embedded 30”. This structure would accommodate
the Q50 plus the outgoing tide with a velocity of approximately 10.3 ft/s. Cost would be approx.
$175,000.

Another alternative that was discussed at the last meeting was an 8’ x 7° box culvert, which would
accommodate the Q100 plus outgoing tide with a velocity of 10.2 ft/s and a cost of $300,000. The
Stream Rules that are now in effect would require a 24’ span bridge, which would cost at least
$675,000. A concern with both a box culvert and a span is the substrate — both alternatives would
place heavy loads on tidal mud, which would likely result in increased costs for more substantial
footings.

One benefit of the pipe (preferred alternative) is that the typical roadway section can be reduced
from 11-4 to 11-2 (a bridge would likely remain 11-4). Another benefit is the reduced wetland
impacts. The pipe alternative would not require fill below HOTL and total wetland impacts would
be approximately 125 sq. ft. This alternative would also take less time to design and construct, so
the project could probably be completed next season. A box or bridge would need additional
design time, geotechnical borings, and more funding. All of these factors would delay
construction until at least 2012. The pipe is currently in very poor condition.
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At the previous meeting, sliplining was presented as one option being considered. However, this
would not address the tidal restriction. Another option presented was sliplining with the addition
of a second pipe, but this would cause higher velocities and result in an additional structure to
maintain.

The proposed pipe would be embedded 30”. C. Carucci explained that this would provide a
natural bottom through the pipe and would also allow the roadway profile to remain the same, a
concern that the SHPO voiced about the project.

C. Perron raised two permitting issues for discussion. First, because the proposed pipe will
eliminate the tidal restriction, the NH Coastal Program considers this a restoration project. She
asked for concurrence that the project as proposed would qualify as a Minimum Impact Project as
a tidal restoration under DES rules. Gino Infascelli said that he did not know at this time. C.
Perron said that she would plan on submitting the application as a minimum impact project but
would continue to coordinate with him on the matter as the application is developed. R. Roach
stated that the project would qualify for authorization under the NH Programmatic General Permit
and felt the Department has done an excellent job with the project to date. C. Perron added that
there are rare plants and exemplary communities in the project area but Melissa Coppola indicated
at the previous meeting that upsizing the pipe at this location would benefit the tidal communities
that are present.

The second permitting issue that C. Perron raised was the applicability of the stream crossing rules
to tidal systems. She explained that the NH Coastal Program has told her that the bank-full
approach and tier system should not apply to a salt marsh namely because bank full in the salt
marsh is not a function of watershed size. Additionally, Tom Ballestero (UNH) stated in an email
that there is a lot more to tidal designs than geomorphic considerations and that the NH Stream
Crossing Guidelines that he helped write were intended for freshwater systems. C. Perron said
that for these reasons, the Department would be requesting a waiver of the stream crossing rules
for this project instead of submitting as an Alternative Design. No one voiced any concerns.

R. Roach said the Department would need to coordinate with NOAA regarding Essential Fish
Habitat, and also suggested that Erik Hutchinson (NOAA) be contacted regarding potential grant
money.

Carol Henderson said that there would be a time of year restriction for construction in order to
avoid impacting anadromous fish migration. C. Perron will get specific dates from her prior to
submitting the wetland permit application.

No other comments or concerns were voiced regarding the project as proposed.

(NHNHB File #: NHB09-1152). This project was previously presented on the following date:
2/17/2010.

Portsmouth, X-A000(417), 14493


http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/February172010.pdf

Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
October 20, 2010
Page 7

This project involves the replacement of the bridge that carries NH Route 1A over Sagamore
Creek in Portsmouth (Br. No. 198/034). Work also includes improvements to the bridge
approaches between the NH Route 1A intersection with CIliff Road and NH Route 1B.
Normandeau Associates, Inc. discussed and sought feedback on wetland impacts, construction
methods, and Essential Fish Habitats.

Lee Carbonneau summarized activity since the project was first presented on May 19, 2010. Since
then a rare plant survey was conducted, and no rare plants were found; a draft essential fish habitat
study has been completed; the cultural resources meeting was attended; and further engineering
and impact analysis has occurred. There are still two construction options under consideration:
bridge rehabilitation and bridge replacement. Impacts would not be much different between the
two, since there is not much of the bridge that can be re-used.

For the replacement project, abutments will be replaced behind the existing abutments, and the
temporary construction zone, shaded on the plan, has a slight overlap with rocky intertidal habitat
(man-made). Currently, 2 piers are present on each side of the bridge in subtidal areas; these will
be replaced with 2 or 3 piers on each side, behind existing piers. Temporary impact areas are
shaded on the plans. Work would be done from barges. New piers are needed for either option.

David McNamara discussed the engineering progress and construction implications. The Rehab
and replacement options are shown on several graphics. The rehab option still requires significant
substructure work, so it has similar impacts. Removal of existing piers is likely to be needed. For
the Replacement option, drilled shafts at the piers eliminate the need for cofferdams in the water.
Pier construction would be performed from jack-up barges. Shafts would be drilled down to
bedrock and filled. Oversized casings would be placed around existing piers to catch debris, and
the piers would be broken up inside the casing and material pulled out, requiring no major
dewatering. EXxisting pier footings would be left in place unless their removal is necessary for new
piers. Silt curtain will be placed around the work area in the water, as shown on the plans.

Rich Roach asked about using dynamite to remove the old piers, as it may be less costly.
Dynamite was used in the Squamscott River, and the effects were not that bad. He recommended
doing it at high tide when the water is still, and to make some noise first to scare the fish away.
Carol Henderson mentioned that blasting would require coordination with NHF&G and the
NOAA-NMFS on the timing for fish protection.

Kevin Nyhan asked about the aerial extent of impacts. L. Carbonneau described the impacts.
Temporary Subtidal impacts for pier construction would be 7,000 sf (within silt curtains);
Permanent subtidal impacts for piers would be about 50 sf. The temporary impact to the intertidal
rocky shore for abutment construction is 800 sf (combined for both sides). The temporary tidal
buffer zone impacts for abutment construction, approach road widening and clearing is 12,000 sf,
and the permanent impacts are 9,000 sf. No mitigation is proposed. R. Roach indicated that he
felt that construction of new abutments farther back than the existing ones, removal of the old
abutments and a reduction in the footprint of the piers could be considered wetland impacts.

K. Nyhan asks R. Roach if this project will qualify for coverage under the NH PGP. R. Roach
responds that it probably would however it may also require a Coast Guard permit. D. McNamara
agreed that this was likely and that FST has been in contact with the Coast Guard. Chris Williams
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mentions that because of the Coast Guard Permit, the project will need Coastal Zone consistency
review, and L. Carbonneau responds that they have begun this process. Jamie Sikora mentioned
that the Coast Guard permit coordination will go thru FHWA to the USCG. A discussion ensues
about Coastal zone consistency review requirements for PGP projects.

C. Henderson asks about the EFH Assessment results and whether there is any eelgrass in the
project area. L. Carbonneau described the substrate as fine-grained sediment, not great spawning
habitat, scallop habitat, and eelgrass is not present in the project area, but has been mapped well
downstream. C. Henderson concluded that for fisheries, this is more or less a timing issue, whether
or not blasting occurs.

L. Carbonneau brought up stormwater treatment, saying that there is not much room for
stormwater treatment, and runoff currently falls through bridge. D. McNamara indicated that
runoff from the new bridge deck will also drain back to the road.

(NHNHB File #: NHB10-0465). This project was previously reviewed on the following date:
5/19/2010.

Portsmouth-Kittery, A000(911), 13678F

This project involves replacement of the bridge that carries US Route 1 over Piscataqua River.
Work is based on the draft connection study for this project. Work also includes replacement of
the Scott Avenue Bridge and rehabilitation of the Kittery approach spans. This project has an
accelerated schedule with construction anticipated to begin in the fall 2011. The Department
provided a review of alternatives and discussed preliminary environmental involvement and
sought feedback on the proposal and approvals/ permits that would be needed.

Rich Roach indicated that a 404 permit may be needed, however, following the meeting he
provided an email, which indicated that the work would qualify for the State Programmatic
General Permit.

R. Roach indicated that a permitting “critical path” be developed. It appear that the critical path
for permitting is 1) obtaining the State wetlands permit, 2) obtaining the 401 Water Quality
Certification, 3) obtaining the CZMA consistency finding, 4) obtaining the US Coast Guard
permit.

There was discussion regarding the need for a Coastal Zone Consistency Finding. Chris Williams
indicated that since the project will require a permit from the U.S. Coast Guard, regardless of
whether it qualifies for a State Programmatic General Permit, it will be subject to federal
consistency review by the NH Coastal Program. He also indicated even if a Coast Guard permit
wasn’t required, the project would likely be subject to federal consistency review because it will
be funded, wholly or in part, with federal funds. K. Nyhan indicated that he believed this was
different than the Department’s understanding of when a federal consistency review was
necessary, but that he would look into it and discuss with C. Williams at a later time.
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Other issues that were discussed and require follow-up include the need for an updated Essential
Fish Habitat assessment since the project, as currently proposed, includes work within the water to
construct new abutments, and potential time of year restrictions from NH Fish and Game due to
fish species in the Piscataqua River.

Gino indicated that a Shoreland permit would be required for this project. The work may qualify
for an urban exemption or may have a vested interest. However, after discussion, it was agreed
that the Department would make provisions to obtain a Shoreland permit, if needed.

(Other_project information) This project was previously reviewed on the following dates:
9/15/2004, 9/21/2005, 5/16/2007, 1/16/2008, 11/19/2008, & 3/17/2010.

New Castle, 15895 (non-Federal)

This project involves the rehabilitation of NH Route 1B causeway between Goat Island and New
Castle Island, including replacement of existing cable guardrail with new beam guardrail,
formalizing the typical section to reflect 11’ travel lanes and 2’ shoulders, paving existing gravel
shoulders, full width overlay of the roadway, and repair of existing slopes.

Chris Carucci presented the proposed work to the agencies. In addition to the proposed work C.
Carucci presented the delineations of Highest Observable Tide Line (HOTL). C. Carucci
explained that the HOTL was developed using two different methods. The first method was a field
delineation that accounted for the “rack line” which was collected by Matt Urban. The other
method utilized two local NOAA tidal stations. Using the NOAA data C. Carucci was able to
delineate the NOAA HOTL elevation on the plans and was able to compare it to the field
delineation obtained by M. Urban. Gino Infascelli expressed concern that there were too many
variables and that the Department should stick to one method specifically the delineation of the
HOTL determined in the field by M. Urban and noted all of the area within 100 ft. of the highest
observable tide line was jurisdictional.

Rich Roach thought that the project was needed and he expressed that he was okay with this
project moving forward so long as the Department doesn’t expand or extend the existing limits of
the rip-rap out further than the existing stone below the HOTL. R. Roach suggested that Frank
Richardson might have good working knowledge of the HOTL in the area. As such, the
Department might want to double check if he agrees with our delineated line.

C. Carucci reiterated that the work would be limited to stay above the HOTL and as such impacts
to the nearby eel grass would be avoided. All of the proposed work will enhance public safety.

This project was previously presented on the following date: 7/21/2010.

Every Day Counts (FHWA Initiative)


http://www.nh.gov/dot/projects/portsmouthkittery13678E/index.htm
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/nrac-092105.pdf
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/nrac-011608.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/November192008.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/March172010.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/projectdevelopment/documents/July212010.pdf
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Craig Green introduced this new FHWA initiate — Every Day Counts (EDC), which is designed to
identify and deploy innovation aimed at shortening project delivery, enhancing the safety of our
roadways, and protecting the environment.

Craig indicated that FHWA is sponsoring an EDC summit in Boston in December and invited
resource agencies from NH to attend. He asked that those interested in attending provide an email
indicating such to Kevin.

(Every Day Counts Website) This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural
Resource Agency Coordination Meeting.

Bedford- Circle Drive Association

Circle Drive Association, LLC proposes to access a development parcel by crossing Sebbins
Brook. The location is off US Route 3 across from Iron Horse Drive. Gove Environmental, and
Bedford Design discussed project details and mitigation. Bob Baskenville of Bedford Design
mentioned that an area of the US Route 3 embankment is showing signs of instability and asked if
the Department would like to fix this area in association with the nearby Circle Drive crossing
effort. Kevin Nyhan indicated that it was his understanding that the Department had been asked
about this in the past and had declined to participate. He felt that if this decision was made in the
past, that this would likely be the outcome if asked again, but that this decision would have to be
made by the commissioner’s office and could not be decided at this meeting.

The remainder of the discussion did not involve the Department and therefore have not been
included in these minutes. For additional information regarding these discussions please contact
Bob Baskenville of Bedford Design at bobb@bedforddesign.com or Luke Hurley of Gove
Environmental at Ihurley@gesinc.biz.

This project has not been previously discussed at a Monthly Natural Resource Agency
Coordination Meeting.
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