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NOTES ON CONFERENCE:

Finalization of October 15, 2008 Meeting Minutes

The October 15, 2008 meeting minutes were finalized.

Salem-Manchester, IM-1R-93-1(174)0, 10418C

This project involves widening Interstate 93 between Salem and Manchester. Marc Laurin
discussed the field trip taken with members of the resource agencies on October 31% to review
wildlife crossing options. Draft minutes from the field meeting were previously emailed to those
present. Lori Sommer stated that she would like to further review the information presented in the
consultants’ wildlife crossing reports and requested GIS information of all the 34 culvert locations
investigated in these reports. This will allow her to overlay habitat and conservation land cover
layers. Carol Henderson will also need additional information to evaluate whether fish habitat
improvement is appropriate at these locations. M. Laurin will provide this information, as well as
posting the reports electronically on the 1-93 website. He will provide any other pertinent
information that the Department used in selecting the proposed areas. In response to an inquiry by
Vernon Lang, M. Laurin described the FEIS commitments regarding wildlife crossing. The
Department committed to investigate the potential for crossings at seven perennial streams, as well
as investigate any locations where culverts were to be replaced. Engineering evaluations
determined that no culverts are required to be replaced along the 1-93 corridor. Rich Roach
suggested that a separate meeting to discuss the reports and potential areas for improvements
should be set up after all have had a chance to review the reports.

M. Laurin summarized the comments, suggestions, and discussions made at each location visited

during the October 31st field review.

e A shelf at the Beaver Brook culverts is not appropriate, fencing should be positioned further
away from the banks and added to the median to deter wildlife from accessing the median.

e The proposal to provide a new channel and adjacent wetland at the South Tributary to Canobie
Lake area was rejected. M. Laurin inquired with design personnel regarding questions brought
up in the field on the proposed water quality treatment measures to be designed at this location.
A large detention pond is required to treat the storm water runoff, precluding construction of a
wetland, and there may be the need to provide an increase in capacity to the existing channel to
accommodate increased flows and velocities. L. Sommer stated that if required by the design,
the existing channel should be deepened or widened, rather than relocated through the wooded
area. The Department will further investigate whether impacts to the channel can be reduced
or avoided.

e A shelf at the Cohas Brook/ Bodwell Road culverts is not appropriate.

e Fencing between the Cohas Brook culverts within the 1-93/1-293 interchange is appropriate to
deter wildlife from accessing the median.

e A shelf at the culverts where Cohas Brook flows into the 1-93 median is not appropriate,
however it was suggested that it may be appropriate to direct low flows into the southern
culvert providing a dry land passage along the north culvert. The Department will investigate
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whether this is hydraulically prudent and also concerns expressed regarding increasing stream
flows through the culvert.

e M. Laurin reiterated that if the Salem Rest Area on and off ramps over Policy Brook were to be
relocated, the new culverts would be designed to accommodate wildlife passage.

P. Stamnas stated that the Department would continue to coordinate in future meetings with the
agencies to resolve the outstanding questions and finalize the wildlife crossing along the corridor.

M. Laurin provided a handout that summarized the changes in the floodplain impacts since the
2004 FEIS. He gave a brief rundown of the process that consultants underwent to evaluate the
actual impacts. The 2005 DFIRM information was used along with more accurate contours
developed for the project to more accurately delineate the 100-year floodplain. This resulted in a
substantial reduction in the proposed impacts from approximately 50 acre-feet to 20 acre-feet. As
such, the Department is proposing to modify the floodplain mitigation as described in the FEIS by
not providing the project-wide valley storage creation and eliminating floodplain mitigation
creation at the former Salem Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) site. The WWTP also has
existing contamination issues (chlorinated solvents and PCBs) that NH DES has grave concerns
with. Two alternatives to the creation at the WWTP are being evaluated to provide flood storage:
the purchase of residences at Haigh Avenue, which have a history of being flooded on a regular
basis and; the conversion of Town recreational fields to flood storage located at the Clough
Crossing preservation site. Due to time constraints, further information on these options will be
presented and discussed at next month’s resource agency meeting.

This project was previously reviewed on the following dates: 8/10/1995, 1/10/1999, 2/16/2000,
5/17/2000, 6/14/2000, 7/19/2000, 8/10/2000, 9/20/2000, 10/18/2000, 1/17/2001, 2/14/2001,
3/21/2001, 4/18/2001, 5/10/2001, 8/15/2001, 9/19/2001, 10/17/2001, 11/21/2001, 1/16/2002,
2/20/2002, 5/15/2002, 6/18/2003, 10/15/2003, 12/17/2003, 10/20/2004, 11/17/2004, 1/18/2006,
12/19/2007, 2/20/2008, & 10/15/2008.

Lebanon, X-A000(141), 13951

Jon Evans provided an overview of the project area. The proposed project consists of replacing
the bridge that carries US Route 4 over the Mascoma River (Br. No. 188/126), near the
intersection of NH Route 4A in Lebanon, NH. The current bridge has 6 spans, and 5 piers, one of
which has a pier located within the channel of the river. The new bridge will be a 435-foot, three
span, steel beam girder bridge. The length has been reduced from 462 feet to 435 feet to allow for
the construction of a smaller, three span structure, eliminating the need for an additional pier
within the river. The bridge will be constructed with 12-foot travel lanes, 4-foot shoulders and 5-
foot sidewalks on both the northbound and southbound sides. The proposed bridge will be placed
approximately 50 feet to the east of the existing structure. Once the new bridge has been
constructed, traffic will be moved onto the new structure and the existing bridge will be removed.

J. Evans noted that a Public Hearing for the project will be held on December 8, 2008. It is
expected that this project will have approximately 14,260 s.f. (0.33 acres) of permanent wetland
impacts. As these impacts are in excess of 10,000 s.f. it is anticipated that mitigation will be
necessary. Should mitigation for all 14,260 s.f. be required, it would require an in-lieu fee


http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/January182006.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/December192007.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/February202008.pdf
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payment of approximately $42,400. J. Evans noted that although mitigation could also be in the
form of preservation or creation, the Public Hearing is only a few weeks away and any additional
property impacts would have to be shown at the hearing. For this reason, should mitigation be
necessary, the Department’s preference would be to pursue an in-lieu fee payment once the final
impacts have been determined.

J. Evans also noted that of the above-noted 14,260 s.f. of impacts, approximately 2,880 s.f. are to
wetland ditches. It is anticipated that as these ditches will be reconstructed as part of the project.
J. Evans indicated that in past DOT projects, impacts to ditches that would be recreated did not
require mitigation as their functions and values would not be lost. Lori Sommer and Gino
Infascelli confirmed that impacts to such wetlands would not require mitigation. This leaves
approximately 11,380 s.f. of permanent impacts which would require mitigation. This amounts to
an in-lieu fee payment of approximately $33,766. Kevin Nyhan asked if discussing the need for
mitigation at the Public Hearing would satisfy the requirements of Env-Wt Part 800. L. Sommer
indicated it would.

J. Evans reiterated that these impacts are still preliminary and would likely change once the project
proceeds to the final design phase after the Public Hearing. He also indicated that the final
wetland impacts would be reviewed with the resource agencies at a later date. He asked that if
anyone had any objections to using an in-lieu fee payment should mitigation be required. Those
present did not object to the use of the in-lieu fee program.

Rich Roach stated that he felt the wetland impacts were relatively small and that there are
substantial environmental benefits to removing the pier within the river. He also noted that if it
had not been proposed by the Department, it probably would have been requested by the resource
agencies. He acknowledged that eliminating the need for a pier within the river is expensive and
since an in-lieu fee payment would be relatively small, perhaps removal of the pier would be
enough mitigation. L. Sommer indicated that the rules are fairly strict however this could be
discussed at a later date, once the final wetland impacts have been determined.

G. Infascelli indicated that this project would have impacts to areas protected by the
Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act. These impacts may require the Department to provide
plantings to mitigate for vegetation removed in association with the construction of the new
bridge. J. Evans indicated that since the adjacent shorelines are heavily vegetated anyway, there
would not be very many opportunities within the project area to provide plantings. The utility
lines to the west of the existing structure will not be moved in association with this project and
therefore will probably limit planting opportunities in the area of the existing bridge. J. Evans
indicated that once the final shoreland impacts have been finalized the project would be brought
back to the resource agencies.

Vernon Lang asked if the new bridge could be constructed on the other side of the existing
structure or if the new bridge could be placed in the same location as the existing one. J. Evans
and C.R. Willeke indicated that the topography on the western side of the bridge is very steep and
a western alternative would require additional impacts to a conservation property and an
archaeological site. They also noted that putting the new bridge in the same location as the
existing structure would necessitate the construction of a temporary bridge and would require
impacts similar to or greater than those of the proposed action.
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R. Roach indicated that he felt the proposed action was an environmentally conscious plan and that
he felt the project would qualify for coverage under the NH PGP unless any of the other Federal
Agencies did not agree. V. Lang indicated that he would like to review the project further before
he agreed to PGP coverage. R. Roach noted that this project has relatively few environmental
impacts and is not of a magnitude that would generally require an individual permit. He
encouraged the USF&WS to indicate any objections to PGP coverage as soon as possible so as not
to delay the project.

This project was previously reviewed on the following date: 3/21/2008

Portsmouth-Kittery, BHF- T-0101(015), 13678

Kevin Nyhan and Bob Landry discussed this project, which involves the rehabilitation of the
bridge that carries US Route 1 over the Piscataqua River between Portsmouth, NH and Kittery,
ME. Because the low bidder was approximately $15 M over the engineering estimate the
Department is reviewing alternative options, which include a partial rehabilitation, a no build,
awarding the contract as bid, and moving forward with a completely new structure. The
Department’s Front Office prefers the latter. Once the project moves into design, the project will
be reviewed again.

This project was previously reviewed on the following dates: 9/15/2004, 9/21/2005, 5/16/2007,
1/16/2008.

Gilford, 2008M314-8 (Non-Federal)

This project consists of repairing and extending by 3’ the existing 9” wide, by 6’ high, by 30” long
concrete closed box culvert that carries West Alton Brook under NH Route 11A to allow for
realignment of the curb and guardrail. The extension includes the construction of new wing walls
at the outlet end.

Matt Urban presented the subject project for the NHDOT District 3 Office. M. Urban expressed
his concerns with the current rule Env-Wt 702.02 (Map Format), which states, prime wetland
delineations at the time of DES approval only need to be accurate within approximately 100 ft.
Gino Infascelli discussed the differences between the mapping knowledge of today vs. the past
where the tools to be more accurate were not available. Then M. Urban suggested that the rule be
updated at the next open rule change period to fit the conditions of current public needs. Lori
Sommer noted that the applicant could contest the boundary of any delineation.

M. Urban displayed the project area to the Resource Agencies using various maps. M. Urban
specifically discussed the poor delineation for Prime Wetland #3, which is associated with the
subject project. The DOT will contest the delineation by providing a map with an accurate
boundary and the supporting evidence that can be presented at a public hearing.


http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/March212007.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/Sept212005.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/May162007.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/January162008.pdf
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M. Urban provided a description of the project need, which includes concern for structural
deterioration, and its public safety implications. The narrow road does not allow to a plow truck
and on coming vehicles to pass on the bridge at the same time. There are fears of a head on
collision. G. Infascelli concurred with this, stating that when he visited the site on a field visit that
he made note of the sharp bend in the road in addition to the narrowness, which creates a high-risk
location.

M. Urban described the proposed work, which can be seen on the plans. Vernon Lang and Carol
Henderson expressed their concern for the slight perch on the outlet end of the structure. M.
Urban stated that he would look into a possible solution, which may include a way to slope the
proposed 3 ft. extension to eliminate the perch. Rich Roach suggested adding some stone where
there has been scour that has resulted from the perch. A design solution that addresses the perched
culvert will be presented to the Resource Agencies at a later date.

M. Urban described the functions and values for which the prime wetland was designated, which
include: Shoreline Anchoring, Sediment Trapping, Nutrient Retention/Attenuation, and
Groundwater Recharge. M. Urban then described why the DOT feels that there would be not a net
loss of functions and values. There were no disagreements to M. Urban’s justifications. However,
G. Infascelli made it clear that the functions and values would still need to be addressed in an
official response to a previous Request For More Information (RFMI) addressing all of appropriate
Env-Wt 700-800 rules. G. Infascelli noted that if for some reason mitigation would be required the
DOT could address the berm issues that result from plowing as a form of mitigation.

This project has not been reviewed at a previous Monthly NHDOT Natural Resource Agency
Coordination Meeting.

Concord, 15613

This project consists of the replacement of an existing failed 36 metal pipe under several ramps at
Exit 1 of Intrastate 393. This site was one of many culvert replacement sites scheduled for
construction in 2009, but is being expedited due to an expanding sinkhole in the ramp
embankment.

Mike Hazlett provided an overview of the project. This project involves replacing a 170-foot long,
36-inch diameter corrugated metal pipe located under the exit 1 ramps of Interstate 393 under 20
feet of fill. The pipe serves as an equalizer pipe between Fort Eddy Pond to the west and the
Merrimack River to the east. Flow through this pipe is seasonal only and has a velocity of
approximately 6 — 8 ft/sec. The slope of the pipe is less than 1%. Forested wetlands exist at both
the inlet and outlet of the pipe. There is a sinkhole located above the header at the outlet end of
the pipe on the ramp embankment. Because of this sinkhole and the extremely poor condition of
the pipe, this project has been accelerated in the Department’s program and will be advertised in
January 2009.

The Department is looking into two options for the replacement of this pipe. The first option uses
trenchless technology (directional boring), which would require a smooth plastic pipe to be placed
approximately 15 feet to the north of the existing pipe. The second option uses open trench
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construction, which would require closing the ramps. This option allows more flexibility in the
material of the new pipe, and would allow replacement in the existing location. The Department is
exploring the possibility of using a plastic pipe with a roughened bottom, although it is not known
if this will be possible. Wetland impacts will be minimal with either option.

Carol Henderson asked if the new pipe would be placed at the same elevation, and if the pipe
would be extended. M. Hazlett stated that the replacement pipe would be at the same elevation
and that the new pipe would be the same length. New headwalls would be constructed and the
material of the pipe will different from the existing. Melissa Coppola stated that wildlife species
were found in the Natural Heritage Bureau Review. Christine Perron said that wood turtle and
northern leopard frog have been documented in this area.

Rich Roach asked if this pipe could be abandoned altogether if the Fort Eddy Road culverts were
used as equalizing pipes. Chris Carucci explained that these pipes were not at the same elevation,
which would require trenching and, therefore, greater impacts. R. Roach stated that a pipe
replacement would be exempt from Corps jurisdiction.

C. Henderson stated that she would need to check with others in Fish & Game to determine if there
are any concerns with the use of a smooth plastic pipe at this location. C. Perron will continue to
coordinate with Fish & Game. Gino Infascelli stated that he did not have any objections to either
option provided the chosen option considers Fish & Game’s concerns.

Subsequent to this meeting, C. Henderson discussed this project with the Fish & Game Non-Game
Program; there were no concerns with installing a smooth plastic pipe at this location.

This project has not been reviewed at a previous Monthly NHDOT Natural Resource Agency
Coordination Meeting.

Nashua Municipal Airport Runway Improvements EA, AIP No. 3-33-0012-28-2007

Armand Dufresne introduced the project and gave a brief background. This project consists of the
relocation of Runway 14-32 300 feet east and extending it 500 feet, relocating a parallel taxiway
150 feet east, and expanding the main aircraft parking apron 150 feet. Work will include
construction of a new runway; parallel taxiway; stub taxiways, and Runway Safety Area;
relocation and recalibration of NAVAIDS; and removal of existing runway and parallel taxiway.
The project was previously reviewed on April 18, 2007 and August 20, 2008. The Airport is
currently completing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for proposed improvements planned for
the next several years as shown on the Airport’s FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP). A.
Dufresne briefly explained that the Airport has one runway, designated Runway 14-32, that is
currently 5,500 feet in length. The runway currently does not meet FAA standards for runway-to-
taxiway separation, runway length or Runway Safety Areas (RSAs). The preferred alternative
meets these FAA standards, and has a total direct wetland impact by dredge and fill of 8.8 acres,
and 15.3 acres of wetland impact through obstruction (tree) removal.

Rich Roach asked if this project is enabling larger/faster aircraft to use the Airport and if there will
be a noise impact. A. Dufresne stated that the proposed project will not change the type of aircraft



Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting
November 19, 2008
Page 8

using the Airport, but will allow for an enhanced margin of safety for the corporate jet aircraft
already present. Noise is addressed in the EA, and preliminary results of the noise analysis
indicate that shifting the runway moves the aircraft noise further away from residential
neighborhoods.

A. Dufresne discussed the proposed mitigation for the wetland impacts resulting from this project.
The Airport contacted the Nashua Conservation Commission and the Hollis Conservation
Commission and requested a list of priority parcels to be preserved. Both Commissions provided
lists of parcels within each community, which have been identified as preservation priorities. The
mitigation proposal is to acquire several of these priority parcels in the Pennichuck watershed, and
along Witches Brook and Muddy Brook either through outright purchase, or easement. The City
and Town will negotiate with landowners and be reimbursed by the FAA through the Airport. R.
Roach asked why the City and Town will be responsible for negotiations. It was stated that this
allows more flexibility in negotiation with landowners.

A. Dufresne stated that 133.7 acres of land proposed for acquisition through easement or outright
acquisition were identified as mitigation for the wetland impacts. This represents a 15:1 ratio of
land protected to wetland lost. There was a discussion regarding what the impact is, and the
possibility of requiring mitigation for the tree clearing in wetlands. A. Dufresne stated that the
values of the wetland loss and the land proposed to be preserved must be considered. Dan
Nitzsche stated that the 8.8 acres of wetland that will be directly impacted by the runway extension
and runway safety area are of low functional value, and the 15 acres to be impacted by tree
clearing will remain a wetland after the project is complete. The land proposed to be acquired as
mitigation includes areas in the Pennichuck watershed, and land adjacent to Witches Brook. The
parcels were selected for their proximity to existing conservation land, and for their high value as
wetland and wetland buffer. Several of the parcels were identified in the NH Wildlife Action Plan
as Highest Ranked Habitat in NH, or Highest Ranked Habitat in the Biological Region. D.
Nitzsche stated that the wetlands being impacted are of low value and are isolated wetlands,
whereas the proposed properties and easements to be acquired are in contiguous conservation areas
that are not hydrologically isolated.

Vernon Lang asked if onsite restoration had been looked into. A. Dufresne stated that wetlands
are a wildlife attractant, which presents a safety hazard on an airport, so on-site mitigation is not a
feasible or desirable option.

Lori Sommer asked if the airport had sought wetland restoration opportunities. NHDES prefers
for project proponents to first look at restoration of wetlands, followed by off-site restoration, and
finally preservation. Off-site restoration has not been looked at, but the Airport will seek
opportunities prior to application for permits for this type of mitigation.

L. Sommer asked about timing for the project. A. Dufresne stated that at this point, the Airport is
finalizing the EA and needs consensus on the mitigation concept in order to do so. A public
meeting on the EA is expected to be held in January 2009. The EA must be approved before the
Airport can seek permits from NHDES, the Army Corps of Engineers, and other permitting
agencies.
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R. Roach stated that mitigation should be completed before construction. A. Dufresne stated that
the construction has been postponed one year, which should accommodate that schedule.

A. Dufresne asked if the proposed mitigation strategy seems to be appropriate. R. Roach stated
that a study area should be identified that focuses on the Pennichuck watershed, Witches Brook
and Muddy Brook and possible restoration opportunities in that area should be identified. The
Airport will be required to document efforts to find wetland restoration opportunities. If
restoration opportunities are not available, the acquisition of properties or easements is
appropriate. R. Roach suggested that preservation of parcels, with a “salting” of wetland creation
may be ideal. He stated that the wetland creation would not be a major construction effort.

It was noted by L. Sommer that the F.E. Everett Turnpike project has not met its mitigation
requirements and that possible coordination between the two projects and pooling of funds should
be researched.

This project was previously reviewed on the following dates: 4/18/2007 & 8/20/2008.



http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/April182007.pdf
http://www.nh.gov/dot/bureaus/environment/documents/August202008.pdf
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