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NOTES ON CONFERENCE: 

 

 

Finalization of August 17
th

 2016 Meeting Minutes 

The finalization of August’s meeting minutes were postponed for one week in order for final 

comments to come in.  
 

 

Hampton #40927 Route 1A Drainage Maintenance (Non-Federal) 

Ralph Sanders (NHDOT District 6) provided an overview of the project.  The District has an 

existing permit to construct a new culvert from Route 1A to the marsh.  It took five years to get the 

abutting landowner to approve the project but they did get an extension.  They are looking to work 

on that project this fall.  There are three additional 24” culverts in the area that outlet to the marsh.  

It has been difficult to find these outlets, since they were installed years ago, possibly in the 1930’s 

and are now buried.  They are looking to permit work on these culverts.   

 

Lori Sommer asked what the drainage does now.  R. Sanders noted that it is basically flowing 

overland, flooding and creating some problems. 

 

Jim Fougere (Smart Associates) distributed an aerial photo of the area with wetlands delineated 

and phragmites identified.   J. Fougere noted that to define the outlet locations, they would have to 

do excavations to find and inspect the culverts and deal with the burial of the outlets.  That work 

would occur in the tidal buffer zone.  Once the culvert ends were established, DOT standard 

headwalls would be included, a 10’X10’ area prepared, fabric laid down and Class C rock installed 

to allow future maintenance of the outlet area.  

 

Work in the marsh is assumed to include the outlet structure with construction impacts of 

approximately 15’X15’ or 225 sq. ft. Permanent marsh impacts are expected to be 10’X10’, any 

temporary impacts will be restored.  Impacts to the tidal buffer zone would be restored to current 

conditions.  Presumably, mitigation would be required so we would look at phragmites control 

working with DOT and DES to determine a workable solution. 

 

Mike Hicks noted that ideally all this could be maintenance work, if there is no new fill or new 

footprint.  Any new fill will require an Individual Permit.  Matt Urban noted that Rich Roache was 

part of the previous permit and avoided an individual permit. M. Hicks asked if the work will be in 

the salt marsh and it definitely is new work, so it sounds like an Individual permit.    

 

L. Sommer noted that it would be a Major project for NHDES.  R. Sanders asked to confirm that 

the 10x10 rock fill area would be fill.   

 

Geno Infascelli noted that the area includes prime wetland and 100’ buffer for the town.  That may 

not have been true when the previous permit was issued.  That would require coordination with the 

Town of Hampton.  Also he thought that for the existing permit at Little Jack’s they found one 

outlet near the small building south of Little Jack’s.   He would check the older file and check for 

photos of the culvert. 
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M. Hicks brought up that DOT needed to look at avoidance and minimization, possibly looking at 

diverting drainage toward the ocean across Route 1A.  After some discussion it was determined 

DOT looked at this option initially and there were a number of issues with gas pipes, sewer etc.  

Mike suggested you may need to show what you looked at.  G. Infascelli noted that he engineer at 

the time of the earlier permit discussions, said the gas lines and utilities are in the way out there.  

When you apply you should explain this as an alternative in the 20 questions. 

 

M. Hicks noted that coordination with National Marine Fisheries and historic coordination would 

be required. Protected species were discussed including the northern long-eared bat which was 

identified by USFWS.  L. Sommer brought up the Rye bat hibernacula which would affect tree 

cutting. Jim Fougere identified that there were two trees in the entire project area and those occur 

adjacent to the road.  M. Hicks said that coordination would still need to be done.  J. Fougere 

agreed that it would be done. 

   

L. Sommer brought up the mitigation issue, wanting to clarify what was intended.  J. Fougere 

noted they would look at address phragmites control through coordination with DOT policy and 

DES practices.   L. Sommer noted she was interested in the phragmites issue, perhaps they could 

look at the Portsmouth project.  Lori asked about protected plant species relating to phragmites 

removal and suggested to touch base with Amy Lamb.  J. Fougere noted that the marsh edge was 

dominated by spartina, salicornia and phragmites.  

 

M. Urban asked, do we have to do something on-site for mitigation or could it be an ARM 

payment. L. Sommer noted that it might qualify but the phragmites could be an opportunity.  M. 

Hicks noted he would be willing to look at the site if it would help.  L. Sommer noted that the 

Town of Hampton will want to hear of mitigation time schedule.  

 

M. Hicks asked when the permit would be submitted? J. Fougere noted it would likely be near the 

end of the year.  R. Sanders hoped they could do the work next spring or fall.  The work for the 

existing permitted culvert will be done this fall.  Lori asked for the existing project permit number 

2011-1542. 

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 

 

Eaton #1832H-1 Route 153 (Non-Federal)  

Bill Rollins gave an overview of the project and discussed how there are many box culverts under 

10ft in District 3 that they are enlisting Bridge Maintenance to help with the repairs.  

 

Matt Urban asked if B. Rollins anticipated adding more rip rap. B. Rollins had not considered 

adding more rip rap but wouldn’t be a bad idea. M. Urban suggested that if we do propose to add 

rip-rap to make sure to put it where it already exists so that we don’t have to mitigate. If add rip rap 

to a new location we will need to mitigate for that impacted area. Gino Infascelli stated that if there 

isn’t much scour might not need rip rap.  

 

M. Urban reviewed the environmental components. He stated that this would be an alternative 

design because of the Tier 3 stream. G. Infascelli asked how big the structure is? B. Rollins 
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answered that it should be around 9 or so feet. G. Infascelli expressed that it looks like it might be 

just over 10 feet. M. Urban answered it is 8 feet wide. G. Infascelli stated that looking from the 

aerials it looks like it could meet the stream crossing rules and from a quick look it came up to be 

1.33 square miles.  

 

B. Rollins discussed that it is his understanding that Bridge Maintenance will use scaffolding in the 

stream to help pour and set a new top for the box culvert. These would be temporary impacts to the 

stream. There are no good ways to divert traffic so they will have to do the maintenance in halves, 

leaving one lane open for travel. They plan to do the work in the winter and most of the work from 

the top.  

 

M. Urban stated that it sounded like no mitigation was needed as long as we don’t’ add rip rap to 

non-existing locations. Lori Sommer agreed.  

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 

 

Freedom #1832H Old Portland Road (Non-Federal) 

Bill Rollins gave an overview of the project. Bridge Maintenance will be performing the work. 

They plan to do the majority of the work from the top by taking out the roof and adding a new roof 

that can support the present day traffic load. Again they plan to use scaffolding in the river which 

will cause temporary wetland impacts. There are alternative routes and could detour so they could 

close the road and work on the bridge all at once, or could do it in halves and have one lane of 

traffic.  

 

Matt Urban gave a run-down of the environmental aspects and components. There are invasives 

located at this site and they will follow the manual for proper procedures. The stream is Tier 3. 

Mike Hicks asked if there are any historic properties on site. Matt Urban responded back no. It was 

asked where the invasives were located. M. Urban wasn’t sure and we couldn’t locate them in the 

pictures.  M. Urban said he would check the location of the invasives and the note about their 

presence at this site.  

 

M. Urban asked if mitigation would be required for this project. Lori Sommer responded no.  Gino 

Infascelli mentioned that there could be possible wetland impacts upstream; looking at an aerial the 

N/W are was looking greyish. M. Urban  agreed and stated that we have mapped out the wetland 

areas. G. Infascelli stated that it looked like there is enough shoulder that wetland impacts could be 

avoided.  

 

M. Urban asked if B. Rollins knew which side Bridge Maintenance wants to access the bridge 

from. B. Rollins did not know but plans to check with Bridge Maintenance. M. Urban ask that that 

be included/ noted in the permit application. Carol Henderson ask if the project was to be worked 

on this winter. M. Urban responded yes.  

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 
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Mitigation Banking Discussion 

Kevin Nyhan (Bureau of Environment) and Dave Rodrigue (DOT – Director of Operations )  

presented on and opened up a discussion on the possibility of creating a mitigation bank for ARM 

funds produced by DOT. K. Nyhan discussed that they have been thinking about the operations and 

mitigation of DOT’s structures and the environmental aspects around them. Currently they are 

focused on the mitigation funds produced by culverts and road crossing work. K. Nyhan and D. 

Rodrigue expressed they were hopeful to put together a committee with representatives from DES, 

and Fish and Game, and other agencies to discuss this idea to put together a process.  Lori Sommer 

agreed that she thought this was doable.  

 

K. Nyhan expressed that currently we work in a more reactive state than a proactive, and would 

like to work towards a process in which we can do mitigation work that would then be a credit that 

could be applied to other projects. He is hopeful that a work group with representatives from the 

different agencies could help make this plan, use fund (Betterment program funds?), leverage 

federal programs, and effectively and efficiently implement environmental work. The Betterment 

Funds are limited and we have not yet applied to use ARM fund dollars on our own projects. The 

Betterment program provided funding for maintenance that we don’t have federal dollars for such 

as paving, emergencies, culverts, and bridge maintenance. The focus is mostly on culverts and 

dams as well as some proactive work with invasives. What we haven’t done is gone back and 

applied for ARM funds to apply toward mitigation project.  

 

D. Rodrigue expressed that the front offices views and understands that this is a real opportunity to 

advance some projects and to offset future mitigation on projects.   

 

D. Rodrigue stepped through a proposed process. He expressed that they would love to identify 

people from DES, Fish and Game, and other agencies to work together to identify projects that 

provide significant ecological benefit as well as infrastructure replacement benefits. We are 

currently working on a “worse first” basis, but there are structures on the list that are not in the 

worse state but would have significant ecology benefits if they were addressed sooner than later. 

The hope is to work together using SADS to identify these structures that would have the highest 

desire for DOT to change but also are identified by other agencies as a priority, and then to form a 

process for applying credits to other “worse first” projects. We also hope to tie it back into the 

Betterment Fund Project. Mike Hicks asked where does the money go currently? K. Nyhan 

answered that the money goes to the ARM Fund, and that we have the opportunity to apply to the 

ARM fund for mitigation money, we just haven’t as of late. M. Hicks suggested to approach Ruth 

Lad. Lori Sommer suggested that the Stream Passage Program sounded similar to this concept and 

you have always been able to use those funds, why are you not doing this? K. Nyhan stated that his 

understanding was that they needed. L. Sommer responded back to just do it.  

 

Mark Hemmerlin (DOT BOE) brought up a GIS map displaying the SADs database. L. Sommer 

suggested that with the SADS database, that we have a broader mix of culverts being prioritized 

and that they are getting closer to identifying priority areas with this program.  

 

L. Sommer mentioned that the mitigation work does need to be within the same watershed, and 

that DOT would receive criticism if a project was done in District 3 and then applied the mitigation 

credit to a project in District 1. D. Rodrigue mentioned that we could greatly benefit from getting a 
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list of projects by watershed. L. Sommer suggested that a top five list might be started within the 

patrol sheds. K. Nyhan mentioned that the District lists are put into SADS. So we should make our 

proactive list based off of the SADS database and if DES and F&G agree that they have the largest 

ecological benefit.  

 

M. Kern reiterated that we should talk with Ruth Lad and that this process would definitely take a 

few years to get a system like this through because of all of the legality. He also commented that he 

thought that we would be able to give credit to an entire project, but could for a portion of the 

project. He also thought that if the DOT already needed to do the infrastructure work, that the idea 

of giving extra credit wouldn’t be feasible, but that if the project went above and beyond, ie a 

bridge instead of a culvert, then it could be a possibility.  

 

L. Sommer suggested that through the Stream Passage Program to look for what local funding is 

available first and then go to local conservation committee meetings to investigate what their needs 

are. L. Sommer also mentioned that the timing of this process could be an issue. The mitigation 

payment is usually made with the permit. She suggested that K. Nyhan and D. Rodrigue come to 

the next Stream Passage Program Steering committee meeting to hear about the prioritization 

model they are using which assesses all assets and outputs a dot on a map. M. Hemmerlin stated 

that this is where we need to fill in the list, and that there has been a big push to develop data about 

culverts, but now we need to think about and sift through what to do with it. L. Sommer said that 

they are very close to being done with the prioritization. D. Rodrigue asked if the model was run 

from SADS data. L. Sommer confirmed that yes it was.  

 

K. Nyhan discussion stating that we can create the priority list and that once we have identified 

these projects we can assess the finer level of detail of the idea and process.  

M. Kern suggested that it would make sense to see if we can make progress over the next few 

months within the existing system (applying for ARM funds for mitigation projects). The issue of 

timing and money won’t be met easily. He is not sure if the changed needed for this type of process 

could be made to the in-lieu fee.  

 

K. Nyahn agreed, that yes lets work within the current systems first because of the foreseeable 

timing issues, and to make a list we agree on and then work on how to advance the process. M. 

Kern suggested that we establish the importance and what portion of credit we think the project 

should receive.  

 

L. Sommer stated that she has three projects in the seacoast on her desk that we should think about 

submitting ARM fund grants for. She suggested we use our time over the next several months on 

grant planning instead of pulling our hair out about the banking idea. She also mentioned that if we 

needed help that would certain assist us and be willing to review the ARM Grant application if we 

would like.  D. Rodrige stated that we are hopeful to keep the overhead on this light.  

 

M. Hicks asked if there is or would be an issue with wanting to cross watersheds with the work 

being done? K. Nyhan responded that yes this could be a potential issue, but first step one is to 

create a list.   
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Should discuss with Ruth Lad the idea of portion of credit for a project, and if being proactive 

would allow for more credits.  

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 

 

Wolfeboro #1832H-2 

Bill Rollins gave an overview of the project. The concrete box structure dates back to the 1930’s 

when Route 28 was re-aligned. There is substantial damage to the outlet side wing walls, which are 

located very close to the white line of the road. They are proposing to extend the outlet pipe by 4 ft 

and would like to get some guardrail in for added safety. They have no proposed work within the 

box. Possibly replacing the header. Matt Urban stated that the extension of the culvert would 

trigger mitigation. Lori Sommer agreed.  

 

M. Urban gave a run down of the environmental components. The stream is Tier 3. B. Rollins 

stated that no tree clearing was needed. Gino Infascelli stated that he suggests moving the road. G. 

Infascelli stated that there looks to be about 30 feet from the edge of road to the inlet, so they could 

slide the road over and soften the curb even more. B. Rollins responded that if we propose to repair 

just the wing walls without extending the pipe and not adding guardrails is that okay? G. Infascelli 

answered yes. G. Infascelli also added that worst case scenario; you could shift it only 20ft? B. 

Rollins responded that moving the road at all brings the project to a whole different level so he 

would prefer to just fix the wing walls without extension. L. Sommer asked where the wing walls 

were so bad. B. Rollins responded because of salt application. The road could be a bit super-

elevated so the salt run off concentrates there. M. Urban added that by only doing the repairs to the 

wing walls we would avoid mitigation. L. Sommer agreed.  G. Infascelli stated that the last 

alternative would be to remove some of the inlet and do extension on the other side.  B. Rollins 

stated that if we shuffle the road that we would need to assess the structure of the box. 

Carol Henderson ask if both sides’ wing walls needed repair. B. Rollins stated no, only the outlet 

side.  

 

B. Rollins asked if they agreed upon no longer doing the extension, just doing the repairs to the 

current outlet side wing walls, and add some guardrail. The group agreed.  

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 

 

Concord 059/127, non-federal, 41122 

 

Tony Weatherbee presented the project. The existing structure is a concrete slab bridge. The bridge 

has a span of 15’-10” and a length of 82’-0”. The abutments are moderately spalled, cracked and 

undermined. The headwall is also cracked and spalled. Proposed work consists of the following: 

place sandbag cofferdams, repair undermined locations with a concrete toewall, repair substructure 

cracks in place, rebuild headwalls, and place riprap. 

Gino Infascelli asked how the riprap will be installed. Tony said that machinery will be used which 

will require some tree cutting for access. The structure will be dewatered half at a time with 

sandbag cofferdams. The time of year that this project could be completed is flexible.  
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Mike Hicks asked if there were any evidence of bats around the structure. Tony said that he did not 

see any signs of bats when he was at the structure. Mark Hemmerlein said that he didn’t think bats 

would like the colder environment by the bridge. Tony said that the 4d forms will be sent when the 

application is submitted. The project will clear less than 0.1 acres of trees.  

Carol Henderson said to make sure that tree clearing is done at the time that is allowed for bats. 

Matt Urban asked if there were any mitigation concerns and everyone agreed that no mitigation 

was required 

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 
 

Brookline 091/076, non-federal, 41164 

 

Tony Weatherbee provided an overview of the project. The existing structure is a concrete frame 

bridge. The bridge has a span of 20’-0” and a width of 41’-9” (the clear span is 14’-0”). The soffit 

has cracks and is delaminating. It has moderate spalls, exposed rebar on the northern edge, 

delaminating on the southern edge and minor leaking in areas. Proposed work consists of the 

following: place sandbag cofferdams, temporary scaffolding and repair the deck. 

 

Matt Urban noted that the channel is filled with material. Tony Weatherbee noted that in the year 

2000 the channel was clear and that Bridge Maintenance could indeed dredge out the stream, but, it 

wasn’t currently in the project scope. Matt thought that the material extends around 30’-0” 

downstream. Gino Infascelli noted that it was unusual that the sediment was built up at the 

structure outlet and not at the structure inlet.  

 

There was some confusion about the stream name. In the NHDOT Bridge database the bridge was 

listed as crossing Store Brook. The USGS layer labels the brook as Village Brook. Moving 

forward, the stream will be referred to as Village Brook. 

 

Carol Henderson asked if the temporary impacts were for scaffolding and Tony said yes. 

Gino Infascelli said that he thought that the sediment didn’t need to be removed. Tony said that 

over time the sediment will continue to build up and in a high water event it could trap debris and 

back up water. This would create a more expensive and dangerous emergency situation in the 

future. Since the meeting took place, Bridge Maintenance has decided to remove a portion of the 

debris.  

 

Lori Sommer said that this project is self-mitigating and that mitigation is not required. 

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 
 

Weare 137/043, non-federal, 41165 

 

Tony Weatherbee provided an overview of the project. The existing structure is a twin multi-plate 

pipe arch. Each pipe arch opening is 5’-6”. Proposed work consists of the following: place sandbag 
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cofferdams, replace the bridge and place riprap at the inlet and outlet. There is a 9’ by 5.5’ concrete 

box approximately 30’ downstream. Both of these structures are undersized for the 100 year flood 

by approximately 50%. It is unclear who owns the downstream structure. Matt Urban said that the 

downstream side is Lacustrine and the upstream side is ponded. Tony asked what size structure is 

required to be compliant with DES for this location. 

 

Lori Sommer asked if there were homes upstream. Gino Infascelli said that the tax maps show that 

the bridge is half on someone’s property. Tony said that the right of way plan shows the existing 

bridge and road relocation but it does not say who owns the bridge. Gino said that there is a dam 

controlling the elevation of Daniels Lake. Matt said that 372 is the lake elevation.  

 

Gino said that the wider the structure Bridge Maintenance can install, the better it is. Whoever 

owns the downstream structure would need to remove that structure in order for a larger structure 

to benefit. Tony said that he is not sure who owns the structure or how old it is and doesn’t know if 

there are any historical issues. Gino said that eventually the structure could fall down on its own if 

it doesn’t get removed.  

 

Tony asked what a compliant structure vs. a non-compliant structure would be in this location in 

regards to mitigation costs. Gino said that it does make sense to charge mitigation for a 

replacement structure because this crossing does not fall under the stream crossing guidelines. Lori 

asked if a wildlife shelf was needed and Carol Henderson said no. Carol added that going from a 

duel opening structure to a single opening structure is an improvement. Gino said that it would be 

great to have a wildlife shelf for passage and Carol said that she agreed, but it wasn’t necessary 

here. Tony said that because the water is ponded and there is already very limited freeboard, there 

is not enough room to install a shelf that would provide adequate height for critters to utilize. Mark 

Hemmerlein asked if there were any other locations a shelf could be installed at. There are not any 

other locations nearby. Gino agreed that there wasn’t the height for a shelf. 

 

 

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

Coordination Meeting. 
 

 


