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Board of Public Works Meeting of October 27, 2016 

Agenda 

A meeting of the Board of Public Works is scheduled for Thursday, October 27, 2016 at 

5:30 p.m. in the Auditorium at City Hall, 229 Main Street, Nashua, NH  03060. 

I. Roll Call 
 

II. Motion:  To approve the Agenda as presented. 

 

III. Motion:  To approve the Minutes of the Board of Public Works Special Meeting 

of September 29
th

 2016. 

 

IV. Motion:  To approve the Minutes of the Board of Public Works Special Meeting 

of October 12
th

 2016. 

 

V. Public Comment 
 

VI. Step III AFSCME Grievance 

A. 16-9 

 

VII. Aldermanic Referrals 

A. R-16-071 - AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF NASHUA TO EXTEND THE LEASE  
AGREEMENT WITH THE NASHUA DOG OWNERS GROUP, INC. FOR THE 
DOG PARK AT YUDICKY FARM 

 

VIII. Engineering Department 
A. Motion: To approve the Residential and Commercial Wastewater Service 

Permits and Fees as submitted. 

B. Motion: approve a Drainlayer’s License for Nardone, Inc., 45 Outlook Road, 

Wakefield, MA 01880, in accordance with Nashua City Code §255-19 

Issuance of Drainlayer's License. 

C. Informational: Update on 2016 Paving Program 

D. Informational: Amherst Street Improvements Project with Continental 

Paving, Inc. of Londonderry, NH – Schedule Impacts 

E. Motion: To approve a contract with Fremeau Appraisal, Inc. in the amount of 

$14,500 for the appraisal of six Broad St Parkway parcels or portions of 

parcels declared as surplus. Funding will be through:  Department: 160 

Administration; Fund:  Bond; Activity: Broad Street Parkway. 

F. Motion: To recommend to the Board of Aldermen the Acceptance of a 

portion of Cherrywood Drive (830 feet), Moonstone Court (510 feet), 

Division of Public Works 

Administration 
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Annabelle Court (675 feet) and Tamora Court (380 feet) for Public Use and 

Maintenance in accordance with City Code 285-21 and 22. 

 

IX. Wastewater Department 

A. Motion: To approve the User Warrants as presented. 

B. Motion: To approve the purchase in the amount of $37,600 from Alfa Laval 

Inc. of Richmond, VA to supply one digester sludge heat exchanger (Asset 

ID: PDSHX2) for the primary digester.  Funding will be through Department: 

169 Wastewater: Fund: Wastewater; Account Classification: 71 Equipment. 

C. Motion:  To approve the selection of Mr. Mr. Karl Soares of Manchester, NH 

to the position of Collection System Operator at the Wastewater Treatment 

Plant. Starting salary for this position will be $24.37 per hour. Funding will be 

through:  Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Account 

Classification: 51 Salaries & Wages. 
 

X. Street Department 

A. Motion: approve the purchase of a 2017 Ford F350 Utility Body Truck 

from MHQ of Shrewsbury, MA for the price of $48,232.00 pursuant to 

the State of Massachusetts Plymouth County Contract. Funding will be 

through Department: 161 Street; Fund: Trust; Activity: CERF.  

B. Motion: To approve the purchase of a 2016 LeeBoy 7000C Asphalt 

Paver from Ambrose Equipment of Hooksett, NH for the price of $108, 

981.25 pursuant to the National Joint Powers Alliance (NJPA) contract 

#113012-VTL. Funding will be through Department: 161 Street; Fund: 

Trust; Activity: CERF.  

C. Motion: To approve the contract for winter road sand with Plourde Sand 

& Gravel Co., Inc., of Suncook, NH at the bid price of $9.74 per ton. 

Total amount of this purchase order will be for 1,642 tons or a budgeted 

value of $16,000. Funding will be through Department; 161Streets; Fund; 

General; Account Classification; 61-Supplies and Materials. 

D. Motion: To approve the selection of Daryl Johnson of Nashua, NH to the 

position of Auto Mechanic 1st class, 2nd shift, Street Department.  

Starting salary for this position  will be $27.08 per hour for a yearly 

salary of $56,326.40.  Funding will be through:   Department: 161 Street; 

Fund: General; Account Classification: 51 Salaries & Wages. 

 

XI. Parks & Recreation 

A. Motion: To accept the retirement of Lead Groundsman Dan Leblanc 

effective October 7, 2016.   

B. Motion: To approve the elimination of the current vacant Lead 

Groundsman Holman Stadium Positon at the Parks and Recreation 

Department and to create a Groundskeeper/Maintenance Position. 

C. Informational: Summer Camp Summary 

D. Informational: Various Thank You notes 
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XII. Solid Waste 

A. Motion: To approve the purchase of recycling and trash carts for curbside 

collection in an amount not-to-exceed $145,000 from Toter Inc. located in 

Statesville, North Carolina. Funding will be through: Department: 168 Solid 

Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Account Classification: 71 Equipment. 

B. Motion: To approve a contract with Sanborn Head and Associates Inc. to 

prepare and submit a NHDES Type II Permit Modification and plans and 

specifications for the construction of the Phase III lined landfill expansion in 

the amount not to exceed $200,000.  Funding through Department 168 Solid 

Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: Landfill Expansion Phase III & IV. 

C. Motion: To approve a contract with Sanborn Head and Associates Inc. to 

begin the process of permitting the Phase IV lined landfill with NHDES in the 

amount not to exceed $300,000. Funding through Department 168 Solid 

Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: Landfill Expansion Phase III & IV. 

 

XIII. Administration 

A. Motion: To approve the selection of Mr. Jason Hayden of Gilford, NH to the 

position of Senior Foreman at the Administration Department. Starting salary 

for this position will be $71,291.21. Funding will be through:  Department: 

160 Administration; Fund:  General; Account Classification; 51 Salary & 

Wages. 

B. Motion: To approve the proposal from OspreyOwl Environmental, LLC of 

Barrington, NH in an amount not to exceed $45,000 for plant oversight 

support at the Wastewater Treatment Facility.  Funding will be through: 

Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Account Classification: 53 

Professional and Technical Services. 

C. Informational: Update on Burke Street 

D. Director’s Report 

 

XIV. Commissioner’s Comments  

 



 

 

 

 
Board of Public Works 

Meeting Minutes 
 

September 29, 2016 
 
A regular meeting of the Board of Public Works was held on Thursday, September 29, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. in the 
Auditorium at City Hall, 3rd floor, 229 Main Street, Nashua, NH  03060. 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mayor Donchess called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and called the roll.  
 
Members Present:        
 

Mayor Jim Donchess 

Commissioner Paul G. Bergeron       

Commissioner Tracy Pappas       

Commissioner Kevin S. Moriarty 

Commissioner Joel Ackerman 

 

Also Present: 

 

Ms. Lisa Fauteux, Director of Public Works 

Alderman-at-Large David W. Deane 

Mr. John L. Griffin, Chief Financial Officer 

Mr. Jeffrey Lafleur, Superintendent of Solid Waste 

Mr. Andrew Patrician, Division Operations Manager 

Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer 
Mr. Derek Danielson, Senior Financial Analyst 

Ms. Carolyn O’Connor, Finance & Administration Manager 

 
MOTION:  Commissioner Pappas to approve the amended Agenda as presented.   
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman          
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 
   
MOTION:  Commissioner Pappas to approve the Minutes of the Board of Public Works Meeting of  
August 25, 2016. 
SECONDED: Commissioner Ackerman             
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 
 

Public Comment 
  
Mayor Donchess 
 
I would like to mention that Alderman Deane is here from the Board of Aldermen and I don’t know if Alderman 
Siegel is going to be able to make it. 
 

Aldermanic Referrals 

 
A. MOTION:  R-16-069:  Commissioner Pappas to approve the easement AUTHORIZING THE CITY 

OF NASHUA TO ENTER INTO A TEMPORARY SKATEPARK EASEMENT AGREEMENT FOR 
THE DAVID W. DEANE SKATEBOARD PARK 
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman 
MOTION CARRIED:  Majority, Pappas - Nay 
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Parks & Recreation Department 
 

A. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the contract for design build services for the relocation of 
the current skateboard park with Artisan Skateparks of Kitty Hawk, North Carolina for the sum of 
$550,000. Funding will be through Department: 177 Parks and Recreation; Fund: Trust; Activity: David 
Deane Skateboard Park. 
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman 
 

Discussion: 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
  
I have no problem with the skateboard park, the only reason I find myself having to vote no is that I really think 
that the developer who had promised that they would help fund the skateboard park didn’t so it’s more a matter 
of principle for me.  I certainly wouldn’t want to deprive the kids of a skateboard park but I am very 
disappointed that the developer didn’t hold to their word. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I am happy to see us passing this skateboard park and am happy with Artisan Skateparks doing the design.  
Who approves the design once they submit the 90% clearance? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Our committee will be looking at it and also our engineering department as well. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Okay, so this already falls under the Board of Public Works? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes. 
 
Alderman Deane 
 
When we built the last park it was a design build.  What happens is when they start building it that’s when the 
artwork and the transitions and everything fall and flow into place.  They are going to start with a basic design 
but then as they go they see how things work.  I don’t know about how we are going to handle the approval 
process of the design work.  It’s going to be an as built to as we go.  You are not going to go down there and 
all of a sudden see something 70’ out of the ground.  It will be similar to what we did down on Bridge Street, we 
had a contractor come in and we had a basic design concept and then they worked from there with the flow of 
the park.  As it’s been stated publicly numerous times, you can go to Manchester for instance and see a facility 
that didn’t have appropriate flow and what ended up happening to it.  It doesn’t work and it doesn’t get used.  
The thing with Artisan and some of the other people is that they are skaters and they know how things work 
and when we did that park we worked with Eastern Border and the skaters because that’s their forte.  I’ve 
always had Brian Fisk and James Powers of Eastern Border and they have always done very well for us.  I 
know that James will be with Andy Duck the entire time this facility is being built.  There is a lot of chatter out in 
the skatepark world right now about this project.  Everybody’s talking about it. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
What do we think our timeline is to possibly submit the plan and start the construction? 
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Alderman Deane 
 
We are trying to get a conference call with Andy tomorrow.  He wants to come up in October sometime, 
probably the second week in October and look at the site and meet with myself, Lisa, Brian, James and 
whoever else wants to attend the meeting is welcome to attend.  We are going to go over the site plan and lay 
out a scope.  If the previous legislation that was brought in, R-16-069; and by the way that was endorsed I 
believe by the entire Board of Aldermen.  We have until July 1st to get things done.  They have the motivation.  
The reasoning with Renaissance and their start and our finish and by July 1st they are going to get in as soon 
as they can break ground but by doing this now we are going to get ourselves in on their schedule and a 
commitment and we will take it from there and hopefully by July 1st it will be complete.  I was talking to Brian 
about the parking.  When we built the other park we had a lot of problems with people using it before it was 
done and Brian told me what Artisan does is they won’t put the tops on and they will keep parts of the structure 
undone until the end because you can’t use it without these certain parts being completed.  Just from a safety 
prospective.  James and Brian will be working with the public works department with some in kind things.  You 
know if they need a load of gravel or something like that.  That’s what we did when we built the original park.  If 
we didn’t have in kind contributions from the public works department that park would have never been built, 
between the welders and the truck drivers and the machine operators; they all played a major role.  Andy Duck 
from Artisan has no issue with in kind contributions and things of that nature.  He would rather see more placed 
concrete than spending money renting things that we already own which makes a lot of sense.  He is working 
against the ending of construction season as well so he is out in the mid-west right now.  He said he would try 
to get here in the second week of October. 
 

Commissioner Ackerman 
 
One of the questions that I have, through the Chair, to Alderman Deane, is there any cost associated with 
dismantling the existing skateboard park.  Is that part of this whole appropriation? 
 

Alderman Deane 
 
No, it’s not. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
So will we need to address that as a committee at some point down the road, is that correct? 
 
Alderman Deane 
 
I would imagine that if somebody wants that removed they could remove it themselves. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I think the way that will work is that on a certain date the city will transfer the title to the parcel and it will be 
subject to the easement and the day that the easement is over then they own the park.  The Renaissance 
project will take it down. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I believe it’s in the agreement that Renaissance is responsible for taking it down when we walk away from it.  
There’s nothing there that we want. 
 
Alderman Deane 
 
No there isn’t. 
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MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 
 
Solid Waste Department 
 

A. MOTION:  Commissioner Pappas to approve the hiring of Mr. Michael Burnham of Nashua, NH, to the 
position of Scale Operator, Solid Waste Department. Starting yearly salary for this position will be 
$37,776. Funding will be through: Department: 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Solid Waste; Account 
Classification:  51 Salaries & Wages. 
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman 
MOTION CARRIED:  Unanimously 

 
Engineering Department 
 

A. MOTION:  Commissioner Pappas to approve Change Order No. 1 for the 2016 Sewer Replacement 
Project to Park Construction Corporation of Fitzwilliam, NH in an amount of $419,325.  Funding will be 
through: Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activities: Sewer Rehab and Sewer 
Structures and Department: 160 – Admin/Engineering; Fund: Trust; Activity: Paving. 
SECONDED:   Commissioner Ackerman 

 

Discussion: 
 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Obviously this is work that needs to be done.  Is this part of the master plan or is this just correcting existing 
problems that have just been discovered.  I seem to remember some problems on Gillis Street. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
This is our annual sewer replacement contract that we are just asking for a change to. 
 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So this is just scheduled work? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, that’s correct. 
 

MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 
 
Solid Waste Enterprise Fund Presentation 
 
Mr. John L. Griffin, Chief Financial Officer/Comptroller 
 
How this will work is Superintendent Lafleur will give an overview with regard to the operations, which as you 
know predominantly includes collection and disposal.  There have been some discussions both here and at the 
Aldermanic meetings of the purpose of the enterprise fund for solid waste as well as any other options that we 
may have rolling it into the general fund and the benefits and trepidations that may occur. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Lafleur, Superintendent of Solid Waste 
 
This is just a quick overview of our operations at the landfill.  The solid waste department services 23,000 
households; about 21,000 tons of municipal solid waste is collected every year through our collection vehicles.  
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We collect municipal solid waste, recycling, soft yard waste and oversized items which include any bulky items 
and metal.  We collect trash from residences, from city buildings, including Nashua Fire Rescue, 18 schools, 
the police department, the Nashua Housing Authority and the DPW site.  The Four Hills Landfill was opened in 
1970 and only residential and commercial waste from inside of the Nashua area is accepted there.  The phase 
1 landfill is 15 acres and most of that available capacity is filled right now and an intermediate cover has been 
placed over there. The phase 2 landfill is 13 acres with a life expectancy of 15 years.  The filling in that phase 
of the landfill began in 2009; there are approximately 51+ landfill gas section wells on both phase 1 and phase 
2 and methane gas from the landfill is generating electricity with a third party company named EPE.  There is 
60,000 tons of municipal solid waste and asbestos are disposed of in the landfill every year.  The solid waste 
department provides post-closure monitoring, maintenance and reporting for closed city landfills including 
Atherton Park, Lincoln Park, Old Nashua Landfill, Roussel-Gardner Park and Shady Lane Landfill which is 
where the New Searle’s School and Kirkpatrick Park are.  The recycling center costs $5.00 per a permit per 
year.   The hours of operations are Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and Saturday from 8:00 
a.m. to 1:00 p.m.  Acceptable materials at the recycling center are electronics, books, clothing, mercury 
devices, tires, auto batteries, waste, oil and anti-freeze, single-stream recycling; scrap metal and appliances, 
soft yard waste and brush and construction and demolishing debris.  Also inside the office we take ink 
cartridges, cell phones, rechargeable batteries and fluorescent bulbs.  Of course household trash is also 
delivered to the recycling center.  The composting operation; we take in over 8,000 tons of soft yard waste per 
year.  Soft yard waste is managed for six to twelve months prior to being used as compost.  Lastly, the 
household hazardous waste collection, we host the National Regional Planning Commission’s household 
hazardous waste collections at our DPW garage at the street department.  Eleven communities participate in 
this cooperative venture and 65% of the waste is oil based paint.  Approximately 35 tons of corrosive, 
flammable and toxic materials are removed from waste stream annually.  With that I will turn it back over to Mr. 
Griffin. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
For the construction and demolishing, do we keep that in the landfill or do we transfer it someplace else? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
We ship as much as possible out to recycle it but not all of it gets shipped but most of it does. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Just to clarify you did say that even though we do take tipping fees that it’s only garbage from Nashua. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, from the commercial residents here. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
Okay so that would be from stores and apartments. 
 

Superintendent Lafleur 
 
That’s correct. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
I would like to also introduce two of my colleagues, Carolyn O’Connor who is the finance manager for the 
Department of Public Works; and the Rose Evans is our Senior Accounting Manager.  To put some 
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perspective on the operations, it’s a $6.8 million operation at the landfill and what we have traditionally done is 
offset the shortfall in revenues that are shown on this page with a general fund appropriation and as you can 
see, since 2010, the general fund appropriation has been as high as almost $4 million in 2010, and most 
recently $3.7 million.  That’s essentially the difference between the $6.8 million that I mentioned and the 
amount of revenue that’s taken in by the landfill.  With regard to the financial accounting I will start off with 
some basic information.  We have been consistently reporting the landfill operations as an enterprise fund for 
several years.  A couple of benefits there is the readers who are generally our bond holders, rating agencies 
and the governance individuals, they understand how this operation works and they understand the need for a 
general fund appropriation.  In addition, the enterprise fund in this case is to report activity that you as a Board, 
the Board of Aldermen and the finance folks want to capture costs and revenues in a single area which helps 
understand the cost and allows the readers, whoever they may be to ask questions and make changes as 
appropriate.  The activities that I mentioned do not have to be fully met with revenues, i.e. upcharge fees, etc.  
A revenue stream can be the appropriation for the general fund so that’s important.  Really it’s an enterprise 
fund which sometimes people say is really not a real enterprise fund but it is an enterprise fund from an 
accounting perspective.  Importantly on the last note, reporting the solid waste activities as an enterprise fund 
helps us keep the cost associated with the collection and the disposal to include debt service, purchase of 
vehicles, depreciation of the vehicles, personnel costs and other costs in one area that can be managed 
effectively.  As we go through the presentation I will explain what happens if we either roll it all into the general 
fund or separate the collection from the disposal. 
 
With regard to moving the solid waste activities into the general fund a few things need to happen.  The 
general ledger, we have a new organizational structure to move the enterprise fund as simple as stated from 
the green pages into the white pages in the budget and set up a solid waste department such as park rec, 
streets, etc.  Payroll, we’d have to change the funding because as you know we have a few things going on 
with regard to the allocation of payroll.  We have direct charge personnel that operate either the landfill or the 
collection.  In addition to that we have certain management positions that we have allocated a portion of their 
time to the solid waste function to include the director, the accounting manager, the finance manager and a few 
others that help the Department of Public Works operate with management and then the direct allocations.  
That goes on already.  One of the thoughts that we had was to investigate whether it made sense to split the 
collections to include the trucks, the personnel, etc. to collect the curbside waste and to get those expenses in 
the general fund and keep the enterprise fund, meaning the landfill operations as an enterprise fund.  Rose 
Evans and Derek Danielson who is an analyst in my department went through an exercise to allocate costs 
into the landfill so in addition to the allocations that we do for the general fund for the landfill we would now 
have the challenge of allocating costs; splitting up the costs between the collections and the landfill operations.  
Mr. Lafleur’s time would have to be split between collections and the landfill.  When we went through that 
exercise we ended up with about $4.3 million of the cost of the landfill which is about $1.3 million short of 
making it an enterprise fund where the revenues equal the expenses.  What would happen is we could talk 
about the curbside pick-up; what we could do is create a tipping fee on the curbside pick-up waste, the 
tonnage and simply come up with a rate that we could charge to transfer money essentially from the general 
fund.  It would be an expense on the general fund operations and collections but a compensating fee that could 
be put in the landfill.  The last thing that we probably want to do is split it up and have a deficit in the landfill if 
we are going to go to the trouble of moving the collections into the general fund.  The configuration would 
follow that the general ledger would have a new organizational structure.  We’d have to change the payroll 
charge, methodologies and then the financials.  We have to date, separated the assets and liabilities on the 
balance sheet of the landfill and enterprise fund so we’d have to move those into the general fund.  If you 
reviewed the CAFR, the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, what you find on a lot of pages is general 
fund, solid waste fund and wastewater.  What would happen is that we would need to take the solid waste out 
if we moved it all to the general fund we would basically have to eliminate that column but in footnotes explain 
to the reader what is happening because they would be interested in that.  As far as our recommendation, 
based on what we have discussed to date, our analysis, it probably makes a lot of sense to keep the 
accounting the same as it is today.  I actually plan on…I have a memo drafted to the Mayor, the Board of 
Public Works and the Board of Aldermen because Alderman Deane requested that I put this in writing.  I 
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wanted to wait before I sent that memo out to get some of your thoughts, ideas and concerns.  That’s where 
we are today. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
The landfill and the recycling still would not be a true enterprise fund; I just wanted to make that point.   Over 
the years all of the tipping fees have gone back into the general fund so there’s been no money that’s been set 
aside to do the expansions that we have coming up for the phase 3 and phase 4; both the design for the phase 
4 and construction of phase 4 and the construction phase 3.  There’s no way that the limited tipping fees that 
we have would be able to pay for that.  Typically you would set aside revenue over the years to pay for a future 
expansion and we haven’t done that, it’s gone back to the general fund. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Was 15 years left on the landfill?  Are we thinking about how we might switch from a landfill to say a transfer 
station? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We have more than 15 years. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
That was 15 years for the phase 2, we still have phase 3 that I am going for a design for which will give us 
another 15 to 20 years.  I am also permitting for phase 4 eventually. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I know how quickly time goes by.  I mean you don’t start saving for college when your kid is 16.  I really hope 
that we think in terms of a long-term plan so that we are not really stuck last minute.  One of the things that we 
had talked about how much money was left over and one of things that I would really like to see is say it’s 
$60.00 for a recycling cart; for us to subsidize the same whether it’s $10,000 or $20,000.  We can put in 
$10,000 for first come first serve who can get a recycling cart for say $30.00.  The other comments that I have 
gotten from commercial users is they really want to recycle.  This person couldn’t believe how much cardboard 
was in the back of Alec’s Shoe Store that was going directly to the landfill because we don’t separate for the 
commercial customers.  If we start taking steps like that to help extend the life cycle of the landfill and if we 
don’t I think we are going to get ourselves into a crunch if these numbers aren’t just exactly right.  This is all a 
big guess as to how long the landfill is going to last and I’d hate for us not to have a plan in mind. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Technology and regulations are ever changing so it’s hard to predict in 25 years what we might do.  If it was 
today we could look at a waste to energy facility.  There is one operating in Penacook right now or we could 
look at what it would cost to ship our trash somewhere else.   I think that there may also be other technology 
that might allow us to go into our current landfill and maybe create some more space.  There is some 
technology being used now in Europe.  It’s hard to say, a lot could change in the next ten years as to what 
might transpire.  We do have some options. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
I thought the presentation was very good.  I came to this meeting thinking that all we were talking about was 
phase 2 and then after phase 2 which here is a way that the landfill was going to done.  I didn’t realize that 
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there is phase 3 and phase 4 but my question to you, Director Fauteux, is that you mentioned 20 to 25 years is 
left, is that after phase 2 or is that inclusive of phase 2? 
 

Director Fauteux 
 
That’s inclusive of phase 2. 
 

Commissioner Ackerman 
 
So we are still looking at a big thing.  We ought to try to make some plans going forward to Commissioner 
Pappas’ comments to mitigate the expense to the residents of Nashua to make sure we start doing some type 
of appropriation to be poised four, five or six years down the road.  Are we going to see a big increase in the 
resident’s taxes? 
 

Director Fauteux 
 
Do you mean for the expansion? 
 

Commissioner Ackerman 
 
For what is going to be available to us after the existing landfill comes to its life cycle.  I’m just not sure if by 
putting the money back into the general fund is the wisest. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
One other point is that we do have certain monies that are in the budget that are put in for closure costs 
because that is a big item that historically may not have been accrued.  You are talking about two things.  One 
is the migration from the landfill services to a transfer station to haul material away and I think Director Fauteux 
who is an expert in this area, a lot of things have to happen because everybody is running out of space so 
there are probably a lot of businesses out there that are springing up like waste to energy.   
 

Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Superintendent Lafleur, what are other cities of our size doing to ensure the longevity of their landfills?  Are 
they slowing down commercial dumping at all to make sure that it is available to the residents? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
We are actually pretty fortunate that we are one of the only cities in New Hampshire that has a landfill. 
 

Director Fauteux 
 
We are the only municipal landfill left in New Hampshire.  There is a district landfill in Conway but that’s in the 
final stages of closure and then Kisella has one in Bethlehem, NH, and then there is a landfill in Rochester, 
NH, that Waste Management operates.  We are very fortunate to be able to control our trash in this city. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So from a financial and accounting standpoint there is no benefit really of splitting this to public works? 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
From a pure accounting perspective there isn’t any benefit, it would actually cause more work plus notification 
to anyone who looks at our CAFR.  I did ask that question yesterday to Superintendent Lafleur and he felt 
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comfortable that he could take the $6.8 million of costs and manage it effectively under the direction and 
leadership of Director Fauteux and then from an impact on the spending cap there is no benefit.  What would 
happen in the spending cap; there is a line called general fund and operating $247 million and there is a line 
right underneath it which is solid waste $6.8 million.  If we just moved everything up we just take the $6.8 
million and move it up so there would be no benefit or detriment.  You would just be moving something that 
was an enterprise fund where all of the costs and revenues are captured and moving it over the general fund 
and what would happen is you would have a separate cost center underneath the Department of Public Works’ 
set of accounts and then on the general fund revenue side you would have the $3 plus million that we’d get in.  
You might lose a little bit actually on the standing of the cost drivers and the revenue streams of the landfill. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So the landfill in of itself would run a debt that we would still have to go to the city to get $1 million plus at least, 
right? 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
That’s correct.  The $3.7 million, if we move the collection out it would still need a creative tipping fee to true 
up.  You can either call it a direct transfer and we need $1.3 million or you could say… 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I would essentially be charging the city’s trash trucks a tipping fee coming in to cover the landfill cost with no 
benefit. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
There is a lot of overlap between the landfill and collections.  For instance, many of our operators go out on 
collections when they need them.  That would be something that would be more difficult to track if we did it that 
way and vehicles as well. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I think if we separate those out it would be easy for during tight budget years to say we will just raise the tipping 
fees over at the landfill but it would just be raising it on our citizens and businesses to try to make that whole. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Our tipping fee is already inflated. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
One of the problems with us raising out tipping fee is we would be scaring away our commercial revenue, they 
would go elsewhere. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
It’s amazing to me how consistent the numbers are from 2010 to projecting out to 2017.  In 2010, the general 
fund appropriation was $3.9 million and in 2017, we are looking at $3.7 million.  We are running a pretty 
consistent operation there. 
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Mr. Griffin 
 
For full disclosure and to give you comfort; and you probably saw this during the budget process, the things 
that we historically were able to cover in this budget we have to bond.  They are long lived, soil wall expansion, 
gas extraction, planning for the phase 3 and permitting.  I wanted to make sure that you understood that.  We 
couldn’t cover that. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Right, it doesn’t include the bonded debt. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
Previously some of the years had maybe $100,000 or $200,000 of those items but when you start expanding 
with $300,000 and $500,000 or a million you just need to bond it.  It’s allowable by the bond counsel and it 
makes sense because the value is going to be here for several years so you are not taxing today’s taxpayer 
with something that is going to benefit them for 20 years.  That’s the rationale that is important for you folks to 
know that. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
One of the things that we looked at in the past and it failed in front of the Board of Aldermen is that we have a 
$5.00 sticker fee.  If we were to raise it then we would have to go through the Board of Aldermen.  If we raised 
that would it help to offset the deficit or would that just go into the general fund? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
That goes into our general fund.  It’s part of revenues for the landfill which indirectly goes into the general fund. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So if we were to raise that fee; that would help offset… 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, theoretically but it would be minimal.  I only sell about 10,000 permits per year.  The last few years I’ve 
sold 10,500 permits which is $52,000. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Right but if you doubled it. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
But if you are looking at a $4 million appropriation then $50,000 just isn’t…it would create a lot of…it’s been 
argued that the taxpayers are already subsidizing the landfill to the tune of about $4 million so why increase 
the landfill.  I think if we were going to do something like that we should really look at the recycling center as a 
whole and start making that more of a true recycling center in terms of people paying for what they actually 
bring in so it puts the burden more on people that are using it instead of all of the taxpayers.  Again, I think our 
situation is a little bit unique in that we have a landfill so taxpayers are paying for that landfill so I think that they 
already feel like they are paying for those services already.  I think that’s an effective argument. 
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Commissioner Pappas 
 
I do think that we could be a little bit more proactive.  I think we should charge for electronics because that 
costs us a lot.  I think that most other places do charge and I think if we got a competitive rate it would help to 
offset our cost.  I feel very strongly that we should be doing that especially since the new appliances don’t last 
long and that’s a big expense for us is my understanding, is that correct? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That’s correct, it is. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I would like to see us take a look at considering putting in a fee when people bring in electronics.  I know that 
the argument is well then some people will dump it but there will always be people that will go down by the 
river and dump a couch or tires but most people I think will follow the rules.  I don’t think we would have the 
outcry about that as we would for the landfill sticker. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
How many pieces of electronic equipment do you think we have accepted in here? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It’s a tremendous amount. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Probably about 311 tons per year and the cost is somewhere between $75,000 and $100,000 per year that we 
ship out in electronics. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
311 tons is a lot.  Maybe individuals t.v.’s and the like, that would be about 200 pieces per ton or 60,000 pieces 
in the course of a year. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It’s a lot. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
We only charge if they bring in three for the year, right? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
The first two are free for the year. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Do we keep records on that? 
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Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, they are on our scale software. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
We charge $5.00 for the third one? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
What do other places charge? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Anywhere from $10.00 to $25.00 per unit, depending on the community. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Most communities charge for whatever you bring in.   
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
How are we keeping track of that, who is watching that at the landfill? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
We catch as much as possible coming over the scale and most residents are pretty honest about it. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
When people use the recycling center are they supposed to drive over the scale or are most people going 
around it. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, if they only have MSW (municipal solid waste) they can drive right around the scale and anything else 
they ship them over the scale. 
 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 
We essentially have a fee now.  Do we have any idea for the 2 and 3? 
 

Superintendent Lafleur 
 
It’s $5.00 for the third unit. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Do we have any idea what that number is? 
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Superintendent Lafleur 
 
No, I’d have to check.  Most residents bring their two and that’s about it.  You don’t see too many charges after 
that. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So if we up this fee you are suggesting that if we charge for every item then we wouldn’t get nearly as many 
items. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
I can’t answer that 100%.  We will still get some. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Do you think people are bringing stuff in from other towns or from their friends? 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I think so. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
That’s not great.  Yes, load up the truck because it’s free over in Nashua. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I feel very strongly that we should really be charging for this because I think we are subsidizing others. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
To Commissioner Bergeron’s point, it is difficult to watch everything and catch everything coming over the 
scale. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Right, we try to do it as it is so whatever we get is going to gravy. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Absolutely. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I think it’s hard to just focus on recycling.  I think we either look at it as a true recycling center and charge for 
what comes in or we look at it as the taxpayers are already subsidizing it.  I feel like it’s one or the other.   
 

Superintendent Lafleur 
 
For instance, my waste soil, we used to make a small amount of money but now it’s a charge.  The fluorescent 
bulbs are a big one.  We never charged for those before, residents can bring those in for free and they are over 
$1.00 per bulb now and tires too.  Everything is starting to get a little more expensive at the landfill. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
We don’t charge people for tires, right? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
No because we have the reclamation trust fund that supposedly covers that. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I think my mechanic charges $5.00 per tire so I assume that will come in commercial. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
No, they ship directly.  We don’t take commercial tires at the landfill, it’s just residential tires. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I don’t know who would bother to lug tires in; I’d rather just pay the $5.00 per tire. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We still get a fair amount of tires, you would be surprised. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I think it’s a little bit of what are we trying to accomplish.  Are we try to reduce what’s going into the landfill or 
are we trying to increase revenues and if we are trying to increase revenues then I don’t think the dollar 
amount is enough there.  Are we trying to keep stuff out of the landfill?  If we increase the fees to the public by 
another $5.00 or $10.00 and we generate another $50,000 in revenue, back to the director’s point, I’ve always 
felt a little bit that we are already paying for it through our property taxes.   
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
The people who bring in their hazardous waste, I mean we already charge for some stuff. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I understand. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
We do charge for every single car that goes in there. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
How many residents a day on average, any idea? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
It depends on the day of the week.  There are over 100 to 200 cars per hour that come through there. 
 



 

 

Board of Public Works Minutes – September 29, 2016 Page 15 

 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 
To a certain degree I would probably think that is people bringing things that normally might have an extra pick-
up on. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
The other thing you have to weigh is that if you increase, you have to weigh the additional revenue versus the 
dumping.  Like if we charge for all electronics, how much…I mean we find a fair amount of abandoned items 
already. That will increase and that puts more strain on the department because we have to pick it up so I am 
not sure how much more revenue we would get from that. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Didn’t I hear that we take out 610,000 tons of recyclable equipment? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
300 tons. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
So if we got $10.00 per ton what would that bring in for revenue? 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
300 tons times $10.00 is only $3,000 but what you are saying is that this 300 tons of electronics, right? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So where that math came from was I was just thinking within a ton of electronics there are many individual 
pieces of equipment and I just threw out the number 200 pieces of equipment.  If everyone had 10 pounds on 
average so were you to charge $10.00 per piece that would be $2,000 per ton times 300 is $600,000.  There’s 
no way we would ever bring in $600,000, we’d just get a lot less stuff. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
But that would save us money. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
It would save us money on that particular isolated that.  The director is saying that it might cause problems 
elsewhere though. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That number does not sound anywhere near…if we are paying $75,000 to $100,000 to ship it out then there’s 
no way we are going to make $300,000 by bringing it in.  Those numbers don’t work. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
I’m sorry; it’s $60,000 at $10.00 per piece. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I think the people who tend to bring their stuff to the landfill are folks who tend to follow the rules for the most 
part and I think they would pay. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Again, $60,000 is a small amount compared to what the taxpayers are already subsidizing the landfill for.  I 
think we would be more likely to do that once we didn’t have a landfill.  Strong arguments have been made and 
I was a proponent of trying to raise fees and make the recycling center a true recycling center.  We are the only 
community that does that but we are the only community that has a landfill and we are the community where 
our taxpayers pay $4 million to have the privilege of that landfill.  I think there was a good argument that the 
Aldermen at the time made that we are already paying for those services so we would be kind of double 
charging people.  I see a lot of dumping already and I would be concerned that would increase and for not a lot 
of additional revenue. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I would agree with that and I think when the $5.00 started it was really just for accountability to make sure it 
was Nashua residents that were coming in and the $5.00 was revenue neutral.   
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It was certainly not a money maker. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I guess I hear that the other part is about keeping stuff out of the landfill, how about the price of recycling, has 
that rebounded a lot?  At one point we thought we had a big deficit and then in this years’ budget we have the 
sale of recyclables at $220,000 with $7,400 showing as the actual for 2016.  It’s just a general question.  
Overall is that a market you follow, has the price of recyclables gone up? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It went up significantly and when the superintendent and I discussed it we decided to just go with a one-year 
contract because we were concerned with what the market was going to do.  It has since come down.  We are 
essentially just paying for transportation now and we are getting a little bit of money for recycling but that could 
change significantly so I would cautious about accepting commercial recyclables for free.  For a while it looked 
like we were going to be paying a significant amount of money to ship out our recyclables so that would be a 
huge gamble for us to take and something that if it did happen and we did see the recyclable market tank 
again, we wouldn’t have the money to ship it out. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
We would also have to redesign the recyclable area.  We don’t have the room to handle commercial 
recyclables. 
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Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Do we have any idea how much more we could handle for residents?  Is it at capacity now? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
No, I have room for some expansion but if we were to take in the commercial I wouldn’t have the room. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
The toter’s must be from a labor cost much easier to collect than the bins. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Absolutely. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Back to Commissioner Pappas’ point about getting the toter’s to people, even if we can get the toter’s to 
people who are currently using the bins.  Have we given any thought to how we would do that?  If we gave out 
the bins for free. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
If we could find the money to do that it would be awesome.   
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
When a new construction home is currently built now in the city, what do people get? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
A trash barrel and two recycling bins. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
What does a bin cost? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
We spend about $5,000 per year and there are probably about 1,000 of them so $5.00 or $10.00 per bin tops.  
The recycling carts, we actually charge $60.00 per barrel but... 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
  
I wonder if we could take a loss on the barrel at $60.00. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Right now we are paying $63.00 or $64.00 with shipping.   
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Mayor Donchess 
 
Everyone gets a garbage toter and that costs about $60.00? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, approximately. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I wonder if we could add $100 to get a certificate of occupancy and with that they get recycling and garbage. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That’s an interesting thought. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Maybe we should at least talk to some people about that.  I am sure there would be some that wouldn’t like 
that. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Or let’s say you give someone a $10.00 discount if they bring in a couple of bins, I don’t know. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
This is only on newly constructed residences, right?  When someone moves they just take over, they just take 
over what the other people have. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Yes, except for the recycling toter; the toter is the resident’s right now because they own it. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
If we subsidized, would they go out faster do you think?  If the price was $30.00 instead of $60.00 would more 
people pick them up? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
I am selling 100 per month right now.  Possibly they could go out faster.  I don’t want them to go out any faster 
because I am having a hard enough time trying to deliver what we are selling. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
How many do you think are out? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
About 6,000 recycling toters. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
And they are going up by about 100 per month so 1,000 per year. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
It’s actually not a bad gift to get for someone. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
That’s going to be the issue if we do decide to distribute them to the rest of residents.  The 1,000 residents are 
going to become unglued so I want someone’s phone number. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We’ve been clear about that. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
It’s so much less of a hassle.  The first year I got my $60.00 worth. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
Some residents don’t even put them out bi-weekly they put them out once per month.  It’s a big convenience 
for the residence and it makes the neighborhood better because you don’t have recycling rolling all over the 
place with these open topped bins. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
If it were $30.00 I would get a house warming gift for one of my neighbors. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
What do you think if you had to estimate how many houses actually recycle? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
I think it’s about 80%. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Of how many households? 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
23,000. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So there are 10,000 without the toters.   
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Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I was looking at it is to even put back the money in labor costs; I was just thinking any cost savings if people 
had toters from a labor standpoint.  That’s a lot of bins.  Some have more than two bins.   
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
If we were to roll it out and everyone got toters then I would be running more automated trucks, one man with 
an automated truck. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Back to Commissioner Pappas’ point I wonder if there is any labor savings if we were to get the trucks with the 
arms and the bins out. 
 
Superintendent Lafleur 
 
With all of the collection that I do right now I don’t think we would have much labor savings only because I 
need the manpower.  We are running on a shoe string right now trying to pick up all of the materials curbside.  I 
can’t really say that we would save anything manpower wise. 
 
Wastewater Rate Study Update 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
City Engineer Dookran will be reviewing the projects associated with the wastewater treatment plant and 
infrastructure throughout the city.  That sets a nice table for us to then go into the next presentation so you 
have a frame of reference of the cost drivers for the particular fund. 
 
Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer 
 
We have broken up the projects into three areas.  The three areas are the combined sewer overflows or the 
CSO, collection systems and the wastewater treatment facility.  When we discussed the projects that we 
completed in recent years, the ones that we are currently doing and then what we plan to do in the next few 
years.  We tried to connect the spending as shown in the analysis.  The first slide shows the overall 
wastewater system.  The graphic points out all of the CSO discharges, we have nine for the falls, four in the 
Nashua River and five in the Merrimack River.  The CSO system also includes a storage tank, the CSO for the 
discharge and the Sleuce Gate at CSO six.  The collection systems include the combined sewers, we have 
100 miles of those, mostly in the city and most of them are very old.  In the last several years we have 
removed some of those in the separation projects.  We have 190 miles of separate sewers and we have 13 
sewerage pump stations, these are where we need to bring the sewer into the gravity system.  We have about 
30 miles of separate storm drains and many of which are outside of the inner city, outside of the CSO district.  
The system also includes foam water related features like retention ponds that we put in over several years 
and one other point is that this system includes the Merrimack River flood control auto levy which is about 1 
mile long starting right at where the Nashua River meets the Merrimack River and going about 1 mile south of 
that along the Merrimack River.  The third component of the wastewater system includes three treatment 
facilities, the sanitary treatment which has been there for many years and then two associated with the CSO 
program.  The first one is the wet weather flow treatment facility which handles 60 million gallons per day when 
we have the heavy rainfall as well as the recently completed disinfection facility over on Bridge Street and that 
handles 91 million gallons per day.  Just a quick look at the CSO program that was essentially completed last 
year, we spent about $59 million on several key components that the full section in that table.  What’s in 
progress is completing the Burke Street improvements and we have programmed $4 million for that and that is 
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nearing completion and the infiltration inflow removal which is commonly known as the II project and that was 
just about $4.5 million for the on-going projects and then for new expenditures related to the CSO would be 
about $200,000 per year.  What’s required by the CSO consent decree to monitor our progress as well as our 
success.  This graphic shows the various CSO projects that we have completed.  Just to touch on what’s going 
on again, currently the Burke Street project, all of the infrastructure is in the ground and so we are scheduling 
the final paving in the coming weeks and that project will be completed at $4.1 million total.  The 9” to 24” very 
deep sewer, it’s about 20’ deep and is over 3,000’ and this shows the lining being put in and is a flexible fabric 
which you heat up with steam and it molds against the walls and it extends the life of the sewer for a very long 
time. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
That’s been a long project over on Burke Street. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
Yes, at Burke Street we had a complete water system replaced and because the sewer pipe is so deep, a lot of 
services had to be redone.  The services were just as old as the pipe.  Also shown on that slide is the II 
removal project.  We have an $185,000 study that is currently being undertaken.  We have had to suspend that 
study a bit.  This year has been so dry, we had meters in but the rains were just not coming so unfortunately 
money on the metering has been spent.  We will have to come together again and try to figure out when we will 
get good rains next.  We will relay that over to the EPA because it’s a project that they want us to complete.  
Upon the completion of the last study we should have recommendations as to what we should do so we use 
the II from the system and we have projected it to be about one half of a million dollars but, that’s an estimate 
and until that study is done we will not know.  I mentioned the on-going annual projects, we have to do 
spending on the monitoring of the flows, we have overflow monitoring, meters at all of the overflows, the CSO 
dischargers, and that graphic shows you what we can see.  We can get real time results, the rainfall as well as 
which overflows are discharging.  The biggest part that’s left to do is the post construction monitoring to really 
measure if we have been successful.  That’s through sampling testing, reporting and analyzing.  Right now we 
have projected cost over six years but it could be many years beyond that until the EPA is satisfied with what 
we have done.  Moving onto the collections systems; the sewers and the drains, the sewers, we have been 
focusing in the last several years on the old sewers, many of them 100 years old, many of them in very poor 
condition.  We’ve spent almost $2 million per year for the last five years. What’s in progress are the pump 
stations rehabilitations.  We have 13 of those and are in the middle of designing improvements for most of 
these pump stations and that’s a total of $8.4 million.  The levy we have programmed $150,000 to do work that 
has been identified as deficiencies and we have $2.5 million dollars programmed for the overflow detention 
basin on Bridge Street.  That was in conjunction with the Renaissance development.  They have to take that 
land and be relocated or replaced with some of the pump stations so that’s why that money is in the program 
as well as what we do when we reconfigure that in a section.  For annual expenditures in the correction system 
we have $1.2 million per year on sewer rehab and that’s looking at all sewers and working with them.  For 
structures, the manholes and catch basins, a lot of those are obsolete and they need to be changed out and 
we usually spend that money with the paving program because that’s the time to adjust these structures.  We 
still carry some money for combined sewerage filling which was not included in the CSO program and this is 
for low lying areas in the city that are subjected to CSO discharges.  Then there is $108,000 for storm water 
abatement.  I want to make you aware of a permit called a MS4 permit for communities like ours.  That permit 
expired in 2008 and the EPA prepared a draft that has been reviewed but not fully issued.  We expect to get a 
new permit shortly.  We expect to have to do a lot of work and we hope that permit comes to us in the near 
future.  The following graphics just discuss the projects that I mentioned earlier.  The CMOM, the practice of 
management of operations and maintenance; that is a project that is now being done as a planned preparation.  
We have hired a firm to prepare this plan for us and what this plan is going to do is tell us how we are going to 
program our resources for collection systems.  This is planned to be ready in February of next year and will tell 
us how to program or cleaning to extend the life of the good sewers.  It will also tell us which ones to replace 
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when they have failed or nearing failure and how to rehab those.  Since it’s underground we don’t have a good 
assessment of what is underground so we need a consultant to prepare this plan and make it affordable and 
practical.  We are going to use the Cartegraph System to help us do all of this programming.  In the end we 
don’t know how to carry a good estimate of what this is going to entail until we see that actual plan in place.   
The following graphics is the sewer rehab.  This fiscal year I have been able to find enough increase  and we 
will carry $1.6 per year and we have a one-time increase of $3.1 million because I felt that we needed to do a 
little bit more.  When you get the CMOM results, I am guessing it’s going to be a lot more than $3 million for 
sewers.  The bottom graphic is just the kind of obsolete structure casting that we have to remove and replace.  
CSO flooding, this happens every now and then so we need to carry some money to figure out how to deal 
with this.  Storm water abatement we have that as well.  The recent rainfall in the last couple of weeks, the 
calls came in and we have to deal with this as well.  It is usually associated with a culvert that has failed and 
we need to replace a culvert or catch basins that have problems.  We also tried to use what we call a green 
system; it will bring gardens and forest pavement as appropriate and applicable.  Now we turn our attention to 
the treatment facility.  In the last five or six years we have completed three major projects, aeration, blowers in 
the secondary clarifiers the dewatering which is the sludge systems, the net metering for the electrical 
balancing and we’ve spent about $12 million in those years and what is going on right now is that some of 
them are in various stages of progress.  The headworks upgrade, the Effluent Defoamant Chemical Building, 
primary tank upgrades, tank water booster station, air handling systems, phosphorous removal and storage 
and SCADA.  Again, some of them are under design, some are under planning and some are upgrades and 
construction contracts that have been awarded, equipment has been ordered and construction is expected to 
start in December.  The last graphic shows where some of these projects are going.   
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Engineer Dookran, we have that new CSO on Bridge Street, the wet weather facility… 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
That one we call the disinfection facility, cleaning and disinfection. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
We all took the tour when it was being built and it was massive, like two football fields.  We had very little rain 
yet the one major rainstorm we had I read in the paper that there was discharge into the Merrimack River.  Can 
you explain why that happened?  Could that have been overworked already? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
I don’t remember any recent rain. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Yes, this summer. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
The current program under the consent decree has been designed to treat, to capture, store and treat up to the 
two year storm, it all depends on where the CSO is and we have nine of them.  If you have a storm beyond the 
one year and in some cases the two year then the CSO will discharge and that’s because the theory is that it’s 
going to take the storm water or combined sewerage and treat it and then discharge it.   
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Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Okay, so what was discharged into the river was treated? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
It was treated. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Okay, well that was not clear. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
I should say that it was meant to be treated so I think it was treated.  It always discharges at that point.  There 
are storms that can get back into the system but when they exceed a certain amount it gets treated and it gets 
discharged. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Is that done automatically? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
That’s correct. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Regard to the pumping stations, I know we had a couple of emergencies last year, one on Cheshire Street.  
Out of the 13 pumping stations, how many need to be upgraded? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
All of the pump stations have to be upgraded, we are working on that now and are in the early stages of that.  
Andy has been probably more involved in that. 
 
Mr. Andrew Patrician, DPW Operations Manager 
 
We are in the process of looking at them right now.  We just had a kick-off meeting last week.   
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
They are at various stages of life expectancy I would assume? 
 
Mr. Patrician 
 
Yes, they are different all over the city. Each one is unique. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
I am aware of at least one looking to see if they can eliminate it and put in a gravity sewer.  If that’s possible it 
and it is cost effective that’s how they will go. 
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Commissioner Bergeron 
 
When they build new construction, that’s obviously something they look at.  Are they trying to build more 
gravity versus the pumping station?  Is the pumping station more expensive from the get go? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
I think I should let you know how most of these pump stations were acquired.  They were done when 
development went in and in a location where they really couldn’t get the flow by gravity so the most cost 
effective thing for them at the time was to put in the pumping station.  Because they are a sub-divisions you 
don’t put the pump station to the homeowners, the city takes the pump station and because of the government 
and its requirements you try to look to see if you can put a gravity system in. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I think you mentioned that there are about 100 miles of sewer and stormwater in the combined system.  I knew 
we did some separation. How many miles do you think of the formally combined system did we separate? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
When the separation was taken on in the mid to late 90’s there were a total of 110 miles of combined sewers 
and as you know, the first program was the separation program.  We separated about 11 or 12 so that leaves 
about 100 left. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
First I would like to thank Derek Danielson to my right, senior analyst in my group and Carolyn O’Connor who 
is the financial manager at the DPW.  They worked extensively on getting this information that I am going to 
share with you. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I should also mention that Carolyn also works in administration and tirelessly keeps us on track to make sure 
that we set stay out of trouble so she is a huge asset to the division.   
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
From a backdrop perspective, as you can see from City Engineer Dookran’s presentation, a lot of the things 
that we are doing here cost a lot of money.  It’s our objective financially to keep the rates that we charge our 
customers such that we don’t over or under collect but we plan effectively and I’d like to say that upon my 
arrival in 2010, Mr. Gilbar, my predecessor, introduced the first rate increase in several years which kind of 
righted the ship and what we have tried to do is to strategically come before the Board of Public Works and 
then the Board of Aldermen for an approval.  This is an ordinance that charges are associated with wastewater 
fees via ordinance.  It’s a toughest vote to take because I think as we all saw, a lot of the infrastructure is 
underground or in the southeast are of our city and you are not driving by it that frequently.  With that as a 
backdrop we will switch to the rate revenue requirement analysis slide.  A little bit of history and description of 
what we have done.  We have analyzed the wastewater treatment fund accounting and financials from fiscal 
’16 projected out to fiscal ’22.  Revenues in ’16 are projected at $13.1 million and this is an important fact, the 
volume metric revenues are 60% of the user fee revenues so the other 40% of the demand meter charge, they 
get charged per meter, per month and then you have flow based on meter reads on the commercial side, 
based on an average of winter usage on the Pennichuck meter reading side.  With regard to the future we 
project that the increase of the $13.1 million to the need to have approximately $16.1 million in fiscal ’19.  We 
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have debt service payments and we are bonding most of the larger projects and are going to increase from 
$6.4 million and they are going to increase from $4.2 currently to $6.4 million in fiscal ’19.  The good news from 
my perspective is this measure unrestricted net assets as of the close of the books this past June is $14.4 
million and that’s a good thing.  When Mr. Gilbar was here in 2009 it was $6.2 million in the red so we have 
been able to significantly help the financials associated with this particular enterprise fund.  We do the annual 
review in November of each year and in this particular year we think it’s important to, in this workshop to 
suggest that we need a rate increase.  It’s been three years since we increased the rates so we’ve actually 
done very well managing the finances of the facility.  This will show that we recommend rate increases for 
fiscal ’17 and ’19 and it will take effect on January 1st and the importance of January 1st is in my first review of 
this I tried to do it simultaneously with the budget that takes effect on July 1st but it got kind of clouded.  You 
are trying to pass an operating budget and there is a lot of intensity associated with that and this kind of was 
difficult to take away and look at it as a single item.  The other thing that it does is it in the year you want to 
enact it you are basically getting half of the revenue that is generated by the rate increase.  With regard to the 
current issues as City Engineer Dookran indicated, consistent EPA requirements and regulations; the aging 
infrastructure, things under the ground could be as old as 100 years and the treatment plant which we all know 
we need to take very good care of with constant analyses of the infrastructure over there to include the general 
plan but also the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund.  In the state, similar to one of things that they basically 
pulled back on was the grants that they used to provide us so before 2009 we would get a project qualified and 
move it up to the state and do all kinds of great accounting and financial reporting and then they basically said 
we really don’t have the money to continue that.  There has been slight movement of the state providing grant 
funding but it’s minimal relative to the scale of the projects that were just reviewed by the city engineer.  By 
way of background on page 3, the last rate analysis was in March of 2013, which resulted in a 15% increase 
effective January 1, 2014.  What’s important about how you implement the 15% is as I mentioned, 60% of the 
revenue is based on flow and 40% is based on demand.  If by chance, a lot on conservation takes place and 
people are using less water, which is a good thing actually, but if you put the whole 15% in that basket and you 
have a very dry year where people are not using that much water you are not going to get the projections that 
you want.  I am recommending and we have been fairly successful at it to splitting the 15% amongst the 
demand charge and the revenue charge.  When I first got here, Carolyn and I were kind of pulling our hair out 
of heads looking at that information and then we said we’d put it all towards the flow.  But, you have to be 
careful because you don’t want to overpay for the demand charge associated with the meter.  There are a lot 
of costs associated with being a customer to include the meter readings from Pennichuck, the billing and 
everything else that was discussed here with City Engineer Dookran.  As far as the history of the rate 
adjustments, in fiscal ’04 there was a significant reduction.  The fund had $26 million of unrestricted net assets 
and at that time the folks that were in our places suggested that it made sense to have a rate reduction.  Then 
time went on and intense negotiations with the regulators, the CSO project went from maybe $35 million to 
about $150 million with the complete separation and then back to what first we implemented which is the CSO 
project strategically located throughout the city to bring it back to $65 million.   These are the increases on a 
volumetric basis.  Now we have a $2.05 per hundred cubic foot volumetric rate.  As far as the 
recommendation, based on the best information we have, we are recommending another 15% increase.  It 
raises the volumetric rate from $2.05 to $2.36.  The average quarterly residential demand charge increase; this 
is where you are kind of paying for the meter at $27.77 to $31.94.  The average quarterly residential bill, if you 
are an average customer, is almost $80.00 so the quarterly increase would be $10.37.  With regard to the cost 
analysis, as you folks may recall, you approved the folks within the department in which you oversee, a real 
heavy look at what is referred to as the WERF, Wastewater Equipment Replacement Fund, and we’ve done a 
good job with that, what needs to be replaced and more importantly when it needs to be replaced.  Based on 
current assessments, status, life expectancy, here’s when you need to replace it so it’s very helpful.  It’s very 
helpful for a couple of reasons, one is we have experts to help us and we have staff review it and not get 
penalized for spending money that is already budgeted, it’s expected and sometimes you hear when the 
Finance Committee is reviewing things that there are a lot wastewater equipment replacement that are greater 
than $10,000 but there is a reason for that and that is because we have a nice study that tells us when we 
need to replace it.  The equipment is old and needs to be replaced timely and I think you have seen that over 
the last several years.   City Engineer Dookran made a nice presentation about here’s what is going to kind of 
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happen over the next five years.  The CERF for the next several years is $2.1 million, $1.9 million and $0.4 
million.  It can go up or down but over the last several months I haven’t seen that.  As far as the capital 
projects, as you know, because you get involved in the bonding process, but some are funded by debt and 
some are funded by cash.  If you are funded by debt you are basically borrowing money and pay it off over 20 
years or the state revolving loan fund and you pay it off over 20 years.  You are kind of recognizing that the 
asset has more value than just one year so you are spreading it out over 20 years.  If you fund by cash we 
have to watch that because that’s an immediate drain on the unrestricted net assets position that I mentioned.  
What you are trying to do is to make sure that it is solvent but not overly solvent; not ultra-conservative 
because you folks have the ability working with the Board of Aldermen to increase rates if you need to so that’s 
a good thing.  This shows the spend based on the projects.  We always like to compare ourselves to other 
communities in New Hampshire to include Derry, Manchester, Concord and Keene.  You will see that we are 
the lowest on a volumetric basis and on an average basis for the average quarterly residential bill.  I learned 
from a few attorneys here in the city and Director Fauteux that it’s a double edged sword.  If you are not the 
highest charging in New Hampshire then you probably have a lot of money to spend on projects that some of 
our regulators would like us to spend so we have to manage that effectively.  It’s not a bottomless pit because 
we do have customers to pay that bill but this gives us a level of comfort that we are in the range and I think 
maybe City Engineer Dookran can help me.  One of the reasons why we are lower than some of these other 
communities is we were able to successfully negotiate the consent decree.  Just think if the consent decree 
was full separation and it went from $65 million to $130 million that would have cost us a lot and would have 
manifested in rates now so I think we are in good shape there.  As far as what our recommendation is which is 
the 15%, it funds normal operating costs, it meets the EPA requirements, it adequately funds reserves for 
future equipment needs, it funds improvements for cash and pays for the increase in debt service payments 
during the next several fiscal years that I mentioned as we roll from $4.2 million to $6.4 million.  This was more 
of a workshop in that we wanted to share with you our latest information and for you to be able to ask us any 
questions.  We will take those questions and if there is any future analysis that we need to do we can do that 
and then we position, with your approval, the ability to go for the rate increase and file an affirmative ordinance 
with the Board of Aldermen to get that timely enough to be able to bill the increase effective January 1st. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Looking at the work schedule that has been updated, that has been updated on an on-going basis recently, 
fiscal year ’19, do we still set money aside in the budget going towards the work schedule?  How far out is the 
work planned? 
 
Mr. Derek Danielson, Senior Financial Analyst 
 
The work plan goes out 10 years but you still set aside the same amount of money so you make an annual 
payment to keep that true.  That way in future years when costs are higher you don’t have to make a higher 
contribution; it’s covered in the balance that you are carrying. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So what we are looking at in these figures is what we are looking to spend in these fiscal years but we are still 
going to be funded. 
 
Ms. O’Conner, Finance & Administration Manager 
 
Yes, it’s a line in the operating budget. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So the plan is always moving 10 years ahead each year? 
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Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, that’s correct. 
 
Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Just to clarify, this was on the agenda as an update so we are not looking for a motion today but at our next 
meeting we are looking to have a positive recommendation. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
As I mentioned, if you had any material questions where we needed to go back, the nature of this was a 
workshop so I want to be sensitive to your needs and be happy to come back but it’s up to you folks. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
You don’t have any questions and are comfortable with it, I think we would like an approval to move forward. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
That would be helpful if you don’t have any questions. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
But if you have questions we will come back and vote on it another time. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So we would be looking at an increase for January 1, 2017, so if we didn’t approve it today we would have time 
to do it at our next meeting? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Is that an issue?  You still have to get an ordinance into the Board of Aldermen that needs a first and second 
reading and our next meeting is not until the end of October.  Does that give you enough time, Mr. Griffin? 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
It would but if everyone’s comfortable today then that’s fine but I didn’t want to press.  How that would work is 
you would have a chance in your next late October meeting to approve it and we would introduce legislation in 
early November and then the first and second reading and then we would have a Budget Review Committee 
meeting and whatever other meeting needed to be held. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It would be fairly tight for you. 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
It would be tight. 
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Director Fauteux 
 
It would require a public hearing too. 
 

Commissioner Moriarty 
 
Mr. Chairman, what would you like this Board to do? 
 

Mayor Donchess 
 
I think that if you don’t have any questions and you feel comfortable with the analysis the motion would be 
better now because it allows for a little more time to get the submission and approval from the Board of 
Aldermen.  On the other hand, as Mr. Griffin said, if you have questions or are not comfortable with something 
then he is happy to come back.   
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Mr. Griffin, on page 7 of your presentation, is the average quarterly residential bill for Nashua the $68.77?  Is 
that current or is that after the 15% increase? 
 
Mr. Griffin 
 
That’s current. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Derry and Concord have rate point minimums and fixed charges.  What does that mean? 
 
Mr. Danielson 
 
That means is that their meter charge covers the first say 5 CCF’s of use so you pay this fixed $35.66 in Derry 
and then covers 5 CFF’s of flow.  After that the volumetric charge kicks in.  Ours doesn’t work that way. You 
pay the demand charge regardless of your flow. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So does that collect more revenue for them or less? 
 
Mr. Danielson 
 
I believe it collects less. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I would just say that looking at capital projects and expenditures that fiscal year ’17 is $13.4 million and then 
$0.9 million and then none.  I know that we have spent a lot of money there.  I’m not surprised by it; I think we 
talked about it a lot that we would have an increase of 15%.  It’s not unexpected but I don’t like it. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
There’s no question that it’s an expensive plant to operate. 
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Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I think at every meeting we have appropriated something of at least $500,000 or it feels like that anyway. 
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Moriarty to approve a positive recommendation for the approval of a 15% 
increase in the wastewater user fee rate effective January 1, 2017. 
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman 
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 

 
Commissioner’s Comments  
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Should we simply go back and revisit the earlier part of the workshop regarding Mr. Griffin’s recommendation 
on keeping the accounting practices for the enterprise funds for the landfill? 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Do you think we need a motion if we are going to leave things as they are or were you looking for action on 
this? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I don’t think we need a motion. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
It’s really not an issue until the budget comes up. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I think it was more of a discussion.  I think if we wanted to make a change then we would need a motion. 
 
Commissioner Pappas motioned to adjourn.  
 
Commissioner Ackerman seconded the motion. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 



 

 

 

 
Board of Public Works 

Meeting Minutes 
 

October 12, 2016 
 
A special meeting of the Board of Public Works was held on Wednesday, October 12, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. in the 
Auditorium at City Hall, 3rd floor, 229 Main Street, Nashua, NH  03060. 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Mayor Donchess called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and called the roll.  
 
Members Present:        
 

Mayor Jim Donchess 

Commissioner Paul G. Bergeron       

Commissioner Tracy Pappas       

Commissioner Joel Ackerman 

 

Members Absent: 

 

Commissioner Kevin S. Moriarty 

 

Aldermanic Liaison Absent:   

 

Alderman Ken Siegel 

 

Also Present: 

 

Ms. Lisa Fauteux, Director of Public Works 
Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer 
Mr. Andrew Patrician, Division of Public Works Operations Manager 

Attorney Celia Leonard, Assistant Corporation Counsel, City of Nashua 

Attorney Andrew Prolman, Prunier & Prolman, P.A. 

 
MOTION:  Commissioner Pappas to approve the amended Agenda as presented.   
SECONDED:  Commissioner Ackerman          
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously 
   
Public Comment - None 
  
Administration Department 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
We did not bring a plan but there has been a development agreement with the preferred developer in that area.  
They have made great strides over the years and we are coming to a close.  There is a city road there, 
Bancroft Street which right now is a paper street.  History shows that it had houses on it at one point prior to 
the flood.  The city purchased the land as part of the levy project so there is no current road on the land but it is 
city land and a road was there.  The developer is going to build the road and is going to do some innovative 
things.  They are going to have permeable pavement under the parking to allow for drainage.  In exchange for 
using that road and site plan approval and other things, they have agreed to maintain that road as they 
construct it for at least 20 years so this is the maintenance agreement that would go in the registry.  It will run 
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with whoever owns the property and the city can enforce it.  The developer or whoever owns that property will 
plow it and maintain it.  Before it comes back to the city they have to give the city written notice of at least 2 
years prior to allow the city to inspect the street and allow time for any maintenance issues to be resolved prior 
to the city accepting it to come back into our portfolio of streets that we maintain.  That’s what the agreement 
says. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
I think we have a meeting next week. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
The 27th. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
It’s out of my comfort zone to approve something without seeing it and without having advanced notification.  I 
know, for example, that we had some verbal agreement regarding the skateboard park and it’s no offense to 
any of the attorney’s here.  I would either be forced to vote no or to table it until we have more information.  I 
won’t move to table it because that’s non-debatable and I don’t want to cut anyone else’s discussion off.   
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I just want to respond to that.  I agree, Commissioner Pappas, we do like to get things to you ahead of time.  I 
had a conversation with Attorney Leonard and they have a closing that I believe is on October 28th. 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
That’s correct. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
This unfortunately is kind of hot of the press.  It was just completed and they were concerned I think that if they 
brought it before the Board on the 27th and there were changes that could delay the closing so that’s why it is 
last minute. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I will let other people speak before I make the motion to table.  I feel badly about it but other things that have 
happened in that area, I can’t vote for something that I can’t see.  I know that we have this here but I don’t if 
you would like to take a look at that.  I don’t know how other people feel. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
When we had the discussion about this one of the things of concern was that typically the city a street such as 
this, one of the things that concerned me was the pervious pavement.  The city is really at this time, although 
we would love to put in more pervious pavement, we really are not suited to maintain it so that was one of the 
reasons that I was in favor of this agreement for 20 years.  In 20 years I believe the city would have the right, at 
that point, to take the street over.  This is still a city street; they would just be responsible for maintaining it.  
That’s what this says in a nutshell.  For that reason I would be in favor of this street being maintained privately 
for now.   
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Mayor Donchess 
 
If we adopted this on the 27th does that create any problems? 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
No, if it’s adopted on the 27th then we can close on the 28th. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Okay. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
So this is currently just the paper street so they will just be maintaining or building the paper street so they 
have all of the expense.  Who drew up this agreement, our legal department? 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
We worked in conjunction with the developers and attorneys, there were three of us. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Who negotiated it?  Are you comfortable with the 20 years that it would come back to the city?  Is that 
something that the city wanted or is that something that Renaissance wanted? 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
It was negotiated out. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I would be comfortable with that and again, we need to accept it so if it were is disrepair or there was 
something wrong with the street then we certainly could refuse the acceptance of the street. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Should we approve or not approve this, this goes where after us, Infrastructure or does this go the Board of 
Aldermen? 
 
Attorney Leonard 
 
We weren’t having to go anywhere else since it dealt strictly with the maintenance of a road, which we believe 
under the Charter is under the purview of the Board of Public Works. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Relative to the 20 years, obviously there is no cost to the City of Nashua.  What are the criteria set for after the 
20 years so the road will be acceptable?  Is that listed in this documentation or is it whatever the standards are 
at that particular time?   
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Attorney Leonard 
 
That would be the latter.  We did get into a discussion on standards and we found that because of the 
permeable pavement, the city has no current standards for permeable pavement and 20 years is fairly lengthy 
period of time.  We left the standard to be the reasonableness of the parties in 20 years but also, again, the city 
must affirmatively accept it so the city doesn’t just have to take it as is but based on our knowledge at that time 
we will be able to assess it better I am sure. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Director Fauteux, what is the current standard, it’s not permeable pavement? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We use all impervious pavement now.   
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Assuming that is the same standard 20 years going forward, assuming technology doesn’t change, what would 
be the cost to the taxpayers to change the road from what it is going to be to what we would assume that it 
should be? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Assuming that we couldn’t care for the pervious pavement? 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Yes. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I am not sure what the cost of paving the street would be but certainly the city wouldn’t accept it if we didn’t feel 
we could maintain it.  We could pave and I don’t think it would be all that costly for the developer to pave it at 
that time if that is what we decided.  I would like to think that in 20 years we would have more pervious 
pavement throughout the city.  That would have to be redone within 20 years, that’s not going to last 20 years. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
For folks watching I think to explain the difference might be a good thing. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Permeable pavement is coarse so it drains.  It also needs to be vacuumed and maintained whereas 
impermeable pavement does not drain and is easier to maintain and that is what we pave our streets with now. 
 
Attorney Andrew Prolman, Prunier & Prolman, P.A. 
 
I represent the Renaissance Downtown Nashua, the developer for the project.  If this matter is to be tabled 
until the 27th it is critical that we obtain approval on the 27th.  Please tell us what you would like to see in 
addition to the easement document as it would be very helpful for us to know that going into that meeting. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
People could either articulate questions now or if questions come up in the next week or so they could direct 
them to Director Fauteux who could then communicate with Attorney Prolman. 
 
Attorney Prolman 
 

I thought you may have had it but we will submit the full plans that go along with Bancroft Street and what the 
builder intends to do with the layout.  If there is anything more, please get it to me ahead of time. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
  
I wanted to wait for commissioner comments to go over this but I would really find it helpful if we got our 
packets on the Friday before, sometimes we get it on Monday’s.  I guess if it’s that critical I would respectfully 
request that we receive the packets the Friday before. 
 

Director Fauteux 
 
Normally that is our practice but this, unfortunately, wasn’t ready at the time.  That’s why you didn’t get a heads 
up. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
I understand but I don’t think that any of us want to just be a rubber stamp.  Again, I fully realize the timing was 
not great and that’s just how it worked out. 
 
Attorney Prolman 
 
There are many moving pieces to this one. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I am sure. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
When do you think you can get the material? 
 
Attorney Prolman 
 
This afternoon.  I thought you may have had it.  I have it. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So the Board will get that long before the next meeting.  Please forward that directly to the Board. 
 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I would agree, this is the first we have seen of this and we don’t have the plan so I am not sure what my 
questions are.  I am sure that it is probably fine but I would like to be certain. 
 

Commissioner Ackerman 
 
I don’t know what I don’t know because I haven’t read the whole thing. 
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A. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to table the Bancroft Street Maintenance Agreement, date specific, to 

the October 27, 2016, meeting. 
SECONDED:  Commissioner Bergeron 
MOTION CARRIED:  Unanimously 

 
Paving Workshop 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We have with us today Bill Scarpati, Principle Asset Management Specialist from Stantec.  Stantec has put 
together a great presentation regarding pavement management here in the city including a look at our 
pavement management software which is Cartegraph, our existing conditions, some of the back log and some 
different scenarios including what would happen if we continue to spend about $2 million per year, what would 
happen if we had an equilibrium scenario if things stayed the same and also what might happen if we got to an 
optimal PCI. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Are we still able to use Cartegraph? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We are using Cartegraph; this is what this is from. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So we have figured it out? 
 

Director Fauteux 
 
Yes. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So we are going to hire someone else in addition to what we have used from the Cartegraph? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
No, Stantec is using Cartegraph to help us with this, to continue the plan.  We had someone who did all of the 
data collection and then Stantec came in and put it all together and put a plan together.  We are not asking for 
any approvals, this is more of a presentation and a discussion. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
But again, the Cartegraph, in addition to doing this work, that’s supposed to keep us up-to-date over in the 
wastewater treatment facility? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, for asset management.  There was never a problem with asset management.  There was a paving 
module that had changed, they updated their paving module and many of us were familiar with the older 
module so it just took some adjustment to get up-to-date on the new one so I think we’ve conquered that. 
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Commissioner Pappas 
 
I didn’t mean to sound like a nick pick but it seems like we’ve spent a lot of money through the years.  In my 10 
years it’s like well this is going to be the end all be all and it doesn’t work so that’s why I am asking the 
questions.  I thought this was going to be presented by staff so I was thrown a little bit of a loop here. 
 
Mr. Bill Scarpati, Principle Asset Management Specialist, Stantec 
 
We have been working as a consultant to put together the pavement management system piece of the larger 
Cartegraph Asset Management System.  I understand that you just received this report today or perhaps 
yesterday.  My presentation is really around this so don’t feel like you need to dive into this right away.  There 
is a five point agenda that I want go through real quick.  The Pavement Management Study Methodology, the 
Pavement Management Philosophy, Current Pavement Conditions in Nashua, Future Budget Scenarios and 
Recommendations and Questions.   
 
As Lisa said, MDS, another firm, had come out last fall and conducted a citywide pavement inventory; 300 
miles of inventory of the paving conditions.  These were smaller block to block segments.  We came in and we 
merged the segments to create what we call paving management segments, larger real project limit projects 
that are going to be like future re-surfacing or reconstruction.  On each of these segments the pavement 
distress identification and quantification was performed and closely documented the different types of distress 
like potholes, alligator cracking and in measuring the quantities.  It was a visual inspection; there were no test 
pits of cores.  Based on the visual inspection to destress it and we calculated what we call a pavement 
condition index, a PCI score on a 0 to 100 scale; 0 being a road that’s nearly impassable and 100 that is a road 
that is in excellent condition.  All of this information is in Cartegraph and we then calculated what we call a 
network priority ranking so if we have two streets with the same PCI it’s the comparative merit of repairing one 
over another so the arterial collective would get repaired before the local dead end street. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Does that take into account the number of cars that go over the street per day or guestimate that? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
It’s an estimated.  It’s part of an asset management system so as you get more data and studies that all gets 
inputted.  It’s a central line of location and you start to make smarter decisions about that.   
 
This slide illustrates the life of a pavement as it relates to PCI over time.  During the pavements life it goes 
through what we call intervention phases or PCI treatment bands.  Up at the top roads are in excellent 
condition and require nothing and are in a do nothing condition category.  As they deteriorate they fall into what 
we call the routine maintenance treatment band.  This is where we do some crack sealing and maybe an 
isolated skin patch.  Roads that fall under preventative maintenance treatment band are in need of more than a 
routine maintenance effort, it’s more of an extensive crack seal or perhaps some full depth patching and then 
coming back with a thin overlay or there are other treatments out there like micro surfacing chip seals that help 
preserve oxidation of the pavement.  Further on, roads that fall in that structural improvement treatment band, 
this is where we need a think overlay and not just to seal the surface but to provide added strength to resist 
traffic loading.  These are streets where we do mill and fill, resurfacing, grind and overlay and grind and inlay.  
Finally, roads that have failed are in that bottom band in the base rehabilitation treatment band and these are 
where we do full depth reconstruction reclamation.  The whole idea is as the road deteriorates it costs more 
and more as it goes through these treatment bands. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
We have used mill and fill and it has worked well for us.  Can that be done more than once on a road? 
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Mr. Scarpati 
 
Sure. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So let’s say that we ran out of money and we would not be able to pave a road and the area had previously 
been milled and filled can we do that again? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
It depends on the type of crack and the foundation.  There are a lot of variables that go into it but typically, yes 
you can.  Each time you do you would probably mill a little deeper to bond a new overlay to the original binder 
intermediate course.   
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Is that depth relative to your nomenclature of inlay versus overlay? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
The depth is relative to the underlying foundation support and the load that is being applied. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
So what is there in terms of being overlay and inlay? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
When I say inlay I typically…if there is a poor utility cut or a water trench going down the road we would do a 
12” cut-back and mill out that and restore the trench.  That’s what I refer to as a grind and inlay so it’s sort of 
inlayed into a newer pavement that is in good condition. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Have you taken a look at how they are supposed to do the utility cuts here because my understanding is that 
we have a pretty decent program compared to other New Hampshire cities? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
We did not look at the utility cuts per se here.  We have done a utility cut study in another city in New 
Hampshire and other places outside of New Hampshire and they certainly have a detrimental effect on the life 
of the pavement, especially newer pavements and that’s why; I believe the city has a five year gate 
moratorium, especially on the newer pavements.  As you cut and breach that pavement, to (inaudible) the 
workmanship is not the same. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
My understanding is that I think we run a little bit more of a tighter ship than other cities do in New Hampshire 
regarding what we require for patching so you might want to take a look at what we have moving forward.   
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Mr. Scarpati 
 
We did not look at the street opening rules and regulations but there are certainly requirements that you would 
want of the utility companies.  Certainly if there is a loss to pavement there is a fee that is usually associated 
with that; a dig fee. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Right but I think that rather than using fees I think that they kind of have to go above and beyond but I think 
most cities do.  I don’t know where that would be documented. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I don’t think we have done a comparison.  Maybe Steve Dookran knows but we do; you are correct 
Commissioner Pappas, in that we do have a very aggressive policy on street openings.   
 
Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer 
 
All restoration for utility cuts calls for a 3-foot cut-back; about a minute ago you talked about a 1-foot cut-back.  
We established that by ordinance several years ago.  It does cost a bit more by the utility companies or 
whoever is cutting the street and they have griped about it but we haven’t seen any reason to reduce it and it is 
beyond what most other communities in New Hampshire are doing. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
Here are some treatment band examples up at the top left.  Manchester Street has a PCI of 98.  There is some 
slight raveling going on there, open void texture, it’s do nothing right now but it’s the reason why it’s 98 and not 
100.  The routine maintenance you’ve got a longitude or seam is opening up where the two pavement mats 
were put together to get a PCI of 93 so you can see the longitude crack in need of some crack sealing.  83 
over to the right is the preventative maintenance. You can see that you have a little more of a crack in here.  
This is a good candidate to do an extensive overlay and come back with what we call a micro surface to 
restore and prevent further oxidation and cracking of the pavement.  Then at the bottom you have a PCI of 55 
structural improvements on West Hollis Street.  You have more pronounced cracking, more severe; notice the 
orientation of the cracks in the wheel paths which indicate some structural failure.  This is probably a street 
that’s going to require a deep mill and come back with a two lift overlay.  Finally we have a street at 29, this is 
base rehabilitation.  Clearly with all of the alligator cracking, this is Tinker Road, I believe this section was 
repaired late this year but this is something that would need to be ground up or full depth reconstruction.   
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
When you folks do this stuff or take this stuff into consideration, for example, I know that Tinker Road, I think it 
gets flooded a lot and is there something different that we do for that. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We did a part of Tinker Road this year.  Tinker Road has drainage issues and we haven’t been able to address 
them the way we want to address them because it would take half of our paving budget just to do Tinker Road.  
We did overlay it and it looks much better than it did and we expect it will last for the next 10 years or so.  
Those drainage issues will eventually need to be addressed. 
 

Commissioner Pappas 
 
So when we take a look at a study like that does it take stuff like that into consideration or not? 
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Mr. Scarpati 
 
It does.  On this go around we did not have a drainage index but there are definitely other variables within the 
asset management system that we can pull in to sort of do what I call a cross asset analyses to be a little 
smarter.  Right now this is just the surface investment plan so as you get your sewer and your drainage, storm 
and other infrastructure in there then you can start to make a better and stronger program. 
 
As of last July, the average PCI in the City of Nashua was a 77.2 so you can see it is pretty much smack in 
between the preventative maintenance treatment band.  
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I’m surprised. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I know why Commissioner Pappas is surprised.  This number is a little bit deceiving in that this doesn’t 
separate major arterials and residential streets.  The major arterials are in better shape and this is sort of 
skewing that a little bit.  That’s one of the things that I have asked Bill to look at, to separate the two because I 
think you will find a much lower PCI if you are just looking at residential streets. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Right because that doesn’t look that bad. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
So this chart breaks up the 300 miles of streets in the city.  In green you have 71.6 miles that are in a do 
nothing condition treatment band, 33.2 in need of crack sealing, 1/3 of the network lays in that preventative 
maintenance treatment band.  This is really critical because it’s on the downward side of the deterioration curb 
so they are ready to jump into the more expensive band.  You also have a significant amount of streets in need 
of structural improvement, 76.6 which is the second largest band and then your base rehabilitation is 15.1 
miles is barely manageable. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Were these all of the roads in Nashua? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
That’s correct. 
 
We also determined the outstanding backlog to be just a little over $50 million.  The backlog is the cost of 
bringing up all of the streets to a near perfect condition within 1 year.  It represents how far behind the network 
is in terms of its present value today.  You can see right away that the purple and the yellow piles that 1/3 of 
the network represents $20 million and more importantly, more than ½ of the backlog is in need of structural 
improvement and base rehab so there’s a big backlog and unfortunately it’s not in the purple.  As I stated 
earlier, the network is really at a critical point where we need to look closer and pay attention.  We looked at six 
different funding scenarios and please note in the report, we just recently ran an extra scenario so in the report 
we are only going to have five of the six that I am going to talk about.  First we ran a zero funding budget 10 
year scenario and what would happen to the PCI which represents a worst case scenario.  
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Commissioner Pappas 
 
You mean if we put nothing into it? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
If you put nothing into the roadway network what happens to our average PCI on a backlog.   
 
The next thing we looked at is historically we have been spending $2.3 million and we looked at it from a worst 
first perspective so these are the streets that everyone is complaining about and we go to the worst PCI and 
we work our way up the list until we exhaust the money and everything deteriorates and we do it all over again. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
  
When you say you worked through the worst PCI is that also considering the amount of traffic on the streets? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
That’s correct.   
 
Looking at the same appropriation we looked at what we call an allocation strategy; trying to be a little smarter 
about how we spend that money.  All of the other scenarios going forward actually use this approach.  It’s the 
pavement management philosophy; it’s a balanced attack which I will explain in a little bit more in more detail.  
Next we looked at what we call the equilibrium scenario which looks to spend $5.9 million per year, $59 million 
over 10 years and then we also looked… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
So the equilibrium is we keep things as they are today, no better, no worse. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Which is the 77.2 PCI? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
That’s correct. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes but that is a little bit deceiving and again, I’ve asked Bill to run that and we will present that to you at a 
future meeting.  I think if you looked at the residential streets you will find a much lower PCI than combining the 
two. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
But even some of the arteries they didn’t find…like you will separate those out because I think some of the 
arteries are bad. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, Amherst Street definitely needs some work so does Broad Street but that’s just an overall. 
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Commissioner Ackerman 
 
On the previous slide it showed the different scenarios of the PCI indexes mapped out.  If we looked at what 
we are currently doing, is it indicative that we are working to the far right of that scale as to which roads are 
currently on our pavement list or did we not look at that? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I’m not sure I understand. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
I am not sure historically how the spending has happened.   
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
To the far right is the structural rework; the streets that are in the worst condition.  Commission Ackerman is 
asking historically if we focused our paving efforts on those streets… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Those streets that are in the worst condition? 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Yes. 
 
Director Fauteux 
  
Yes, absolutely we have but we also balance that with the major arterials because we obviously can tolerate a 
lower PCI on a residential street than we can on a major arterial.  You don’t want to let the major arterials go 
into any kind of structural failure because then it’s going to cost a considerable amount of money. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
So we were doing less and less preventative and we were waiting until they got really bad, is that correct? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
No, not necessarily but sometimes it’s better to do a street that can accept an 1” overlay rather than Tinker 
Road which needs a total rebuild because we just can’t afford to do that.  It’s a balance so I wouldn’t say that 
we’ve done just the worst of it.  We have had such a limited budget that it’s been more of a band aid approach.  
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I’m getting the sense that in the last few years that we have spent a little bit more on paving. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We have, absolutely; about $2.3 million I believe and I think we only had $1 million for many years. 
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Commissioner Pappas 
 
So we’ve doubled in the last few years. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
When we have a lower PCI, say like a 38, who determines what we are going to do there as far as…so it’s a 
38, who makes the decision on what we are going to do there as far as mill and fill, patch, etc.? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Engineering. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
What we have been doing since 2001 is we have been using the VHB Road Management Program.  The 
standard VHB Road Management Program at that time recommended that we use a benefit value index in 
choosing our streets.  The highest benefit will come from the streets that have the highest traffic.  We put all of 
that information in as well as the cost of rebuilding that street so that’s why you saw all of the major roads were 
coming off first.  We realized that the neighborhood streets were suffering and never getting on the list because 
we were doing major streets twice in a short period of time and not even getting to the side streets so we 
started a bottom approach looking at the lowest PCI’s for residential streets and picking a number like 35.  The 
scale is a little bit different using zero to one hundred. The VHB meant something very different, very low was 
in the 20’s when a street really needed to have major work.  We carved the residential streets at the low PCI 
say at number 32; anything in the 32’s would get done in this program this year.  So we do the highest benefit 
and the lowest PCI and we thought that was a good balance for the $1 million that we have spent for so many 
years until 2 years ago; it did increase to $2.3 million.  In terms of treatment, the arterials and collectors were 
getting a mill and an overlay and the reason for that you don’t want to keep building a street up, you want to 
make sure you preserve the curb.  On a residential street we didn’t find that it was cost effective to do all of the 
milling so usually we just go in and do a shin and overlay.  Those are programs that even though might be a 
little bit more cost effective in its approach we won’t get in the life expectancy on those treatments and neither 
will we have done any preventative like crack sealing or thin overlays.  We are just considering those now in 
this new program. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I think it’s important to note to the city engineer’s points that we just don’t have enough money.  As you can 
see, the equilibrium scenario, just to stay as we are today is $5.9 million per year.  We are spending $2.3 
million so every year that we only spend $2.3 million we are going backwards.  There are so many streets that 
need to be paved; it’s very difficult to choose.  We were trying to spread that $2.3 million or utilize it in the best 
way that we could.  
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
We also looked at spending that $59 million of 10 years which is what we call a front loading scenario where 
we spend more money up front and address deterioration early on and ten scale back to a budget that is more 
in-line as to what is being spent today at $2.8 million.   
 
Director Fauteux 
 
But that’s still an equilibrium scenario so that just keeps us where we are today.  I just want the commissioners 
to understand. 
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Commissioner Pappas 
 
So the only way we are going to get anywhere is… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Is the very last; that’s correct Commissioner Pappas. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
The last scenario is really a progressive funding program that’s going to improve today’s PCI dramatically and 
that’s looking at a $7.5 million per year appropriation.  This bar chart shows us the whole pavement 
management philosophy so what we are trying to do is allocate a certain amount of money to address the 
streets that are on the cusp of going from one treatment band to another so it’s kind of a worst first within the 
treatment band but you are spreading all of that money across the treatment bands as opposed to starting at 
the far left and working your way up. 
 
Commissioner Pappas  
 
Can you repeat that once more? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
This is the allocation strategy so rather than spending all of the money and starting at the worst, the pile at the 
left and working your way up.  This is spending money on the streets that are on the cusp of going from one 
treatment band to another.  It’s not animated here but these dotted boxes represent an interjection of funds to 
take these piles and move them over to the green.   
 
The resulting PCI for those scenarios, the black represents the zero budget scenario which is the worst case 
scenario so you can see that the PCI goes from 77 to a 45.  The red and the orange are the historical budgets; 
$2.3 million each year so the red represents if I do the worst first, if I change my spending strategy, not my 
money but I get a 5 point increase in my PCI value; again the PCI is the average over the city including 
residential and arterials.  You can that those scenarios are still regressing and the pavement conditions are 
deteriorating so we need to look at an equilibrium scenario and hence the purple and the green line.  The 
purple represents that $5.9 million each year so you can see that the PCI stabilizes at a 75 ten years out and 
then that green front loading scenario where we are spending $10 million up front gets us a nice jump in the 
PCI 5 years out and then $2.8 keeps it slightly regressive but more or less continues with an equilibrium 
pattern and finishes out at an 80 and then that $7.5 annual appropriation would be right up to 90 which would 
put you right in the routine maintenance treatment band.  On the backlog side of things you can see that the 
backlog balloons with the black line from $50 million, this is a zero funding scenario to $181 million.  The 
historical budgets are in the red and the orange so again, just by changing the way we spend that money there 
is a $10 million savings over 10 years at $2.3 million annually and then the purple and the green are again that 
$59 million over 10 years.  You can see that the front loaded scenario drops that backlog and the progressive 
funding scenario, that last new scenario that we just recently ran is not included in this report.  That’s $7.5 
million progressive funding program.  That actually drives the PCI; it cuts it more than half. 
 
So recommendations and in conclusion, the City of Nashua needs to increase its roadway funding.  Clearly the 
$2.3 million isn’t enough.  $5.9 is needed at a minimum just to maintain the conditions and what I neglected to 
also add is that the backlog costs only represent the pavement costs so inside a curb, the curb and the 
pavement structure.  It does not include sidewalk, drainage, lighting and underground sewer, etc.  Certainly 
investigate the likelihood, as you can afford, front loading when you can.  Certainly when you go to front load 
and you start to spend an ample amount of money on the roads you want to have tight, good coordination with 
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the utilities.  The last thing you need to do is be paving and then having them cut up and creating a jigsaw 
puzzle of our network. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
The city engineer and his staff have already met with the utilities multiple times to discuss options. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
Practice routine and preventative maintenance.  I did not see any evidence of cracked sealing.  Cracked 
sealing by far is the most effective way to save and preserve and to maintain a pavement in New England.  We 
have three stop cycles and once the water gets into the pavement structure through the cracks it does a 
tremendous amount of damage even though you are milling and filling you never get down to that crack that 
now has permeated into the lower layers and now is able to reflect through very simply.  The city should 
embark on some type of preservation maintenance program.  Having a 1/3 of the network in this category; you 
need to look at different types of treatments; chip seals, micro surfacing; they each have pros and cons with 
them but certainly start the pilot and we’ve talked about different treatments with the department to find the 
right mix that’s going to be desirable for the constituents and yet performs up to the city engineer’s 
expectations.  Also, conduct what we call project level evaluations on streets that we go to make a large 
investment and we resurface base rehab to close and test pits, let’s see what we have for a stratification and 
then do a pavement design and make sure that we are not under designing or over designing for our 
pavements.  Lastly is to continue the pavement management, obviously the Board and the city have made a 
significant investment in the asset management system.  It’s an on-going process; it’s not just a one-time 
study.  We develop a plan, you monitor the network, you set goals; we are looking at having a new metric in 
addition to average PCI and backlog but also looking at what the average in backlog is for the collector network 
and establishing a minimum threshold condition and then the neighborhoods.  I know that a lot of the 
neighborhoods fall in that structural improvement treatment band. The past program like VHB did the right 
thing; the common sense thing to do is to spend money where you have your higher ADT’s.  The plan that 
typically goes forward will be more arterial collective focused and then in the later years as you catch up, the 
neighborhoods start to get rebuilt.  That’s it. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Are there any questions or comments? 
 
Commission Bergeron 
 
Are the other scenarios and other charts that you had in here as well? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
On page 20 we are looking at a table that has the year, the funding level, the PCI level and the backlog.  We 
did create that chart for five of the scenarios that you saw here.  The only one that’s not in here is that $7.5 
million, that progressive funding.   
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
But the front loaded one is? 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Yes, on page 26. 
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Director Fauteux 
 
We will get this updated as we get the additional data as we separate the arterials and the residential streets 
and look at what the average PCI is on both of those.  The other too that this plan does, and I want to look at 
things a little bit differently to present you is that the pavement management software automatically has for the 
first 6 years doing almost all major arterials and it’s about roughly 90% to 10%; 10% are residential streets and 
90% are arterials.  I don’t think that should be our plan.  I think our plan should be far more aggressive in the 
neighborhoods so we are going to look at what a 60/40 split would look like.  So 60% on arterials and 40% on 
residential streets and present that to you as well. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
But on this table on page 20, it does break down regarding the arterials, is that correct? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It does not, it’s all together. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
I remember at one point seeing that Canal was on an arterial.  That was done in 1997.  Weren’t we trying to 
get bonding for it and I remember Canal being listed and Concord was not.  I remember Canal being done in 
1997 and I don’t remember Concord being done since 1994.  In the breakdown that we have of the listed 
streets here, so let’s say I am looking at the back of the report where they are listing certain streets, does that 
list take into consideration… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Canal is on here. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
This listing in the back, Appendix A, is the backlog.  This is every street in the city sorted alphabetically; the 
PCI and what the treatment needs are today.  Five years from now it may need something more significant but 
that’s the cost of today, the PCI and the NPR, the network priority ranking.  Also not that this backlog, again, 
we are a little behind, we did not update this to reflect the 2016 paving that was done recently over the last 
three months and also future 2017 streets that are going to be paved with the Broad Street Parkway additional 
funds.  Those are still listed in here as a project.   
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
In thinking about the front loaded strategy of $10 million per year, is there a limit to how much the department 
can handle logistically in terms of contacting the utilities, the residents, letting them know of the 5-year no cut 
policy and all of that and how much do you think the department, in terms of dollars expended, can handle in 1 
year? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I wouldn’t recommend the front loaded strategy.  I don’t think it’s a good one because it keeps us exactly where 
we are today and I think we should shoot to get better than we are today.  I don’t think where we are today is 
acceptable necessarily so I think some form of the last scenario is the best. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
The progressive schedule? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Do you think we can logistically handle $7.5 million per year? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes.  It will be tough but I think we can.   
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So for front loading we are putting a lot more money in the beginning but if we front load it wouldn’t we be 
saving more streets from going down to the… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
You get an initial bump because you are spending $10 million.  It raises the PCI a little bit but not significantly. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
The front loading strategy said roughly $10 million for 4 years and the $2.3 or $2.5 for another 6 years. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
But that’s still an equilibrium scenario so it’s really not going to get us far.  It provides a little bump in the early 
years but again, it’s an equilibrium scenario so whether we spend the $5.9 million we are really in the same 
point after the 10 years.  
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
I think for us it has always boiled down to what are we trying to accomplish.  The benefit that I would see to the 
front loading is immediately paving a bunch of streets and people would see an immediate impact and then 
obviously its how we are going to pay for it, it’s certainly not coming out of the public works budget.  It’s 
something that we have discussed and we would go to the Board of Aldermen and bond the money and how 
are you going to pay for it and that’s really where the first 4-year strategy comes in.  That particular strategy is 
also rolling it back after the first 4years to $2.8 million and we don’t necessarily have to do that if we get bond. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Could we logistically handle $10 million per year? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I’m concerned about $10 million.  The city engineer seems to think we can for the 4 years.  I think if we 
continued after 4 years I would be concerned about whether the utilities would be able to keep up with it.  
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Frankly, I don’t know where we would ever come up with the money to be able to pay that.  The next couple of 
budget years are going to really tough. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
The other part of it is that where would we come up with the $7.5 million? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
For every $1 million dollars there is about $100,000 bond payment, am I correct on that, Mayor? 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Maybe a little less if you did a twenty year bond. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
For the first couple of years if the Mayor was able to continue to allocate the $2.3 million we could use that 
money to pay the bond but then when we get to a certain point….So that would probably would get us through 
a couple of years anyway, maybe a little beyond that of paving and then after that we would have to allocate 
more money to be able to pay for the bond, if we were looking at the $7.5 million. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
At the current rate is you did a twenty year bond, like $1 million costs, even principle payments, there would be 
a $50,000 principle payment plus it could be as low as 2.5% or maybe a little bit more on the interest so that 
would be $75,000 to $80,000 per million dollars in the first year; the year after you borrow the money.  At that 
rate, if you borrowed $7.5 million you would need to pay $600,000 in year one, meaning with a $2.3 million 
budget you would still have $1.6 or $1.7 million left over so you could bond for about 3 or 4 years and have the 
bond payments covered within a $2.3 million budget and then at the end of that 4 years you would not have 
anything to cover the additional years but in 4 years there might be some other revenue or strategy developed. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That’s correct. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Either way we are looking at bonding, there’s no other way to do any of this. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
That’s correct.  There is no way for us to pay $7.5 or $10 million out of current funds without bonding. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
What was the leftover from the Broad Street Parkway money? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I don’t know that we have that number finalized quite yet. 
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Mr. Dookran 
 
$4.4 million 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Oh, then you mean for the paving? 
 

Commissioner Bergeron 
 

Yes. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I thought you meant overall. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So the first $4.4 million would come out of the Broad Street Parkway project; out of the bonds that have been 
and will be sold for the Broad Street Parkway project. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
We’ve talked about the crack sealing in the past, have we looked into that any further? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We haven’t been able to because we just don’t have any funding to do that but our plan would absolutely 
include preventative maintenance and crack sealing would be part of it.  Also, probably not chip sealing, I don’t 
think that would go over well here in Nashua but there are other types of sealants we would test. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
That’s something that most of our residents will say all of the time, “why aren’t you sealing?” 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, I mean we want to do that, it’s just with $2.3 million we haven’t had the money to do any. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
  
Would we be able to cover say the crack sealing in our regular budget because it seems like it wouldn’t last 
that long.  I wouldn’t want to use bonded money for something that doesn’t last all of that long.  How many 
years does crack sealing get you? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It gets you a lot actually because it increases the longevity of the pavement so if that is something we want to 
incorporate, in fact I think there was a chart that showed that, didn’t it Bill, that showed what the breakdown 
would be in terms of preventative maintenance. 
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Mr. Scarpati 
 
Yes, on page 22; based on a $2.3 million budget; the pie chart to the right would be your distribution of that 
$2.3 million.  Again, this is for arterial, collector, the whole thing including residential.  So, 57% of your budget 
would go to structural improvement, 17% to base rehab, 22% to preventative maintenance and then 4% of the 
budget should be for crack sealing. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Okay, so the blue part would be the crack sealing? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
Yes. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Who does that?  Is that contracted out? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I think the street department will be able to do some of the crack sealing. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So that could be over and above the street paving program? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We could do some of that, yes.  It depends on the extent. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Do we have the equipment? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes but not to do the regular slurry seal. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
  
I do think that one of the things that I’ve heard from people is that they do want the roads improved but they 
wouldn’t want to bond something that doesn’t have that much longevity.   
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That would definitely be part of the plan. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
The street department has done a great job at the mill and fill program, outstanding.  It’s almost to the point 
where they have paved some of these streets.  I am just looking about how much more bandwidth the street 
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department would have if we added the crack sealing and some of these other things as well and the 
investment in equipment for crack sealing; nothing really? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It would be pretty minimal but we would have to see what the magnitude was.  I’m only saying that it is a 
potential, I am not saying that it’s definitely something we should do.   
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Obviously the city needs to take appropriate action and this is going to be for FY 2017.  What would be the 
next steps, other than getting some additional information from Stantec and the analysis from the engineer, 
what would be the timeframe that we would need to go ahead and make a decision?  What’s the process to 
allocate a bond? 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I think we are looking at fiscal ’18 at this point because we’ve got money in the current budget, at least some 
for next spring but it would be between now and the end of the fiscal year or before, it could be earlier.  I would 
say we’d need to propose something pretty quickly.  We could propose probably the first year of bonding and 
sort of come up with an overall plan; if it was the $7.5 million plan we could propose the initial year of bonding.  
The requirement for that is to make a resolution that goes before the Board of Aldermen and then have a 
public hearing then they would have to approve the bonding by ten votes.  Of course, we would probably make 
a similar presentation to the Board of Aldermen so they were informed before we propose any specific course 
of action so that they are up-to-date on all of this.  I think that could be accomplished early in the year.  We 
would give them the presentation and propose the bond sometime this year, it takes a month so we could 
probably have something in place by early next year and then we would have to decide from there when to sell 
the bond and begin the project. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
If that all gets approved as you have just articulated, when then might we be in a position to start the paving?  
Is it going into after July of next year? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
If the goal is to have it approved for the next fiscal year then we would have to put this out to bid and that will 
take some time.  If we don’t have approval until July 1, I think it will be tight. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
But we might get approval before July 1. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
If we could put it out to bid this spring then yes then we could start by July 1. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
My perception is that we’d be available to do many of these projects, paving and rehabbing from July through 
October and then again in the spring of the following year and then the follow on bond is for the next fiscal 
year, is that how that works? 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
Yes. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Thank you, I would be in full support of that. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
We had talked about; we had one of those lucky winters that we had money left over and we had a discussion 
on the money that was left over and it would be my wish that we put most of it into paving.  I don’t know exactly 
how much money that we did have left but I would hope that the majority would go towards that.  The only 
other thing that I thought might have some savings was if we allocate a certain amount of money to softening 
the blow if folks want to by some of the recycling carts; that we could subsidize that.  I remember talking about 
the leftover money but I don’t remember if we made any decisions about it. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
What happens at the end of the year is that all of the leftover money from all of the departments is consolidated 
and then I propose a list of escrow or projects that we would allocate some of the leftover money to and a lot of 
it went to…the surplus consists of two basic elements.  Number one is money that is not spent and number 
two, revenue which might exceed the estimates of the budget.  This year we proposed a list of $2.3 million of 
escrows in total for the city; $700,000 went to the CERF which is the Capital Equipment Reserve Fund which is 
largely public works equipment or public works related.  We also have police department vehicles and other 
things but in any event we did for public works escrow money for a new paving machine for the mill and fill and 
that was $80,000. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
And also for infrastructure improvements, some park rehab, we have funding for a couple of park employees 
so there were a number of things. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I think on the paving since we are going to be bonding millions of dollars and since we’ve got $4.4 million 
coming in from the Broad Street Parkway in reality whether we allocated $50,000 or $100,000 doesn’t make a 
material change.  The mill and fill paver is directly for paving. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Right now what we are using for our mill and fill program is a sidewalk paver which really isn’t conducive.  The 
actually street paver will help us to be a lot more efficient and get that done more quickly. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
We can maintain and improve the mill and fill program with the new paver. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
So we are just using a sidewalk paver and not a real paver? 
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Director Fauteux 
 
No, both, we have one but it is on its last leg, it’s down all of the time but mostly the sidewalk paver. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
Can we rehab that so we have a second one? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
It’s really, really old.   
 
Mr. Andrew Patrician, Division of Public Works Operations Manager 
 
The regular paver that we currently have is a 1999 and the company is no longer in business and we can’t get 
parts for it so now we are just trying to band aid it together to keep it on the road now so we wouldn’t be 
looking into rehabbing that.  It’s on its last leg and that’s why we wanted to get another paver this year that will 
be bigger, faster and more efficient so we can keep the mill and fill going. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
One thing that I did notice is we brought up Canal Street and it doesn’t appear to be in here.  The fact that it’s 
missing from here, does that change any of the numbers or the conclusion? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
(Inaudible) on Bridge Street and (inaudible) Canal is here. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Thank you.  I was asking the same thing. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
It’s under a different name, that’s right. 
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
What again does NPR mean? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
It’s the network priority rank.  It takes into account ADT and functionally class, the type of arterial collector 
versus a dead end street.  It also takes into account pavement type so if you have a concrete road versus a hot 
mix asphalt road you can weight one against the other.  Right now that is not being accounted for in Nashua.  
Each of these values are all weighted and PCI is also a part of that so the higher the PCI the higher the NPR.  
It’s kind of like the benefit value that Steve was referring to but it’s basically the comparative merit of the value 
that is used to weigh one street versus fixing another street.  The higher the number the more beneficial the 
repair is. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
I do have a patching question which is we normally require that if someone cuts the street they patch it and if it 
is a limited area it compromises the street to some degree but traffic can basically handle it but in one area on 
an arterial street, that is Amherst Street from around where the Edgewood Cemetery is going west down about 
¼ of a mile, not all the way down to the Henri Burque Highway but most of the way there is a long patch that’s 
maybe 2 to 3 feet wide… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
We did that. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
That must have been a utility patch, right?   
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
It was Liberty Gas. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
I was thinking that it was a gas patch but the policy, as applied in that situation, means we don’t just have a 
little bumpy spot but a section of road that’s at least ¼ mile long and it wrecks the whole street.  I was 
wondering in that situation when we are not just doing a section in front of a house but the whole length of a 
street whether we could impose a more rigorous requirement of repaving the whole street.  That whole section 
is terrible now because of that patch that they did and it goes on for more than a block. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
Let me address that.  That section of Amherst Street has been on our paving list for a while; however there is 
the requirement to do the utilities so we had put off the paving until the utilities got through their work, major 
gas work which is done now and Pennichuck has just started the water replacement.  When that’s done then 
we will have the full restoration.  Liberty hasn’t gotten out and done its full cut back. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So they haven’t completed their patching? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
No, the reason is the water work is going to impact the gas trenches.  
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
So it’s not done? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
No, it’s not done; it’s being done in stages. 
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Mayor Donchess 
 
It’s really bad now. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
It turns out that is one of the streets that we put (inaudible) to use the surplus Broad Street Parkway money 
which we intended on paving next year.  Hopefully water gets out of the way and we can do the full paving. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
But what I am saying is that if a utility does something like that, where again, it’s not just a little section, it’s an 
entire street, shouldn’t the utility in that situation be required to pave the street rather than, I mean this patch, 
it’s not even a patch, they have wrecked an arterial street for ¼ mile or ½ mile.  Shouldn’t the utility in that 
instance be required to repave it? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
That’s a good idea however it’s a hard sell. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
A hard sell to whom? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
To get a utility to cover the full cost.  We’ve gone back and forth.  The 3-foot cutback that I talked about earlier, 
they are highly against that.  As Bill mentioned, a 1-foot cutback is typical in most communities.  We’ve 
increased the cutback and not just in the pavement but also going onto the road box and replacing the gravels 
down to 18” deep as well as in the paving replacement you have to add no less than 5” of pavement and in the 
case of Amherst Street it would be 7” of pavement.  All of that adds to their cost and they threaten us that it will 
be passed on to your rate payers. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
That might be but the rate payers; from the gas company it’s a statewide cost so if the statewide rate payers 
make sure they don’t wreck our streets then I don’t mind that. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
In the end these types of streets do get restored properly.  The gas is doing their trench which is about 3 feet 
and then they are responsible for another 3 feet on each side. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
But they haven’t finished their patching. 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
They are not done.  In the end we have the street restored properly for the most part by the two utilities and 
then we come along and do a final surface restoration.  They will, if they are not doing the final pavement, they 
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will give us money and now we have an account which was created to receive that money as of a couple of 
weeks ago. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Okay, well now I sort of understand that they are only half way through but it’s like a whole section. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
  
The worst offenders are water.  If you take a walk or drive down my street, it’s kind of wrecked our driveways 
because they cut the whole street and that was about 10 years ago and so they did a very good job at patching 
but once you cut into the road…I think that within 2 or 3 years I think that it will be solved in the courts because 
I think the utilities are going to have to pay their due. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
There is a pending case? 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
There is, yes. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
Is that the same situation that’s going on Main Street from Alds Street to basically the roundabout? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
That is the same situation.  Pennichuck is just wrapping up their work and unfortunately it’s too late to do rehab 
so we do our best job in patching it and hope it holds over the winter. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Then they will do a 3 foot overlay on each side? 
 
Mr. Dookran 
 
Yes and if we choose to do it through our paving program they will give us some contributions towards the 
fund. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
What would be our, as a Board, our game plan going forward? 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
I think it would be helpful for you to have some additional information for instance what the PCI looks like if he 
separates the arterials and the residential streets.  I think a decision needs to be made on what percentage of 
arterials we look at and what percentage of residential streets.  Myself I think that 10% residential streets aren’t 
enough.  I think we should do more than 10% for the first 5 or 6 years; at least that is what I am hearing from 
folks.  It’s the biggest complaint I get, from residential streets.  We would have to also make some decisions 
about that and then also make some decisions on what we would recommend for funding and we would have 
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to get from the Mayor what we can afford to find.  Maybe let us sort of update this plan and then present it at 
the next Board of Public Works meeting and make some decisions.  The city engineer and I talked about if we 
could do this and keep the major arterials in good shape, maybe a 60/40 split; 40% residential and 60% arterial 
for each year. 
 
Commissioner Bergeron 
 
If there is any way that we could get the information prior to our next meeting or at least the meeting after that 
because time is flying so if we think we are going to do a presentation to the Board of Aldermen by January. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Before January. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Bill, do you think you can get that information to us by the 19th or 20th?  We would have to have it for the 
commissioner’s packets by the 21st.  Is that too tight? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
I think Thursday, the 20th is doable. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
So if we get that we can get you the updated information in your packets and if not, if you are open to it, maybe 
we could have another quick meeting after that if we can’t get rather than wait until the November meeting but 
that’s up to you.   
 
Commissioner Ackerman 
 
I haven’t the write up but it looks very good.  I’m on the conclusion page.  I know we haven’t looked at it 
beyond that but beyond the 10 years is there any sort of recommendation based upon the analysis that’s been 
done as to what steady state would look like beyond this?  If so, can that be part of the follow-up report. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Yes, it’s something I asked him to look at too, where would the funding go after we spent $7.5 million, after 10 
years what is the cost. 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
Typically we don’t go more than 10 years out.  It’s just because of the data that’s in there right now.  There’s 
not a lot of additional data but the more data we get in there, the more reliable the output becomes.  Certainly 
to try to develop a 10-year plan is unrealistic but to look at the financial implications having that long-term view 
is definitely what this tool is used for.  We typically do a five… 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
That’s a good point.  We wouldn’t be presenting you with 10 years of streets because that would be a disaster 
because that could change.  I wouldn’t want someone to call me in year seven and say my street… 
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Commissioner Ackerman 
 
Now that we have this asset management tool, Cartegraph, how often do we anticipate rating the roads?  Is it 
every other year? 
 
Mr. Scarpati 
 
It’s typically 1/3 of the network every year so that the data is no more than 3 years old. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
And we would be able to hire Stantec to do that. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Director Fauteux mentioned to me that she has an appointment for school for one of her daughters for which 
she needs to leave at 4:30 p.m. and it’s already a little after that. 
 
Director Fauteux 
 
Thank you.  I’m available for questions. 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
This was a very good presentation, it was excellent. 
 
Mayor Donchess 
 
Alright so we are going to update the report hopefully by the 20th for the agenda later on in the month. 
 
Commissioner’s Comments 
 
Commissioner Pappas 
 
This is a general reminder for folks regarding soft yard waste.  I think sometimes in the fall that folks tend to 
have more yard waste in areas where it’s not crowded on the streets, some folks will go ahead and put their 
leaves out so it’s just a reminder to sticklers on the street who might think that people shouldn’t be putting their 
soft yard waste out, I think the ordinance gives enough wiggle room that if it is not a problem with traffic that is 
allowed. 
 
Commissioner Pappas motioned to adjourn.  
 
Commissioner Ackerman seconded the motion. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:33 p.m. 
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Board of Public Works Meeting of October 27, 2016 

Engineering Department 

 

Agenda    

A. Motion: To approve the Residential and Commercial Wastewater Service Permits and 

Fees as submitted. 

B. Motion:  To approve a Drainlayer’s License for Nardone, Inc., 45 Outlook Road, 

Wakefield, MA 01880, in accordance with Nashua City Code §255-19 Issuance of 

Drainlayer's License. 

C. Informational: Update on 2016 Paving Program 

D. Informational: Amherst Street Improvements Project with Continental Paving, Inc. of 

Londonderry, NH – Schedule Impacts. 

E. Motion: To approve a contract with Fremeau Appraisal, Inc. in the amount of $14,500 

for the appraisal of six Broad St Parkway parcels or portions of parcels declared as 

surplus. Funding will be through:  Department: 160 Administration; Fund:  Bond; 

Activity: Broad Street Parkway. 

F. Motion: To recommend to the Board of Aldermen the Acceptance of a portion of 

Cherrywood Drive (830 feet), Moonstone Court (510 feet), Annabelle Court (675 feet) 

and Tamora Court (380 feet) for Public Use and Maintenance in accordance with City 

Code 285-21 and 22.  
 

 

Division of Public Works 
 
Engineering Department 
 











 

  
City of Nashua, Public Works Division     

 
 

To:  Board of Public Works     Meeting Date: October 27, 2016 

 

From:  Stephen Dookran, P.E., City Engineer 

  Engineering Department 

 

Re: Amherst Street Improvements – Charron Avenue to Diesel Road 

Construction Status Update 

 

D.  Informational: Amherst Street Improvements Project with Continental Paving, Inc. of Londonderry, 

NH – Schedule Impacts 

 

Discussion:     The Amherst Street Improvements project consists in the Charron Avenue area was 

approved by this Board in February 2016, and reapproved in March.  At that time, a 10 

percent contingency was added to the contract for potential changes.  Original contract 

completion was scheduled for October 2016. 

 

Unfortunately, the required roadway widening cannot be performed until the existing 

utility poles have been removed.  While this effort was coordinated with the various utility 

companies involved, when it came time to relocate the overhead wires, it was determined 

that the new poles were not in the optimal locations requiring several poles to be reset and 

some additional pole replacements to be made.  Despite cooperation amongst the utilities 

involved, the existing poles still have services on them and have not yet been removed.  

Efforts from the City and the various utility companies are on-going and the goal is to have 

the poles removed by the end of October.  Due to colder overnight temperatures, paving of 

the road widening cannot be accomplished at that time. 
 

As such, the project will go into a winter shutdown period from November 15 to April 15 

(minimum time expected).  Once the warmer spring temperatures arrive, the majority of 

the construction work will proceed.  It is anticipated that this will take about two months.  

At that point, the project will be functional with the new signals operational but the finish 

paving and striping cannot occur until nighttime temperatures remain above 50 degrees.  

The finish paving will be closely coordinated with the abutters and will occur during the 

overnight hours and all work will be complete by July 15, 2017. 
 

Currently the contractor is working on the installation of the signal foundations and new 

mast arms.  By early November, as an interim measure, one left turning lane from Charron 

Avenue to Amherst Street should be operational (while maintaining the existing right 

turning lane).  

 

Due to the additional effort, a change order has been processed that was funded from the 

contingency.  Additional changes to the contract include: unsuitable soils were discovered 

adjacent to the jug handle and needed to be removed and replaced, additional conduits and 

pull boxes were required and minor drainage changes were necessary. 



 

    
 

City of Nashua, Public Works Division     
 

 
To:  Board of Public Works     Meeting Date: October 27, 2016 

 

From:  Stephen Dookran, P.E., City Engineer 

  Engineering Department 

 

Re: Broad Street Parkway 

 Property Appraisal 

 

E.  Motion:  To approve a contract with Fremeau Appraisal, Inc. in the amount of $14,500 for the 

appraisal of six Broad St Parkway parcels or portions of parcels declared as surplus. 

Funding will be through Department 160 Admin/Engineering; Fund: Bond; Activity: 

Broad Street Parkway. 

 

Discussion:   The City acquired property in advance of construction of the Broad Street Parkway 

project.  Some property or portions thereof are not needed for the alignment as 

constructed and have been declared surplus.   

  

 The City solicited proposals from qualified appraisers to perform appraisals of the 

following six (6) Broad St Parkway parcels determined to be surplus. 

 

 44 Broad Street, Assessor’s Map 71, Lot 2 

 73-75 Broad Street, Assessor’s Map 133, Lot 33 

 11 Baldwin Street, Assessor’s Map 62, Lot 233 

 52 Baldwin Street, Assessor’s Map 62, Lot 228 

 54 Baldwin Street, Assessor’s Map 62, Lot 229 

 9 Hillcrest Avenue, Assessor’s Map 62, Lot 182  

 

  

 Fremeau Appraisal, of Manchester, NH was the only proposal received, at a value of 

$14,500. It is recommended that Fremeau Appraisal, Inc. be awarded this contract based 

on a reasonable proposal and successful completion of past assignments, including an 

appraisal for Storehouse No 2 which stood up to a  BTLA challenge. 



City of Nashua, Public Works Division 
 

 

To:  Board of Public Works   Meeting Date: October 27, 2016  

 

From:  Stephen Dookran, P.E., City Engineer 

  Engineering Department 

 

Re: Recommendation for the Acceptance of a portion of Cherrywood Drive, 

Moonstone Court, Annabelle Court and Tamora Court for Public Use and 

Maintenance 

 

F. Motion:  To recommend to the Board of Aldermen the Acceptance of a portion of 

Cherrywood Drive (830 feet), Moonstone Court (510 feet), Annabelle Court (675 

feet) and Tamora Court (380 feet) for Public Use and Maintenance in accordance 

with City Code 285-21 and 22. 

 

Attachment: Maps of a portion of Cherrywood Drive, Moonstone Court, Annabelle Court and 

Tamora Court 

 

Discussion: The developer for Rosewood at Gagnon Farms has requested the City proceed 

with the street acceptance process for a portion of Cherrywood Drive, Moonstone 

Court, Annabelle Court and Tamora Court.  The City Engineering Department has 

reviewed the outstanding punch list items for this street and has found that all 

items were completed in an acceptable manner and concurs with the Street 

Acceptance for a portion of Cherrywood Drive, Moonstone Court, Annabelle 

Court and Tamora Court.  See attached maps for location. 

 

At the Public Hearing and Committee on Infrastructure meetings held on October 

12, 2016, several concerns were raised by the abutters.  Due to the nature of the 

concerns raised, the Infrastructure Committee tabled their decision pending a 

recommendation from the Board of Public Works. 
 

   
 



Limit of Street Acceptance 

Limit of Street Acceptance 

Cherrywood Drive 



Limit of Street Acceptance 

Tamora Court 



Limit of Street Acceptance 

Moonstone Court 



Limit of Street Acceptance 

Annabelle Court 



Limit of Street Acceptance 

Limit of Street Acceptance 

Cherrywood Drive, Moonstone Court, Tamora Court 
and Annabelle Court 
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August 18, 2016 

Re: Memo – Sanborn Head & Associates Design, Permitting and Bid Document 

Preparation – Phase III Landfill Construction 

 

To:  Daniel Kookan, Purchasing Manager 

 Carolyn O’Conner, DPW Financial Manager 

 

 

This memo supports the Solid Waste Department’s request to issue a contract and purchase order to 

Sanborn Head & Associates, Inc. (SHA) for $200,000 to prepare design, permitting and bid documents 

for construction of the Phase III lined landfill.  This is the final phase of the lined expansion landfill 

permitted by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) in standard permit 

#DES-SW-SP-95-002 issued on June 26, 1995.  The Phase III landfill will cover approximately 10 acres and 

will be constructed adjacent to the southern boundary of the Phase II landfill.   

 

Pursuant NRO § 5-83 Professional Services, which allows the purchase of professional services without 

soliciting competitive bids, the Solid Waste Department intends to award this work directly to SHA.  SHA 

has served as the City’s consulting engineers for the Four Hills facility since approximately 2009, 

providing expertise in environmental permitting, landfill gas design and construction, and other landfill 

infrastructure projects.  They have detailed knowledge of the site and the project requirements and 

objectives.  Retaining another engineering company to perform this work would result in duplication of 

effort and delays.  The construction of the Phase III lined landfill should commence within the next one 

to two years to ensure the City’s waste disposal capacity is not interrupted when available capacity in 

the Phase I/II landfill is exhausted.   

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jeff Lafleur 

Superintendent, Solid Waste Department 

 

Cc:  Lisa Fauteux, Director of Public Works 

Division of Public Works 

Solid Waste Department 
 



 

 

20 Foundry Street 
Concord, NH  03301 

Mr. Kerry Converse 
Landfill Engineer 
Nashua Division of Public Works, Solid Waste Department 
840 West Hollis Street 
Nashua, NH 03062 
 

September 2, 2016 
 

Re: Proposed Engineering Scope of Services 
 Type II Permit Modification Application and Construction Documents 
 Phase III Landfill Expansion, Four Hills Landfill, Nashua, New Hampshire 
 
Dear Kerry: 
 
Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (Sanborn Head) is pleased to present our proposed 
engineering scope of services to prepare a Type II Modification to Solid Waste Facility 
Permit (Type II PMA) and construction documents for Phase III at the Four Hills Landfill.  
Phase III is the third and final permitted expansion area associated with the lined landfill 
approved by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) as 
Standard Permit Number DES-SW-SP-002 issued on June 26, 1995, and modified on 
February 27, 1998.  Based on a review of available permitting documents, we understand 
that the proposed Phase III expansion would consist of about 9.4 acres of lined area and 
would provide about 1.0 million cubic yards (yd3) of airspace.  Furthermore, we 
understand that a portion of the 9.4-acre lined landfill expansion is located within the 500-
foot residential setback, and, as such, that portion of the expansion area would not be 
eligible for waste placement and the projected airspace may be less than previously 
calculated. 
 
BACKGROUND 

We understand the Phase I of the lined landfill began accepting waste in 2003 and that 
Phase II began accepting waste in 2009.  Construction permitting for each phase of the 
lined landfill involved preparing a Type II PMA and an Alteration of Terrain (AoT) permit 
application for NHDES review and approval.  We anticipate that similar permit applications 
will be required for Phase III. 
 
According to the available permit documents, the design of the Phase III leachate collection 
and transmission system is different than that constructed for the previous phases.  While 
Phases I and II incorporated a gravity leachate drain that includes a penetration through 
the liner system at the north end of Phase I, the proposed liner base grading in Phase III 
does not lead itself to continuing the gravity drain concept.  Rather, a leachate collection 
sump and pump system will be needed to remove leachate from the Phase III lined area.  
We understand that the collected leachate will be pumped north to the leachate manhole 
associated with Phase I, from which the leachate would drain by gravity to the City’s 
wastewater treatment plant.  Because a leachate pump system will be needed for the Phase 
III expansion, Sanborn Head proposes to incorporate a supervisory control and data 
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acquisition (SCADA) system to automate the collection and recording of leachate 
management system operating data. 
 
The City has expressed an interest in evaluating a modification to the perimeter berm that 
would honor the 500-foot setback, reduce the overall liner system construction cost, and 
optimize airspace with the goal of maintaining the permitted airspace (i.e., 1.0 million yd3).  
At present, the Phase III design includes a significant amount of lined area that would not 
be usable for waste disposal.  Recently, Sanborn Head worked with the City to modify the 
vertical barrier that is required along the 500-foot setback, and one of the goals of this 
project is to avoid the need to continue constructing the vertical barrier. 
 
Lastly, as part of this project, Sanborn Head will include the following design modifications 
that, in combination with other project factors, should decrease construction costs, 
improve the performance of the liner and leachate collection systems, and optimize the 
overall airspace: 

 Modify the base liner system by: 

 eliminating the geosynthetic clay liner component of the primary liner except in the 
leachate collection sump; 

 replacing the single-sided geonet, geocomposite drainage materials proposed for 
the base liner system with a double-side geonet, geocomposite drainage materials; 
and 

 consider using tubular, geocomposite drainage materials rather than geonet, 
geocomposite drainage materials to reduce or eliminate the need for leachate 
collection piping; 

 Consider lowering the proposed base grades based on an evaluation of recent 
groundwater and bedrock data; 

 Increase the inclination of the final cover sideslopes from the permitted 3.5 horizontal 
to 1 vertical (3.5H:1V) to 3H:1V; 

 Increase the inclination of the liner sideslopes from permitted 4H:1V to no steeper than 
2H:1V (see Env-SW 805.05(h)); and 

 Incorporate a mechanically stabilized perimeter berm. 

Because modifications to the permitted design are anticipated, a Type IB PMA will need to 
be prepared and submitted to the NHDES for review and approval.  Furthermore, to avoid 
the need for a Type IA PMA, the design modifications will be such that there will not an 
increase to the permitted airspace. 
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Task 1 Engineering Alternatives Evaluation 

Considering the City’s interest in revising the design of the perimeter berm and separation 
wall, Sanborn Head will work with the City to evaluate alternative perimeter berm designs.  
To kick off this task, Sanborn Head proposes having a brainstorming meeting during which 
the logistical, operational, technical, and regulatory issues associated with the perimeter 
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berm and other potential design modifications can be discussed.  Action items from the 
meeting are anticipated to include preparing: 

 A conceptual design of an alternative perimeter berm; 

 A revised liner and leachate collection system design; 

 A conceptual design of a leachate pumping and transmission system; 

 A conceptual liner and final cover grading plan; 

 Calculations of the estimated airspace volume, construction materials quantities, and a 
comparison between the proposed and alternative designs; 

 Calculations of slope stability, leachate collection transmissivity; and 

 An opinion of the construction costs of the permitted design versus the alternative 
design. 

We anticipate preparing for and attending one meeting with the City to present the 
alternative design and the engineering comparison.  The desired outcome of the meeting is 
direction on how to proceed with the Phase III PMA and AoT documents. 
 
Task 2 Solid Waste Permit Modification Applications 

Sanborn Head will prepare two Solid Waste PMAs (a Type IB and a Type II) for the City’s 
signature and submittal to the NHDES.  The Type IB PMA will specifically address the 
design modifications accepted by the City under Task 1.  The Type II PMA will provide the 
construction documents.  Based on our experience working with the NHDES on similar type 
projects, we anticipate submitting both PMAs simultaneously. 
 
The PMAs will include a completed form, a brief summary of the project, and references to 
supporting documentation.  In addition to completing the application form, we will prepare 
a cover letter for the City’s use in transmitting the application to the NHDES.  Also included 
under this task is the reproduction of the PMAs.  In accordance with current NHDES 
preferences, we plan on submitting an electronic copy of each PMA so only one paper copy 
of the application package will be prepared.  Likewise, we will provide the City with an 
electronic copy as well as one paper copy. 
 
Prior to submitting the PMAs, we propose having a pre-submittal meeting with the NHDES.  
We anticipate that this meeting would be held in Concord at the NHDES office and would 
serve to assist the NHDES in their review of the documents.  Our services would also 
include preparing responses to the NHDES review comments to the PMAs.  At this time, the 
extent of review comments, if any, is not known.  For purposes of this proposal, we carried 
an allowance of $5,000 to respond to comments.  We will notify you if it appears that the 
effort to respond to comments is greater than we assumed. 
 
For your convenience, we estimated the fees associated with submitting the PMAs.  The fee 
for a Type IB PMA is $100.  For the Type II PMA, the fee is dependent upon the life 
expectancy of the area being constructed, and was calculated using the formula provided in 
Env-Sw 310.08(a) of the Solid Waste Rules.  We estimate that permit application fee will be 
$17,000.  Please note that we assume that the City will pay the fees directly to the NHDES at 
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the time the PMAs are submitted, and, as such, we did not include the fees in our budget 
estimate. 
 
Task 3 Hydrogeologic Services 

According to the 1992 Solid Waste Facility Permit, as part of the final design of Phase III, 
the Type II PMA is to include documentation of the elevation of the groundwater table 
beneath the Phase III area.  Specifically, piezometers need to be installed in the Phase III 
area to evaluate the groundwater elevation with respect to the overall landfill liner system 
design and the requirements of the NHDES solid waste rules.  As noted in the permit, a 
detailed work plan is to be prepared and submitted to NHDES for approval prior to 
installing the piezometers.  As part of the work plan preparation, Sanborn Head proposes 
to visit the Phase III area to observe the existing topography and, if feasible, assess the 
condition of groundwater monitoring wells that may be in the area.  Using the information 
from the site visit and the design intent for the liner system, Sanborn Head will prepare a 
work plan, which will include a site map indicating the proposed piezometer locations with 
respect to the proposed liner design.  A draft work plan will be submitted to the City for 
review and comment.  Once the work plan is finalized, Sanborn Head will provide the City 
with paper and pdf versions for submission to the NHDES.  We anticipate addressing one 
round of NHDES review comments.  Once the work plan is approved by NHDES, Sanborn 
Head will mark out the piezometer locations, contact DigSafe, retain a driller, supervise and 
log the piezometer installation (including sampling of the soils encountered), and retain a 
licensed professional land surveyor to locate the piezometers.  Sanborn Head will select 
representative soil samples for geotechnical laboratory testing.  The information from 
these activities will be summarized in a report.  A draft report will be submitted to the City 
for review and comment.  Once the report is finalized, Sanborn Head will include it with the 
Type II PMA. 
 
Task 4 AoT Permit Application 

Consistent with other land disturbing construction projects at the Four Hills Landfill, an 
AoT permit application will be prepared along with the Type II PMA.  Sanborn Head will 
prepare the AOT permit application form and supporting documentation, including: (i) a 
narrative describing the proposed stormwater management system and associated erosion 
and sedimentation control features; (ii) an evaluation of the existing and proposed 
hydrology; (iii) pre- and post-development runoff models and relevant design calculations 
supporting the selection of proposed BMPs; and (iv) support figures illustrating the 
evaluation and proposed design. 
 
The application and supporting documents will be prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of the AoT Rules (Env-Ws 1500) and will be signed and sealed by a 
Professional Engineer licensed to practice in the State of New Hampshire.  Our services will 
also include reproducing the application and supporting information as a package to be 
submitted to the NHDES.  One hard copy and one electronic copy of the application will be 
submitted to the NHDES, and one hard copy will be provided to the City. 
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For your convenience, we estimated the AoT Permit Application fee according to the fee 
schedule provided on the NHDES website, which is based upon the proposed area of 
disturbance.  Although the exact proposed area of disturbance is not known at this time, we 
believe it will be somewhere between 400,000 and 800,000 square feet, which corresponds 
to a fee of $2,750 to $4,750, the maximum fee.  Please note that we assume that the City will 
pay this fee directly to the NHDES at the time the application is submitted, and, as such, did 
not include the fee in our budget estimate. 
 
Task 5 Construction Documents 

Sanborn Head will prepare Construction Documents that will be included with the Type II 
PMA.  We anticipate that the Construction Documents will include the following 
components: 

 General and Technical Specifications; 

 Construction Drawings; and 

 Construction Quality Assurance Plan. 

Sanborn Head will prepare general specifications for the project (Division 1), and technical 
specifications for the various components required.  Typically, solid waste cell construction 
projects like Phase III include Site Work (Division 2), Concrete (Division 3), Pumps 
(Division 11), Mechanical (Division 15), and Electrical (Division 16). 
 
Sanborn Head will prepare Construction Drawings for the project.  The Construction 
Drawings will be based upon the drawings included with the Type IB PMA. 
 
Task 6 Project Management and Meetings 

We assume that we will meet with the City three times at the site during the development 
of the Phase III project.  We expect that an initial meeting would be held within two weeks 
of our receipt of authorization to proceed to review major design issues and establish a 
project schedule.  Subsequent meetings would be held to review the draft documents and 
incorporate the City’s comments as the design progresses.  The meetings will be 
particularly useful in resolving issues regarding site access, construction sequencing, 
material management, landfill gas management, stormwater management, and leachate 
system design and should serve to keep the project on track from a schedule standpoint.  
We expect that the meetings would involve Sanborn Head’s project staff involved in 
preparation of the construction documents, and that each meeting would require up to 4 
hours. 
 
ASSUMPTIONS 

 The City will provide recent topographic survey (i.e., 2016) of the Phase III area in a 
digital format that is compatible with AutoCAD Civil 3D.  The survey will be geo-
referenced to the existing site benchmarks, and references the state plane coordinate 
and vertical datum used.  The resulting topographic map will be produced at a scale of 1 
inch equals 40 feet, with 2-foot contours. 
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 The City will provide the permitted Phase III liner and final cover grades in digital 
format compatible with AutoCAD Civil 3D. 

 The budget and schedule do not factor an allowance for delays caused by possible 
opposition or litigation. 

 Potential changes to the NHDES rules and fees are not accounted for. 

 Field sampling or analytical testing (groundwater, stormwater, surface water, soil, or 
waste) are not accounted for; Sanborn Head will rely on historic information to be 
provided by the City. 

BUDGET ESTIMATE AND BASIS OF BILLINGS 

The budget estimate for the services described above is $200,000.  A breakdown of cost by 
task is presented below.  Billings for our services will be based on actual accrued labor and 
expenses.  Our 2016 Schedule of Fees is enclosed.  We will not invoice in excess of the 
budgeted amount without your approval.  Please note that this proposal does not include 
bid phase or construction phase services. 
 

TASK Estimated Fee 

Engineering Alternatives Evaluation $30,000 
Solid Waste Permit Modification Applications  
 Type IB (includes pre-submittal meeting) $4,200 
 Type II (includes response to comments allowance) $8,200 
Hydrogeologic Services $70,600 
AoT Permit Application $22,000 
Construction Documents $55,000 
Project Management and Meetings $10,000 

Estimated Total Fee $200,000 

 
SCHEDULE 

Sanborn Head is available to begin working on this project following authorization to 
proceed from the City. 
 

TERMS OF ENGAGEMENT 

The terms of engagement are described in our Agreement with the City of Nashua, New 
Hampshire dated June 27, 2016. 
 
ACCEPTANCE 

We understand that acceptance of this proposal will be provided in a City issued Purchase 
Order to Sanborn Head for these services. 
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CLOSING 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our proposed engineering scope of services.  We 
look forward to working with you on this project.  Please do not hesitate to call us should 
you require additional information. 
 
Very truly yours, 
SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
Ryan L. Clay, P.E. 
Senior Project Engineer 

Eric S. Steinhauser, PE, CPESC, CPSWQ 
Senior Project Director 

 
ESS/RLC:ess 
 
Enclosure: 2016 Schedule of Fees 
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SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
2016 Schedule of Fees 

City of Nashua, New Hampshire 
 

Senior Vice President $198 

Vice President $188 

Project Director $177 

Senior Project Manager $151 

Project Manager $141 

Senior Engineer/Geologist $123 

Project Engineer/Geologist  $115 

Engineer/Geologist  $105 

Supervising Technician $94 

Senior Engineering Technician $85 

Engineering Technician $79 

Support Staff $68 

 

Subcontractors and Outside Services  Cost plus 10% 

Other Direct Expenses Cost plus 10% 

 
Hourly rates will be charged for time worked on the project and for the time required for 
travel between the office and the meeting or project site.  Local travel will be at IRS allowed 
rates. 
 
Overtime hours will be charged using the hourly rates listed above. 
 
Hourly rates for expert witness testimony, including preparation time, and other special 
services such as corporate acquisition due diligence studies that generally require a 
dedicated commitment of senior staff, will be provided upon request. 
 
Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. reserves the right to revise this Schedule of Fees annually. 
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September 6, 2016 

Re: Memo – Sanborn Head & Associates Phase IV Landfill Permitting for FY2017 

 

To:  Daniel Kookan, Purchasing Manager 

 Carolyn O’Conner, DPW Financial Manager 

 

This memo supports the Solid Waste Department’s request to issue a contract and purchase order to 

Sanborn Head & Associates, Inc. (SHA) for $300,000 to prepare permitting documents for the proposed 

Phase IV landfill.  The permitting documents include New Hampshire Department of Environmental 

Services (NHDES) Type IA solid waste facility permit modification and an Alteration of Terrain (AoT) 

permit for storm water management.  This contract and purchase order would cover work performed by 

SHA in FY2017.  An additional $200,000 budgeted over several more fiscal years will likely be required to 

complete the permitting process.   

 

The proposed Phase IV lined landfill is to be sited in the valley formed by the closed MSW landfill and 

the Phase I lined landfill.  It will cover approximately 27 acres with an estimated capacity of 2.6 million 

cubic yards.  It will potentially provide the City with 20 additional years of disposal capacity. 

 

Pursuant NRO § 5-83 Professional Services, which allows the purchase of professional services without 

soliciting competitive bids, the Solid Waste Department intends to award this work directly to SHA.  SHA 

has served as the City’s consulting engineers for the Four Hills facility since approximately 2009, 

providing expertise in environmental permitting, landfill gas design and construction, and other landfill 

infrastructure projects.  They have detailed knowledge of the site and the project requirements and 

objectives.  Retaining another engineering company to perform this work would result in duplication of 

effort and delays.   

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jeff Lafleur 

Superintendent, Solid Waste Department 

 

Cc:  Lisa Fauteux, Director of Public Works 

Division of Public Works 

Solid Waste Department 
 



 

 

20 Foundry Street 
Concord, NH  03301 

Mr. Jeff Lafleur 
Superintendent of Solid Waste 
Nashua Division of Public Works, Solid Waste Department 
840 West Hollis Street 
Nashua, NH 03062 
 

September 2, 2016 
File No. 3066.08 

Re: Phase IV – Preliminary Opinion of Cost and Schedule Update for FY2017 (revised) 
Four Hills Landfill, Nashua, New Hampshire 

 
Dear Jeff: 
 
We understand the City of Nashua (City) would like to include, as part of the City’s budget 
for Fiscal Year 2017 (FY2017), costs for services required of Sanborn Head & Associates, 
Inc. (Sanborn Head) to begin efforts to design and permit new landfill capacity in the area 
between the closed Unlined Landfill and the active Lined Landfill at the Four Hills Landfill 
in Nashua, New Hampshire (i.e., Phase IV).  This letter summarizes such services, and 
includes a preliminary opinion of cost for FY2017 in relation to Phase IV.  The opinion of 
cost may include some of the services that could be incurred after FY2017 (e.g., services 
required during the permit review process). 
 
Preliminary Opinion of Cost 

Our preliminary opinion of cost for design/permitting services for Phase IV is based on 
several assumptions relative to our understanding of current New Hampshire 
environmental regulations including the Solid Waste Rules1, the existing conditions at the 
Four Hills Landfill, the City’s projected waste receipts, and the remaining airspace in Phases 
I and II.  Based on our understanding, the Phase IV project would involve the following 
major activities, listed in no particular order: 
 
 Removing the soil components of the closed Unlined Landfill’s geosynthetic final cover 

system in the footprint area of Phase IV, constructing a liner system that meets the 
requirements of the Solid Waste Rules and extending the liner system across the area 
between the closed Unlined Landfill and the Lined Landfill to connect with the liner 
system in the Lined Landfill. 

 Establishing new landfill access roads. 

 Establishing new stormwater drainage channels, and possibly adding 
detention/retention capacity. 

                                                        
1 In July 2014, the NHDES promulgated new Solid Waste Rules.  Some of the new rules may impact the 

design and permitting of the proposed Phase IV project (e.g., setback distances).  For the purposes of this 
letter, the scope and opinions presented herein assume that the Phase IV project is in compliance with the 
new rules. 
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 Relocating the main landfill gas (LFG) conveyance header pipe from between the closed 
Unlined Landfill and the active Lined Landfill to the north and west of the active Lined 
Landfill area. 

 Modifying the Phase I and II landfill gas collection and control system (GCCS) so that 
that it may be connected to the relocated main LFG conveyance header pipe. 

 Decommissioning 12 existing groundwater monitoring wells and replacing some or all 
of these wells. 

We further understand that as part of the Phase IV permit application, the City would like 
to include the following modifications for Phases I and II: 
 
 Modify the components of the final cover system to reflect current materials and design 

standards; and 

 Increase the inclination of the final sideslopes. 

Figure 1 illustrates the potential scope of the Phase IV expansion.  Based on the conceptual 
layout, Sanborn Head estimates that developing the approximately 27-acre Phase IV 
footprint area could provide on the order of 2.6 million cubic yards of landfill capacity. 
 
Facility Permitting 

Developing the proposed Phase IV area would require a Type I-A solid waste facility permit 
modification as the new area would both increase the approved design capacity and extend 
the date of the permit.  In addition to modifying the Solid Waste Permit, an Alteration of 
Terrain (AoT) permit, which addresses stormwater runoff and management, would be 
required as well as a modification of the Groundwater Management Permit (GMP) and the 
facilities’ Title V air permit.  Services required to revise the GMP and Title V air permit are 
expected to be performed after FY2017. 
 
Preparation of an application for a Type I-A permit modification, would involve the 
following: 
 
 Preparing for signature by the City, the Type I-A application form; 

 Preparing notifications to abutters and other potentially affected entities in accordance 
with Env-Sw 314.08 and 303.05; 

 Preparing Notice of Filings to potentially affected agencies as needed in accordance 
with Env-Sw 303.06 through 12; 

 Preparing a Site Report in accordance with Env-Sw 314.10, which could include, but not 
be limited to, the following: 

 A demonstration of the siting requirements; 

 A description of the existing conditions; 

 Tax, land use, natural resource, and other related maps; 

 A statement of the need for the proposed expansion; 
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 An evaluation of the potential impacts (both positive and negative) of the proposed 
expansion; 

 A statement of the public benefit of the proposed expansion; 

 A hydrogeologic report, to include an assessment of the depth to the groundwater 
table and a preliminary work plan for groundwater monitoring piezometers; and 

 A traffic study; 

 Preparing permit-level engineering drawings, specifications, and calculations 
supporting the proposed design in accordance with Env-Sw 314.11; 

 Updating the Operating Plan in accordance with Env-Sw 1105.11; 

 Revising the Closure Plan in accordance with Env-Sw 1106.04; and 

 Preparing a Financial Report in accordance with Env-Sw 314.12 that provides an 
opinion of cost to construct and operate Phase IV, projected tipping fees, and the type 
and source of funding for the project. 

 
The above application components are to be prepared in consideration of, and in 
accordance with, the requirements of Env-Sw 315.05, 800, and 1000. 
 
The table below summarizes our preliminary opinion of the cost for preparing permit 
applications for Phase IV (the application fees are NOT included).  Our opinion is based on 
our understanding of: (i) the current NHDES AoT and Solid Waste Rules; (ii) our experience 
preparing Type I-A permit modification applications in New Hampshire and similar permit 
applications in other states; and (iii) our understanding of the type, extent, and quality of 
the readily available information that can be used for the preparation of the AoT and Type 
I-A permit modification applications.  Additional assumptions made to develop the opinion 
of cost are outlined towards the end of this letter. 
 

TASK PRELIMINARY OPINION OF COST 

Prepare AoT application $50,000 
Prepare Type I-A permit modification application $250,000 

Estimated Total Fee $300,000 

 
The above preliminary opinion of cost is for engineering services during fiscal year 2017.  
At this time, we recommend that the City budget and additional $200,000 for future fiscal 
years for Sanborn Head to: (i) address NHDES comments to the AoT permit application and 
Type I-A PMA; (ii) provide support at public hearings and meetings; (iii) prepare the Type 
II PMA; and (iv) assist with preparing construction bid documents. 
 
In addition to the costs identified above, the fee for Type I-A permit application is 
estimated to be at least $20,000 (see Env-Sw 310.07).  Furthermore, the AoT permit 
application fee for the project could be on the order of $6,200 (Env-Wq 1503.32). 
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Assumptions 

 Response to NHDES comments for all applications will occur sometime after FY2017. 

 Services required to prepare for/attend public hearings will be performed after 
FY2017. 

 Services required for preparing/submitting the GMP and Title V renewal will not be 
required until after FY2017. 

 The City will make available for use all historic engineering and hydrogeologic studies, 
permit applications, reports, drawings, and calculations related to the Four Hills 
Landfill site; additional subsurface explorations are not included. 

 The City will provide recent topographic survey (i.e., 2016) of the proposed Phase IV 
area in a digital format that is compatible with AutoCAD Civil 3D.  The survey will be 
geo-referenced to the existing site benchmarks, and references the state plane 
coordinate and vertical datum used.  The resulting topographic map will be produced at 
a scale of 1 inch equals 40 feet, with 2-foot contours. 

 The budget and schedule do not factor an allowance for delays caused by possible 
opposition or litigation. 

 Potential changes to the NHDES rules are not accounted for. 

 Field sampling or testing (groundwater, stormwater, surface water, soil, or waste) are 
not accounted for; Sanborn Head will rely on historic information to be provided by the 
City. 

Closing 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of continued service to the City.  Please contact me 
should you require additional information. 
 
Very truly yours, 
SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
Ryan L. Clay, E.I.T. 
Senior Project Engineer 

 Eric S. Steinhauser, P.E., CPESC, CPSWQ 
Senior Project Director 

 
RLC/RLC/ESS:ess 
 
Enclosure: Figure 1 – Conceptual Layout, Phase VI Expansion Area 
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NOTE:

1. WITHIN THE CURRENT OPERATING LANDFILL, EXISTING GRADES ARE FROM
AN ELECTRONIC FILE PREPARED BY CMA, ENGINEERS OF PORTSMOUTH,
NEW HAMPSHIRE TITLED "0653ewOperatingPlan100825.dwg".  THE PLANS ARE
TITLED "CITY OF NASHUA, NH, FOUR HILLS LANDFILL, PHASE I SECURE SOLID
WASTE, PHASE II OPERATION PLAN, FILL SEQUENCE DRAWINGS," DATED
JANUARY 2008.

2. OUTSIDE THE CURRENT OPERATING LANDFILL, EXISTING SITE GRADES WERE
OBTAINED FROM A DRAWING PREPARED  BY CMA, TITLED "CITY OF NASHUA,
NH, FOUR HILLS LANDFILL, PHASE II SECURE SOLID WASTE, PHASE II
OPERATING PLAN, FILLING SEQUENCE DRAWINGS, PHASE II, STAGE 1- INITIAL
LIFT," DATED JUNE 2010.

3. THE EXISTING LANDFILL GAS EXTRACTION SYSTEM INFRASTRUCTURE
FEATURES SHOWN ARE BASED ON  THE FOLLOWING:

A. AS-BUILT DOCUMENTATION PREPARED BY WERNER ENVIRONMENTAL,
LLC OF RANDOLPH, MASSACHUSETTS, TITLED "GAS COLLECTION
SYSTEM EXPANSION, PHASE I, STAGE 3, FOUR HILLS LANDFILL, GAS
COLLECTION SYSTEM EXPANSION PLAN, RECORD DRAWING."
PREPARED FOR FORTISTAR METHANE GROUP OF ROSEVILLE,
CALIFORNIA.  DATED OCTOBER 21, 2009.

B. AS-BUILT DATA POINTS FOR THE SURFACE COLLECTORS (NASHH030 &
NASHH033) WERE PROVIDED TO SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES INC. BY
THE FOUR HILLS LANDFILL STAFF. THE DATA POINTS WERE CONVERTED
FROM LATITUDE/LONGITUDE TO NORTHING/EASTING USING THE
CORPSCON COORDINATE CONVERSION PROGRAM.

C. DRAWINGS PREPARED BY SANBORN HEAD TITLED, "PHASE II LANDFILL
GAS COLLECTION AND CONTROL SYSTEM, FOUR HILLS LANDFILL" DATED
FEBRUARY 2011 AND 'PHASE II LANDFILL GAS SYSTEM EXPANSION
RECORD DRAWINGS FOUR HILLS LANFILL" DATED NOVEMBER 2013.
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Board of Public Works Meeting of October 27, 2016 

Administration Department 

 

 Agenda 

 

A. Motion: To approve the selection of Mr. Jason Hayden of Gilford, NH to the 

position of Senior Foreman at the Administration Department. Starting salary 

for this position will be $71,291.21. Funding will be through:  Department: 

160 Administration; Fund:  General; Account Classification; 51 Salary & 

Wages. 

B. Motion: To approve the proposal from OspreyOwl Environmental, LLC of 

Barrington, NH in an amount not to exceed $45,000 for plant oversight 

support at the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Funding will be through: 

Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Account Classification: 53 

Professional and Technical Services. 

C. Motion: Update on Burke Street 

D. Informational: Director’s Report 
 

Division of Public Works 

Administration 
 















 

City of Nashua, Public Works Division 
      

To:  Board of Public Works   Meeting Date: October 27, 2016 
 

From:  Lisa M. Fauteux, Director  

Division of Public Works 
 

Re: Proposal from OspreyOwl Environmental, LLC for oversight services for the Wastewater 

Treatment Plant 

Attachment: Scope of Work Proposal 

 

B. Motion: To approve the proposal from OspreyOwl Environmental, LLC of Barrington, NH in an 

amount not to exceed $45,000 for plant oversight support at the Wastewater Treatment 

Facility.  Funding will be through: Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; 

Account Classification: 53 Professional and Technical Services. 

 

Discussion: Quotes were solicited from four firms who have the qualifications for the oversight and 

support at the Wastewater Treatment Plant.  Hazen & Sawyer, Wright Pierce and 

OspreyOwl Environmental were interviewed by Lisa Fautuex, Director, Andy Patrician, 

Division Operations Manager and Noelle Osborne, Operations Supervisor, WWTP.  

Weston & Sampson was not available for this project.   

 

After conducting the interviews the interview team agreed that OspreyOwl provided both 

the needed expertise and quality pricing for the required services.   

OspreyOwl will provide services 20 hours per week at an hourly rate of $65.  It is 

anticipated the services will be required through the end of the fiscal year.  The scope of 

work will include but is not limited to the following: 

 

 Training of Plant Administrative Staff in all aspects of permitting; 

Training staff in use and development of process spreadsheets; 

 Explanation of operational questions presented by staff; 

 Overview of the operations staff means and methods of work and suggestions 

for more efficient operation; 

 Training of plant staff in all aspects of wastewater treatment plant operations, 

laboratory testing, permitting and process control measure.    

 Training of staff in WET testing protocol and in-plant sample methods; 

 Preparation of monthly progress reports on activities of the previous month; 

 Review and comment on regulatory rules as directed by Nashua 

Administration; 

 Interaction with any plan staff a directed by Nashua Administration; 

 Development of a process plan d SOPs  

 Attend contractor/engineer/vendor meeting as directed; 

 Direct and train plant staff via PowerPoint or hands on demonstration;  

 Provide all services and support for the Nashua Administrative staff as 

instructed. 

 




















