Division of Public Works
Administration

Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Agenda
A meeting of the Board of Public Works is scheduled for Monday, November 19, 2018 at
5:30p.m. at 9 Riverside 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 Meeting of October
25, 2018.

IV.

Public Comment

V.

Streets
A. Motion: To approve the purchase of a Hunter TCX56 Table-Top Tire Changer and
a Hunter SWT00 Smart Weight High Capacity Balancer with accessory kit from
Mohawk Resources LTD pursuant to the New Hampshire State Contract Number
8002279 for the sum of $19,367.42. Funding will be through Department 161
Streets; Fund: Prior Year Escrow; Account Classification: 71 Equipment.
B. Motion: To approve the contract for winter road sand with Northeast Sand &
Gravel, Inc. of Amherst, NH for the amount of $11.25 per ton. Total amount of
this purchase order will be for 1,422 tons or a budgeted value of $16,000. Funding
will be through Department; 161Streets; Fund; General; Account Classification;
61-Supplies and Materials.

VI.

Wastewater
A. Motion: To approve the User Warrants as presented.
B. Motion: To approve the contract with Methuen Construction of Plaistow, NH
in the amount not to exceed $1,787,378 for the construction of upgrades to the
Energy Recovery building at the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Funding will
be through Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy
Recovery Upgrade Project.
C. Motion: To approve the contract with Waldron Engineering of Exeter, NH in
an amount not to exceed $76,762 for construction administration services for
the Energy Recovery Upgrade Project. Funding will be through: Department:
169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy Recovery Upgrades.
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VII.

Solid Waste
A. Motion: To approve Change Order #5 to the contract with Northeast Earth
Mechanics, Inc. (NEM) in the amount of $83,392 to continue construction of the
residential setback barrier wall in the Phase II landfill. Funding will be through
Department: 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: Soil Wall.
B. Motion: To approve the purchase of one rear load packer waste collection vehicle
from McNeilus of Morgantown, PA in the amount of $276,254, pursuant to the
Sourcewell (formerly NJPA) Contract #112014-MCN. Funding will be through
Department 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Trust; Activity: CERF.

VIII. Engineering
A. Motion: To allow a fence located in the right of way at 1 Hutchinson St to
remain in its current location. (tabled from 10/25/18)
B. Motion: To approve the Residential and Commercial Wastewater Service
Permits and Fees as submitted.
C. Motion: To approve Drainlayer’s License for Accura Construction Corp.,
P.O. Box 176, New Ipswich, NH 03071, in accordance with Nashua City
Code §255-19 Issuance of Drainlayer's License.
D. Motion: To approve Change Order No. 2 to the construction contract for the
2018 Sewer Replacement – Harvard St project to Northeast Earth Mechanics
of Pittsfield, NH in an amount of $440,037.10. Funding will be through:
Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Bond; Activity: Sewer Rehab
IX.

Commissioner’s Comments

X.

Personnel
A. Motion: To unseal the nonpublic minutes for Personnel from the Board of Public
Works Meeting of October 25, 2018.
B. Non-Public Session

XI.

Non-Public Session
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Engineering Department
A. To allow a fence located in the right-of-way at 1 Hutchinson Street to remain in its
current location.
Mr. Louis Fish
I am a resident of 1 Hutchinson Street and Ms. Allison Hurd, also a resident, is present. Mr. Fish read aloud
from a prepared statement as summarized below:
We purchased the property located at 1 Hutchinson Street in 2015. When we purchased the house there was
a stigma around it as it was a house in which a murder/suicide occurred several years back. The house had
been vacant for some time before we bought it and when we bought it, it needed a lot of updates both in and
outside of the home. We have taken the last three years to do many of those updates. The biggest
renovation project that we had to do was on the outside because the property was overgrown and unkept for
several years. During the first year of our cleanup, we focused on the front area of the house. We cleared
out a lot of overgrown bushes and shrubs, replaced the garage door and put in garden beds. Since last year,
we focused on the bigger concern which was the side yard and the back yard which faced Hughey Street. In
the past year, we hired Hirko’s Tree Service who removed about 15 trees from the back area of the property.
Many of the trees and shrubs were overhanging into our neighbors property so we had them removed as a
courtesy to them. A lot of the trees and shrubs were along Hughey Street, many of which were impeding into
Hughey Street so we took the initiative to remove them. We had P&L Landscaping grade the property all
along Hughey Street and along our neighbor’s fence lines. After which time, we consulted with Gate City
Fence who put up the fence which is a combination of a privacy fence and a picket fence along the side of our
house, facing Hughey Street. P&L Landscaping came in after that and did more landscaping, not the least of
which was to put in gravel areas for parking our boat and raised garden beds in the back. We hydro-seeded
with shrubs and ornamental trees. We have done a great deal of work to this property and the project has
actually cost in excess of $20,000. Besides beautifying the property, we are also focused on the goal of
helping to clean up the brush and trees which impeded on Hughey Street. When the project began, from the
corner of Hutchinson and Hughey Streets, it was impossible to see our neighbor’s house at 9 Hughey Street,
let alone see their driveway.
Ms. Hurd
You will see that there are a couple of photos in there that we pulled directly from Google Maps which were
from 2011 to 2018. We have a subsequent photo where you can see the fence line as it stands now and that
the visibility is much better.
Mr. Fish
If you go down that section of road, there is no longer a vision issue coming around Hutchinson onto Hughey
Street. We have cleared that up and made it particularly better than it was at a great expense to us. In short,
we are asking the city to allow us to keep the fence in its current location. We have cleared up the safety
issue that was brought up to us after the fence was installed. We spoke with Steve Dookran from the City
Engineer’s office and explained to him that we had cleaned that up and made the property better. He
referenced that he thought it would be an issue for the plows to which we responded the actual problem had
been much worse prior to our clean up of the property. If there was a problem with safety or the plows, that
was the time to correct it and we did it ourselves. In terms of the preparation for the work that we did, we
went to the city’s website and tried to determine what would be required for us to install a fence. At the time,
the website indicated that a building permit was not required. In a couple of locations on the website, it simply
stated there was no building permit required and after we were notified that we were on the city’s right-of-way,
Mr. Dookran indicated that there may not be a building permit required but there was a land/use permit
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Board of Public Works Meeting
Meeting Minutes
October 25, 2018
A meeting of the Board of Public Works was held on Thursday, October 25, 2018, at 5:30 p.m. in Room 208,
at City Hall, 229 Main Street, Nashua, NH 03060.
Mayor Donchess, Chair, declared the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and called the roll.
Members Present:
Mayor James Donchess, Chair
Commissioner Joel Ackerman, Vice Chair
Commissioner Tracy Pappas
Commissioner Kevin S. Moriarty
Commissioner G. Frank Teas
Also Present:
Mr. Andy Patrician, Assistant Director, Department of Public Works
Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer
Attorney Steven Bolton, Corporation Counsel
Mr. Jeffrey Lafleur, Superintendent of Solid Waste
Mr. Tim Cummings, Director of Economic Development
Mr. Nick Caggiano, Superintendent of Parks & Recreation
Mr. David Boucher, Superintendent of Wastewater
Alderman Ernest Jette, Aldermanic Liaison
MOTION: Commission Pappas made a motion to approve the agenda, as amended.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to hear item A. under Engineering, “To
allow a fence located in the right-of-way at 1 Hutchinson Street to remain in its current
location” under Public Comment.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Approval of Meeting Minutes – September 20, 2018
MOTION: Commissioner Teas to approve the minutes from the Board of Public Works
Meeting of September 20, 2018.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Public Comment
Mr. Peter Schaffer, 15 E. Street
As a resident, East Hollis Street has been pretty bad over the last few years and I have called the Department
of Public Works a couple of times regarding it. They explained to me that there are cobblestones underneath
the pavement and it keeps shifting. I just want to make sure that everyone knows what is going on the all of
the groups involved communicate with each other.

required as well as a consultation with the City Engineer’s office in which a surveyor would have to come out
to our property. None of that was recognized on the website. We, in part, went by the city’s website to get
our information as to what would be required. We have since gone onto the website and noticed that as of
October 4th of this year, the site is under construction to fix those shortfalls where it was misleading. In
addition to consulting the website, we received estimates from three reputable fence companies in the area,
Gate City Fence, On the Fence in Merrimack as well as Granite State Fence in Londonderry. We ultimately
went with Gate City because of their excellent record and their affiliation with the city. Everyone said Gate
City Fence was the best of the best. Gate City Fence, as well as the other companies, told us the standard
was that the fence had to be five feet away from the road and there were not any other regulations which they
were aware of. In addition to all of those steps, during our tree removal, the landscaping and up to the date of
the fence installation, we consulted with our neighbor on 9 Hughey Street to make sure they were on board
and they were 100% on board with the clean-up project. As of the date of the fence installation, we met with
our neighbor and Gate City Fence and stood in their driveway and we said, “This is where the fence will start.”
Ms. Hurd
She said it was no different from before when there were trees and shrubs obstructing their view.
Mr. Fish
We asked her if this location was okay and she said yes, it is fine. In addition to that, we did tour the town to
find out where fences were located to try to get an idea if this was a proper location. We did as much due
diligence as we possibly could to locate the fence and consulted with reputable people. During my
conversation with Mr. Dookran I learned the City Engineer’s office was not aware there was an ordinance
around the location of fences until less than one year ago and because of the ordinance that he found, they
have recognized that there is a problem with the locations of fences in the city and they were going to start to
be diligent regarding fence locations. I submit that the city is in part, culpable for where we positioned the
fence because the expectation was not set properly on the city’s website. If Mr. Dookran would like to start
enforcing the locations of those fences, I think he needs to start with the website and proper notification to the
residents. Once that notification is put into place, if nothing else, some sort of note should be on the website
to alert the residents that they need to consult with the city prior to installation. When that has begun, you can
hold residents responsible in our opinion. Our neighbor has requested that a blind driveway sign be put in
because they feel the fence has blocked their vision and we do not object to that.
Ms. Hurd
We do not think the sign is warranted but we do not object to it.
Mr. Fish
If the city decides not to uphold our request to keep the fence where it is, the ramifications to us is it will cause
significant financial hardship, not the least of which would be to move the fence and undo thousands of dollars
in landscaping that was contingent on the location of the fence. The landscaping around the fence cost in
excess of $6,000 as well as the logistical hardship that it would cause because moving the fence would
change the entire plan of our backyard which includes the purchase of a shed that we have put on hold
pending this decision. We feel that we have already addressed any safety concerns and the city is already
working on the website which we think is fantastic. We would hope that our situation would be grandfathered.
Mayor Donchess
Due to the fact that you have submitted this request and the neighbors have complained, quite a bit of
discussion has been generated. The City Attorney is here to address this but it may be that it is the zoning
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law that requires where a fence can be located when it is adjacent to a street. This Board may not even have
the authority to waive a zoning law. As it pertains to the city’s website, I get the point that you are making
because it is not that easy to track all of this stuff but it does say “When do I need a building permit” and it
says that you do not need a building permit for fences over six feet high but it does not indicate where you can
build it. It also says you do not need a building permit for water tanks if the capacity does not exceed 5,000
gallons and you don’t need a building permit to build a pre-fabricated swimming pool less than 24’ deep but I
would not think you would take that to mean you could put them right on the road.
Mr. Fish
No, of course not.
Mayor Donchess
Well, it is on the same list, that is all I am saying. How could the fence company not know about this?
Mr. Fish
We included a letter from the fence company. The problem I have with that statement, Mr. Mayor, is that the
City Engineer’s office themselves have admitted that they did not know about the regulations.
Mr. Steve Dookran, City Engineer
The fact is that we have always been aware that you cannot put anything within the right-of-way without this
Board approving it. We have brought some things to you before. It is a use agreement. That law has always
been in place. What we were not aware of was there was a specific ordinance which indicates if an owner
wanted to put a fence along the city’s right-of-way then they would have to consult with the City Engineers
office so they could get a determination of exactly where the right-of-way is. We were not aware of that until
Mr. Fish mentioned it less than a year ago.
Mayor Donchess
Okay, well we should hear from the City Attorney.
Attorney Steven Bolton, Corporation Counsel
I think the City Engineer was going to get to addressing the safety issue and if there is or isn’t one.
Mr. Dookran
The reason we do not allow items in the right-of-way without permission is because of sight distance issues. If
it is too close to the edge of the roadway it can be struck by plows and other vehicles. We have had instances
where homeowners have come to the city and said you have to pay for my fence when the fence should not
have been there in the first place.
Mr. Fish
Several years before we even owned the house, there was a call made to the city that the area needed to be
cleaned up. We fixed that issue for the city.
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Ms. Hurd
Mayor Donchess, to your point, we feel we did due diligence. We went to reputable companies and they all
parroted the same thing back to us which was five feet from the road. We made sure the answer was
consistent and within a two-mile radius, we found at least 30 instances where fences are five feet or closer to
the road. There was no reason for us to question what we were being told by the professionals.
Mayor Donchess
I am not saying that you should have discovered this; I am saying the fence company should have known
better. The first question is does this Board have authority over this but if it is a zoning law then the Zoning
Board of Adjustment can grant a variance.
Attorney Bolton
I looked at the fence yesterday afternoon and it is not so close to the intersection that it impacts the zoning
ordinance. This Board has the authority to allow encumbrances in the right-of-way, but only if they are safe.
The Board should determine whether or not the fence created a safety issue. It does impede the view from
the neighbor’s driveway and I do not think there is any question about that. Maybe, and I’ve got no reason to
doubt it, there were trees and shrubs that previously impaired the view but at least this Board did not
affirmatively allow that to happen and grant permission for that to happen. That is important because
generally, the city is not going to be held liable if an automobile collision happens on a street but there are
exceptions. One of the exceptions is if the people who have the authority are grossly negligent or exercise
bad faith in permitting the deficiency in the roadway and that would include sight lines, and to make it even
worse for members of the Board, you are indemnified when you act in good faith within the scope of your
authority. You do not have authority to allow an unsafe condition to exist. Personal liability can become an
issue if you allow an unsafe condition to exist. I understand the hardship on Mr. Fish and Ms. Hurd, given
what they have gone through. It is not really a question of whether a building permit was required but I think it
is not a really big stretch to say that people should know not to put a fence in the right-of-way. Gate City
Fence and the other fence companies provided them with wrong information so they may have a bone to pick
with them. Gate City Fence, who has been doing business in this city for God knows how long, really should
know that you cannot put a fence in the right-of-way and the right-of-way may not be five feet from the edge of
pavement. In order to determine where that right-of-way is, one could hire a surveyor or one could start with
the simple expedient of going to the City Engineers office and see what plans are already available that
delineate the right-of-way. I really think that is what should have happened here and I really cannot
recommend that this Board allow an unsafe condition to exist given the state of the law.
Commissioner Pappas
I have been involved with intersections such as this where there has been overgrown grass, even though its
really a code issue, people don’t want to call their Alderman or if their Alderman do not respond they have
called me. In looking at these pictures, I think this overgrowth is far worse than the sight vision the fence
creates and I did do a drive by. It is one of the decisions I think I will decide at the last minute because I really
think if we have one person take a fence down then we have every person take a fence down and that is not
something this Board has control over, it is Code Enforcement. I can tell you I have heard from several
people that the overgrowth in intersections was even worse than this and Code Enforcement did absolutely
nothing. People are still taking their lives in their hands as they come out of the intersection. I think the fence
is less of an obstruction than the greenery that was there previously. I will tell you that you are going to lose
that fence. I do not know if we can reach some type of an agreement where we say when the fence falls
down that you have to take it back a couple of feet. I did not know how much this encroached into the rightof-way.
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Mr. Dookran
It encroaches about five or six feet.
Commissioner Pappas
My neighbor and I have replaced the fence between our houses multiple times and that is just with regular
snow blowing and shoveling. The fence is not going to last with the plows. I do not know if it is worth the fight
for you, but my guess is it will not last for more than five years.
Ms. Hurd
We saw a fence on Amherst Street and it was almost the same as ours, and that fence has been there for a
while. I do not doubt that the fence will incur damage over time. I think at this point, we are willing to take our
chances based on the amount of money that we would have to spend if the panel needed to be moved back.
Even if Gate City Fence said they would come and relocate the fence for free, we are looking at another
$6,000 - $10,000 to reconfigure the landscaping as well as the loss of trees and shrubs that we have put in.
One of our neighbors had called the city regarding the hazard that existed in that location prior to us putting in
the fence.
Ms. Sandy Belknap, 40 Fairmount Street
I have lead the Crime Watch in our neighborhood for the past ten years, I have been very involved with the
Mohawk Tannery clean up and redevelopment for 20 years and I sat on the Planning Board from 2009
through 2012. I only come to these meetings when I think it is really important to speak up on behalf of fellow
citizens.
I had called Kyle Metcalf at the Code Enforcement office back in the 2011 and I talked with him a lot during
the period of 2010 through 2012 because there were a lot of issues in our neighborhood. That is a secondary
side road so that intersection is not heavily traveled but when I would walk on the road in the wintertime I
would have to walk in the middle of the street because there were so many trees and shrubs hanging over.
When they cleaned this up, as a neighbor, I was like “wow, this is incredible.” There is a huge difference and
if there is a blind driveway…there is a second blind driveway on that same property that is not paved so that’s
another concern and if that is going to be an issue then it probably needs to be addressed. I know that Lou
and Ally did talk to those neighbors. Our neighbors went through a lot during the time period when the former
neighbors left. The house was all boarded up and it was a bad situation. We have really good neighbors
here and I would hate to see them, after everything they have done to bring the property back to something
that enhances the neighborhood, have to move the fence. The property is so much better now. Walkers can
jump out of the street if a car is coming because now there is several feet between the fence and the street.
Kyle Metcalf knows that I have called on a regular basis for important things and he said it is the property
owner’s responsibility. The previous owners did not want to do a thing and these people did.
Commissioner Teas
Lou and Allison, thank you for coming tonight. I do not doubt that there are other instances and I generally
like to think that I make decisions based on common sense and if it were common sense alone I would say
absolutely, I support you 110%. In fact, I came here tonight thinking that I would. I heard something tonight
that concerns me. Knowingly voting to approve something knowing that it could cause liability to us
individually or to the city; I would have a tough time voting for it. I am unclear if we even have the authority to
decide on it.
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Commissioner Moriarty
Are we saying that the fence is on the city’s property by five feet?
Mr. Dookran
Yes.
Mayor Donchess
The right-of-way is an easement. It is owned by the homeowner but there is an easement. The city has a right
to use it to the extent that it wants to.
Commissioner Moriarty
The fence is on their property.
Mayor Donchess
It is astounding to me that a fence company would not know that they are not supposed to build fences in the
right-of-way.
Ms. Hurd
I do not believe they thought it was so far back.
Mayor Donchess
You can say this is none of my business, but how much did you pay for the fence?
Mr. Fish
The fence alone was $11,000.
Mayor Donchess
They had an $11,000 job and they did not check to see where the right-of-way was?
Mr. Fish
We have spent $11,000 on the fence, $7,000 for the landscaping and $5,000 for the tree and shrubbery
removal and another $2,000 on plantings. The total project cost about $25,000.
Mayor Donchess
Is there anyone who would like to go see the property?
Commissioner Moriarty
I did go by there today and they have done a beautiful job but I also agree with the attorney that there is no
doubt it is blocking the driveway of the adjacent house. I think the fence is probably six feet high.
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Mr. Fish
Because of the way the properties were previously allowed to exist, their property and their driveway is exactly
on our property line. There is no footage between their driveway and our property line. We actually pulled the
fence in by several feet to give them room to be able to open their car doors as well as bringing it in five to six
feet from the road and demonstrated all of that to them well before the fence was installed but we actually did it
again on the day that the fence was installed. There is a difference of about 12 feet of vision currently.
Ms. Hurd
Tim from Gate City Fence was physically there mapping out where the fence location would be with a string
when the neighbor showed up and we called her over and asked if she wanted us to try to bring it in a couple
of feet. She stood there and said no, it’s fine, it’s no different than before when all of the trees and brush were
obstructing the view. We even stood in her driveway and said if you are backing up your car this is what it
would look like. She said it was fine so we moved forward. Had we known they felt it was going to obstruct
their view, and again, we do not feel that it truly does, we would have pulled it back a few feet. We tried to be
respectful, good neighbors. We were very surprised when she told us afterwards, considering we had
consulted with them through every step of the process, including the day of installation.
Commissioner Pappas
This is very difficult but I did drive by and I just feel like we have a law that you are not supposed to dig in a
road within five years and very often, this Board says okay, we will give someone a hardship. If we were going
through the entire city and it would not necessarily be us because I think Code Enforcement is involved, but I
will tell you that someone who was afraid to pull out on their street, their neighbors still have not had to push
the brush back. I know of someone who reported it to the Legal Department and no one had pulled permits
and the answer from the Code Enforcement Department was we do not go in with guns blazing. Part of my
upset is now we are getting stuck cleaning this mess up that and it was unfair to say that we do not enforce
when it is a tree but when it’s a fence to ask someone who had spent that much money on what some would
call an ugly house, is unfair to the neighbors and I can’t deny this variance in good conscience. I think that if
the city was getting to be sued then let them be sued over all of the overgrown brush that Code Enforcement
does not enforce. I think the property looks much better.
Commissioner Moriarty
I am sorry to say that I still maintain it is a safety issue. I would not be opposed if this were postponed until
next month so the other members can inspect the property. It is important to see.
Mayor Donchess
I would like to see it. There is a difference between a fence and brush because brush is not a permanent
structure.
Commissioner Pappas
However, they are never required to remove it.
Mr. Fish
There were so many trees and brush you could not even see the house.
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Mayor Donchess
I do understand and I would like to see it.
Commissioner Ackerman
I think Commissioner Teas mentioned it as well. I sat here prior to the meeting well prepared but I did not
have the city’s perspective. I am now a little bit concerned that I am creating a safety situation and I might not
vote in favor of it. Based on this, I would recommend the city implement that a building permit be required for
every fence that goes up in the city.
Commissioner Pappas
That is not a bad idea.
Mayor Donchess
At least a fence that is along a street.
Commissioner Ackerman
I think this also might be a zoning issue because if someone were building a structure that encroached upon
the distance between where they were going to put a garage and someone’s property line, wouldn’t that need
to go to the Zoning Board?
Mayor Donchess
Why is this not a zoning issue?
Attorney Bolton
You have setbacks but the setbacks do not apply to fences. You can put a fence right on your property line.
You can put a fence right on the right-of-way line with the exception of 20 feet from an intersection. Here the
fence is in the backyard but it does not come all the way up to the intersection of Hutchinson and Hughey
Streets. The zoning does provide protection for what they call the safety triangle.
Mayor Donchess
Is this in the safety triangle?
Attorney Bolton
This is not in the safety triangle as it starts somewhat further back along Hughey Street and goes very close
to the neighbor’s driveway, but apparently not all the way to the property line.
Commissioner Ackerman
That is a lot of good information but that information is not clearly defined on our website.
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Attorney Bolton
It is like saying you cannot build your garage on your neighbor’s property. We do not have to have a zoning
ordinance that says you cannot install your swimming pool on your neighbor’s property, that is already a law.
The city has rights on the property but the underlying ownership is in the abutting property which is virtually
the case with all streets in the city. The property owners on either side own to the centerline of the right-ofway but that ownership is burdened by the right of the city to construct the road, to allow for pedestrian traffic
and public utilities to install overhead wires and underground pipes. If when constructing the fence they would
have hit a water pipe or a gas line, it would be even a bigger problem but it would remain that they interfered
with someone else’s right use that portion of the property.
Mr. Dookran
Years ago, I recognized that this was becoming a problem in the city and I asked the Corporation Counsel at
the time if we could improve the fence ordinance and the answer was the law says that you just cannot build
things in the right-of-way.
Mayor Donchess
Is there a law that says you cannot build things in the right-of-way?
Attorney Bolton
Yes.
Mayor Donchess
You are saying it is a common law and not an ordinance.
Attorney Bolton
I think there is a statute which is state law. Our rights in the right-of-way include the right to prohibit structures
and anything that would interfere with the vehicular and pedestrian traffic and other common uses of the rightof-way.
Commissioner Pappas
When I see this picture, it irks me because I have had a lot of people who have said they were extremely
concerned about neighbor’s overgrown stuff and the city says there is nothing we can do about it. If Code
Enforcement will not enforce when it is encroaching in the right-of-way, does this Board have any say to order
people to cut them back.
Attorney Bolton
This Board has the right to tell your employees to go out and remove it or cut it down. Code Enforcement has
the right to order homeowners who violate the ordinance, concerning overgrown grass and shrubbery, to get
rid of it. When that has not happened, Code Enforcement comes to the Legal Department and we have gone
to court over it.
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Commissioner Pappas
It does not even have to go to Code Enforcement. If it looks like this and people cannot see around it then
either Parks & Recreation or someone else can get rid of it. Can you give the homeowner the bill if it is
encroaching like this?
Attorney Bolton
It is not unlike when sometimes you see the telephone company or the electric company sends out their
employees periodically and cuts parts of trees down that are interring with their wires. The same thing
applies.
Commissioner Pappas
That makes me feel better.
Commissioner Teas
Mr. Mayor, with all due respect to Louis and Allison, who presented a great case, I request we table this until
the next meeting where we could have additional information to make a proper decision.
MOTION: Commissioner Teas to table until the next meeting, date specific of
November 19, 2018.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Mayor Donchess
The next meeting will be at the Wastewater Treatment Facility.
Aldermanic Referrals
A. R-18-079 - AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS
NOT-TO-EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF FIVE MILLION DOLLARS ($5,000,000) FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 2019 SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM.
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to recommend a positive recommendation.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
B. R-18-080 - AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS
NOT-TO-EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF SIX HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS
($600,000) FOR VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS AT THE SOLID WASTE DEPARTMENT
FOUR HILLS LANDFILL.
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to recommend a positive recommendation.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
C. R-18-085 - AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS
NOT-TO-EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF SIX HUNDRED AND FIFTY THOUSAND
DOLLARS ($650,000) FOR THE PURCHASE OF TWO AUTOMATED REFUSE
TRUCKS
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to recommend a positive recommendation.
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Discussion:
Commissioner Pappas
We have the money put aside in CERF. If the money is set aside in CERF, why did we take the extra money?
Mayor Donchess
There is not money in CERF to cover this.

Commissioner Pappas
What happens the next time? Do we start saving up for trucks? My understanding was when we approved
that program we were going to plan for those. Why weren’t these planned for?
Mayor Donchess
The are planned for but I think the process was adopted a few years back to begin to bond large purchases
because we were not appropriating enough current dollars to buy every piece of equipment, especially those
that are very expensive. Stuff that cost hundreds of thousands of dollars are typically bonded and that
includes fire trucks.
Commissioner Pappas
Okay, so items like trash trucks we will bond but items like pick-up trucks we will not.
Mayor Donchess
Right. I would say the $100,000 pieces of equipment we are purchasing with cash but things that cost
hundreds of thousands would be bonded.
Commissioner Ackerman
I thought we voted to acquire some automated refuse trucks. Are those trucks part of that decision?
Mayor Donchess
I think we what we voted for was the ones we bonded last year.
Commissioner Ackerman
Is this above and beyond those trucks?
Mayor Donchess
Yes.
Commissioner Ackerman
Is the lead-time to get these trucks eight months?
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Mr. Jeffrey Lafleur, Superintendent of Solid Waste
We ordered the trucks one year ago.
Mayor Donchess
The life of the bonds match the life of the truck.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously

Presentation: E. Hollis Street and Update on the Walnut Street Oval
Mr. Tim Cummings, Director of Economic Development
I am the local project manager on behalf of the state for the Department of Transportation for the East Hollis
Street Project and I have been doing it in conjunction with our Transportation Long Term Planner,
Ms. Julie Chizmas.
Relative to the courthouse oval, we have shut down this leg of the oval to help square off the site. We have
had many planning documents and conversations about the idea of reintroducing the street grid as much as
possible within this area of the city in an attempt to correct the roundabout nature of the urban renewal design.
We started this over one year ago and it has been well received and not caused any dramatic, safety issues.
This past summer the Engineering Department and the Department of Public Works restriped the area. We
are now starting the conversation with the owner of this property about how to redevelop it and are trying to
encourage them to think about a development that will actually square the site off. I have a meeting with the
owner on Monday to continue the conversation. They have a tenant that they are interested in bringing into the
site and that will help them finance the deal. In addition to that, in this years’ budget we set aside money in the
capital improvements budget for engineering services to begin getting engineering for squaring off this street
grid. I plan on working with Julie Chizmas to put an RFQ out sometime over the next few weeks to try to get
those preliminary engineering studies done.
Commissioner Pappas
I know that year to year we are supposed to approve whether we are going to put off closing down that certain
area that has all of the tables.
Mr. Cummings
My understanding is that is a decision made by the Infrastructure Committee and they do it in August.
Commissioner Pappas
We have done it.
Mr. Cummings
You may have done it as well but the Infrastructure Committee typically does it in August and you would be
around that time as well.
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Commissioner Pappas
It was my understanding that we had the purview over that. I do remember it was during bad weather the first
time and we approved it. I find that entire area very confusing. There were people who like it the way it was
and I promised that before the Board of Public Works approved it for another year, that I would ask for at least
a month or two heads up so people could know. Also, I understand that you were very excited about the
presentation and informed us what the benefits would be but I told the people who had expressed concern that
we would get a heads up as to when it would be discussed and instead of just discussing the pros, we could
also discuss the cons of having that particular area blocked off. There are pros and cons to everything and I
would certainly hope that we had a little bit more of a heads up so the public can be aware.
Mr. Cummings
I will double check as to what the process is in terms of when that permission is necessary. I will look at it and
get back to you.
Alderman Jette
I know that you said you had nothing to do with the striping and the Engineering Department could speak about
that when the time come but I am not sure when that time is going to come. I don’t want you to leave without
telling you that the squaring off doesn’t seem to have been a problem but the restriping and putting parking on
both sides of Walnut Street…now you are saying there will be parking on both sides and you have two lanes of
travel and a bicycle lane and I am not a striping expert but I can tell you that there is not enough room for all of
those things.
Mr. Cummings
Is it a little bit confusing?
Alderman Jette
It is not confusing, I have stood at the corner between School and West Pearl Streets and there was not a
single vehicle that stayed within those lanes. There is just not enough room.
Mr. Cummings
How fast where the cars going?
Alderman Jette
I could not say.
Mayor Donchess
The origin of the whole thing was that the people who live at Clocktower complained that the area was very
pedestrian unfriendly between the sea of pavement with the three lanes. They said they could barely get
across. James Vayo worked for the city at the time, he came up with this plan and asked if we could paint it so
the crosswalks would be there so pedestrians would be given at least some consideration in the way things
worked in the oval. One particular safety problem they articulated had to do with the fact that there were three
lanes coming north on Walnut Street. They complained they would try to turn from one of the two lanes into
their parking lot but it was difficult and it was a safety issue. As a pro-pedestrian thing as well as a safety
measure, the number of lanes were reduced from three lanes to two lanes.
Alderman Jette
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My point is there are now five lanes; two parking lanes, two automobile lanes and one bicycle lane and there is
not enough room for all of those lanes, in my opinion. I do not know how valuable the parking is.
Mayor Donchess
The parking has become a problem on the right side. It is a work in progress. When the bus stops it cannot
get next to the curb.
Alderman Jette
I think that has been remedied. They have eliminated the parking.

Mr. Cummings
It is a work in progress as we are working to make this area, which is not very pedestrian friendly, but happens
to be in the urban inner core area, more pedestrian friendly. This is philosophical; you need to decide what
direction you want to go but to create a pedestrian friendly environment you are going to need to slow the cars
down and one of the ways you can do that is by creating the type of lanes that were out there. I think it is an
education to help people understand how the new configuration has been laid out. I think the Engineering
Department did a great job and it helps accomplish a lot of the goals that the city has been trying to achieve in
terms of adding parking, a bike lane and still maintain a good, healthy amount of lanes for the automobiles.
Alderman Jette
I appreciate that. I think we need to eliminate parking on the right side or the left side; probably the east side
would make more sense. At the intersection of High Street and Walnut Street there is a bus stop and there
was parking there and that was a problem that has been eliminated. There are still some parking spots. When
you come out of High Street, the visibility is impeded by those parking spots. The lanes are very narrow and it
is difficult for someone coming out of High Street to make a right turn and then a left turn onto the oval part. It
can be hard for the people who live at Clocktower to find an opening in the traffic to get into their parking lot
and some people become very aggressive.
Mr. Cummings
We will continue to look at that.
If the city desires to continue with reintroducing the street grid into the area then this would be one of the first
major steps. Everything is interconnected into the one-way reversal and we should have a conversation
sooner rather than later whether they city wants to pursue the one-way reversal because from an infrastructure
and capital spending standpoint, designing, planning and then executing the infrastructure is really critical. We
want to leverage the opportunity to redevelop the site. It is a private sector entity that could bring in more tax
dollars and jobs. I would suggest that we try to create a public/private partnership with someone in the area to
take the burden off the taxpayers and to make it a better urban environment.
Mayor Donchess
This kind of thing is not unique to Nashua in the sense that this is the entire urban renewal area. It has been
there for 60 years and there is no fill-in, nothing has really happened and it is hard to reclaim. The idea is to
bring it back to a scale that is like a downtown rather a super highway.
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Alderman Jette
As you are talking to the owner of that oval area, one of the ways of solving the Walnut Street problem is if you
wanted to keep parking on the west and east sides, the two travel lanes and the bicycle lane, maybe he would
be willing to let us take some land to widen Walnut Street. The other point is when you are talking about the
one-way, I know you talked about reversing the one-way on West Pearl Street making a direct shot from the
Broad Street Parkway to Main Street and you talked about reversing Factory Street. What about the area
where your arrow is, will that remain a two-way.
Mr. Cummings
I think it would.

Mayor Donchess
It would have to be because you still need to get to Water Street.
Alderman Jette
So you are going to have traffic coming west on Factory Street and east crossing onto Water Street.
Mayor Donchess
There is a traffic study that we have not yet looked at but I am guessing it has to remain a two-way street.
Ms. Julie Chizmas, Transportation Planner
I am working for Sarah Marchant within the Community Development Division and I have been a
Transportation Planner in the Nashua region since 2009.
This is a federally funded project. Earlier this year, the city contracted with McFarland Johnson to conduct an
engineering study and Brian Colburn, Sr. Project Engineer, will be presenting information about that study
which included several public information sessions and resulted in a selection of a preferred alternative.
Joining Brian Colburn are Brian Patinskas, Associate Engineer and also Johnathan Law, Sr. Associate, from
CRJA Landscape Architects.
Mr. Colburn
The red dashed line indicates the limits of our project. That boundary was defined when the city applied for the
grant from the NH Department of Transportation. It has a $2.8 million construction budget with 80% being
funded by the Federal Highway Administration and 20% of the local match is covered by toll credits. Currently
there is no city money involved with the project.
The intersection on East Hollis and Bridge Streets is the main focus but we are extending it down East Hollis
Street and Bridge to C Street. We formed a Steering Committee back in March when we started to help us
and to act as a conduit with some of the stakeholders. We had representatives from Hudson as well abutters
from local businesses in the area.
We are looking at more than just cars; we are also looking at bicycles and pedestrians as part of this project.
We are committed to not making the traffic conditions worse but there are other goals we are trying to
accomplish. We realize a lot of the traffic that goes through the area is regional in nature with heavy east/west
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movement because there is a bridge over the river which there are not that many of. This project is not
intended to try to solve that issue; it is just to look at the intersection and the surrounding area itself. There
were previous studies done, both the East Hollis Street corridor and the intersection itself. We reviewed those
and used them as our launching pad.
Because we are using federal money, NH DOT is involved and they review our work. We have broken down
the project in four steps. Step 1 is the engineering study, to define a preferred alternative. Once we get that
established, DOT will review it and allow us to move onto the preliminary design where we will work out all of
the details and then the fourth and final step is constructing the road. Currently we are targeting to start
construction either in late 2019 or early in 2020.
The first thing we did was hold a public listening session so we understand what the issue is that we are trying
to solve. That occurred in April and there was a Public Alternative Workshop in August after we developed our
ideas and now we are representing it to the city Boards.
We heard four main topics at the listening sessions, safety, traffic, access both for vehicles getting to the new
developments in the north section towards Riverside Landing as well as the Crown Street area in general. A
future train station was also mentioned. We also heard about pedestrian access to the river, not actually in the
river but just to the path. Esthetics was also a big topic, both from people entering the city who wanted to have
a visually pleasing gateway entering from the east but also for the residents of the area who felt they lost some
amenities in recent years. All of that helped us produce our Purchase & Needs statement which in summary,
is just moving the traffic as efficiently as you can but also facilitate access to both the north and the south while
also facilitating adjacent lane use. The needs for these were daily traffic congestion in the morning and in the
evening commutes, a general lack of bicycle and pedestrian combinations, merging vehicles, specially, if you
are coming out of Hudson and heading down East Hollis Street. It is kind of like a drag strip type of scenario
so that safety issue was mentioned. There is limited access to the Crown Street area right now and Riverside
Landing. There was also an openness and bareness which was no one felt to be a welcoming gateway to the
city. I mentioned the previous studies, these were the alternatives that were previously reviewed and they
varied from taking the existing intersection and adding sidewalks and bike lanes. We looked at roundabouts
and different traffic signal configurations. We even introduced one-way streets, turning East Hollis and Bridge
Street into one-way streets. Anything that relied on yield signs was dismissed. We did take a look at a
roundabout because there were some studies that said one would work and others that said it would not work.
We took a fresh look at it and we did confirm that the way traffic enters the intersection, yield signs would just
not cut it. You really need traffic signals to make sure that everybody gets a fair amount of time to get to where
they want to go and provide the gaps they need. Yield signs would not cover that and roundabouts rely on
them.
We ended up with three alternatives. You will see four slides for each alternative. The first one is the
engineering plan as to what the project would construct; the next slide will show the alternative with a
conceptual connection to the Crown Street area. This project will not construct that but as it was one of our
goals for the project, we wanted to least understand how each of these would function with the possible new
connection. Then there will be two slides showing landscape opportunities. First it will be what this project can
fund, both from a budget perspective and there are certain things DOT will let us spend their money on and
other things they will not. The fourth slide is a “what if” scenario for the landscaping and streetscape. If the
city wanted to appropriate some of their own money, we could discus what types of ideas could be done with
that.
Alternative 1: Is essentially the same traffic pattern as it is today. It would have bicycle lanes, narrow the
lanes up a little bit to slow traffic down and add a better sidewalk network to make sure it is easier to get along
Bridge Street and for people to get from Riverside Landing to the other side, especially as children come into
the neighborhood and they start to walk to school, it was noted that there is really no way to get across the
intersection so we wanted to make sure we provided that.
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I will pass out our decision matrix so you can take a look at it. This is a piece of paper that we use to try to
summarize how each alternative is addressed as well as all of the needs and purpose statements. They are
color coded with green meaning favorable and red is not favorable. The traffic operations are indicated by
letters, much like school, if you see an A that is very good and E and F are not acceptable. There is currently a
fair amount of delay in the intersection but there are other movements that see very little delay. For instance,
East Hollis Street, heading into Hudson has free movement onto the bridge. From a purely processing traffic
perspective, this is probably the most efficient set-up to have. Obviously, it can be difficult to get pedestrians
through green spaces and the access to the riverfront landing and the future Crown Street, but there is only so
much we can do. Both of the locations in the intersection are really only a right turn in and a right out that
could be provided. Riverfront Landing would continue to rely on this signal to make a left and head back into
Hudson. People from the Crown Street area would continue to use Alds and Arlington Streets to make a left
onto East Hollis Street and would have to use one of the side streets to get to Bridge Street. I should mention
that one of the other aspects we heard during the public process was that residents on D and E Streets said
there was a lot of side street cut through and to get into Riverfront Landing from East Hollis Street you had to
come down E Street so they are seeing more traffic.
The streetscape will consist of mostly street trees and we have a better sidewalk network. One of the main
purposes that we have for the street trees is it is our gateway feature. It was the preferred option when
discussing it with the Steering Committee. Studies have shown that putting the trees adjacent to the road can
calm traffic.
This is a “what if” scenario where we put in a lot more trees. This would be the space adjacent to E Street
where you could see some neighborhood amenities put in, a splash pad, a toddler park, a playground or a
community garden.
Some of the feedback from the public session that we had in August was that people were accepting of the fact
that the traffic pattern would remain because it was familiar to them and they recognized that construction
would probably not be that bad since we would not be building a lot of new roads in different locations. Some
of the drawbacks were why spend any money on the intersection if we are not changing anything. There are
no improvements in the merging traffic on East Hollis Street under this scenario and D Street would continue to
see the cut through traffic. This option would not require any signaling on D Street to remain.
Alderman Jette
How much would the enhanced landscaping cost the city beyond what the federal government was going to
cover.
Mr. Law
The difference was $620,000. However, this is designed in such a way that it can phased. You do not have to
do all of the tree plantings at once.
Mr. Colburn
One thing I would like to point out is you will see on all of our options that we are planning to incorporate a path
from the roadway elevation down to the levee elevation. That was another component that people wanted to
see; connections back to the river.
Alternative 2: This stems from the roundabout idea but the only way to make that work is to put signals at
every entrance point. Traffic would circulate in a counter clockwise fashion but have a signal controlling each
of the movements. On our decision matrix, you will see some movement would see a delay because of the
light. Similarly, East Hollis Street heading into Hudson, it was free before but they now have a light. I tried to
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keep the lights as simple as we could. The lights would be coordinated so it would not be trapping a lot of
people. One of the drawbacks to this is that we have a pretty good green space but now it has a road all
around it. Another factor with this one is to have a future Crown Street connection come in, you would need to
introduce a fourth light. The landscaping that the project could afford under this option is less than alternatives
one and three mainly because this is our most expensive to fill with three or four traffic lights. The landscaping
budget was trimmed because we tried to keep everything within the $2.8 billion budget set by the state. Under
full build-out we could still fit all of the amenities but now it is somewhat fragmented. You would have some
amenities adjacent to E Street but some would have to go in the middle area and might be difficult to get to.
Mr. Law
The cost for this option is around $880,000.
Mr. Colburn
We did not have any supporters for this alternative at the public meeting. People noted that needing three
traffic signals seemed to be a confusing layout.
Alternative 3: This was a concept that was also included in a study from 2015. It just uses two traffic signals
to control the movements. Some things we have noted is the issue right now is that people are coming from
East Hollis and the people coming from the bridge have their own lane to get into but a lot times they are not in
the lane they want to be in which can result in some friction. Under this alternative, that decision could happen
sooner and once they are in, they have a light and when it turns green they can just continue on. The signals
would be coordinated.
Commissioner Moriarty
Will it cut down on the people cutting through?
Mr. Colburn
Yes and this option does not require a D Street signal. The bar is set not make traffic worse but it’s hard to
judge because some issues get better and some get worse. Some of the ones that will get worse are a pretty
significant line of traffic. Right now, the traffic on Bridge Street right here is one lane but we would split them
into two lanes. We have modeled this with our traffic software and the queues do not back up into Hudson.
The other thing to point out is this is just one location in a larger network and Hudson controlled the capacity of
the signaling system. They have a lot more movements they need to accommodate. It would still be controlled
on their side and this would process traffic similar to how it does today. This would all be set up for a future
Crown Street connection. Two signals would already be there but you might need to add one mast arm when
the road is built. The budget for landscaping can afford street trees, again, giving it that gateway feature and
achieve some traffic calming.
Mr. Law
The cost for this would be about $720,000 for landscape and public open space. This is the best option
because all of the open space can be programmable.
Mr. Colburn
One of the things we did on the matrix is we summarized the size of the spaces. The space is approximately
one acre in size. We looked at mobility, access, land use, traffic operations, esthetics and cost.
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After hearing from the public, we went back to our Steering Committee and discussed the pros and cons of the
three alternatives and Alternative 3 was the one that was unanimously selected by the group.
Alderman Jette
You said it would be implemented in 2019 or 2020.
Mr. Colburn
Yes, it take some time to get through the DOT process.
Commissioner Ackerman
I recall that one of the alternatives had a phase 5 lighting system but I did not hear anything about that tonight.
Is that part of Alternative 2?
Mr. Colburn
I do not think there was a five.
Alderman Jette
Is this a done deal, whoever makes this decision has made it or is there a decision to be made by someone
about which alternative is chosen.
Mr. Colburn
It is the city’s decision. We were at the Committee on Infrastructure meeting last night and they concurred that
Alternative 3 was the best choice. We are here tonight to get this Boards concurrence that this should be the
preferred alternative. We do not want to continue to spend design money on something that the city will not
support. Once we get the city’s okay, the next step is start with the engineering and get the construction plans
together.
Commissioner Ackerman
The agenda indicated that this would be informational only so we will talk to the Director of Public Works and
address a possible motion to move forward at a future meeting.
Ms. Chizmas
I know we had some discussion prior to this meeting because I was not sure which committee actually had the
approval rights to make a concurring decision. My understanding is that it was the Committee on
Infrastructure. When we went before them last night we heard support for Alternative 3 from the committee as
well as the Planning and Economic Development Committee was also in attendance. We did a joint meeting
because we wanted to make sure everyone was on-board.
Commissioner Ackerman
That is usually how it works, they make a favorable recommendation, then present it to the Director and the
Director will bring it to our meeting.
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Ms. Chizmas
Please let me know if you would like any other information at that future meeting.
Alderman Jette
I am a member of both the Committee on Infrastructure and the Planning and Economic Development
Committee and attended the meeting last night. There were some favorable comments regarding Alternative 3
but there were no votes taken to approve it.
Commissioner Moriarty
We have jurisdiction over all roads in the city so at some point, it would have to come to this Board for
approval.
Mr. Colburn
We would really like to get our engineering study in just to keep with the schedule. All we need to say in that
study is that the governing body is in support, I don’t know that we need an official vote to submit it. Again, the
goal is for us not to start spending design money on something the city is not comfortable with.
Commissioner Ackerman
It is a work in progress and I am sure the Committee on Infrastructure will act on it shortly as will this Board.
The criteria that you have at the front end of this whole thing is that none of it would substantially increase the
traffic flow from Nashua all the way over through Hudson because this is just focusing on this side of the
bridge, is that correct?
Mr. Colburn
Yes.
Commissioner Moriarty
I think a favorable recommendation might be something that we can do tonight so they can move ahead with
the report.
Commissioner Pappas
I have no objections to that.
MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty made a motion for the Board of Public Works to give
a favorable recommendation with regard to Alternative 3, as presented.
Discussion:
Commissioner Pappas
I think the presentation was very good and well thought out and I like the process. I appreciate it.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
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Recorders Note: Mayor Donchess and Commissioner Teas excused themselves from the meeting at
7:00 p.m.
Parks & Recreation
A. Presentation: Update on the Greeley Park Boat Ramp Project
Mr. Nick Caggiano, Superintendent of Parks & Recreation
Mr. Kevin Gagne, P.E. and Project Manager from Stantec was also present. One of the things on my bucket
list was to make improvements to the Greeley Park boat ramp. We started looking at it in 2003 and we
worked with Fish and Game and got a grant. Unfortunately, the grant sizzled away because of conflicts with
the railroad crossing at Hills Ferry. Through the year’s we have finally negotiated a civil language between
the city and the railroad regarding the crossing and have been able to move forward. We have had two public
meetings that have gone very well. We wanted to give you a quick update and talk about the next steps.
The boat ramp is at the end of Hills Ferry Road and it is the only access to the Merrimack for quite a
significant area, and it is very critical in the emergency response system with police and fire. It is very
important that they are able to utilize it to respond to any emergencies.
In 2002 through 2007, we worked with Fish and Game to improve it and then the railroad threw a wrench into
the works. The Waterways Committee included recommendations to redevelop the boat ramp. The Lower
Merrimack Local Advisory Committee is advocating for this. In 2016, we applied for a Land & Water
Conservation Fund Grant, we petitioned the NH DOT to resolve the railroad crossing and we came to an
agreement just before the formal hearing so they really did not want the situation to get that far. We came to
an agreement in early 2017. The grant was awarded for $400,000; 50% from LWCF and a 50% match from
the city. In 2018, the project kicked off with public outreach and an RFP. We met the neighborhoods and
they were very adamant about improving the conditions down there and reduce the amount of bad behavior
that sometimes occurs down there address the unauthorized trash disposal. They wanted to make sure it was
clearly signed because a lot of people looking for it end up turning around in peoples driveways. They wanted
to make sure that police and fire had what they needed to respond to problems there.
This is the existing condition and you can see that the parking is through the trees and there is steepness to
the boat ramp and every year we have to put some material down and we always end up towing some cars. If
the water is high when you launch your boat you have to be careful of the storm pipe because if you do not
get in it in time to get your motor started then you are headed down the stream to the pipe.
Mr. Kevin Gagne, P.E. & Project Manager
I have been designing all of the public boating access facilities for the New Hampshire Fish and Game
Department as a consultant since 2002.
We are looking at a total of 32 acres of land with 31.4 acres being vegetated and existing impervious surface,
consisting of the ground access road and some pavement at the ramp; is about 1.05 acres. Ultimately, we
are proposing the addition of gravel and a more direct connection to the site, which would make it easier for
users as well as for emergency access vehicles. Overall, because we are going to propose to take the gate
off the existing portion of the road…take about three or four feet of it and revegetate it and let it turn back to
nature and allow it to remain as a 12-foot wide path. City trucks would still be able to get through if they
needed to access the area. When you add up the square footage of area that we will take back from
impervious and turn it into pervious, it does offset quite a bit. In the end, the proposed site will result in about
a .6-acre increase in the impervious surface.
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One thing we are looking to do as part of the stormwater system that we will be developing is to see if we can
utilize the existing depression along with the proposed systems that we are putting in, fire retention or
otherwise known as rain gardens. We will certainly have overflow and the opportunity for it to exit the site
down the sides of the ramp over land instead of by pipe and then hopefully eliminate any obstruction. We are
looking at ways of potentially using the head boll itself closer to the shore and put a tire frame on it so
someone has the convenience of being able to tie their boat up. We have a total of 24 parking spaces, 12
trailer vehicles and 12 car parking spaces which may have a canoe or kayak on the roof. There is one
parking spot in each that is van accessible. ADA accessibility is a big component of the site. The overall
approach to designing the site; we realized that these sites are by definition, in environmentally sensitive
areas. We have developed a rapport with DES and an understanding of what is needed from a standpoint of
low impact design to make these things as least impacting as possible. We followed the existing drainage
patterns and the existing topography to the extent possible. There is a rise of steep of steep berm that runs
through the site which we have to smooth out a bit in order to get the slopes we want for ADA accessibility.
We are largely maintaining and following the contour of the land. The layout itself makes use of 45 degree
parking which is the most user-friendly component. A lot of boaters do not have great control over their
trailers. This is a one-way circulation which is clockwise because it allows you to back down the ramp easily.
We have the parking areas and the lanes pitched in different directions to separate the flow to prevent the
concentration of flow on gravel surfaces which then ends up carrying materials causing ruts. It is broken up
into four relatively equal areas. These are not giant ponds but shallow depressions which could have natural
vegetation. They will not be filled with water all of the time, they are just rain guards and eventually will look
like a forest. The only wetland impacts on the site…we had a lot of permitting to do. We have an Alteration of
Terrain Permit, the Shoreland Permit and the Wetlands Dredge and Fill Permit. The only wetlands that are
dredge and fill on the site is just that which is associated with the bottom of the ramp. It is actually a very
small area.
Finally, there is a unique feature. It is something that I learned about through the NH Fish and Game
Department. It is called a pre-launch platform. It is used more widely in the state of Washington and
Montana. It is an opportunity and a place for a something that is similar to a van accessible site where a
trailer can pull up and someone in a wheelchair can get out of the car and they can go up a ramp to a twolevel platform, one is 2 feet high and one is 2.5 feet high. The vehicle that can be pulled ahead so that the
trailered boat is accessible from these open platforms so it allows the person in the wheelchair to get into the
boat where you don’t have an opportunity because of long, steep site grades to get to the waterfront. This
makes it incapable for doing a dock system unless you put in a ½ million-dollar five-foot diameter tube guide
pile system like you in Lowell. Even those, we have had many Fish and Game sites where the forces of
nature and ice rip out very expensive piles that have to be put back in the year after. Because we cannot get
a person into the actual boat feasibly. This has been successful in a number of other spots and we are really
excited to have it. Fish and Game is also very excited even though they are not associated with the project.
Commissioner Ackerman
You keep mentioning an impervious structure or road but isn’t it the current road dirt?
Mr. Gagne
Gravel is equally considered impervious just like pavement from a drainage design standpoint.
Mr. Caggiano
It is gravel and grindings down that we have to keep on but I am pretty excited about gating that off. People
put things there that should end up going to the landfill like shingles, refrigerators and televisions…keeping it
pedestrian owned and having a direct line sight where the parties can go down is a very smart way to go.
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Commissioner Pappas
Do you have any idea how long the permitting will take?
Mr. Gagne
The Alteration to Terrain Permit and the Dredge and Fill permit take the longest. We would typically do that
over a season so maybe the winter timeframe. We have a lot of meetings to go through on the city process
unless we are told “go full steam ahead.” I think we will end up going through the winter and get all of the
approvals signed off on. There is an engineered plan that shows all of the grading and contours which was
handed out to you tonight as well. First, we have to get the plans approved and then it is going to take
another two or three months to go through the permitting process.
Alderman Jette
Where exactly is Hills Ferry Road and the railroad crossing?
Mr. Gagne
The railroad is this brown area.
Alderman Jette
I am wondering why that fish hook type of road evolved and are we limited as to where the boat ramp is now
as opposed to sticking to the north side of the property and coming more directly to the water.
Mr. Gagne
There are multiple reasons for that. One is that there is a substantial area here that is already disturbed. We
are using all of it; it is all within the footprint of what we are doing and then more. From the Shoreland Permit
standpoint, there is a metric. The Shoreland Permit goes from the top of the bank to 250’ into the site and the
first 50’ has to do with the trees, you cannot get them cut. The next 100’ controls the amount of unaltered
area you are leaving. In that area, a lot of what we are doing on the site is already altered and if we were to
put it over here, we would be completely displacing an entirely unaltered area. The other reason from a
permitting standpoint is that it would impossible to convince the NH DES that the least impacting alternative is
to cut a brand new spot through the shoreline. Now you are in the first 50’ which they consider to be the most
sacred. Cutting through there would be an issue and there has also been field evaluations. The city spend
some time going through and looked at actual trees and depressions and flagged where it might be a good
spot for a road because it was not in the wetlands. This looks like a good spot for a road because we do not
have any physical features there on the ground and that dovetails nicely with the existing site. The
topography all along here includes a pretty substantial depression which is a great spot that is already
collecting water coming out of this development. We want to avoid cutting through that and we are counting
on calculating the capacity of it and using that as a means by which we might be able to make that (inaudible)
all together. It is the least impacting alternative for all of the permitting reasons as well as the sort of field test
and review of the site. We think it is the best site.
Commissioner Ackerman
If everything goes smoothly with the permitting and all of the city approvals, when do you anticipate this being
able to be implemented for the benefit of the residents?
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Mr. Gagne
I think from a timeline standpoint you are looking at a late summer construction of next year. You probably do
not have the same kind of restrictions that the state Fish and Game have where they do not want to close the
site during a major construction project. You may say you are going to start as soon as you physically can.
Fall construction can be more difficult but I think you will be ready the prior season.
Commissioner Ackerman
Superintendent Caggiano, will this be a free access for the residents?
Mr. Caggiano
Yes, it currently is and will be kept open. I want to put a gate here and a gate here so you can walk through
but eliminate people driving through. It is going to make a big impact on overall quality of the area. People in
the neighborhood were very supportive of that.
Alderman Jette
Are you allowed to go into the river at all and remove any obstructions?
Mr. Gagne
The ramp itself is 12’ wide and that is two additional feet on either side plus the stone slope that builds the
ramp foundation. That entire footprint also goes out into the water. Roughly, half of the ramp is happening
under water. Unless we are aware of something immediately to one side or the other, that you want to
illuminate, we do not typically expand it because it is a permitted area that we have to add to the site.
Alderman Jette
Sometime in the 80’s, I backed a boat trailer down that ramp and my rear axle got hung up on a rock and I
had to get towed.
Mr. Gagne
In that case, we are riding the footprint of the 12’ + 2’ + 2’ + a couple of extra all the way out there and that is
going to be cleared to become just clear, concrete planks with no gaps. They will be designed to last as well.
B. MOTION: Informational: Commissioner Ackerman to accept and place the 2018
Summer Camp Summary on file.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Mr. Caggiano
I provided the Board with the annual 2018 Summer Camp Summary.
schedule and we had a net profit of approximately $30,000.

We had a very productive camp

Commissioner Moriarty
Have we thought about offering a wrestling clinic in the summer?
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Mr. Caggiano
We have and I believe our Program Coordinator, Jeff, came to us with that suggestion at one of our staff
meetings. It is something we can look at for sure.
C. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve an additional Drum and Bugle Corp. event
at Stellos Stadium in 2019 as part of the Summerfun Program.
Discussion:
Mr. Caggiano
Typically, we only have one performance per year. There was one other year where we allowed two. With this
regional event, I think this opportunity is a good quality event and it is good for the kids. It will only come
around once in a while so adding an extra date next year as part of our SummerFun anniversary would be
good. I think it is the 40th anniversary.
Commissioner Pappas
Do you get a lot of concerns from people?
Mr. Caggiano
Not yet. We have made some improvements there. There are two new scoreboards and we put in a new
sound system which is directional.
Commissioner Moriarty
Do we charge a fee for the Drum and Bugle Corp.?
Mr. Caggiano
We can but usually when it is a SummerFun day, we would not charge them a fee.
Commissioner Moriarty
In the paperwork, they said the School Department is charging them to use the schools during an event.
Mr. Caggiano
We do not. I am not saying that we can’t but it has not been discussed yet.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Engineering Department (Continued)
B. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the Residential and Commercial
Wastewater Service Permit and Fees as submitted.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
C. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve Change Order No. 3 to the paving contract
for the FY18 Paving Program to Newport Construction of Nashua, NH, in the amount of
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$209,180. Funding will be through Department 160 Admin/Engineering; Fund: Bond;
Activity: Paving.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
D. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the Change Order No. 1 to the paving
contract for the 2018 Federal Paving Program to Newport Construction Corp. of Nashua,
NH, in the amount of $611,545.18. Funding will be through: Department: 160
Admin/Engineering; Funds: Grant and Bond; Activity: NH DOT Nashua Roadway
Improvements and Paving.
Discussion:
Commissioner Ackerman
Mr. Dookran, how are we doing with the paving for this fall.
Mr. Dookran
We have two programs and we are almost wrapped up with the 2018 program. We have completed almost 23
miles of paving. We still need to do just under 25 streets that have had to be deferred for one reason or
another. The other program, the federal program, we are working on the Somerset Parkway as well as
Amherst Street. Our goal on Kinsley Street is to get some paving done by the second or third week in
November.
Alderman Jette
I noticed this includes an extension of time to complete the project. When do you think Kinsley Street will be
completed?
Mr. Dookran
In a couple of weeks we will be doing some paving, we will put down the base pavement and we will do the
final paving next year. At least we will have a smooth surface to ride on. It is only a portion of Kinsley Street.
Within the contract, it’s from Main Street to Hanover Street which is about more than half of the length of
Kinsley Street.
Alderman Jette
From Hanover, going the other way, is pretty rough right now.
Mr. Dookran
That will be done next year. On my ride here tonight, I noticed a trench patching done by the gas company
was not smooth and I was wondering why it was so rough. We are going to have to talk to them because I do
not think it is acceptable.
Alderman Jette
Is there a possibility that the roughness that you confirmed exists today…do you think anything can be done
about that before the winter?
Mr. Dookran
Yes, I think they will have to shim it to make it smoother. I don’t think we can live with that finish.
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MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
E. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve Change Order No. 1 to the construction
contract for the 2018 Sewer Replacement – Kinsley Street project to Newport
Construction of Nashua, NH, in an amount not-to-exceed $27,000. Funding will be
through: Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Sewer Rehab.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
F. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve a hardship request to excavate for the
installation of a Flashing Beacon at the new Crosswalk for the new bridge leading to
Mine Falls Park near Ledge Street and Everett Street.
Discussion:
Commissioner Moriarty
After reviewing this, I did not find that this met the criteria for a hardship or an emergency. I wanted to put that
on the record. It is too late, it’s after the fact and it’s already done. They should have come to us prior to it
being done for approval and they did not. My opinion is that Community Development should have brought it
to us.
Mr. Dookran
I think that is true. The project is being led by Community Development. We are not engaged at a primary
level. Plans are sent to us and sometimes the plans have already begun moving forward. I think Community
Development should have known; the Director and the Engineer should have known that it is a new street and
come to the Board for a waiver. I think they are leading some project and they do not have an engineering or
project management experience to run this project. They are good at planning and showing us what needs to
be done but when you take it to the actual final design and construction, they should pass it onto public works
who has that experience. Tonight we saw the intersection improvement that has been run by again, someone
who does not have that kind of a background.
Commissioner Ackerman
If we did not approve this, what would be the consequences?
Commissioner Moriarty
It is already done but we could vote against it.
MOTION FAILED: Unanimously
Solid Waste Department
A. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the rate increase for Commercial Recycling
received at the landfill from $50/ton to $100/ton.
Mr. Lafleur
We just realized a couple of weeks ago that we are charging commercial customers $50.00 per ton when we
are actually paying out $80/$90/$100 per ton to ship it out. This will push the costs off to the commercial
customers.
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Commissioner Pappas
I think we should keep our eye and pulse on that because that is huge and I think this will help make the
money go farther.
Alderman Jette
Where does the commercial recycling come from.
Mr. Lafleur
It comes from our commercial haulers that haul recycling from grocery stores, regular stores, restaurants or
whoever is doing recycling. They bring it here.
Commissioner Ackerman
How often does the rate increase for the City of Nashua, is it annually?
Mr. Lafleur
Do you mean for the recycling that we ship out?
Commissioner Ackerman
Yes, sir.
Mr. Lafleur
We do that monthly. It follows an amount that the state follow.
Commissioner Ackerman
Can I make a recommendation that perhaps we put this on the agenda to look at on a quarterly basis, or would
that be too often?
Mr. Lafleur
The Board can approve rate changes any time they want. I am going with $100 and the markets are starting to
come back down again. We are at $70 per ton to ship out. I have not changed rates for any of my other
accounts coming in. You can change the trash rates, you can raise the C&D rates, you can do whatever you
want, it is just a matter of when…
Commissioner Ackerman
Perhaps a recommendation to the Director that we can revisit this in another six months simply to keep our eye
on the ball.
Commissioner Pappas
I do not think quarterly is a terrible idea.
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Commissioner Ackerman
I don’t either.
MOTION: Commissioner Pappas made a motion to amend by adding that the Solid
Waste Department shall report back to the Board of Public Works regarding rate
increases on a quarterly basis.
Discussion:
Alderman Jette
I am thinking of a grocery store sending us their recyclables, is there any chance of instead of sending it to be
recycled they would just throw it in the trash?
Mr. Lafleur
There is always that chance but, hopefully people are doing the right thing.
Alderman Jette
What is our trash rate?
Mr. Lafleur
It is $80.00 per ton. You are getting into the same situation that we are as a Board; why are we paying
$100.00 per ton to ship it when we could landfill it for $80.00 per ton.
Alderman Jette
We have control over doing what is right as opposed to the commercial customers who may just be looking at
the bottom line and not anything beyond that.
Mr. Lafleur
That is why I am coming to the Board to make a decision. You can leave it at $50.00 per ton or you can raise it
to $100.00 per ton.
Alderman Jette
Or, you could make it the same as the trash.
Commissioner Moriarty
That is a good option. If you make it the same as the trash they would not throw it into the trash.
Commissioner Pappas
I think that the market has been so unstable that if we visit this quarterly then we can make adjustments.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
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Wastewater Department
A. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the User Warrants as presented.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
B. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the contract with T-Buck Construction of
Turner, ME, in the amount of $831,164 for the construction of the new water booster
station at the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Funding will be through Department: 169
Wastewater; Fund: WERF, SRF Loan; Activity: Water Booster Station.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
C. MOTION: Commissioner Pappas to approve the contract with Woodard Curran of
Andover, MA, in the amount not-to-exceed $93,000 for construction administration
services for the Water Pump Upgrade Project. Funding will be through: Department:
169 Wastewater; Fund: WERF, SRF Loan; Activity: Water Booster Station.
Discussion:
Mr. David Boucher, Superintendent of Wastewater
This is very straightforward.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Commissioner’s Comments
Commissioner Moriarty
For the Superintendent, I noticed that we will be having a big expense coming through on the energy recovery
generator upgrades.
Mr. Boucher
That is correct.
Commissioner Moriarty
Can you give us a brief synopsis on that, what is that, it costs $2 million?
Mr. Boucher
The energy recovery upgrade is we have an NG Recovery building at the Wastewater Treatment Facility and it
contains a generator that generates power to supply power to our digester complex. It can also supply power
back to the grid which saves us money. It supplies power for heat for the complex in two locations, and also
part of our Wet Weather Treatment Facility and heats the sludge in the digester. The generator that is there
has not run in a long time. It is being replaced by two new generators. There is a redundancy because we
need to constantly provide heat to the digester to produce sludge and dry it so we can get rid of it. It also
requires some modifications to the existing building to fit the two generators. It will also require some
modifications outside of the building because the generators run off biogas that is generated from the digester
complex, the giant egg, and it has to be blended with natural gas. It is pretty complex because of the mixing of
the two gases. It is an energy recovery so we can sell some back to Eversource. It is a big benefit but it is
also a big cost.
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Mr. Andy Patrician, Assistant Director, Department of Public Works
There is no Director’s report this month. Director Fauteux can double up for you next month but I do have
some announcements.


The Four Hills Landfill will be closed on November 12, 2018, in observance of Veteran’s
Day. Curbside pick-up will be delayed by one day that week.

Mr. Lafleur
We have the same issue every year so we decided to go with if it is the actual holiday then we will delay trash
but if it is not the actual holiday and an observed holiday we will pick up trash that day.
In this case, the actual holiday, Veteran’s Day, is on Sunday, November 11th but Monday, November 12th, is
the observed holiday for employees so we will work a normal schedule that week. If July 4th falls on a Tuesday
then we will delay on Tuesday. If it falls on a Saturday then we will pick trash up on the Friday.
Commissioner Ackerman
To be clear, the landfill will be closed on Monday, November 12th but collections will happen.
Mr. Patrician


The final household hazardous waste collection of 2018 will be on November 3rd.



The next drug takeback day will be held at the Nashua DPW Garage at 9 Stadium Drive
on Saturday, October 27th from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. and will be run by the Nashua
Police Department.



The November Board of Public Works meeting will be held on Monday, November 19th at
the Wastewater Treatment Facility and there will be a tour at 4:00 p.m. before the
meeting and the Board of Aldermen will also be invited to the tour.

Other Comments
Mr. Dookran
I want to make sure you have all the information you need regarding the fence on Hutchinson Street. You
have tabled it and you are going to look at it. We do have an e-mail from a neighbor saying that their driveway
is unsafe. If you go out there, you will see and fence and you have to wonder why Gate City Fence would do
that. The fence alone runs further in and then jogs out and you have the stockade that is only five feet from the
right-of-way. Mr. Fish mentioned that he spoke with me and he talked about wanting a space to put his boat
and all of that. You will also see a gate on Hughey Street and apparently, he has the intention to access from
Hughey Street onto the area. The city has requirements for driveways. If you are on a corner lot, you cannot
have a total of more than 24’ and right now, he has an 18-foot driveway on Hutchinson. He can apply for a 6foot driveway on Hughey Street. He can go to the Zoning Board to get permission for a wider driveway if he
want to.
I also wanted to let you know that in the past few years we have been pretty successful in getting new fences
that are put in the wrong location within the right-of-way relocated. We have to make sure, if we allow this we
will have to give that privilege to other people as well. In fact, the same fence company installed a fence that
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caused a problem with sight distance at an intersection and the owner, the fence company moved the fence
back and that was just recent. You have to consider all of these things.
Commissioner Pappas
A lot of my concern is to make sure if we make one person move a fence do we do the same for others. I have
seen other fences that are clearly in the right-of-way. Again, I thought that was more Code Enforcement in the
past.
Mr. Dookran
Commissioner Ackerman, you asked a question tonight about this intersection and I do not think you got a
correct answer. The alternative that is preferred, Alternative 3, you asked about traffic on East Hollis Street
and if you look at the chart, the second line under traffic, East Hollis Street to Hudson, under traffic volumes,
today it is a B level service and Alternative 3 is an F. I do not know if he understood your question but you
should know that.
Commissioner Ackerman
The public meeting was very informative in that nothing here significantly improves the time on leaving Main
Street to get over to Hudson. None of this gives it any considerable improvement. I have done it at rush hour,
the 5:00 p.m. hour and it can take 45 minute to go three miles. It is very unsettling.
Personnel
A. MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty to unseal the nonpublic minutes for Personnel from the
Board of Public Works Meeting of September 20, 2018.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Non-Public Session
B. MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty moved by roll call that the Board go into a non-public session
pursuant to RSA:91-A(3)IIB, the hiring of any person as a public employee.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:
Yea:

Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas &
Commissioner Moriarty

Nay:

3
0

MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Commissioner Moriarty made a motion to come out of the non-public session.
MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
MOTION: Commissioner Moriarty to seal the minutes of the Board of Public Works non-public
meeting of October 25, 2018, until such time as the majority of the Board votes that the purpose
of the confidentiality would no longer be served.
A Viva Voce Roll Call was taken, which resulted as follows:

Board of Public Works Minutes – October 25, 2018

Page 33

Yea:

Commissioner Ackerman, Commissioner Pappas,
Commissioner Moriarty

Nay:

3
0

MOTION CARRIED: Unanimously
Adjournment
Commissioner Pappas made a motion to adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division

To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

Jon Ibarra, Superintendent
Street Department

Re:

Purchase of Tire Changer and Wheel Balancer

A. Motion:

To approve the purchase of a Hunter TCX56 Table-Top Tire Changer and a
Hunter SWT00 SmartWeight High Capacity Balancer with accessory kit from
Mohawk Resources LTD pursuant to the New Hampshire State Contract Number
8002279 for the sum of $19,367.42. Funding will be through Department 161
Streets; Fund: Prior Year Escrow; Account Classification: 71 Equipment

Attachments: Quote from Mohawk Resources LTD and Warranty Information
Discussion:

This purchase will replace the current small tire changer and balancer in the Street
Department that is 20 years old. The equipment is weak, small and inadequate for
the needs of the division. It cannot remove tires from wheels on newer pickups
due to its small size and age. The balancer has also developed a short circuit in the
main control board causing it to quit while in operation. Currently any pickup or
smaller vehicle tires that need to be balanced or changed are sent to an outside
vendor. The old tire equipment will be scrapped or auctioned.
The new tire equipment will allow the Street mechanics to service automobile,
pickup and small size tires in house.
Hunter Manufacturing offers free on-site training with purchase and the
equipment is covered by a 3 year parts/6 month labor warranty.

Division of Public Works
Wastewater Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Wastewater Department
Agenda
A. Motion: To approve the User Warrants as presented.
B. Motion: To approve the contract with Methuen Construction of Plaistow, NH in the
amount not to exceed $1,787,378 for the construction of upgrades to the Energy
Recovery building at the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Funding will be through
Department: 169 Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy Recovery
Upgrade Project.
C. Motion: To approve the contract with Waldron Engineering of Exeter, NH in an
amount not to exceed $76,762 for construction administration services for the Energy
Recovery Upgrade Project. Funding will be through: Department: 169 - Wastewater;
Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy Recovery Upgrades.
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

David L. Boucher, Superintendent
Wastewater Department

Re:

Energy Recovery Upgrades Project

B. Motion:

To approve the contract with Methuen Construction of Plaistow, NH in the amount not to
exceed $1,787,378 for the construction of upgrades to the Energy Recovery building at
the Wastewater Treatment Facility. Funding will be through Department: 169
Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy Recovery Upgrade Project.

Attachments: Methuen Construction Bid
Discussion:

The Nashua Wastewater Treatment Facility is undergoing an upgrade of its energy
recovery system. This system utilizes methane gas produced from the digester complex to
feed a generator that supplies power to different areas of the Facility as well as supply
power back to the grid. The energy recovery facility was built in 1999. The generator
portion of the facility has failed and is in need of a complete upgrade.
Waldron Engineering was contracted to design the new energy recovery system. Plans
and specs were sent to 6 contractors on August 9 and the bid opening was held on
September 6. Two bids were received as follows:
Methuen Construction, Inc.
Engineered Construction Services, Inc.

$1,787,378
$3,127,796

Methuen Construction bid of $1,787,378 is lower than an independent cost estimate of
$2.2 million. We discussed these costs with Waldron Engineering and determined that
these costs are reasonable. Methuen has indicated they are willing to discuss value
engineering and cost reduction following award of contract. Methuen Construction is
well qualified for this project and has done multiple projects at the wastewater facility in
the past.

City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

David L. Boucher, Superintendent
Wastewater Department

Re:

Energy Recovery Upgrades – Construction Phase Services

C. Motion:

To approve the contract with Waldron Engineering of Exeter, NH in an amount
not to exceed $76,762 for construction administration services for the Energy
Recovery Upgrade Project. Funding will be through: Department: 169Wastewater; Fund: Wastewater; Activity: Energy Recovery Upgrades.

Attachments: Waldron Engineering Contract
Discussion:

The Nashua Wastewater Treatment Facility is undergoing an upgrade of its
energy recovery system.
Waldron Engineering is the design engineer and is very familiar with this project.
The project went out bid in August and 2 bids were received on September 6,
2018. The construction portion of this project is being awarded and construction
phase services from Waldron are needed.
Construction is estimated to last 8 months and Waldron’s services include
residential engineering and construction administration. Their cost proposal for
$76,762 is very reasonable when compared to the overall $1.78 million
construction costs. Typical construction phase service costs are around 8 to 10%
of construction costs, while this is only 5%.

Division of Public Works
Solid Waste Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Solid Waste Department
Agenda
A. Motion: To approve Change Order #5 to the contract with Northeast Earth Mechanics,
Inc. (NEM) in the amount of $83,392 to continue construction of the residential setback
barrier wall in the Phase II landfill. Funding will be through Department: 168 Solid
Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: Soil Wall.
B. Motion: To approve the purchase of one rear load packer waste collection vehicle from
McNeilus of Morgantown, PA in the amount of $276,254, pursuant to the Sourcewell
(formerly NJPA) Contract #112014-MCN. Funding will be through Department 168
Solid Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: CERF.
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

Jeff Lafleur, Superintendent
Solid Waste Department

Re:

Change Order #5 to contract with Northeast Earth Mechanics, Inc.

A. Motion: To approve Change Order #5 to the contract with Northeast Earth Mechanics, Inc.
(NEM) in the amount of $83,392 to continue construction of the residential
setback barrier wall in the Phase II landfill. Funding will be through Department:
168 Solid Waste; Fund: Bond; Activity: Soil Wall.
Discussion:

NHDES Solid Waste Rules prohibit placement of municipal solid waste within
500 feet of a residential structure. The Four Hills lined expansion landfill (Phase
I & II) was designed and constructed with the footprint of the landfill encroaching
the 500-foot setback limit to residences on Farmwood Drive to the west and
Pioneer Drive to the east. In order to comply with the residential setback rule, a
barrier must be constructed within the footprint of the landfill to prevent waste
from being placed in the setback. The barrier wall must be expanded continually
as waste elevations in the landfill increase.
In May 2014 the City solicited bids for construction of Phase 1 of the soil wall
under IFB0593-050514. Six contractors submitted bids for the project with
Northeast Earth Mechanics (NEM) being the lowest bidder:
Vendor
Northeast Earth Mechanics
Morello Construction
Daniel T. Ladd Site Work
Project Resource Group LLC
Greene & Russell, Inc.
SCS Field Services

Bid results
$163,727.50
$167,337.50
$203,300.00
$234,054.00
$266,000.00
$297,405.00

Under the original contract in the amount of $163,727.50 Northeast Earth
Mechanics (NEM) began initial construction in July 2014 of the western
residential setback barrier wall in the Phase II/Stage I landfill. Per the NHDES
approved scope of work and contract executed June 10, 2014, NEM established a
compacted soil foundation over the primary liner drainage sand and placed four
lifts of concrete waste blocks on the foundation.
Change Order #1 in the amount of $163,912 provided for the continued
construction of the western wall to an elevation of 260 feet in the Phase II/Stage I
landfill.

Change Order #2 in the amount of $164,340 continued construction of the
western wall into the Phase II/Stage II landfill up to an elevation of 260 feet.
Change Order #3 in the amount of $291,932 allowed for initial construction of
the eastern setback barrier wall, and continued construction of the western setback
wall to an elevation 268 feet. To construct the eastern setback wall, NEM
established the compacted soil foundation over the primary liner drainage sand
and placed concrete waste blocks on the foundation up to elevation 258 feet.
Change Order #4 in the amount of $199,763 continued construction of the
western setback wall from elevation 268 feet to elevation 276 feet. The change
order also included the purchase of 250 extra blocks to be used in the next phase
of wall construction.
Change Order #5 in the amount of $83,392 continues construction of the eastern
setback wall from the existing elevation of 258 feet to elevation 276 feet. The
height increase is needed to keep pace with waste filling activities in the Phase II
landfill. This phase of wall construction will utilize the extra 250 concrete blocks
purchased under Change Order #4.
It is the recommendation of the Solid Waste Superintendent to continue
construction of the Set Back Barrier Wall with NEM. They have provided
reasonable, consistent pricing and quality construction services for each
completed phase of this project. Upon approval of Change Order #5 the total
cost of the contract is $1,067,066.

City of Nashua, Public Works Division

To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

Jeff Lafleur, Superintendent
Solid Waste Department

Re:

Approval to purchase One (1) Solid Waste Rear Load Packer

B. Motion:

To approve the purchase of one rear load packer waste collection vehicle from
McNeilus of Morgantown, PA in the amount of $276,254, pursuant to the
Sourcewell (formerly NJPA) Contract #112014-MCN. Funding will be through
Department 168 Solid Waste; Fund: Trust; Activity: CERF.

Attachments: McNeilus Quotes & Service History for Truck #12-041
Discussion:

The Solid Waste Department requires nineteen (19) trucks to collect trash,
recycling, soft yard waste and oversized items. The Solid Waste Department uses
rear load packers in areas of the city where the refuse can’t be accessed by the
automated fleet, and are critical in the fall when soft yard waste is collected.
The current fleet of packers is requiring increased maintenance due to their age
and mileage resulting in unscheduled downtime causing delays and overtime.
The rear load packer being replaced is truck #12-041; a 2012 Freightliner in
service since 10/1/2011 with 49,000 miles and 9074 engine hours. This was a
planned CERF replacement for FY18. The new rear load packer will be a like for
like replacement with CNG as the chosen fuel system to further standardize the
Solid Waste Fleet and continue with the City of Nashua’s efforts to be green and
the recent reduction in the price of the CNG and increase of diesel has made this
option favorable.
With the new replacement truck #12-041will be retained into a backline asset for
use when demand is high or another truck is down for maintenance.
We are confident in McNeilus’s product, experience, reputation and the
company’s ability to provide timely service, support and parts to the City. The
Solid Waste Superintendent and Fleet Manager recommend the purchase of the
trucks from McNeilus, 941 Hemlock Road, Morgantown, PA.
.
All approvals are pending approval of Bond.

Division of Public Works
Engineering Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Engineering Department
Agenda
A. Motion: To allow a fence located in the right of way at 1 Hutchinson St to remain in
its current location. (Tabled from 10/25/18)
B. Motion: To approve the Residential and Commercial Wastewater Service Permits
and Fees as submitted.
C. Motion: To approve Drainlayer’s License for Accura Construction Corp., P.O. Box
176, New Ipswich, NH 03071, in accordance with Nashua City Code §255-19
Issuance of Drainlayer's License.
D. Motion: To approve Change Order No. 2 to the construction contract for the 2018
Sewer Replacement – Harvard St project to Northeast Earth Mechanics of Pittsfield,
NH in an amount of $440,037.10. Funding will be through: Department: 169
Wastewater; Fund: Bond; Activity: Sewer Rehab.
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

Stephen Dookran, P.E., City Engineer
Engineering Department

Re:

Request to keep fence in right of way – 1 Hutchinson St.

A. Motion:

To allow a fence located in the right of way at 1 Hutchinson St to remain in its current
location. (Tabled from 10/25/18)

Attachments: 2 emails from 1 Hutchinson St homeowner, picture of fence, letter from the Director
of Community Development.
Discussion:

The homeowner at 1 Hutchinson St has installed a fence partially in the right of way
(ROW). The property is located at the corner of Hutchinson St and Hughey St. The
neighbor at 9 Hughey St stated that the fence is obstructing the view of the corner
when the resident leaves his driveway.
This issue came to Engineering attention because the homeowner at 9 Hughey St
requested a Blind Driveway sign be installed because of a near miss with another
vehicle coming out of the driveway because of the obstruction by the fence.
The homeowner at 1 Hutchinson St wants to keep the fence as currently installed in
the right of way. The owner feels the information on the City website misled him as
to the proper process to follow regarding fence installation. Gate City Fence, hired by
the homeowner, erroneously told the owner where the ROW was and then installed
the fence in that location, which was in the ROW.
It is the opinion of Engineering that Gate City Fences should have known the rules
that govern fence installation in the City. A recent installation at Ferry Road had to
be relocated because it too had been located in the ROW causing sight distance
issues.
Should the Board choose to allow any of the fence to remain in the right of way, some
relocation will be necessary to improve the sight distance. Additionally, a Right-ofWay Use and Occupancy Agreement between the owner and the City will be needed
as has been done with other property owners who needed to encroach in the past.

Thibodeau, Diane
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lou F <flou52@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, November 14, 2018 8:42 AM
Fauteux, Lisa; Mayor's Office Email; Lopez, Thomas; BPW Commissioners; Dookran,
Stephen; Jette, Ernest; Marchant, Sarah
DPWRequest
Fence matter at 1 Hutchinson St discussed at the October 25th BPW meeting

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click links/open attachments if source is
unknown.
Good morning,

Thank you for taking the time to read this email. At the October 25th Board of Public Works meeting, we discussed the
fence issue at our residence on 1 Hutchinson St. At the time of that meeting, the topic was tabled until the next
meeting. An option was also presented by the board to instead table the topic until the following meeting to be held on
December 20th at City Hall.
We'd like to exercise the latter option, rather than appearing at the November 19th meeting in the DPW Admin
Building. The reason for this request is so that we have additional time to prepare for the meeting. We'd like the
additional time to have conversations with our attorney and alderman regarding a solution that is amicable to all parties.
Would it be possible for someone on this email to acknowledge that we will appear at the December 20th meeting to
continue our discussion regarding the matter.
Thank you very much for your kind attention and we look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
Louis Fish and Allison Hurd
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City of Nashua, Public Works Division
To:

Board of Public Works

Meeting Date: November 19, 2018

From:

Stephen Dookran, P.E., City Engineer
Engineering Department

Re:

2018 Sewer Replacement – Harvard St
Change Order 2

D. Motion:

To approve Change Order No. 2 to the construction contract for the 2018 Sewer
Replacement – Harvard St project to Northeast Earth Mechanics of Pittsfield, NH in
an amount of $440,037.10. Funding will be through: Department: 169 Wastewater;
Fund: Bond; Activity: Sewer Rehab.

Discussion:

The original contract to Northeast Earth Mechanics in the amount of $692, 905.20
was for the replacement of the 1887 cement sewer main on that street Harvard St.
This work has not started because Pennichuck must replace the water line prior to
construction beginning.
In the meantime, the 15 inch cement sewer constructed in 1885 in Chase Street has failed
and requires immediate replacement. In addition, one property on the street is experiencing a
sewer backup. Through a no cost Change Order No. 1, Northeast Earth Mechanics was
directed to use the existing contract funds to replace the sewer on Chase St.
The purpose of this Change Order No. 2 is to replenish the funds so that the Harvard St.
sewer can be constructed in the spring. The value of the Chase St work is $440,037.10.
Pending bond approval to provide these funds, this Change Order No. 2 is to replenish
the $440,037.10 for Harvard St.
Upon approval of Change Order 2, the total value of this contract will be $1,132,932.30.

Division of Public Works
Administration Department

Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Personnel
Agenda
A. Motion: To unseal the nonpublic minutes for Personnel from the Board of Public
Works Meeting of October 25, 2018.
B. Non-Public Session
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Board of Public Works Meeting of November 19, 2018
Division Department Report
Engineering Department















2018 Sewer Rehabilitation – Kinsley St. Construction is ongoing. The work includes
several localized areas of catch basin and storm water pipe work to do from Walnut St to
Woodward St. From Elm St to Walnut St, the contractor has main replacement to do.
2018 Sewer Rehabilitation – A no cost change order is being added to do sewer
reconstruction on Chase St while the Harvard St work waits for Pennichuck to perform water
line work. Chase St is planned for start this month.
2018 Sewer Rehabilitation – Lining. The contractor has recently finished pre-lining videos
on Hunt St, Lake Ave, and Charles St. Videos are being evaluated for proposed lining work
to proceed.
Collection Systems Operation and Maintenance (CMOM) Implementation. Final
revisions to the contract are being made.
I/I Analysis. A meeting was held with consultant Wright – Pierce to review the draft report.
The final draft is expected in December.
Municipal Separated Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit. A meeting was held with the
joint Nashua/Manchester Stormwater Coalition on Nov. 8 to discuss required submittals to
comply with the MS4 regulations. An Annual Report is required to be submitted in July
stating how the City is meeting these requirements.
Nashua Levee. The City is discussing the process to remove the overflow storage basin, a
component of the levee system, so the Residences at Riverfront Landing project can be
expanded by constructing an additional building on the land occupied by the overflow basin.
Marshall St and Kehoe Ave Construction. Solve unexpected construction issues with
contractor as they arise on site. Marshall St stormwater will be separated from sanitary sewer.
Failing pavement on Kehoe Ave will be rehabilitated.
2017 Paving Program. As part of this paving program, Brox paved 2017 carry over streets
in Spring/Summer 2018. They have paved 2.42 miles. This program is complete except for
Ferryalls Court and Everett Street. On Ferryalls Court, Pennichuck discovered a water leak
and is currently addressing it. Final paving on Everett Street will be added after completing
associated road work as well as the ramp from the rail trail which is part of a CDD project.
Final paving of both the streets will be performed in Spring 2019.
2018 Paving Program. Newport Construction has paved about 23 miles (109 streets) of
roadway in 2018. Due to weather conditions and other unforeseen circumstances, the
remaining 14 streets (approx. 2.8 miles) will be paved in spring 2019. The paving contractor
is addressing the punch list items and striping the newly paved roads. The streets that are
pending and will be paved next year are: Cheshire Street, Gilson Road, Kehoe Avenue,
Pyrite Drive, Skyline Drive, Marshall Street, Beard Street, Green Street, Jackson Street,
Lemon Street, Monroe Street, Mulberry Street, Terrace Street, and Warren Street. Staff
continues to address numerous phone calls from residences and businesses.
2019 Paving Program. Engineering is reviewing and screening streets for paving for 2019.
In an effort to coordinate projects, the draft list has been sent to Liberty Utilities and
Pennichuck for review.
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Federal Aid Paving Project. Milling and binder paving of Somerset Parkway and Amherst
Street has been completed. Newport plans on milling Kinsley Street from Main Street to
Hanover Street and binder pave in November. Final paving of Kinsley Street will be
performed in Spring/Summer 2019.
Amherst Street and Broad Street Sidewalk Repairs. Construction of over 80 ADA
compliant ramps has been completed by Leighton-A-White in areas where there is paving
within the Federal Aid Paving Project.
Charlotte Ave Elementary School SRTS. The Environmental Review and preliminary
engineering plans are being finalized for submission to NHDOT.
Canal St. Bridge. Consultant Fuss & O’Neil has recommended repairs to the east abutment
and the piper. Fuss & O’Neil has been retained to perform the design of these repairs.
East Hollis St/Bridge St Improvements. Review existing utilities for accuracy. Send
information to project consultant. Project is in preliminary design stage.
Taylor Falls/Veterans Bridges. Read and evaluate report on condition of bridges prepared
by consultant. Co-ordinate with Town of Hudson and Nashua Regional Planning
Commission to explore funding options.
Private Development Projects. Engineering has reviewed the following Site Development
and Subdivision plans: 16 Burns St, 39 New Dunstable Rd, 71 Deerwood Dr, Rivier
University Science Center Upgrades, 41 Caldwell Rd, L Chautauqua Ave, 57 Northeastern
Blvd. working with developer and Pennichuck WW for 22 Marshall St project to upgrade
Marshall St drainage and redesign profile. Also worked with a number of developers on final
inspection of subdivision work within City Right of Way to facilitate Certificates of
Occupancy.
Bonds. Review bond calculations for various subdivision and site projects. This includes
initial bonding and bond reduction requests throughout the life of each project.
Construction Inspection. Co-ordinate construction issues at 22 Marshall St, Riverfront
Landing, Intervale St.
Utility Coordination. Pennichuck is replacing an old water main on Ritter Street from
Kinsley Street to Gilman St. The street will be repaved by Pennichuck in its entirety.
Survey Work. Ongoing survey projects includes: Sewer As built from the high school north
to the pump station at North Gate, survey of Pine Hill Road at Charron Ave. for revising the
intersection, checking all the stripping plans for the newly paved road, Kinsley and Elm
survey to place a raised table to match the sidewalks, Chase Street survey for new sewer to
be installed, survey of driveways on Dale Street for drainage problems.
Street Opening Permits. Engineering issued 48 Street Opening Permits and 19 Permits to
Encumber in the month of October 2018.
Sewer Permits. 13 sewer permits were issued and $25,820 was collected from October 1
through October 31, 2018.

Parks & Recreation Department



Holman Stadium. The field has been sodded and prepared for winter. The stadium was also
winterized. A walk through was conducted to come up with a winter maintenance work list.
Silver Knights. The currant team lease is set to expire at years end. We are currently
working on a three year lease that will be coming to you in December.

2


















Stellos Stadium. The fall sports season is closed the season ending Thanksgiving game is
scheduled for 11/21. The stadium will be winterized after that game.
Summerfun. The 2019 fundraising letters have been sent out. We have a goal of raising
$20,000 for the program.
Broad Street Round a Bout. Crews continue to water, fertilize and weed the planting. A
fall cutting is scheduled.
Fall Work. Field work and leaf collection is the department’s main focus right now.
Downtown. The preparations of Main Street for the Stroll are underway. Garland wreaths
and tree lights are being installed. With Thanksgiving being early this year we will be under
the gun to have all of the preparations completed.
Trips. The 12/1 trip to NYC is sold out.
Holiday Tree Planting. The fir tree was planted at the Hunt Building. We still have some
tree work to do on the surrounding trees.
Mine Falls Park. The new canal bridge project is on schedule and should be installed before
years end.
Walking Program. The walking program is in full swing. We walk on Mondays,
Wednesdays and Fridays. Look for details on our website.
Mowing. We have completed mowing for the year. The mowers have been cleaned and put
away for the season.
Roadside Brush. The contractor completed his work for the year.
Fright Night. We had a very nice night for this year’s event. A good crowd was on hand for
the festivities.
Senior Outing. This year’s event was held on November 18th at the Marriot. Over 300
seniors joined us for lunch and entertainment.
Santa in the Park. Join us on December 8th at 12:00 at the Greeley Park gazebo, bring a
camera and have your picture taken with Santa.
Crown Hill Pool. The pool resurfacing project is currently out to bid. We are also seeking
quotes to replace the pool house roof.
Winter Prep. Our snow removal vehicles and equipment are currently being prepared for
winter.

Wastewater Department




Operations: The Operations department continues daily operations of the facility as well as
monthly inspections and checks maintaining proper operation of the facility. The operators
replaced the old probes with new ones on our Wet Weather clarifiers and thickener. In
conjunction with the collections crew the operators were able to drain and clean the west Wet
Weather clarifier. We also drained and cleaned a secondary clarifier. They also operated the
plant successfully in two large rain events.
Maintenance: Maintenance has continued preventative maintenance at the Treatment plant
and the 13 outlying Pump stations. One of the primary transfer pumps was rebuilt along with
two 6” valves. The seal water line for our other primary transfer pump was replaced. The
electricians changed functions on the SCADA system to make them more user friendly. They
replaced an emergency stop and other electrical components on the microsand pumps.

3

















Collections: The collection crews have completed all monthly checks of our CSO’s and
siphon stations, as well as assisting Maintenance in pump station inspections. The
Collections Operators continued cleaning sewer and storm pipes before the Technicians
could camera them for engineering. We cleaned multiple culverts through the city in
preparation of storm events and responded to street flooding during those events.
Laboratory: The Laboratory continues daily analyses for permit compliance and process
control. The monthly QC conducted in October is acceptable and results are on file. The
Quarter 3 Certification Statement for anaerobic digestion was sent to Casella Organics. Flow
reports for Hudson and BAE were submitted to Denise Lieberman for FY18. A revised CSO
history spreadsheet was sent to Lauren Byers for the City’s website. The annual calibration
curve for the spectrophotometer is complete and the MDL study is in process. The
Laboratory Supervisor attended the Pretreatment Coordinators Workshop on the 24th and
25th of October.
Plant Water System & Yard Hydrant Replacement Project. All the yard hydrants have
been installed and the punch list completed. Additional work to install 5 fire hydrants was
given to Contractor Will Davis. Four the fire hydrants have been installed. The remaining
one is taking longer due to the proximity of a power pole.
Energy Recovery Generator Upgrades. Approval to award construction to low bidder
Methuen Construction is being sought pending finalizing funds for the project. Methuen has
indicated they are willing to go over value engineering options to reduce the overall
construction costs and will inform Wastewater Department when they have time to do so.
SCADA Upgrades EII has uploaded SCADA on the new server and will installing soon in
the PIC room at NWTF. They have converted all the PLC programs off-site and will be
installing on the new PLC’s once installed.
Headworks Upgrade Project. TBuck has provided some of the O&M manuals and is still
waiting for vendor information for one of the manuals. This is the only outstanding items on
their punch list. Wright Pierce has completed the record drawings and will bring down to the
plant shortly. All work is complete on this project except for completion of the O&M
manuals and record drawings.
HVAC Upgrades. The remaining punch list items are complete except for the O&M
manuals, training and record drawings.
Water Booster Station Upgrades. Both the construction award to TBuck and the
construction phase services award to Woodard & Curran were approved in October BPW.
Final approvals are pending.
Primary Tank Upgrades. Project is out to bid, with the bid opening set for November 29.
Pump Station Upgrades. Project is out to bid with a bid opening on November 9.

Street Department


Street Department completed tasks.
o Over 200 potholes were filled.
o 4 catch basins were repaired
o 3 manholes were repaired.
o 1 sinkhole was repaired.
o 1 emergency sewer repair was performed.
o The Concord Street sidewalk project has been completed.
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o The concrete slab for the new bus stop at Canal and Nashua drive has been completed.


Asphalt Repairs
o Paving of trenches for sewer and sinkhole repair were performed.



Brine Making
o Slabs were poured for the brine making equipment. The building that houses the
equipment is under construction and our goal is to be making brine by the end of
November.



Traffic
o Several traffic signal problems were responded to and fixed.
o Numerous electrical issues involving street lights have been addressed.
o 7 pedestrian signals were repaired.
o 13 street signs were replaced or repaired.
o Striping continues as the weather and temperatures permit.
o Whipple Street striping request for transit has been completed.



Fleet
o Preventative maintenance and repair of the fleet is ongoing daily.
o Solid Waste equipment and vehicles are repaired daily.
o New Hampshire state inspections are 98% complete with 3 backline vehicles left for
their inspections.
o The pre-wet systems are almost complete 1 six and 1 ten wheel truck left and in
process.
o The anti-ice systems are in the installation process.
o Winter checks on the plow fleet are being done as trucks are brought in for
maintenance.
o Spreaders are being installed and operations checked.



Weld shop
o Plow repairs are ongoing.
o The last 10 wheel spreader is having new support legs fabricated due to corrosion and
to accommodate the pre-wet tank installations.

Solid Waste Department


Solid Waste Department:
 4 new automated trucks were put into service.
 Work on the recycling area continued with Eversource relocating the overhead
power lines.
 The October Household Hazardous Waste Collection was well attended with 2
truckloads of waste being shipped out.
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Work was started on the 2019 Recycling Calendar Contest with sponsors
signing up and bids from printers being sought. The YMCA of Greater
Nashua agreed to be a financial partner again.



Recyclables Shipped in October 2018:
 405 tons of single stream recycled materials.
 29 tons of electronic waste.
 146 tons of scrap metal sold.
 7 tons textiles, propane tanks and books.
 1299 fluorescent bulbs and ballasts.
 850 gallons of waste oil.
 150 gallons of antifreeze.
 19 tons of tires.
 543 appliances evacuated of CFC’s.
 2 boxes rechargeable batteries.
 The charge for single stream recycling was $75.66/ton leading to a cost of
$38,189 to ship out 27 loads.



Recycling Bins & Carts:
 59 recycling carts were sold in October.
 39 recycling bins were given to 22 existing residents and 7 new
homes.
 41 Trash carts distributed.
 58 Trash carts repaired.



Permits Sold for 2018:
 14500 Residential Permits.
 615 Commercial Permits.
 2019 permits are now on sale.



Curbside Collection:
 1640 tons MSW.
 527 tons Soft Yard Waste.
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