STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
INTER-DEPARTMENT COMMUNICATION

DATE: March 29, 2023
FROM: Joshua Brown AT (OFFICE): Department of
Wetlands Program Analyst Transportation
SUBJECT Shoreland Application Bureau of
Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 Environment
TO Karl Benedict, Public Works Permitting Officer

New Hampshire Wetlands Bureau
29 Hazen Drive, P.O. Box 95
Concord, NH 03302-0095

Forwarded herewith is the Shoreland application package prepared by NH DOT Bureau of
Bridge Design for the subject project. A Standard Dredge and Fill application for this project area
has already been submitted to DES and is pending approval (DES: 2023-00690). The project is
located along NH Route 1A in the Towns of Seabrook and Hampton, NH. The Seabrook-Hampton
Bridge Replacement Project involves the replacement of the Neil R. Underwood Bridge (Bridge No.
235/025) that carries NH Route 1A over the Hampton River at the inlet to Hampton Harbor.

This project was reviewed at the Natural Resource Agency Coordination Meeting on
August 15, 2018, January 16, 2019, December 16, 2020, and July 20, 2022. A copy of the
minutes was included with the standard dredge and fill application package. A copy of this
application and plans can be accessed on the Departments website via the following link:
http://www.nh.gov/dot/org/projectdevelopment/environment/units/program-management/wetland-
applications.htm.

The lead people to contact for this project are Jennifer Reczek, Bureau of Bridge Design
(271-1613 or Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov) or Andrew O’Sullivan, Wetlands Program Manager,
Bureau of Environment (271-3226 or Andrew.M.OSullivan@dot.nh.gov).

A payment voucher has been processed for this application (Voucher # 714179) in the
amount of $3,750.00

If and when this application meets with the approval of the Bureau, please send the permit
directly to Andrew O’Sullivan, Wetlands Program Manager, Bureau of Environment.

JRB;

cc:

BOE Original

Towns of Seabrook & Hampton (4 copies via certified mail)

David Trubey, NH Division of Historic Resources (Cultural Review Within)

John Magee, NH Fish & Game (via electronic notification)

Maria Tur, US Fish & Wildlife (via electronic notification)

Jeanie Brochi, US Environmental Protection Agency (via electronic notification)
Michael Hicks & Rick Kristoff, US Army Corp of Engineers (via electronic naotification)
Kevin Nyhan, BOE (via electronic notification)
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NHDES-W-06-037

SHORELAND PERMIT APPLICATION

— \ DEPARTMENT O} Water Division/ Land Resources Management
Environmental

———e Se]"vices Sh0r6|and Program
Check the Status of your Application

RSA/Rule: RSA 483-B, Env-Wq 1400

File No.:
Administrative Administrative Administrative Check No.:
Use Use Use
Only Only Only Amount:
Initials:

This is an application for a permit to excavate, fill, construct new structures, or remove structures within the protected
shoreland as regulated under RSA 483-B.

SECTION 1 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Env-Wq 1406.07)

Provide a concise description of the proposed project: The Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Replacement Project involves
the replacement of the Neil R. Underwood Bridge (Bridge No. 235/025) that carries NH Route 1A over the Hampton
River at the inlet to Hampton Harbor.

SECTION 2 - PROJECT LOCATION (Env-Wq 1406.07)

ADDRESS: NH Route 1A Bridge Over the Hampton TOWN/CITY: Hampton and

Harbor Inlet S STATE:NH | ZIP CODE:

TAX MAP/ BLOCK/LOT NUMBER : State Pier: 299-022-000

WATERBODY NAME: Hampton River/Browns River and NHDOT ROW

SECTION 3 - PROPERTY OWNER & DEED INFORMATION (Env-Wq 1406.07)

The legal name of each property owner must be as it appears on the deed of record. If the owner is a trust or a
company, then the name of the trust or company should be written as the owner’s name.

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.I: New Hampshire Department of Transportation

MAILING ADDRESS: 7 Hazen Drive TOWN/CITY: STATE: NH ZIP CODE: 03301
Concord
PHONE: (603) 271-3401 EMAIL (if available): jennifer.e.reczek@dot.nh.gov

REGISTRY OF DEED COUNTY Rockland, BOOK NUMBER 894, PAGE NUMBER 44

SECTION 4 - APPLICANT (DESIRED PERMIT HOLDER), IF DIFFERENT THAN OWNER (Env-Wq 1406.07)

If the applicant is a trust or a company, then the name of the trust or company should be written as the applicant’s
name. If the applicant is the owner, leave blank and check the following box: |X|

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.I:

MAILING ADDRESS: TOWN/CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
2021-08-04 Page 1 of 6
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Section 3 - Property Owner & Deed Information

Hampton State Pier (1 Ocean Boulevard, Hampton, NH)

Name: Pease Development Authority; Contact: Geno Marconi, Director of Ports and Harbors
Mailing Address: 555 Market Street

Town/City/State: Portsmouth, NH

ZIP Code: 03801

Phone: (603) 436-8500

Email: G.Marconi@peasedev.org

Registry of Deed County/Book Number/Page Number: Rockland/894/44



Use of State Pier Property

NHDOT has coordinated with the Pease Development Authority regarding the short-term use of 12,792
sf of the Hampton State Pier for access during construction, and the permanent acquisition of 2,707 sf of
the Hampton State Pier for the new bridge. A temporary easement and an acquisition agreement are
under development and will be finalized prior to the initiation of construction.

Since the Hampton State Pier received funding through the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF),
the acquisition of the 2,707 sf is considered a conversion under Section 6(f). As replacement, 2,767 sf of
the right-of-way on the east side of NH Route 1A north of the bridge would be transferred to the
Department of Natural and Cultural Resources (DNCR) for recreational use as part of Hampton Beach
State Park. The property to be acquired at the Hampton State Pier is paved parking. The property to be
transferred to DNCR is lawn. A letter from Pease acknowledging the planned acquisition and conversion
and stating their support for the Shoreland Application is included as Attachment 1.



NHDES-W-06-037

PHONE: EMAIL (if available):

SECTION 5 - CONTRACTOR OR AGENT (OPTIONAL)

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.I:

ADDRESS: TOWN/CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:

PHONE: EMAIL (if available):

SECTION 6 - CRITERIA (Env-Wq 1406.07)

Please check at least one of the following criteria:

X This shoreland permit application requires neither a proposal to make the property more nearly conforming nor a
request for a waiver of a minimum standard.

[ ] This shoreland permit application includes a proposal to make the structures and/or the property more nearly
conforming in accordance with RSA 483-B:11.

|:| This shoreland permit application includes a request for a waiver of the following minimum standard(s): RSA 483-
B:9, V

SECTION 7 - RELATED NHDES LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS
PROJECT (Env-Wq 1406.14)

Please indicate if any of the following permits are required and, if required, the status of the application.

Permit Type Permit Required File Number Permit Application Status
Alteration of Terrain

; X Yes []NO [ ] APPROVED [_] PENDING [_] DENIED
Permit per RSA 485-A:17 NHDOT Self-Certification
Individual Sewerage
Disposal per RSA 485-A:29 [ ]yes [XINO [ ] APPROVED [ | PENDING [ | DENIED
Subdivision Approval per
RSA 485 A2 [ ]yes [XINO [ ] APPROVED [ | PENDING [ | DENIED
Wetlands Permit per
RSA 482 P X Yes []NO [ ] APPROVED [X] PENDING [_] DENIED

SECTION 8 - REFERENCE LINE ELEVATION (Env-Wq 1406.07)

Required for projects located on the protected shoreland of lakes or ponds. The reference line elevations for most
lakes, ponds, and artificial impoundments greater than 10 acres in size are listed in the Consolidated List of
Waterbodies Subject to the Shoreland Water Quality Protection Act. Please see RSA 483-B:4, XVII for the definition of
reference line.

REFERENCE LINE ELEVATION: 6.2 feet above sea level.

SECTION 9 - APPLICATION FEE & SUBMITTAL (RSA 483-B:5-b, I(b); RSA 483-B:5-b, X)

A non-refundable permit application fee of $200 plus $0.20 per total square feet of impact for restoration of water
quality improvement projects, or $400 plus $0.20 per total square feet of impact for all other projects is required at
the time the application is submitted. Applications for projects solely funded by municipal, county, state, or federal
entities shall incur a permitting fee no greater than $3,750.

Please mail or hand deliver this application and all required attachments to the NHDES Wetlands Bureau, PO Box 95,
Concord, NH 03302-0095. Missing information will delay processing your application and may result in denial of a
shoreland permit application. Please make checks payable to the Treasurer, State of NH.

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
2021-08-04 Page 2 of 6
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NHDES-W-06-037

SECTION 10 - CALCULATING TOTAL IMPACT AREA/ PERMIT APPLICATION FEE (RSA 483-B:5-b, I(b); RSA 483-B:5-b, X)

Total impact area is calculated by determining the sum of all areas disturbed by regrading, excavating, filling,
construction, or structure removal. Impacts often include, but are not limited to: constructing new driveways,
constructing new structures, areas disturbed when installing septic systems and foundations, creating temporary
access roads to drill a new well, and regrading associated with landscaping activities.

TOTAL AREA IMPACTED WITHIN THE PROTECTED SHORELAND = 51,155 (A) square feet

e For restoration of water quality improvement projects:

Multiply line (A) by $0.20 and add $200. [(A) x $0.20 + $200] = $ Permit fee!
e For all other projects:

Multiply line (A) by $0.20 and add $400. [(A) x $0.20 + $400] = $ 3,750 Permit fee?

SECTION 11 - REQUIRED CERTIFICATIONS (Env-Wq 1406.08; Env-Wq 1406.10(a))

By initialing within the blank before each of the following statements, and signing below, you are certifying that:

Initials:
The information provided is true, complete, and not misleading to the knowledge and belief of the signer.

|

| understand that:

e Any permit or waiver granted based on false, incomplete, or misleading information shall be subject
Initials: to revocation.
| am subject to the applicable penalties in RSA 641, Falsification in Official Matters. And

Obtaining a shoreland permit shall not exempt the work proposed from other state, local, or federal
approvals.

k)

Injtials: | I have notified the governing body of the municipality or municipalities in which the property is located by
certified mail, in accordance with Env-Wq 1406.13.
Mhitials:

i

| have notified all abutters? of the proposed impacts via certified mail, in accordance with Env-Wq 1406.13.

v

N

[ ] This project is within % mile of a designated river and | have notified the Local River Management
Initials: Advisory Committee (LAC) by providing the LAC with a copy of the complete application, including all
supporting materials, via certified mail, in accordance with Env-Wq 1406.13.

|Z| This project is not within % mile of a designated river.

k)

Initials: | For any project proposing that the impervious area be at least 15% but not more than 20% within the
protected shoreland, | certify that the impervious area is not more than 20%. |:| N/A

SECTION 12 - REQUIRED SIGNATURES (Env-Wq 1406.08)
Both the property owner and applicant must sign the application.

SIGNATURE (OWNER); PRINT NAME LEGIBLY: DATE:
_ZL}\V CCK/ZA—rﬂé JENNIFER E. RECZEK, PE 3/28/2023

SIGNATURE (APPLICANT, IF DIFFERENT FROM OWNER): | PRINT NAME LEGIBLY: DATE:

§g.

1 Applications for projects solely funded by municipal, county, state, or federal entities shall incur a permitting fee no greater than
$3,750.

2 “Abutter" means any person who owns property that is immediately contiguous to the property on which the proposed work will
take place, or who owns flowage rights on such property. The term does not include those properties separated by a public road or
more than % mile from the limits of the proposed work. If contiguous properties are owned by the person who is proposing the
work, then the term includes the person owning the next contiguous property, subject to the % mile limitation.

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095

http://www.des.nh.gov
2021-08-04 Page 4 of 6
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NHDES-W-06-037

NHDOT Right-of-Way
SHORELAND APPLICATION WORKSHEET

This worksheet must be submitted to the NHDES Wetlands Bureau with every Shoreland Permit Application. A separate
shoreland application worksheet must be submitted for each individual lot of record where impacts are proposed.

For the purposes of this worksheet, “pre-construction” impervious surface area® means all human made impervious
surfaces® currently present within the protected shoreland of a lot, whether to be removed or to remain after the
project is completed. “Post-construction” impervious area means all impervious surfaces that will exist within the
protected shoreland of a lot upon completion of the project, including both new and any remaining pre-construction
impervious surfaces. All answers shall be given in square feet.

Calculating the Impervious Area of a Lot

CALCULATING THE IMPERVIOUS AREA OF A LOT WITHIN 250 FEET OF THE REFERENCE LINE (Env-Wq 1406.12)

PRE-CONSTRUCTION POST-CONSTRUCTION
STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION IMPERVIOUS AREAS IMPERVIOUS AREAS

PRIMARY STRUCTURE(S)
House and all attached decks Roadway 28,710 FT? 25,110 FT?
and porches.
ACCESSORY STRUCTURES Sidewalk 1,810 FT? 5,020 FT2
All other impervious surfaces
excluding lawn furniture, well Retaining Wall 0 FT2 420 FT2
heads, and fences. Common
accessory structures include, Driveway/Parking 2,420 FT2 0FT?
but are not limited to:
driveways, walkways, patios, FT2 FT2
and sheds.

FT? FT?

FT? FT?

TOTAL: (A) 32,940 FT? (B) 30,550 FT?

Area of the lot located within 250 feet of reference line: (C) 47,920 FT*
Percentage of lot covered by pre-construction impervious area within 250 feet of the (D) 68.7 %
reference line: [divide (A) by (C) x 100] - 70
Percentage of lot to be covered by post-construction impervious area within 250 feet of the
reference line upon completion of the project: (E) 63.8%

[divide (B) by (C) x 100]

3 “Impervious surface area” as defined in Env-Wq 1402.13 means, for purposes of the impervious surface limitation specified in
RSA 483-B:9, V(g), the sum total of the footprint of each impervious surface that is located within the protected shoreland.

4 “Impervious Surface” as defined in RSA 483-B:4, VII-b means any modified surface that cannot effectively absorb or infiltrate
water. Examples of impervious surfaces include, but are not limited to, roofs, and unless designed to effectively absorb or
infiltrate water, decks, patios, and paved, gravel, or crushed stone driveways, parking areas, and walkways.

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
2021-08-04 Page 5 of 6
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NHDES-W-06-037

Stormwater Management Requirements

THE IMPERVIOUS AREA THRESHOLDS (RSA 483-B:9, V(g))

|Z| A net decrease or no net increase in impervious area is proposed (If line E is less than or equal to line D).

[ ] The percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is less than or equal to 20%.

This project does not require a stormwater management plan and does not require a plan demonstrating that
each waterfront buffer grid segment at least meets the minimum required tree and sapling point score.

|:| A net increase in impervious area is proposed and the percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is
greater than 20%, but less than 30%.

This project requires a stormwater management but, does not require a plan demonstrating that each
waterfront buffer grid segment at least meets the minimum required tree and sapling point score.

See details on the Application Checklist

|:| A net increase in impervious area is proposed and the percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is
greater than 30%.

This project requires a stormwater management plan designed and certified by a professional engineer and
requires plans demonstrating that each waterfront buffer grid segment meets at least the minimum required
tree and sapling point score.

See details on the Application Checklist

Natural Woodland Area Requirement

DETERMINING THE AREA TO REMAIN AS NATURAL WOODLAND

Total area of the lot between 50 feet and 150 feet of the reference line within which the

2
vegetation currently exists as natural woodland® (see definition below). (F)  N/AFT
Total area of the lot between 50 feet and 150 feet from the reference line. (G) N/AFT?
At least 25% of area (G) must remain in as natural woodland. [0.25 x G] (H) N/AFT?

Place the lesser of area (F) and calculation (H) on this line. In order to remain compliant with
the natural woodland area requirement, this is the minimum area that must remain as
natural woodland between 50 feet and 150 feet from the reference line. This area mustbe | (1) N/AFT?
represented on all plans and this area, exclusive of existing lawn, must remain in an
unaltered state®.

Name of person who prepared this worksheet: Nicholas Caron, HDR

Name and date of the plan this worksheet is based upon: 02/15/23

5 “Natural Woodland” means a forested area consisting of various species of trees, saplings, shrubs, and ground covers in any
combination and at any stage of growth (483-B:4, XI).

6 “Unaltered State” means native vegetation allowed to grow without cutting, limbing, trimming, pruning, mowing, or other similar
activities except as needed for renewal or to maintain or improve plant health (483-B:4, XXIV-b).

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
2021-08-04 Page 6 of 6
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NHDES-W-06-037 Hampton State Pier Property
SHORELAND APPLICATION WORKSHEET

This worksheet must be submitted to the NHDES Wetlands Bureau with every Shoreland Permit Application. A separate
shoreland application worksheet must be submitted for each individual lot of record where impacts are proposed.

For the purposes of this worksheet, “pre-construction” impervious surface area® means all human made impervious
surfaces® currently present within the protected shoreland of a lot, whether to be removed or to remain after the
project is completed. “Post-construction” impervious area means all impervious surfaces that will exist within the
protected shoreland of a lot upon completion of the project, including both new and any remaining pre-construction
impervious surfaces. All answers shall be given in square feet.

Calculating the Impervious Area of a Lot

CALCULATING THE IMPERVIOUS AREA OF A LOT WITHIN 250 FEET OF THE REFERENCE LINE (Env-Wq 1406.12)

PRE-CONSTRUCTION POST-CONSTRUCTION
STRUCTURE DESCRIPTION IMPERVIOUS AREAS IMPERVIOUS AREAS

PRIMARY STRUCTURE(S)
House and all attached decks Roadway 0 FT? 0FT?
and porches.
ACCESSORY STRUCTURES Sidewalk 0 FT? 1,220 FT?
All other impervious surfaces
excluding lawn furniture, well Building 2,330 FT2 2,330 FT2
heads, and fences. Common
accessory structures include, Driveway/Parking 52,150 FT? 52,210 FT?
but are not limited to:
driveways, walkways, patios, FT2 FT2
and sheds.

FT2 FT2

FT? FT?

TOTAL: (A) 54,480 FT? (B) 55,760 FT?

Area of the lot located within 250 feet of reference line: (C) 75950 FT*

Percentage of lot covered by pre-construction impervious area within 250 feet of the

[V)
reference line: [divide (A) by (C) x 100] (D) %
Percentage of lot to be covered by post-construction impervious area within 250 feet of the
reference line upon completion of the project: () 73.4%

[divide (B) by (C) x 100]

3 “Impervious surface area” as defined in Env-Wq 1402.13 means, for purposes of the impervious surface limitation specified in
RSA 483-B:9, V(g), the sum total of the footprint of each impervious surface that is located within the protected shoreland.

4 “Impervious Surface” as defined in RSA 483-B:4, VII-b means any modified surface that cannot effectively absorb or infiltrate
water. Examples of impervious surfaces include, but are not limited to, roofs, and unless designed to effectively absorb or
infiltrate water, decks, patios, and paved, gravel, or crushed stone driveways, parking areas, and walkways.

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
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NHDES-W-06-037

Stormwater Management Requirements

THE IMPERVIOUS AREA THRESHOLDS (RSA 483-B:9, V(g))

|:| A net decrease or no net increase in impervious area is proposed (If line E is less than or equal to line D).

[ ] The percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is less than or equal to 20%.

This project does not require a stormwater management plan and does not require a plan demonstrating that
each waterfront buffer grid segment at least meets the minimum required tree and sapling point score.

|:| A net increase in impervious area is proposed and the percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is
greater than 20%, but less than 30%.

This project requires a stormwater management but, does not require a plan demonstrating that each
waterfront buffer grid segment at least meets the minimum required tree and sapling point score.

See details on the Application Checklist

|Z| A net increase in impervious area is proposed and the percentage of post-construction impervious area (line E) is
greater than 30%.

This project requires a stormwater management plan designed and certified by a professional engineer and
requires plans demonstrating that each waterfront buffer grid segment meets at least the minimum required
tree and sapling point score.

See details on the Application Checklist

Natural Woodland Area Requirement

DETERMINING THE AREA TO REMAIN AS NATURAL WOODLAND

Total area of the lot between 50 feet and 150 feet of the reference line within which the

2
vegetation currently exists as natural woodland® (see definition below). (F)  N/AFT
Total area of the lot between 50 feet and 150 feet from the reference line. (G) N/AFT?
At least 25% of area (G) must remain in as natural woodland. [0.25 x G] (H) N/AFT?

Place the lesser of area (F) and calculation (H) on this line. In order to remain compliant with
the natural woodland area requirement, this is the minimum area that must remain as
natural woodland between 50 feet and 150 feet from the reference line. This areamustbe | (1) N/AFT?
represented on all plans and this area, exclusive of existing lawn, must remain in an
unaltered state®.

Name of person who prepared this worksheet: Nicholas Caron, HDR

Name and date of the plan this worksheet is based upon: 02/15/23

5 “Natural Woodland” means a forested area consisting of various species of trees, saplings, shrubs, and ground covers in any
combination and at any stage of growth (483-B:4, XI).

6 “Unaltered State” means native vegetation allowed to grow without cutting, limbing, trimming, pruning, mowing, or other similar
activities except as needed for renewal or to maintain or improve plant health (483-B:4, XXIV-b).

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Shoreland Program, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
http://www.des.nh.gov
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Shoreland Permit Application
Seabrook-Hampton 15904

SUPPLEMENTAL NARRATIVES

Section 1-Project Description (Continued)

The Neil R. Underwood Bridge is a vital transportation link between the Towns of Hampton and Seabrook,
NH (see Attachment 2-Project Location). The existing bascule bridge will be replaced with a 1,300 foot
long, seven span, structural steel, fixed bridge located along a 10,592-foot horizontal radius curve on
normal crown located approximately 75 feet west of the existing bascule bridge (see Attachment 3-
Shoreland Permit Plans). The realignment to the west will require the acquisition of 2,707 sf of the
Hampton State Pier northwest of the bridge. The proposed bridge consists of six piers and two abutments
with the end spans measuring approximately 162 feet in length and the five central spans measuring
approximately 195 feet in length. The proposed roadway typical section consists of two 11-foot travel
lanes with eight-foot shoulders flanked by six-foot sidewalks on each side with four pedestrian bump-outs
on the bridge located at Piers 2 and 5.

The proposed bridge will provide a 150-foot navigational channel opening (inclusive of bridge fenders)
and a vertical waterway clearance of 48 feet. The two abutments will consist of concrete cantilever types
with U-back concrete cantilever wings. The six piers will consist of reinforced concrete hammerhead pier
caps over a concrete column. Mechanically stabilized earth (MSE), gravity, or cantilevered retaining walls
will extend northward from the north abutment wingwalls to limit slope impacts. The approach roadway
reconstruction will begin approximately 900 feet south of the new bridge and end approximately 800 feet
north of the new bridge at a point approximately 200 feet northerly of the State Park Road.

During construction, temporary access will be required for the new bridge construction. As part of this,
temporary work trestles will be constructed adjacent to, and west of, the proposed bridge alighment from
both the north and south shores, but not across the navigation channel. Access to the northwest trestle
will be provided through the Hampton State Pier Property and access to the southwest trestle will be
provided from the right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to the Dunes Wildlife Management Area (WMA). During
the demolition of the existing bridge, temporary trestles will be built adjacent to, and east of, the existing
bridge from both the north and south shores, but not across the navigation channel. They will be accessed
through the state roadway ROW. An abandoned water pumphouse located northwest of the bridge will
require removal in order to provide construction access.

The Hampton River at the inlet to Hampton Harbor is a tidal water, and as such is subject to the
Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act (CSPA) (see Attachment 2-Protected Shoreland, South and
North). The CSPA regulates activities from the HOTL landward 250 feet. However, based on coordination
with the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) (9-30-22 Site Walk), it was
determined that all work between the HOTL and the TBZ, and all work within the Priority Resource Area
(PRA) Dune Habitat, would be reviewed under the Dredge and Fill Application by NHDES. Therefore, the
only areas of impact reviewed under this Shoreland Application consists of work areas outside the TBZ
and PRA Dune Habitat. Since there are no woodland areas within the project, no Natural Woodland Buffer
Zone (TBZ-150 feet from HOTL) has been shown on the plans and no impacts calculated. The areas of
work activity being reviewed under the Shoreland Application are entirely developed, including roadway,

1
Seabrook-Hampton 15904
CSPA Supplemental Material



sidewalk, and adjoining landscaped and ruderal vegetation (as described below). In the northwest
qguadrant, there is a surface parking lot associated with the Hampton State Pier. In the northeast quadrant,
there is a landscaped area associated with the Hampton Beach State Park Campground.

The project is located in the Gulf of Maine Coastal Plain Lowland Ecoregional Subsection of the state,
according to the New Hampshire Wildlife Action Plan (NHWAP). The bridge approach to the north is
dominated by ruderal vegetation, or vegetation on waste ground habitat. In the northwest quadrant of
the bridge, maintained turf dominates vegetation outside the TBZ, with some weed species adjacent to
the roadway edge. Vegetation in the northeast quadrant is maintained turf with several ornamental tree
plantings. There are a few trees located within the project limits, although all of these trees are located
outside the area of review for this Shoreland Application (i.e., within the TBZ and Dune Habitat PRA).
Austrian pine (Pinus nigra) and blue spruce (Picea pungens) are located outside the project area adjacent
to houses in the southeast portion of the project area as landscaping trees. A single red maple (Acer
rubrum) and several red cedar (Juniperus virginiana) are located in the TBZ north of the bridge.

Section 10 - Shoreland Impacts (Continued)

The area of impact within the review area of this application consists of roadway, sidewalks, and
landscaped areas and small vegetated strips between the roadway and adjacent properties (e.g., Hampton
Beach State Park in the northeast quadrant, Hampton State Pier in the northwest quadrant, the Dunes
WMA in the southwest quadrant, and residential properties in the southeast quadrant). Impacts within
the review area total 52,460 SF. This does not include the protected PRA Dune habitat, the TBZ or
wetlands, which will be reviewed under the NHDES Standard Dredge and Fill Permit; no trees will be
removed within the review area. The activities impacting regulated shoreland include the approach
roadway, sidewalks, and retaining walls on either side of the bridge, and a stormwater treatment swale
in the northeast bridge quadrant. Shoreland impacts are presented in Table 1 below and depicted on
Shoreland Impact Plans (Sheets 18-20) in Attachment 3-Shoreland Permit Plans. Representative
photographs of impact areas within 50 feet of protected shoreland are included as Attachment 4.

Table 1 - Summary of Shoreland Impacts

Shoreland | Location Area (SF) of Protected | Disturbance Activity

Impact Shoreland Impact

Sheet #

18, 19 & | Seabrook and Hampton ROW | 47,975 Roadway approach, sidewalk,
20 retaining wall, stormwater

treatment swale (northeast
bridge quadrant)

19& 20 Hampton State Pier 3,180 Roadway approach, retaining
wall

Total 51,155

Stormwater Management Requirements

Although the project will result in a net decrease in impervious area overall and within the NHDOT ROW,
a net increase in impervious area is proposed at the Hampton State Pier lot. Further, the percentage of
post-construction impervious area is greater than 30%. Therefore, this project requires a stormwater
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management plan designed and certified by a professional engineer. A description of the proposed
stormwater management for the project is provided below and depicted on plans (see Attachment 3-
Shoreland Permit Plans). As required, the post development volume and peak flow rate based on the 10-
year, 24-hour storm event will not exceed the pre-development volume and peak flow rate for flow off
the property within the Protected Shoreland. Sheet 23 of the Shoreland Permit Plans includes details on
NHDOT Erosion and Sedimentation Control Strategies for the construction period. The project has been
designed in accordance with the NH Stormwater Manual, Volume 3, Erosion and Sediment Control During
Construction, December 2008.

Stormwater run-off from the new bridge will be contained between the roadway curbs and be captured
by catch basins on the bridge approaches, eliminating direct discharge into the Hampton Harbor inlet.
Drainage discharges will instead be routed through new stormwater treatment BMPs within the existing
ROW at the northern and southern approaches before discharging into the Hampton Harbor inlet. A 280-
foot-long treatment swale is proposed north of the bridge between the roadway and the State Park (NE
project quadrant). This stormwater treatment practice was designed to capture and treat the water
quality flow from the northern half of the bridge and approximately 300 feet of approach roadway and
sidewalk. An underground infiltration system, consisting of plastic chambers surrounded by stone, is
proposed south of the bridge between Route 1A and Eisenhower Street (SE project quadrant). This
stormwater treatment practice was designed to capture and treat the water quality volume from the
southern half of the bridge and approximately 450 feet of the approach roadway and sidewalk. The project
will result in a higher level of treatment than under current conditions and will be in compliance with US
EPA stormwater requirements and the NHDOT’s MS4 permit. The project will be in compliance with
NHDOT's MS4 Permit.

Agency Coordination

Six state listed plant species and three vertebrate species were identified by the New Hampshire Natural
Heritage Bureau (NHNHB) in correspondence dated 8/3/22 as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the
project (see Attachment 5). Field survey has confirmed the presence of the six state listed plant species,
however they are located outside the review area of this Shoreland Application (i.e., within the TBZ and
PRA Dune Habitat). Impacts to these vegetation species and the natural communities identified — Beach
grass grassland, Intertidal flat, and subtidal system — are being reviewed (separately) under a Standard
Dredge and Fill Permit application being submitted to NHDES. A Mitigation Plan is also being developed
in coordination with NHNHB. The NHDOT has undertaken coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and New Hampshire Fish and Game regarding federal and state listed avian species identified in
the NHNHB DataCheck (see Attachment 5 — Agency Correspondence). Minutes from agency site walks
undertaken on August 24, 2018 and September 30, 2022 are included as Attachment 6.
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PEASE

INTERNATIONAL 555 Market Street, Suite 1 Portsmouth, NH 03801

PORTS AND HARBORS
January 26, 2023

Jennifer E. Reczek, PE

NHDOT Bridge Consultant Design Chief and Project Manager
PO Box 483

7 Hazen Dr.

Concord, NH 03301

Re: Statement of Temporary Use and Permanent Acquisition of State Property
SEABROOK-HAMPTON 15904
X-A001(026)
NH 1A over Hampton Harbor

Dear Ms. Reczek,

Thank you for your recent letter, dated January 18, 2023, regarding the Shoreland Permit Application for
the replacement of the Neil R. Underwood Bridge (the “Project”), which outlines temporary and permanent
impacts the Project will have on the State Pier property.

The Port Authority has reviewed the proposed impacted areas, both temporary and permanent, and is aware
that approximately 12,792 square feet (sf) will be impacted for approximately 2 years and approximately
2707 sf will be permanently impacted due to conversion for transportation use, and further understands that
a portion of these areas lie within Protected Shoreland.

The Pease Development Authority Division of Ports and Harbors (Port Authority) has worked cooperatively
with New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) during the planning phase of the
replacement of the Neil R. Underwood Bridge, please be assured of the continuing support of the Port
Authority for this important project and it’s Shoreland Permit application.

Sincerely,

mﬂ\,

Geng/J. Marconi, Port Director

O0O0OO TAKING YOU THERE

ph: 603-436-8500 fax: 603-436-2780 www.peasedev.org
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Attachment 3: Shoreland Permit Plans
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DRAWN BY LHS

CHECKED BY

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

SHORELAND PERMIT PLANS
FEDERAL AID PROJECT

FEDERAL PROJECT NO. X-A001(026)
N.H. PROJECT NO. 15904
NH ROUTE 1A (OCEAN BOULEVARD)

BRIDGE NO.
(EXISTING)

235/025
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STA. 4073+00
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DESIGN DATA
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC 20 20 9300
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BRIDGE NO.
(PROPOSED)

2347025

END CONSTRUCTION

STA.

BACK CHANNEL

e

o AN I S
SC HAMPTON S
B e g
WA 5 - X
2 HAMPTON FALLS HAMPTON
TR BEACH
) " = z
. —~ A
~A : SEABROOK?,
5.4 §7
7
Pas .
¢ o=~ 15904
s 77,
&4 y N
) - -
2 - Bt
O
)\\S\ W,
LOCATION MAP
1 Iy 0 1 2 mi.
Sy —

GRAPHIC SCALE

TOWNS OF SEABROOK & HAMPTON
COUNTY OF ROCKINGHAM

ROUTE 1A (OCEAN BOULEVARD)

FLOOD

] —_————
| NN
EBB/\/ } V

HAMPTON HARBOR INLET

4103400

NHDOT

THE STATE OF
NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

SCALE: 1" = 200’ THESE PLANS HAVE BEEN REDUCED

PHOTOGRAPHICALLY TO
APPROXIMATELY HALF SCALE

FEDERAL PRQJECT NO. STATE PROJECT NO.

SHEET NO. TOTAL SHEETS

X—A001(026) 15904

1 23




. DANIEL A.

. PER DANIEL A. HAGEMAN (NHCWS).

GENERAL NOTES

REFERENCE: HAMPTON SEABROOK BRIDGE
D.S. PROJECT NO. 4827

FIELD SURVEY PERFORMED BY S.N.F. & J.P.E.
TOTAL STATION WITH A TRIMBLE TSC3 DATA COLLECTOR AND A TRIMBLE DINI DIGITAL AUTO LEVEL.
ADJUSTMENT BASED ON LEAST SQUARE ANALYSIS.

(DOUCET SURVEY) DURING MAY & JULY 2022 USING A TRIMBLE S6
TRAVERSE

HORIZONTAL ORIENTATION BASED ON NH STATE PLANE COORDINATES NAD83/86 HOLDING DISKS 197-0450 &
197-0440.

VERTICAL DATUM IS NAVD88 HOLDING DISKS 197-0450 (ELEVATION=20.38') AND 197-0440 (ELEVATION=20.43").

PROPER FIELD PROCEDURES WERE FOLLOWED IN ORDER TO GENERATE CONTOURS AT 2’ INTERVALS. ANY MODIFICATION
OF THIS INTERVAL WILL DIMINISH THE INTEGRITY OF THE DATA, AND DOUCET SURVEY. WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR ANY SUCH ALTERATION PERFORMED BY THE USER.

A MULTIBEAM BATHYMETRIC SURVEY WAS PERFORMED BY CR ENVIRONMENTAL. INC. BETWEEN MAY 16-18., 2022. A
STRONG WESTERLY WIND (20 KNOTS WITH GUSTS NEAR 40 KNOTS) AND ASSOCIATED WAVES [MPEDED NAVIGATION
DURING THE SURVEY AND PLANNED TRANSECT ORIENTATIONS WERE MODIFIED IN REAL TIME TO ADDRESS SAFETY
CONCERNS. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF MULTIBEAM BATHYMETRIC
DATA AT TRANSECT INTERSECTIONS SHOWS A MEAN VERTICAL UNCERTAINTY QOF 0.85 FEET.
CR ENVIRONMENTAL'S WORK WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE CLIENT.

A COMPLETE REPORT QF

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED ON OBSERVED PHYSICAL EVIDENCE AND PAINT MARKS FOUND
ON-SITE.

THE ACCURACY OF MEASURED UTILITY INVERTS AND PIPE SIZES/TYPES [S SUBJECT TO NUMEROUS FIELD
CONDITIONS, INCLUDING: THE ABILITY TO MAKE VISUAL OBSERVATIONS. DIRECT ACCESS TO THE VARIOUS
ELEMENTS, MANHOLE CONFIGURATION, ETC.

ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES (ELECTRIC, GAS, TEL. WATER, SEWER DRAIN SERVICES) ARE SHOWN IN SCHEMATIC
FASHION, THEIR LOCATIONS ARE NOT PRECISE OR NECESSARILY ACCURATE. NO WORK WHATSOEVER SHALL BE
UNDERTAKEN USING THIS PLAN TO LOCATE THE ABOVE SERVICES. CONSULT WITH THE PROPER AUTHORITIES
CONCERNED WITH THE SUBJECT SERVICE LOCATIONS FOR INFORMATION REGARDING SUCH. CALL DIG-SAFE AT
1-888-DIG-SAFE.

COORDINATES AND DISTANCES SHOWN HEREON ARE GROUND IN US SURVEY FEET. TO CONVERT THESE GROUND
DISTANCES TO GRID DISTANCES., MULTIPLY BY A COMBINED FACTOR OF 1.00002910 (AS CALCULATED BY TRIMBLE
BUSINESS CENTER OFFICE SOFTWARE. USING DISK 197-0450 AS THE BASE POINT). ACCORDING TO NHDOT SURVEY.
THE PUBLISHED COORDINATES ON DISK 197-0450 ARE INCORRECT. THE COORDINATES THEY PROVIDED (AND WHICH
WERE USED) ARE: NORTHING=144835.79, EASTING=1211947.93.

HAGEMAN, CERTIFIED WETLAND SCIENTIST NO. 275, OF FHI STUDIO, HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT.
PERFORMED THE WETLAND MAPPING ON AUGUST 12, 2022 ACCORDING TO THE USACE WETLAND DELINEATION MANUAL
AND THE REGIONAL SUPPLEMENT TO THE USACE WETLAND MANUAL: NORTHCENTRAL AND NORTHEAST REGION, VERSION
2.0+ JANUARY 2012, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS.

“THERE ARE NO INLAND WETLANDS AND NO VEGETATED TIDAL WETLANDS IN THE
SURVEY AREA.” FOR PERMITTING PURPOSES., THE FEDERAL AND STATE JURISDICTIONAL “HIGHEST OBSERVABLE TIDE
LINE (HOTL)” WILL BE THE SURVEYED ELEVATION OF THE WATER AS SHOWN., AND AS MARKED IN THE FIELD BY MR.
HAGEMAN ON AUGUST 12, 2022 AT 11:30 PM DURING THE LUNAR HIGH TIDE.

2.

ACCESS FOR BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION

ITEM 500.02, ACCESS FOR BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION,
MAINTENANCE, AND REMOVAL OF ANY TEMPORARY ACCESS BY THE CONTRACTOR.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

SHALL CONSIST OF THE DESIGN.

TEMPORARY FILLS SHALL REMAIN WITHIN WETLAND IMPACT AREAS SHOWN I[N THE WETLAND PERMIT AND WITHIN
EASEMENTS SHOWN ON THE SITE PLANS. A GETOEXTILE FABRIC SHALL BE PLACED UNDER ALL TEMPORARY FILLS
TO MINIMIZE DISRUPTION OF NATIVE SOILS AND VEGETATION. ALL COSTS SUBSIDIARY TO ITEM 500.02.

BRIDGE AND BUILDING REMOVAL NOTES

THE CONTRACTOR’S METHOD FOR REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING BRIDGE SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR DOCUMENTATION IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 105.02, PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY REMOVAL OPERATIONS.

ITEM 502.101, REMOVAL OF EXISTING BRIDGE STRUCTURE SHALL INCLUDE THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF THE BRIDGE
SUPERSTRUCTURE AND THE PARTIAL REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING ABUTMENTS TO 2' BELOW FINISH GRADE.
502.102, REMOVAL OF EXISTING BRIDGE STRUCTURE SHALL INCLUDE THE PARTIAL REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING
PIERS AND SHEETING LEFT IN PLACE TO 2’ BELOW FINISH GRADE, EXCEPT WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE PROPOSED
FEDERAL NAVIGATION CHANNEL WHERE REMOVAL LIMITS SHALL BE TO THE DEEPER OF 2’ BELOW FINISH GRADE OR
2’ BELOW THE BOTTOM OF THE MAINTAINED NAVIGATION CHANNEL.

ITEM 202.201, DEMOLISHING BUILDINGS SHALL INCLUDE THE REMOVAL OF THE PUMP HOUSE LOCATED AT THE
NORTHWEST OF THE BRIDGE. ITEM 202.301s BUILDING ASBESTOS ABATEMENT SHALL APPLY TO THE PUMPHOUSE AT
THE NORTHWEST OF THE BRIDGE AND ITEM 202.302, BUILDING ASBESTOS ABATEMENT SHALL APPLY TQO THE BRIDGE
CONTROL HOUSE. SEE SPECIAL PROVISION FOR MORE DETAILS.

THE EXISTING BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURES WITHIN THE LIMITS OF CHANNEL EXCAVATION SHALL BE COMPLETELY
REMOVED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 504 OF THE STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AS APPROPRIATE.

THE EXISTING BRIDGE SUBSTRUCTURES OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF BRIDGE AND CHANNEL EXCAVATION SHALL BE
REMOVED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 502 OF THE STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS.

INDEX OF SHEETS
CONSTRUCTION,
SEE SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR NO. |SHEET TITLE
1 FRONT SHEET
2 NOTES AND INDEX SHEET
3 KEY PLAN
4-5 STANDARD SYMBOLS SHEETS
6-8 EXISTING CONDITION SHEETS
9-11 |PROPOSED CONDITION SHEETS
12-14|EXISTING IMPERVIOUS AREA SHEETS
15-17 | PROPOSED [MPERVIOUS AREA SHEETS
ITEM 18-20 | SHORELAND IMPACT SHEETS
21-22 |BMP DETAILS
23 EROSION CONTROL STRATEGIES
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION * BUREAU OF BRIDGE DESIGN
TOWN  SEABROOK-HAMPTON BRIDGENO.  234/025 STATEPROJECT 15904
LOCATION  NH 1A OVER HAMPTON RIVER
NOTES AND INDEX SHEET e
REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL BY DATE BY DATE 2 OF 23
DESIGNED HAB | 0922 | CHECKED PIL | 0922 | e nowEeR
DRAWN THAB | 09/22 | CHECKED [ AT AR
QUANTITIES CHECKED o
‘ PLOT DATE ‘ DGN LOCATOR ‘ SHEET SCALE ISSUE DATE FEDERAL PROJECT NO. SHEET NO. TOTAL SHEETS
\ 3/7/2023 5904SHR Notes&Index  AS NOTED REV. DATE X-A001(026) 2 23
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EDGE OF PAVEMENT
TRAVELED WAY

DRIVEWAYS

BUILDINGS

FOUNDATION

LEACH FIELD

BRIDGE CROSSINGS

STEPS AND WALK

INTERMITTENT WATER COURSE

SHORE LINE

POTENTIAL WET AREA SYMBOL

BRUSH OR WOODS LINE

TREES (PLANS)

TREE OR STUMP (CROSS-SECTIONS)

HEDGE

MONITORING WELL

WELL

FLAG POLE

GENERAL

PROPOSED existing
ROADWAY roadway

(pavement removed
outside slope lines)

(building to
be removed)

(label house or type

of building)

| (label type):
i leach
1 field

(LI~ (label type)

. W
river/stream [
! M

(label name of
@ water body)
Y Al

WW\(\’VVY’\’W
(deciduous) (coniferous) (stump)
5 PO M
v

(show station. circumference in feet & type)

¢ " (label type)

mon

Ofp

ORIGINAL GROUND
(TYPICALS)

ROCK OUTCROP

ROCK LINE
(TYPICALS & SECTIONS ONLY)

GUARDRAIL (label type)

JERSEY BARRIER

CURB (LABEL TYPE)

STONE WALL

RETAINING WALL (LABEL TYPE)

FENCE (LABEL TYPE)

SIGNS

GAS PUMP

FUEL TANK (ABOVE GROUND)

STORAGE TANK FILLER CAP

SEPTIC TANK

GRAVE

MAILBOX

VENT PIPE

SATELLITE DISH ANTENNA

PHONE

GROUND LIGHT/LAMP POST

BORING LOCATION

TEST PIT

INTERSTATE NUMBERED HIGHWAY

UNITED STATES NUMBERED HIGHWAY

STATE NUMBERED HIGHWAY

T

existing PROPOSED
] ] ] ] i 1 1 1 1
bgr
car v
(points toward
DN NN —~ ~ ~ retained ground)
— S — —- S/ —

— (single post) —

- (double post)——

O gp
OF+
O fc
©

(Y gr
(Y mb

(label size & type)

SHORELAND - WETLAND

WETLAND DESIGNATION AND TYPE A
PUB2E
DEL INEATED WETLAND - —Dw— —Dbw— —Dbuw— -
ORDINARY HIGH WATER —O Hy— —0 HW—
TOP OF BANK —T08— —— —T08—
TOP OF BANK & ORDINARY HIGH WATER — —TOBOHW— ——— —TOBOHW— —
NORMAL HIGH WATER —NHW— ———— —NHW—
WIDTH AT BANK FULL - —WBF— —WBF— ———— —
PRIME WETLAND - —PWET — ————— —PWET— ———— -
PRIME WETLAND 100’ BUFFER ——— —PWET100— ———— —PWET100— ———
NON-JURISDICTIONAL DRAINAGE AREA ———— —NJDA— ————— —NJDA— —
COWARDIN DISTINCTION LINE - —cDL— —cDL— — —
TIDAL BUFFER ZONE - —T82— — —TBZ— —
DEVELOPED TIDAL BUFFER ZONE — —DTBZ— ———— —DTBZ— ——— —
HIGHEST OBSERVABLE TIDE LINE ——— —HOTL— ———— —HOTL— ———
MEAN HIGH WATER - —MHW— —MHW— —
MEAN LOW WATER - —MLW— —MLW— —
VERNAL POOL — P VP VP VP VP —
SPECIAL AQUATIC SITE SAs SAS SAS
REFERENCE L INE REF REF REF
WATER FRONT BUFFER - — WB50 — — WB50 — -
NATURAL WOODLAND BUFFER ———— —NWB150 — ————— —NWB150 — ————
PROTECTED SHORELAND _— _PSZSO_I.S. I.S—.Pszso— _
INVASIVE SPECIES LABEL W W
INVASIVE SPECIES —INV INV INV
FLOODPLAIN / FLOODWAY
500 YEAR FLOODPLAIN BOUNDARY — — FPS00— ——— —FPEOO— —
100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN BQUNDARY CEPloo0— CFPloOO— —
FLOODWAY o Fu— Fu— Fu—
ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE } } } } } }
30 31 32
PC, PT, POT (ON CONST BASELINE) @
PI (IN CONSTRUCTION BASELINES) A
INTERSECTION OR EQUATION OF @
TWO LINES
ORIGINAL GROUND LINE
(PROF ILES AND CROSS—SECTIONS)
PROFILE GRADE LINE
(PROF ILES AND CROSS-SECTIONS)
SLOPE LINE CLEARING LINE

CLEARING LINE C\gi ________ \pﬁﬂ
— % ~

SLOPE LINE —

SLOPE LINE (FILL)

SLOPE LINE (CUT) S —

PROFILES AND CROSS SECTIONS:
ORIGINAL GROUND ELEVATION (LEFT)
FINISHED GRADE ELEVATION (RIGHT)

72.5
79.14

SHEET 1 OF 2

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
SEABROOK ~HAMPTON

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

STANDARD SYMBOLS

REVISION DATE DGN STATE PROJECT NO. SHEET NO. TOTAL SHEETS
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DRAINAGE UTILITIES TRAFFIC SIGNALS / ITS

existing PROPOSED existing PROPOSED
MANHOLE @ o TELEPHONE POLE o | - E—
e POWER POLE MAST ARM (existing) O — —
3
CATCH BASIN b {existing) ] (PROPOSED) | (NOTE ANGLE FROM &)
. |_(plot point at face OPTICOM RECEIVER d
DROP INLET D d‘ . JOINT OCCUPANCY {] not center of symbol)
OPTICOM STROBE -»
DRAINAGE PIPE (existing) — {Igbel eize MISCELLANEQUS/UNKNOWN POLE -» RAFFIC SIGNAL -
GUY POLE OR PUSH BRACE
DRAINAGE PIPE (PROPOSED) - PEDESTAL WITH PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL
UNDERDRAIN (oxsting) Q—. Q}_. HEADS AND PUSH BUTTON UNIT % g_m
W/ FLUSHING BASIN ° show A (label size LIGHT POLE
direction b & type) SIGNAL CONDUIT ———C— -PC——PC——pC-
UNDERDRAIN (PROPOSED) ~ ©of flow — o e — LIGHT ON POWER POLE 205 $—.
W/ FLUSHING BASIN CONTROLLER CABINET XICC XCC
s o 1 (with st tlet LIGHT ON JOINT POLE Q—D $—D
HEADER (existing & PROPOSED) — pp’o*eoflg? outle METER PEDESTAL X mp = MP
D— —/ ‘ METAL or PLASTIC PULL BOX LIpb [1PB
END SECTION (existing & PROPOSED) . POLE STATUS: i - ;;O:' 2Ts+oc?' P
existing Sr— —— ] e REMOVE. LEAVE. PROPOSED. OR TEMPORARY : : LOOP DETECTOR (QUADRUPOLE ) e —
AS APPLICABLE e.g.: (label size)
r 7777777 I
OPEN DITCH (PROPOSED) T T T T T T T L T S S LOOP DETECTOR (RECTANGULAR) L .
e g T g e B RAILROAD . [T 1] (label size)
(label ownership) CAMERA POLE (CCTV) 6 ‘
EROSION CONTROL/ STONE - = RAILROAD SIGN >ﬁ >ﬁ
SLOPE PROTECTION & & & FIBER OPTIC DELINEATOR ofod oFJdD
RAILROAD SIGNAL PO DO FIBER OPTIC SPLICE VAULT ® (]
BOUNDARIES / RIGHT-OF-WAY ; SVF
UTILITY JUNCTION BOX Xib XJB ITS EQUIPMENT CABINET Xits ITS
—OF - — (label type)
RIGHT-OF -WAY LINE » VARIABLE SPEED LIMIT SIGN — -
—OF— o OVERHEAD WIRE 0 —on "
RR RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE (label type) DYNAMIC MESSAGE SIGN =) —( )
e & UNDERGROUND UTILITIES
PROPERTY L INE ROAD AND WEATHER INFO SYSTEM =0 *0
PROPERTY LINE (COMMON OWNER) WATER (IOQ ?XISﬂng+l %S d W Pu Pu
z z abel size, type an i i
o note if abandoned) CONSTRUCTION NOTES
TOWN LINE — TTeONGCORD SEWER s s —— PS———FPs
CURB MARK NUMBER — BITUMINOUS B—1
cags
COUNTY LINE SRAFTON
TELEPHONE T— T —
STATE LINE _____MAINE ___ CURB MARK NUMBER - GRANITE 61
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NATIONAL FOREST . . ELECTRIC £ £ P P CLEARING AND GRUBBING AREA @
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Q i - END CONSTRUCTION
./ Z STA. 4102+50 B gt
&ILMORE, Vs LLC GOLDEN
5 HELEN C. A~ CDRRIDER LLC END APPROACH
m STA. 4106+00

it
STLVER,
CATHERIN
Q/u GILMORE, HELH
SILVER, CAT
X CATHER]

STGDV“
A

MILDRED S. MCLEOD

N L ¥ING TRUST® MARTININEN. HARST W.
$ & INGEBYRG
7
3
= HUGHES., CHARLES
—
TeE— | & STACEY
|
|
2 |
< ‘
BN — - \—
¢ E Y i RS
o g o ] T i ‘
2 SR ;‘
0? (o &va | 8 X
= — ):,,& \ o o - . o “-\P3250 30 ni gk inmmpumn,‘ 30 min parvina® ,,.,m.,rpszso.,.,/mm,. —
- ¢ o ) R Aoorofs, m_mso_ -
= '“’ﬂ—sxlanc EDGE OF TRAVELW’AY T o T
L ,f--

e T R
»’0"0’0’0’0‘@»’0’0}3&

HEADS UP REAL
ESTATE GROUP LLC

Approx. Exist.
R.O.W. i -

OCEANBREEZE
SUITES LLC.

¥
|
|
o, aravel parking
H

il T WILLIAMS.

esteanl | N JOSEPH G.
- STATE OF NH @
i ELEVEN OCEAN
‘ BLYD REALTY TRUST
'III ~
\
ERICKSON. PAUL M. REVOC. TRUST\'.
ERICKSON, CHRISTINE I. REVOC. TRUST -
\ - \\\\\\\\\
SHORELAND EXISTING P@;;EEEWL ~
IMPERVIOUS AREAS SUMMARY o vIReINIA B @ \

AREAS (SF) KEY PINES OCEAN \\
LOCATION | NHDOT | STATE FLORAMO, BLVD. LLC.

ROW PIER ROSEMARIE PI1TMAN THOMAS J.

BURNEHEUESJL‘II:REITSLDAI"(?TSIDN REVOC. TRUST @ & PATRICIA A. STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
SHEET 12 23830 0 RAGHT, NICCOLINT, N INC
SHEET 13 2130 0 OSANNA DREW G. Al AT e ICHI BA . DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
SHEET 14 6980 54480
EXISTING IMPERVIDUS
TOTAL 32940 54480 AREAS % 50 o 50 100 EXISITING IMPERVIOUS ARFEA
TOTAL EXISTING IMPERVIDUS AREA e ey — SHEETS
TBZ TO PS250 = 87420 SF SCALE IN FEET [ wmooer DGN [ staTe ProsecT NO. [ sHEET No. | TOTAL sHEETS
| 1IMPOOB5404SHR_Imperv_Exjst 15904 [ 14 ] 23




DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

STATION

STATION

DATE

NUMBER

DATE
DATE
DATE

NHDOT
HAB
PJL

SDR PROCESSED

038/2022
08/2022

NEW DESIGN

SHEET CHECKED

DATE

AS BUILT DETAILS

434—

| I
BEGIN APPROACH,_ | \
STA. 4067+00 ‘ |
> 2
: 1 F
533_____ﬁL__J & /

/

Yankee Fisherman's
Cooperative

BEGIN CONSTRUCTION

_— Tz

STA. 4073+50 // .
o -~
33¥ ////// o //////
%’//
v — \//
33 - LN
Iy ____,——”””,/’ dﬁ’ /)k
T 13 PR P
~—— — dau———————;;j:~ _—— "//// /////
,—Ogﬁ’/ o>
~— — osan__ e — - /
e
/
g\ °4ﬁ

LIMITS OF PRIDRITY

"APDrox. Exist. R-O-W.
PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PAVEMENT (TYP)
4 d—

- ik i il -~ I~ Approx. Ex]st. R.O.

Z00dN1

R

a &
—
|
[
L R —"
o —
I
3
[ —
= -
—
L
i
¥
3
q

T"Vd
|
&
-
L
L
|
=

LIMITS OF PAVEMENT MILL/OVERLAY AND STRIPING

LIMITS OF PRIORITY
RESOURCE AREA (TYP)

SHORELAND PROPOSED

IMPERVIOUS AREAS SUMMARY

AREAS (SF)
LOCATION NHDOT STATE
ROW PIER

SHEET 15 17250 0

SHEET 16 2490 0
SHEET 17 10810 55760
TOTAL 30550 55760

TOTAL PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA
TBZ TO PS250 = 86310 SF

KEY

NHDES WETLANDS
BUREAU JURISDICTION

PROPOSED [MPERVIOUS
AREAS

50 0 50 100

SCALE IN FEET

PROPOSED WALKWAY RAMP

_
50 ;
1
//? \ J
. 2
(“ [y
| | g
| [0 #
| I
| | T
Sy
o — — 13
T m

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS ARFEA

SHEETS
[ wmooer DGN [ staTe ProsecT NO. [ sHEET No. | TOTAL sHEETS
[ IMPOO15P04SHR_Imperv_PrHop 15904 [ 15 ] 23




DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

STATION

STATION

LIMITS OF PRIORITY
RESOURCE AREA (TYP)

/
s

PROPOSED BRIDGE (TYP) y

SLOPE LIMIT (TYP)

DATE

NUMBER

DATE
DATE
DATE

038/2022
08/2022

DATE

MATCH TO SHEET - IMPOOT

NHDOT
HAB
PJL

SDR PROCESSED
NEW DESIGN

SHEET CHECKED

AS BUILT DETAILS

Approx. Exist.
2\ ~\
7 IK r<\N|
— CONST.B : 18 I . = " A N4 ;
085 17| 4086 MCAM 4087 4088 «»T ‘r 4089 4090 4091 [ 7052 —
€ T I | N
E— > -
X~—~ | Dg‘e N—"
N . ! i it P .
TT% } TF”"‘} * T i ‘ T M = iwl =
i L I i
. il L] Ll il il
T T e e Lo T
L+, IJ .. )
Approx. Exist. R
PROPOSED SIDEWALK (TYP)
LIMITS OF PRIORITY % E
RESOURCE AREA (TYP) 5 E
B F
; s
l2 H
E H
q
EXISTING FEDERAL NAVIGATION CHANNEL (TYP) ‘ ‘ FLOOD
‘ ﬁ
o ‘ | | £BB
Lo |
i I ‘ SHORELAND PROPOSED
: ! IMPERVIOUS AREAS SUMMARY
| ! AREAS (SF) KEY
LOCATION NHDOT STATE
ROW PIER NHDES WETLANDS
BUREAU JURISDICTION STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
SHEET 15 17250 0
SHEET 16 2490 0 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
SHEET 17 10810 55760 PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS
TOTAL 30550 55760 AREAS 50 o 50 100 PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS ARFEA
SHEETS
TOTAL PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA e e —
TBZ TD PS250 = 86310 SF SCALE IN FEET [ wmooer OGN [ staTe ProsecT NO. [ sHEET No. | TOTAL sHEETS

| IMP0025P04SHR_Imperv_PrHop 15904 [ 16 ] 23




DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

STATION

STATION

DATE

NUMBER

038/2022
08/2022

IMP0OO3

43—

END CONSTRUCTION

STA. 4102+50

MATCH TQ SHEET

™
d
|
‘
I
~— ——%
3250\ . ,PSZE’O —_
ExTsT. Feo~l—pizso — _

STATE PARK ROAD

aravel perking

(SEE STATE PARK
GRADING SHEET)

ROAD

aravel porking

LIMITS OF

=  END APPROACH
STA. 4106+00

VIS

HEERE
3|18|8] |8
SHORELAND PROPOSED
IMPERVIOUS AREAS SUMMARY
AREAS (SF) KEY
LOCATION NHDQT | STATE
— ROW PIER NHDES WETLANDS
o BUREAU JURISDICTION
o|lao|d
EES SHEET 15 17250 0 STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
2 SHEET 16 2490 [¢] s s DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
sl lg| |E SHEET 17 10810 55760 PROPOSED IMFERVIOU
HEHEIRE TOTAL 30550 55760 PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA
HHERE =0 ¢ =0 100 SHEETS
clw| | |5 TOTAL PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA - —
w @ —
é ; %J 0 TBZ TO PS250 = 86310 SF SCALE IN FEET [ wmooer DGN [ STATE PROJECT NO. | SHEET ND. | TOTAL SHEETS
| 1IMP0025P04SHR_Imperv_Prop 15904 [ 17 ] 23




434—

l / “\/ _—
& = __o%® o
BEGIN APPROACH T &‘%‘* 2
al
STA. 4067+00 BEGIN CONSTRUCTION / N e
| N /QQQ /
5 - STA. 4073+50 s / WAG:
0
n ' 1 -
iy | & &
7
/ / e -
JONEE—Y R
z / Iy 3y -
= — 3 7 ~ . I~ 43— 3 /
s (S Yankee Fisherman's P — pR—
= . r /0 Cooperative
S pe
‘6,7 3 Q\'
g 7 P A
_ —
g ™ —osan_ e — —— ot 7
g Sy
[a vl ,‘(7
a & 14
R R R R [ R
5 J— J— S I aEe s sy purlp—— i R - - - TApprox. Exist. R.O.W. =z
7 . 2 R Rt MAINTENANCE ACCESS / PROPOSED SIDEWALK >
< B} (SEE DETAIL) e Ppm—— 6‘
2 . o o LIMITS OF PRIORITY % CONSTRUCTION ACCESS - T
] ! ! < . RESOURCE AREA (TYP)
2 / - . S S R . N PROPDSED EDGE DF PAVEMENT PROPOSED EDGE OF TRAVELWAY A
> —
& ey A R U . . — (@]
‘ospho It drive .{\J I ! 1 | o [ m
§ 7 0935 a DG deese T
<00 = X I I I T I I TSI SaAAAA m
7 — T T T ool XA Oe oklekakd d m
» NH_Route 1, ' , , ' ~ { h t —
4068 4069 4070 4071 4072 13— PON
,,,,,, —7 - L AL — *"”é” - —
N —% N . i ————— PR ———— "R B e ES
o ) PROPOSED EDGE OF PAVEMENT / ‘a . PROPOSED EDGE OF TRAVELWAY T
T T e— —— — }74— Sy g— ——yd— 44— —yd— —tg— ———— v [ 8
z . Eisenhower Strest . ] . v o Siseshowor Strec; < PROPOSED UNDERGROUND: INFILTRATION SYSTEM |
> ’*‘?':'E\\é”jfi’:/ii?yjf/?&;ﬁyg;&{-fﬂmg L oproxe Existi RO | ;‘ SR
& ' | E{TE: i i 1 l T
| N . 5 ) N N t
1 L I— T T el - i
1 \ I | [ -L | { Jj M-
- | I | I
] | [ A L L; L f‘i T L | 1
= T | i P | i = T =
: — N R | | i
3 : . gl & . i1
B (S P P p | B C el 3 Y !
& LIMITS OF PRIORITY \
3 LIMITS OF PAVEMENT MILL/OVERLAY AND STRIPING RESOURCE AREA (TYP)
PROPOSED RAMP WALKWAY, / \
©,
/
/ )
NN \
NN
o|lo /
oo
NN
oo
I{o|o /
&
olelg] | LEGEND £/
o7
¥
TYPE OF SHADING/ )
SHORELAND [MPACT | HATCHING
SHORELAND IMPACT SUMMARY (TBZ to PS250) BUREA e e N
AREAS (SF)
Y XX
. LOCATION NHDOT ROW SPTIAETRE 187 TO PS250
o
; 2 i STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
= =g
SHEET 18 22310 0
(%2}
L2 <HEET 19 PYETS o DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
al 2| |5 SHEET 20 19235 3180
nlZzlo (=}
Bl2lg| |- TOTAL 47975 3180 50 0 50 100 SHORELAND IMPACT SHEETS
€| 5 I ey —
alol+- pul
w o
é ; '%’ 9 TOTAL IMPACTS TBZ TO PS250 = 51155 SF SCALE IN FEET [ wmooer DGN [ staTe ProsecT NO. [ sHEET No. | TOTAL sHEETS
[ 1MPOO1 [15304SHR_Impact] 15904 [ 18 ] 23




REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

DESCRIPTION

A/J.
\% R
) N
Q%Q/Q%/ / b/ & !
RN 20
& /8 ros /
\s <«
S &

LIMITS OF PRIDRITY
RESOURCE AREA (TYP)

PROPOSED EDGE OF

Back Channel

/
// PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

/

/// APPROXIMATE EXISTING ROW

/

/
P PROPOSED SIDEWALK
/

” PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION
ACCESS

B R
~— PROPOSED QUTLOOK TRAVELWAY (TYP.) PROPOSED FACE OF LIMITS OF PROPOSED RIPRAP -~
z o BProX. EX] - — CURB/SIDEWALK (TYP.) CLASS IX (TYP.) £
> o ! | SLOPE LIMIT (TYP) =
— - | )
- A %/ Maropton Harbor 1 ! Approx. Exist. R.0.W. i E S
= o 22\ 8 = = i = ;ﬂ /\ aZ )
— A < T\ u / L T : =TT | ¢
L __ CONST.B A\ s / s o : ) NS — =
e o 4084 4085 ¥ 4086 MCAM 4087 \ ‘f 4090 4091 l J 2092 W - 3 —
P 4083 € ‘ ollal  ——— 4094 % e
z (V2] 0 =  — > I
8 =~ v i =~ ; 5
= = i s . - — i i e |
= O e e : WF:}M‘ . =t ; ; 19pg = ! ‘ LA T SN 5 T \D
v == T-5:7  2:4) 2:1 ¥ It | o NH Route {14 ’bclean Boulevard . L ! | b
N Y- Lo d:»ij - il E;_l 1 o | deld] | el || e 1 | a:1 s e
T R (v bl S ‘L‘LIJ T e L H] T ; 1 1 = | \ L e
O s ! = .y - S
= " Nﬁ%*‘}wyvrv
< PROPOSED 18" PE PIPE END SECTION ‘ 1
w = WITH STONE OUTLET PROTECTION )
= PROPOSED 18” PE PIPE END SECTION ) ‘ APPROX [MATE
WITH STONE DUTLET PROTECTION Appron [xist T.L.W 7l 'LEX[ST[NG ROW
- = o “
ks
— PROPOSED SIDEWALK UNDER BRIDGE I I \ c
w
g PROPOSED TREATMENT SWALE ol ) B ‘
= H u, | =
i é‘ PROPDSED SIDEWALK |
LIMITS OF PRIORITY R : PROPOSED RETAINING WALL d
RESOURCE AREA (TYP) i i %
Hampton Harbor Inlet ‘ LEGEND c!
ol o EXISTING FEDERAL NAVIGATION CHANNEL (TYP) | ‘ s 3
gls Atlentic Ocean TYPE OF SHADING/ 5 |
NN i
1|38 \o \ SHORELAND IMPACT | HATCHING / ! /
I hs |
wlw|w| |w < v | ‘ NHDES WETLANDS “
<%= |= P ‘ BUREAU JURISDICTION
aolalo (=} | | ‘\
I ! I
I ! I
Lo XX,
Co TBZ TO PS250
al b
i ! SHORELAND IMPACT SUMMARY (TBZ to PS250)
| ! AREAS (SF)
Lo
|
LOCATION STATE
NHDOT ROW
PIER
-
o
; 2 5 SHEET 18 22310 0 STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
= =g
4 SHEET 19 6450 0 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN
ol lal 12 SHEET 20 19235 3180
§ - ‘:Ui E TOTAL 47975 3180
e 50 0 50 100 SHORELAND IMPACT SHEETS
a5l |3 TOTAL IMPACTS TBZ TO PS250 51155 SF P e
M EI SCALE IN FEET [ wooec DGN [ STATE PROJECT NO. | SHEET NO. | TOTAL SHEETS
nlZzlun <t
[ 1MP0O2 [15304SHR_Impact] 15904 [ 19 ] 23




REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

DESCRIPTION

STATION

STATION

DATE

NUMBER

DATE
DATE
DATE

NHDOT
HAB
PJL

SDR PROCESSED
NEW DESIGN

038/2022

08/2022

SHEET CHECKED

DATE

AS BUILT DETAILS

r CONSTRUCTION ACCESS
PROPOSED RETAINING WALL
APPROXIMATE EXISTING ROW

SED SIDEWALK

IMP0OO2

Buoys pp
Charfers

\ et s\

\
3

B END CONSTRUCTION
STA. 4102+50

ReF.

2 o
&
aﬁ////‘w \t:>7//*

asphal t parking
n Boulevar

| 0ld Ocea: d
|| PROPOSED FACE OF CURB/SIDEWALK |
y,

,_¥525° -

Fart orive

D& & = s S

MATCH TQ SHEET

’

_ps250 o
W —P5250 —

-

[}
s 9

' PROPOSED SIDEWALK

—

(SEE STATE PARK ROAD
GRADING SHEET)

SHORELAND IMPACT SUMMARY (TBZ to PS250)
AREAS (SF)
LOCATION STATE
NHDOT ROW PIER
SHEET 18 22310 0
SHEET 19 6430 0
SHEET 20 19235 3180
TOTAL 47975 3180

TOTAL IMPACTS TBZ TO PS250 = 51155 SF

.,A.Mm
puoy Ieqd 23938

' araven serking

i LIMITS OF

TYPE OF SHADING/
SHORELAND [MPACT HATCHING
NHDES WETLANDS
BUREAU JURISDICTION
XXX
TBZ TO PS250

50 0 50 100

SCALE IN FEET

END APPROACH
STA. 4106+00

snuoay 30400

~=— NH Route 1A (south)
»

Ashworth Avenue &

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

SHORELAND IMPACT SHEETS

[ wmooer

DGN [ staTe ProsecT NO. [ sHEET No. | TOTAL sHEETS

[ 1MPOO3

15904SHR_Impact| 15904 [ 20 ] 23




QUTLET PRAOTECTION SUMMARY

DRAIN NOTE

LENGTH(FT)

T(FT)

2(FT)

DEPTH(

FT)

STONE CLASS

NOTES

1

.5

z
=]
=
=
a
=
o
n
w
=)
|
<
%)
o
a
Qo
a
a
@
w
[=
[
<
(%)
=z
o
=
)
—
>
w
14
z
<]
=
=
<
=
wv
z
S
=
<<
=
wv
w
=
<t
a
o
il
o
=
2
=
o|lnlN
P ENIE
o|o|o
NN N
NIN N
m|o|o
o|o|o
ww|w w
S =
< || < <t
ala|o =)
53
<<
=)
w(3
=|=
= |O|w
o|T|m
=1
| e o
Z|x|<
%)
-
=
o a <
w w —
" b4 w
nlz|S o
wls|w
Q=T Lt
olwnlo -
& |w =
alo|~ =
w @
x|=|w
olw|x n
a|Z|n <

4.

5

10

CLASS C

BLEND WITH BRIDGE STONE

HEADWALL OR END SECTION

DEF INED CHANNEL

"

10.5

10.5 1.5 CLASS C LENGTH IS ALONG SWALE

o v~

15

3

75 8 1.5 CLASS C BLEND WITH BRIDGE STONE

CHAMBER

NOTES:

B” NYLOPLAST INSPECTION PORT BODY

4" SDR 35 PIPE

4" INSERTA TEE TO BE CENTERED
ON CORRUGATION CREST

1. INSPECTION PORTS MAY BE CONNECTED THROUGH ANY CHAMBER CORRUGATION CREST.
2. INSPECTION PORT IS SUBSIDIARY TQ ITEM 603.8051.

4]:77

PVC INSPECTION PORT DETAIL

PROPOSED EDGE —
OF PAVEMENT

127 -0”

NOT TO SCALE

ITEM 647.1 — HUMUS (3.5"),
ITEM 646.2 — TURF ESTABLISHMENT WITHOUT MULCH,
AND [TEM 645.119 — MULCH WITH TACKIFIERS

2.00%
e

MAINTENANCE RODAD

0ld Ground

]

ITEM 609.01 — STRAIGHT GRANITE

\\\ 12" ITEM 304.4 — CRUSHED STONE

(FINE GRADATION)

(F)

ELEV.=12.50"

ELEV.=9.00'

CURB (2"

REVEAL)

UNDERGROUND INFILTRATION SYSTEM
(TO BE DETAILED DURING PPS&E)

UNDERGROUND INFILTRATION SYSTEM DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

PIPE

)
DYAbalia)

NDOTES:

PLAN 1.

15"

INLET

WEIR ELEV.=11.90"
15” PIPE TO CHAMBERS

18" OUTLET TO BYPASS

PAID AS ITEM 604.9102.

INLET CONTROL STRUCTURE PLAN VIEW

LENGTH ,

THICKNESS

NOTES:

1. ITEM 593.421 - GEOTEXTILE:

STONE FILL AND GEOTEXTILE
(SEE NOTE 1) (TYP.)

SECTION B-B

PERM. CONTROL CL. 2: NON-WOVEN TOD

BE PLACED BETWEEN ITEM 585.3 — STONE FILL. CLASS C AND SOIL.

2. SEE LAYQOUT INFORMATION FOR SITE SPECIFIC OUTLET PROTECTION

DIMENSIONS.

OUTLET

CONTROL STRUCTURE

NOT TO SCALE

WEIR ELEV.=11.90"

15" INLET

18" OUTLET

*2 PLAN VIEW

PIPE OUTLET

NOT TO SCALE

NOT TO SCALE

EXCAVATION FOR INLET/OUTLET PROTECTIGN

ITEM 203.6 — EMBANKMENT-IN-PLACE

ITEM 1008.31 — POLYLINER (LINE TOP AND SIDES OF STONE

(PAID AS ITEM 206.1 — COMMON

TYPE

“G" GRATE

STRUCTURE EXCAVATION)

ITEM 585.3 — STONE

FILL.

CLASS C

(SEE NHDOT STANDARD DETAIL DR-2)

COVER ENTIRE [SOLATOR RGOW PLUS WITH

STORAGE AREA WITH POLYLINER)
ITEM 603.8051 — 51”X30"” PLASTIC CHAMBERS SHALL

NON-WOVEN GEOTEXTILE 8’ MIN WIDE

[TEM 585.4 — STONE FILL, CLASS D

(SUBSID.)

ITEM 206.1 — COMMON STRUCTURE

EXCAVATION PAY LIMIT

MEET ASTM F 2418-05 “STANDARD SPECIFICATION
FOR POLYPROPLENE (PP) CORRRUGATED WALL

STORMWATER COLLECTION CHAMBERS INSPECTION PORT (SUBSID.)

(SEE DETAIL)

I[TEM 647.1 — HUMUS

GRATE ELEV.=14.0"

(3.5"),

AND s

18" PIPE TO BYPASS =
ELEV.=10.00" !
15" INV. IN |
ELEV.=9.50’ |
|
|
|
INLET CONTROL STRUCTURE
(SEE PLAN VIEW DETAIL)
ELEV.=9.50

Wf
[
\\\/15” HDPE ACCESS PIPE REQUIRED

USE FACTORY PRE-FABRICATED END CAP
WITH FLAMP (SUBSID.)

CL. 2, SILT FILAMENT, WOVEN

(ONE LAYER OF WOVEN GEOTEXTILE BETWEEN
FOUNDATION STONE AND CHAMBERS 5° MIN WIDE
CONTINUOUS FABRIC WITHOUT SEAMS)

[SOLATOR ROW PLUS DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

ITEM 646.2 — TURF ESTABLISHMENT WITHOUT MULCH
ITEM 645.119 — MULCH WITH TACKIFIERS

[—

15" OUTLET: e

INV. ELEV.=10.00"

NOTES:
1. PAID AS ITEM 604.9103.

OUTLET CONTROL STRUCTURE

157

ORIFICE
ELEV.=10.24"

PROPOSED BOTTOM OF
TREATMENT SWALE

O OA \CR® N > o]
TR
5 DS %?)C%ogo OOOO%OQ IS0k

- SOV O ONe L N QOOo °O
exoRHS PSRN SIIOTRINSS o0

S0 e/ 0

(QC%QOOQ%OO@ .ONSTATH

Lok
%
Q}

o)

IS

0

I[TEM 593.421 — GEOTEXTILE:
CONTROL CL. 2. NON-WOVEN

PERM.

GEOTEXTILE WRAP DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

*1

OUTLET CONTROL STRUCTURE #2 NOT TO SCALE

|
\ ITEM 593.323 — GEOTEXTILE;S STABILIZAT;;;T\\\\\\\

(SEE PLAN VIEW DETAIL)

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

BMP DETAILS

[ wooeL DGN [ sTATE ProJECT No. | SHEET No. [ TOTAL SHEETS

[ DTLOO1 15904dt1s | 15904 21 | 23




DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS AFTER PROPOSAL

STATION

STATION

DATE

NUMBER

0372019
09/2022
09/2022

DATE
DATE
DATE
DATE

NHDOT
HOWE
BEAULAC

K.
A,

SDR PROCESSED
AS BUILT DETAILS

NEW DESIGN
SHEET CHECKED

GR\D

N— c
{ R. Ungder wooo = [@) (@) =
ool oridee’ o O a -
: | NH Route 1A Ocean Boulevard — = —
" - —— - — —t
4094 bgp”,?acpm‘rS'QﬂﬂS 4097 4098 - - - 3099
— - COORDINATE GUARDRAIL POST

7 my.;‘.".: DRATNAGE PIPE

OUTLET CONTROL STRUCTURE #1

SIDEWALK (SEE SIDEWALK GRADING PLAN)

_- Seabrook Beach I
/  — iTvage District ’ 7 T
S — = — 7
L — T /) — B _ T G -
) /- _ —  &- posstote- unRd Gas—HRSFSEY | 4081
4080

Boulevard ONST-B
NH Route 1A Ocean e o om1

INLET CONTROL STRUCTURE

UNDERGROUND _INF [LTRATION SYSTEM
- T (SEE DETAILS)

BYPASS FLOW

20 0 20 40

SCALE IN FEET

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

BMP DETAILS

[ wooec DGN [ sTATE ProJECT No. [ SHEET No. [ TOTAL SHEETS

[ DTLOO3 15904dt1s | 15904 [ 22 | 23




EROSION CONTROL STRATEGIES

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS:

1.1. THESE GUIDELINES DO NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR FROM COMPLIANCE WITH ANY CONTRACT PROVISIONS, OR APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE., AND LOCAL
REGULATIONS.

1.2. THIS PROJECT WILL BE SUBJECT TO THE US EPA’S NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) STORM WATER CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT
AS ADMINISTERED BY THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA). THIS PROJECT 1S SUBJECT TO REQUIREMENTS IN THE MOST RECENT CONSTRUCTION
GENERAL PERMIT (CGP).

1.3. THE CONTRACTOR’S ATTENTION IS DIRECTED TO THE NHDES WETLAND PERMIT., THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PERMIT, WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION AND
THE SPECIAL ATTENTION ITEMS INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

1.4. ALL STORM WATER, EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED AND MAINTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW HAMPSHIRE STORMWATER
MANUAL, VOLUME 3, EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS DURING CONSTRUCTION (DECEMBER 2008) (BMP MANUAL ) AVAILABLE FROM THE NEW HAMPSHIRE DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES (NHDES).

1.5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH RSA 485-A:17, AND ALL., PUBLISHED NHDES ALTERATION OF TERRAIN ENV-WQ 1500 REQUIREMENTS

(HITP://DES.NH.GOV/ORGANIZATION/COMMISSIONER/I EGAL ZRUILES/ZINDEX. HTM)

1.6. THE CONTRACTOR IS DIRECTED TO REVIEW AND COMPLY WITH SECTION 107.1 OF THE CONTRACT AS IT REFERS TO SPILLAGE., AND ALSO WITH REGARDS TO
EROSION, POLLUTION, AND TURBIDITY PRECAUTIONS.

STANDARD EROSION CONTROL SEQUENCING APPLICABLE TO ALL CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS:
2.1. PERIMETER CONTROLS SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO EARTH DISTURBING ACTIVITIES. PERIMETER CONTROLS AND STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION EXITS SHALL BE
INSTALLED AS SHOWN IN THE BMP MANUAL AND AS DIRECTED BY THE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) PREPARER.
2.2. EROSION. SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES AND INFILTRATION BASINS SHALL BE CLEANED. REPLACED AND AUGMENTED AS NECESSARY TO PREVENT
SEDIMENTATION BEYOND PROJECT LIMITS THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT DURATION.
2.3. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSPECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT AND SECTION 645 OF THE NHDOT
SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGES CONSTRUCTION.
2.4. AN AREA SHALL BE CONSIDERED STABLE IF ONE OF THE FOLLOWING HAS OCCURRED:
(A) BASE COURSE GRAVELS HAVE BEEN INSTALLED IN AREAS TO BE PAVED:
(B) A MINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATED GROWTH HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED:
(C) A MINIMUM OF 3” OF NON-EROSIVE MATERIAL SUCH AS STONE OR RIP-RAP HAS BEEN INSTALLED;
(D) TEMPORARY SLOPE STABILIZATION CONFORMING TO TABLE 1 HAS BEEN PROPERLY INSTALLED
2.5. ALL STOCKPILES SHALL BE CONTAINED WITH A PERIMETER CONTROL. IF THE STOCKPILE IS TO REMAIN UNDISTURBED FOR MORE THAN 14 DAYS, MULCHING WILL
BE REQUIRED.
2.6. A WATER TRUCK SHALL BE AVAILABLE TO CONTROL EXCESSIVE DUST AT THE DIRECTION OF THE CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR.
2.7. TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL REMAIN UNTIL THE AREA HAS BEEN PERMANENTLY STABILIZED.
2.8. CONSTRUCTION PERFORMED ANY TIME BETWEEN NOVEMBER 30™ AND MAY 17 OF ANY YEAR SHALL BE CONSIDERED WINTER CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS.
(A) ALL PROPOSED VEGETATED AREAS WHICH DO NOT EXHIBIT A MINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATIVE GROWTH BY OCTOBER 15", OR WHICH ARE DISTURBED AFTER OCTOBER
15" SHALL BE STABILIZED IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 1.
(B) ALL DITCHES OR SWALES WHICH DO NOT EXHIBIT A MINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATIVE GROWTH BY OCTOBER 15", OR WHICH ARE DISTURBED AFTER OCTOBER 15"
SHALL BE STABILIZED TEMPORARILY WITH STONE OR IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 1.
(C) AFTER NOVEMBER 30" INCOMPLETE ROAD SURFACES., WHERE WORK HAS STOPPED FOR THE SEASON. SHALL BE PROTECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 1.
(D) WINTER EXCAVATION AND EARTHWORK SHALL BE DONE SUCH THAT NO MORE THAN 1 ACRE OF THE PROJECT IS WITHOUT STABILIZATION AT ONE TIME, UNLESS A
WINTER CONSTRUCTION PLAN HAS BEEN APPROVED BY NHDOT THAT MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF ENV-WQ 1505.02 AND ENV-WQ 1505.05.
(E) A SWPPP AMENDMENT SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT. FOR APPROVAL. ADDRESSING COLD WEATHER STABILIZATION (ENV-WQ 1505.05) AND INCLUDING
THE REQUIREMENTS OF NO LESS THAN 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORK SCHEDULED AFTER NOVEMBER 30™.

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION PLANNING AND SELECTION OF STRATEGIES TO CONTROL EROSION AND SEDIMENT ON HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

3.

10.

PLAN ACTIVITIES TO ACCOUNT FOR SENSITIVE SITE CONDITIONS:
3.1. CLEARLY FLAG AREAS TO BE PROTECTED IN THE FIELD AND PROVIDE CONSTRUCTION BARRIERS TO PREVENT TRAFFICKING OUTSIDE OF WORK AREAS.
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE SEQUENCED TO LIMIT THE DURATION AND AREA OF EXPOSED SOILS.
. PROTECT AND MAXIMIZE EXISTING NATIVE VEGETATION AND NATURAL FOREST BUFFERS BETWEEN CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY AND SENSITIVE AREAS.
. WHEN WORK IS PERFORMED IN AND NEAR WATER COURSES. STREAM FLOW DIVERSION METHODS SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION OR FILLING.
WHEN WORK IS PERFORMED WITHIN 50 FEET OF SURFACE WATERS (WETLAND, OPEN WATER OR FLOWING WATER), PERIMETER CONTROL SHALL BE ENHANCED CONSISTENT
WITH SECTION 2.1.2.1. OF THE 2012 NPDES CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT.

MINIMIZE THE AMOUNT OF EXPOSED SOIL:

4.1. CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE SEQUENCED TO LIMIT THE DURATION AND AREA OF EXPOSED SOILS. MINIMIZE THE AREA OF EXPOSED SOIL AT ANY ONE TIME. PHASING
SHALL BE USED TO REDUCE THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF SOIL EXPOSED TO THE ELEMENTS AND VEHICLE TRACKING.

UTILIZE TEMPORARY MULCHING OR PROVIDE ALTERNATE TEMPORARY STABILIZATION ON EXPOSED SOILS IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 1.

THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF DISTURBED EARTH SHALL NOT EXCEED A TOTAL OF 5 ACRES FROM MAY 17 THROUGH NOVEMBER 30", OR EXCEED ONE ACRE DURING WINTER
MONTHS. UNLESS THE CONTRACTOR DEMONSTRATES TO THE DEPARTMENT THAT THE ADDITIONAL AREA OF DISTURBANCE 1S NECESSARY TO MEET THE CONTRACTORS
CRITICAL PATH METHOD SCHEDULE (CPM)s AND THE CONTRACTOR HAS ADEQUATE RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO ENSURE THAT ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS WILL BE
MET.

CONTROL STORMWATER FLOWING ONTO AND THROUGH THE PROJECT:

5.1. DIVERT OFF SITE RUNOFF OR CLEAN WATER AWAY FROM THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY TO REDUCE THE VOLUME THAT NEEDS TO BE TREATED ON SITE.

5.2. DIVERT STORM RUNOFF FROM UPSLOPE DRAINAGE AREAS AWAY FROM DISTURBED AREAS, SLOPESs AND AROUND ACTIVE WORK AREAS AND TO A STABILIZED OUTLET

LOCATION.

CONSTRUCT IMPERMEABLE BARRIERS AS NECESSARY TO COLLECT OR DIVERT CONCENTRATED FLOWS FROM WORK OR DISTURBED AREAS.

STABILIZE. TO APPROPRIATE ANTICIPATED VELOCITIES. CONVEYANCE CHANNELS OR PUMPING SYSTEMS NEEDED TO CONVEY CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER TO BASINS

AND DISCHARGE LOCATIONS PRIOR TO USE.

5.5. DIVERT OFF-SITE WATER THROUGH THE PROJECT IN AN APPROPRIATE MANNER SO NOT TO DISTURB THE UPSTREAM OR DOWNSTREAM SOILS. VEGETATION OR
HYDROLOGY BEYOND THE PERMITTED AREA.

PROTECT SLOPES:

6.1. INTERCEPT AND DIVERT STORM RUNOFF FROM UPSLOPE DRAINAGE AREAS AWAY FROM UNPROTECTED AND NEWLY ESTABLISHED AREAS AND SLOPES TO A STABILIZED
OUTLET OR CONVEYANCE.

6.2. CONSIDER HOW GROUNDWATER SEEPAGE ON CUT SLOPES MAY IMPACT SLOPE STABILITY AND INCORPORATE APPROPRIATE MEASURES TO MINIMIZE EROSION.

6.3. CONVEY STORMWATER DOWN THE SLOPE IN A STABILIZED CHANNEL OR SLOPE DRAIN.

6.4. THE OUTER FACE OF THE FILL SLOPE SHOULD BE IN A LOOSE RUFFLED CONDITION PRIOR TO TURF ESTABLISHMENT. TOPSOIL OR HUMUS LAYERS SHALL BE TRACKED
UP AND DOWN THE SLOPE, DISKED. HARROWEDs DRAGGED WITH A CHAIN OR MAT, MACHINE-RAKED,» OR HAND-WORKED TO PRODUCE A RUFFLED SURFACE.

ESTABLISH STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION EXITS:
7.1. INSTALL AND MAINTAIN CONSTRUCTION EXITS, ANYWHERE TRAFFIC LEAVES A CONSTRUCTION SITE ONTO A PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY.
7.2. SWEEP ALL CONSTRUCTION RELATED DEBRIS AND SOIL FROM THE ADJACENT PAVED ROADWAYS AS NECESSARY.

PROTECT STORM DRAIN INLETS:

8.1. DIVERT SEDIMENT LADEN WATER AWAY FROM INLET STRUCTURES TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE.

2. INSTALL SEDIMENT BARRIERS AND SEDIMENT TRAPS AT INLETS TO PREVENT SEDIMENT FROM ENTERING THE DRAINAGE SYSTEM.

3. CLEAN CATCH BASINS, DRAINAGE PIPES, AND CULVERTS IF SIGNIFICANT SEDIMENT IS DEPOSITED.

4. DROP INLET SEDIMENT BARRIERS SHOULD NEVER BE USED AS THE PRIMARY MEANS OF SEDIMENT CONTROL AND SHOULD ONLY BE USED TO PROVIDE AN ADDITIONAL
LEVEL OF PROTECTION TO STRUCTURES AND DOWN-GRADIENT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS.

SOIL STABILIZATION:

9.1. WITHIN THREE DAYS OF THE LAST ACTIVITY IN AN AREA., ALL EXPOSED SOIL AREAS, WHERE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ARE COMPLETE. SHALL BE STABILIZED.

9.2. IN ALL AREAS, TEMPORARY SOIL STABILIZATION MEASURES SHALL BE APPLIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STABILIZATION REQUIREMENTS (SECTION 2.2) OF THE
2012 CGP. (SEE TABLE 1 FOR GUIDANCE ON THE SELECTION OF TEMPORARY SOIL STABILIZATION MEASURES.)

9.3. EROSION CONTROL SEED MIX SHALL BE SOWN IN ALL INACTIVE CONSTRUCTION AREAS THAT WILL NOT BE PERMANENTLY SEEDED WITHIN TWO WEEKS OF DISTURBANCE
AND PRIOR TO SEPTEMBER 15, OF ANY GIVEN YEAR. IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION PRIOR TO THE END OF THE GROWING SEASON.

9.4. SOIL TACKIFIERS MAY BE APPLIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER’S SPECIFICATIONS AND REAPPLIED AS NECESSARY TO MINIMIZE SOIL AND MULCH
LOSS UNTIL PERMANENT VEGETATION IS ESTABLISHED.

RETAIN SEDIMENT ON-SITE AND CONTROL DEWATERING PRACTICES:

10.1. TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASINS (CGP-SECTION 2.1.3.2) OR SEDIMENT TRAPS (ENV-WQ 1506.10) SHALL BE SIZED TO RETAIN. ON SITE. THE VOLUME OF A 2-YEAR
24-HOUR STORM EVENT FOR ANY AREA OF DISTURBANCE OR 3,600 CUBIC FEET OF STORMWATER RUNOFF PER ACRE OF DISTURBANCE. WHICHEVER IS GREATER.

TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASINS USED TO TREAT STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM AREAS GREATER THAN 5-ACRES OF DISTURBANCE SHALL BE SIZED TO ALSO CONTROL

STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM A 10-YEAR 24 HOUR STORM EVENT. ON-SITE RETENTION OF THE 10-YEAR 24-HOUR EVENT 1S NOT REQUIRED.

10.2. CONSTRUCT AND STABILIZE DEWATERING INFILTRATION BASINS PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION THAT MAY REQUIRE DEWATERING.

10.3. TEMPORARY SEDIMENT BASINS OR TRAPS SHALL BE PLACED AND STABILIZED AT LOCATIONS WHERE CONCENTRATED FLOW (CHANNELS AND PIPES) DISCHARGE TO THE
SURROUNDING ENVIRONMENT FROM AREAS OF UNSTABILIZED EARTH DISTURBING ACTIVITIES.
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4.2.
4.3.

1.

ADDITIONAL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL GENERAL PRACTICES:

11.1. USE TEMPORARY MULCHING, PERMANENT MULCHING, TEMPORARY VEGETATIVE COVER, AND PERMANENT VEGETATIVE COVER TO REDUCE THE NEED FOR DUST CONTROL.
USE MECHANICAL SWEEPERS ON PAVED SURFACES WHERE NECESSARY TO PREVENT DUST BUILDUP. APPLY WATER, OR OTHER DUST INHIBITING AGENTS OR
TACKIFIERS., AS APPROVED BY THE NHDES.

11.2. ALL STOCKPILES SHALL BE CONTAINED WITH TEMPORARY PERIMETER CONTROLS. INACTIVE SOIL STOCKPILES SHOULD BE PROTECTED WITH SOIL STABILIZATION
MEASURES (TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL SEED MIX AND MULCH. SOIL BINDER) OR COVERED WITH ANCHORED TARPS.

11.3. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES WILL BE INSPECTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 645 OF NHDOT SPECIFICATIONS, WEEKLY AND WITHIN 24 HOURS
AFTER ANY STORM EVENT GREATER THAN 0.25 IN. OF RAIN PER 24-HOUR PERIOD. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES WILL ALSO BE INSPECTED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE GUIDANCE MEMO FROM THE NHDES CONTAINED WITHIN THE CONTRACT PROPOSAL AND THE EPA CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT.

11.4. THE CONTRACTOR SHOULD UTILIZE STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION TO PREVENT SEDIMENT FROM ENTERING A STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM PRIOR TO THE PERMANENT
STABILIZATION OF THE CONTRIBUTING DISTURBED AREA.

11.5. PERMANENT STABILIZATION MEASURES WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AND MAINTAINED IN LOCATIONS AS SHOWN ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS TO STABILIZE AREAS.
VEGETATIVE STABILIZATION SHALL NOT BE CONSIDERED PERMANENTLY STABILIZED UNTIL VEGETATIVE GROWTH COVERS AT LEAST 85% OF THE DISTURBED AREA.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL FOR ONE YEAR AFTER PROJECT COMPLETION.

11.6. CATCH BASINS: CARE SHALL BE TAKEN TO ENSURE THAT SEDIMENTS DO NOT ENTER ANY EXISTING CATCH BASINS DURING CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
PLACE TEMPORARY STONE INLET PROTECTION OVER INLETS IN AREAS OF SOIL DISTURBANCE THAT ARE SUBJECT TO SEDIMENT CONTAMINATION.

11.7. TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT DITCHES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED, STABILIZED AND MAINTAINED IN A MANNER THAT WILL MINIMIZE SCOUR. TEMPORARY AND
PERMANENT DITCHES SHALL BE DIRECTED TO DRAIN TO SEDIMENT BASINS OR STORM WATER COLLECTION AREAS.

11.8. WINTER EXCAVATION AND EARTHWORK ACTIVITIES NEED TQO BE LIMITED IN EXTENT AND DURATION, TO MINIMIZE POTENTIAL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION IMPACTS.
THE AREA OF EXPOSED SOIL SHALL BE LIMITED TO ONE ACRE. OR THAT WHICH CAN BE STABILIZED AT THE END OF EACH DAY UNLESS A WINTER CONSTRUCTION
PLAN, DEVELOPED BY A QUALIFIED ENGINEER OR A CPESC SPECIALIST, IS REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

11.9. CHANNEL PROTECTION MEASURES SHALL BE SUPPLEMENTED WITH PERIMETER CONTROL MEASURES WHEN THE DITCH LINES OCCUR AT THE BOTTOM OF LONG FILL
SLOPES. THE PERIMETER CONTROLS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON THE FILL SLOPE TO MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR FILL SLOPE SEDIMENT DEPQOSITS IN THE DITCH
LINE.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMP) BASED ON AMOUNT OF OPEN CONSTRUCTION AREA

12.

STRATEGIES SPECIFIC TO OPEN AREAS LESS THAN 5 ACRES:

12.1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH RSA 485:A:17 AND ENV-WQ 15005 ALTERATION OF TERRAIN FOR CONSTRUCTION AND USE ALL CONVENTIONAL BMP
STRATEGIES.

12.2. SLOPES STEEPER THAN 3:1 WILL RECEIVE TURF ESTABLISHMENT WITH MATTING.

12.3. SLOPES 3:1 OR FLATTER WILL RECEIVE TURF ESTABLISHMENT ALONE.

12.4. AREAS WHERE HAUL ROADS ARE CONSTRUCTED AND STORMWATER CANNOT BE TREATED THE DEPARTMENT WILL CONSIDER INFILTRATION.

12.5. FOR HAUL ROADS ADJACENT TQ SENSITIVE ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS OR STEEPER THAN 5%, THE DEPARTMENT WILL CONSIDER USING EROSION STONE, CRUSHED
GRAVEL. OR CRUSHED STONE BASE TO HELP MINIMIZE EROSION ISSUES.

12.6. ALL AREAS THAT CAN BE STABILIZED SHALL BE STABILIZED PRIOR TQO OPENING UP NEW TERRITORY.

12.7. DETENTION BASINS SHALL BE DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED TO ACCOMMODATE A 2 YEAR STORM EVENT.

STRATEGIES SPECIFIC TO OPEN AREAS BETWEEN 5 AND 10 ACRES:

13.1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH RSA 485:A:17 AND ENV-WQ 1500 ALTERATION OF TERRAIN AND SHALL USE CONVENTIONAL BMP STRATEGIES AND ALL
TREATMENT OPTIONS USED FOR UNDER 5 ACRES WILL BE UTILIZED.

13.2. DETENTION BASINS WILL BE CONSTRUCTED TO ACCOMMODATE THE 2-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM EVENT AND CONTROL A 10-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM EVENT.

13.3. SLOPES STEEPER THAN A 3:1 WILL RECEIVE TURF ESTABLISHMENT WITH MATTING OR OTHER TEMPORARY SOIL STABILIZATION MEASURES DETAILED IN TABLE 1.
THE CONTRACTOR MAY ALSO CONSIDER A SOIL BINDER IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NHDES APPROVALS OR REGULATIONS. OTHER ALTERNATIVE MEASURES, SUCH AS
BONDED FIBER MATRIXES (BFMS) OR FLEXIBLE GROWTH MEDIUMS (FGMS) MAY BE UTILIZED. IF MEETING THE NHDES APPROVALS AND REGULATIONS.

13.4. SLOPES 3:1 OR FLATTER WILL RECEIVE TURF ESTABLISHMENT OR OTHER TEMPORARY SOIL STABILIZATION MEASURES DETAILED IN TABLE 1. THE CONTRACTOR MAY
ALSO CONSIDER A SOIL BINDER I[N ACCORDANCE WITH THE NHDES APPROVALS OR REGULATIONS.

. STRATEGIES SPECIFIC TO OPEN AREAS OVER 10 ACRES:

14.1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH RSA 485:A:17 AND ENV-WQ 1500 ALTERATION OF TERRAIN AND SHALL USE CONVENTIONAL BMP STRATEGIES AND ALL
TREATMENT OPTIONS USED FOR UNDER 5 ACRES AND BETWEEN 5 AND 10 ACRES WILL BE UTILIZED.

14.2. THE DEPARTMENT ANTICIPATES THAT SOIL BINDERS WILL BE NEEDED ON ALL SLOPES STEEPER THAN 3:1, IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE EROSION AND REDUCE THE
AMOUNT OF SEDIMENT I[N THE STORMWATER TREATMENT BASINS.

14.3. THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO HAVE AN APPROVED DESIGN IN ACCORDANCE WITH ENV-WQ 1506.12 FOR AN ACTIVE FLOCCULANT TREATMENT SYSTEM TO
TREAT AND RELEASE WATER CAPTURED IN STORM WATER BASINS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSQO RETAIN THE SERVICES OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT WHO HAS
DEMONSTRATED EXPERIENCE IN THE DESIGN OF FLOCCULANT TREATMENT SYSTEMS. THE CONSULTANT WILL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION AND
MONITORING OF THE SYSTEM.

TABLE 1
GUIDANCE ON SELECTING TEMPORARY SOIL STABILIZATION MEASURES

APPLICATION AREAS DRY MULCH METHODS HYDRAULICALLY APPLIED MULCHES?® | ROLLED EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS®
HMT we SG cB HM SMM BFM FRM SNSB DNSB | DNscB | DNCB
SLOPES'
STEEPER THAN 2:1 NO NO YES NO NO NO NO YES NO NO NO YES
2:1 SLOPE YES' YES' YES YES NO NO YES YES NO YES YES YES
3:1 SLOPE YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO
4:1 SLOPE YES YES YES YEs YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO
WINTER STABILIZATION | 4T/AC YES YES YES NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES
CHANNEL S
LOW FLOW CHANNELS NO NO ND NO NO NOD NO NO NO NOD YES YES
HIGH FLOW CHANNELS NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES
ABBREV. STABILIZATION MEASURE ABBREV. STABILIZATION MEASURE ABBREV. STABILIZATION MEASURE
HMT HAY MULCH & TACK HM HYDRAULIC MULCH SNSB SINGLE NET STRAW BLANKET
we WOOD CHIPS SMM STABILIZED MULCH MATRIX DNSB DOUBLE NET STRAW BLANKET
SG STUMP GRINDINGS BFM BONDED FIBER MATRIX DNSCB 2 NET STRAW-COCONUT BLANKET
cB COMPOST BLANKET FRM FIBER REINFORCED MEDIUM DNCB 2 NET COCONUT BLANKET

NDTES:
1. ALL SLOPE STABILIZATION OPTIONS ASSUME A SLOPE LENGTH <10 TIMES THE HORIZONTAL DISTANCE COMPONENT OF THE SLOPE, IN FEET.
2. PRODUCTS CONTAINING POLYACRYLAMIDE (PAM) SHALL NOT BE APPLIED DIRECTLY TO OR WITHIN 100 FEET OF ANY SURFACE
WATER WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL FROM THE NH DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES.
3. ALL EROSION CDNTROL BLANKETS SHALL BE MADE WITH WILDLIFE FRIENDLY BIODEGRADABLE NETTING.

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
SEABROOK-HAMPTON

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION o BUREAU OF HIGHWAY DESIGN

FEROSION CONTROL STRATEGIES

[ reviston pate DeN [ sTATE ProJECT No. [ SHEET No. [ TOTAL SHEETS

[12=21=2015] _erosstrat | 15904 [ 23 | 23
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Attachment 4

REPRESENTATIVE PHOTOGRAPHS
[NOTE: ALL PHOTOS WITHIN 50 FT OF PROTECTED SHORELAND]

Northeast Bridge Quadrant

State of New Hampshire Right-of-Way, ajacent to Hampto Beach State ark Campground. aing south.
Approximately 25 feet north of Protected Shoreland. Trees and shrubs in foreground will not be disturbed.

The Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Replacement Project
CSPA Supplemental Material



Northwest Bridge Quadrant

Facing north from within TBZ northwest of bridge, approximately 40 feet from Protected Shoreland.

The Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Replacement Project
CSPA Supplemental Material



Southeast Bridge Quadrant

State of New Hampshire Right-of-Way. Facing south. Adjacent to Protected Shoreland.

The Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Replacement Project
CSPA Supplemental Material



Southwest Bridge Quadrant

State of New Hampshire Right-of-Way. Facing northeast. Adjacent to Protected Shoreland.

The Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Replacement Project
CSPA Supplemental Material
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Memo NH Natural Heritage Bureau

NHB DataCheck Results Letter
Please note: portions of this document are confidential.
Maps and NHB record pages are confidential and should be redacted from public documents.

To: Stephanie Dyer-Carroll, FHI Studio
416 Asylum Street
Hartford, CT 06103

From: NHB Review, NH Natural Heritage Bureau
Date: 8/3/2022 (valid until 08/03/2023)
Re: Review by NH Natural Heritage Bureau
Permits: NHDES - Shoreland Standard Permit, NHDES - Wetland Standard Dredge & Fill - Major, USACE - General Permit, USCEQ - Federal: NEPA
Review, USEPA - Stormwater Pollution Prevention

NHB ID: NHB22-2450 Town: Hampton and Seabrook Location: New Hampshire Route 1A Bridge Over
the Hampton River (Neil R. Underwood
Bridge)

Description:  The project entails the replacement of the Neil R. Underwood Bridge and associated roadway improvements (NHDOT No.
235/025). An environmental assessment has been prepared for the project and permits are underway. The last DataCheck for the
project was submitted in December 2020 (NHB20-3664); resubmitting due to the passage of time.

cc: NHFG Review

As requested, | have searched our database for records of rare species and exemplary natural communities, with the following results.

Comments NHB: Please continue to coordinate with NHB to address rare species and exemplary natural community impacts.
F&G: Please refer to NHFG consultation requirements below.

Natural Community State’ Federal Notes

Beach grass grassland -- -- Dune communities are sensitive to trampling or recreational use that harms the
vegetation, since plants growing in the sand serve a critical function in anchoring it in
place.

Intertidal flat* - -

Subtidal system - - Threats to these communities are primarily alterations to the hydrology of the wetland
(such as alterations that might affect the sheet flow of tidal waters across the intertidal

Department of Natural and Cultural Resources DNCR/NHB
Division of Forests and Lands 172 Pembroke Rd.
(603) 271-2214 fax: 271-6488 Concord, NH 03301
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flat) and increased input of nutrients and pollutants in storm runoff.

Plant species State! Federal Notes

field wormwood (Artemisia campestris ssp. E -- This species grows in dry dune systems and is sensitive to disturbances that eliminate

caudata) its habitat or disturb the natural dynamics of the dune area.

Gray's umbrella sedge (Cyperus grayi) E -- This species grows in sandplains and disturbed openings, and is sensitive to
disturbances that eliminate its habitat.

hairy hudsonia (Hudsonia tomentosa) T -- This species requires periodic disturbance to its habitat (disturbed openings, river and

streambanks). However, existing plants are very sensitive to trampling when growing
on open sand.

long-spined sandbur (Cenchrus longispinus) E -- This species grows in sandplains and disturbed openings, and is sensitive to
disturbances that eliminate its habitat.

sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus)* E - This species grows in dry dune systems and is sensitive to disturbances that eliminate
its habitat or disturb the natural dynamics of the dune area.

seaside threeawn (Aristida tuberculosa) E -- This species grows in dry dune systems and is sensitive to disturbances that eliminate

its habitat or disturb the natural dynamics of the dune area.

Vertebrate species State! Federal Notes

Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) E - Contact the NH Fish & Game Dept (see below).

Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) E T Contact the NH Fish & Game Dept and the US Fish & Wildlife Service (see below).
Purple Martin (Progne subis) T -- Contact the NH Fish & Game Dept (see below).

!Codes: "E" = Endangered, "T" = Threatened, “SC” = Special Concern, "--" = an exemplary natural community, or a rare species tracked by NH Natural Heritage that has not yet

been added to the official state list. An asterisk (*) indicates that the most recent report for that occurrence was more than 20 years ago.
For all animal reviews, refer to IMPORTANT: NHFG Consultation’ section below.

Disclaimer: A negative result (no record in our database) does not mean that a sensitive species is not present. Our data can only tell you of known occurrences,
based on information gathered by qualified biologists and reported to our office. However, many areas have never been surveyed, or have only been surveyed
for certain species. An on-site survey would provide better information on what species and communities are indeed present.

IMPORTANT: NHFG Consultation

If this NHB Datacheck letter DOES NOT include ANY wildlife species records, then, based on the information submitted, no further consultation with the NH

Department of Natural and Cultural Resources DNCR/NHB
Division of Forests and Lands 172 Pembroke Rd.
(603) 271-2214 fax: 271-6488 Concord, NH 03301
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Fish and Game Department pursuant to Fis 1004 is required.

If this NHB Datacheck letter includes a record for a threatened (T) or endangered (E) wildlife species, consultation with the New Hampshire Fish and Game
Department under Fis 1004 may be required. To review the Fis 1000 rules (effective February 3, 2022), please go to
https://wildlife.state.nh.us/wildlife/environmental-review.html. All requests for consultation and submittals should be sent via email to
NHFEGreview@wildlife.nh.gov or can be sent by mail, and must include the NHB Datacheck results letter number and “Fis 1004 consultation request” in
the subject line.

If the NHB DataCheck response letter does not include a threatened or endangered wildlife species but includes other wildlife species (e.g., Species of Special
Concern), consultation under Fis 1004 is not required; however, some species are protected under other state laws or rules, so coordination with NH Fish &
Game is highly recommended or may be required for certain permits. While some permitting processes are exempt from required consultation under Fis 1004
(e.g., statutory permit by notification, permit by rule, permit by notification, routine roadway registration, docking structure registration, or conditional
authorization by rule), coordination with NH Fish & Game may still be required under the rules governing those specific permitting processes, and it is
recommended you contact the applicable permitting agency. For projects not requiring consultation under Fis 1004, but where additional coordination with NH
Fish and Game is requested, please email: Kim Tuttle kim.tuttle@wildlife.nh.gov with a copy to NHFGreview@wildlife.nh.gov, and include the NHB Datacheck
results letter number and “review request” in the email subject line.

Contact NH Fish & Game at (603) 271-0467 with questions.

Department of Natural and Cultural Resources DNCR/NHB
Division of Forests and Lands 172 Pembroke Rd.
(603) 271-2214 fax: 271-6488 Concord, NH 03301
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TELECON
Call From: Kim Tuttle, NHFG Project: Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Project
Call To: Daniel Hageman Voice/Fax:
Date: 7/20/18 Time: 92:30 AM
Subject: Response to coordination letter

| received a phone call from Kim Tuttle with New Hampshire Fish and Game (NHFG)
regarding the coordination letter recently sent to her office for the Hampton Harbor
Bridge project. Ms. Tuttle confirmed she does not need a separate copy of the New
Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau (NHNHB) response, as she is copied internally on this
correspondence by NHNHB. Ms. Tuttle had some additional insights to share on the
project, as follows:

1. We should contact F&G Marine Fisheries Division separately (Mike Dionne and
Cheri Patterson). She said they are already aware of the project.

2. Carol Henderson should be copied on all F&G correspondence —she is the
Environmental Coordinator for the department.

3. Check the Wildlife Action Plan on the NHFG welbsite, which will have information
on habitats and species in our project area (good for NEPA document level).

4. Ms. Tuttle shared informal comments that their only concerns will be the Piping
Plover and the Least Tern, which both are known to nest in the general area.

5. Brendan Clifford will be conducting the review of impact to these two species
later on in the project, when impact areas and time of year of construction are
better known (we should coordinate through Kim to reach him).

6. Kim Tuttle's phone number is (603)271-6544.



From: Laurin, Marc

To: Stephanie Dyer-Carroll; Dan Hageman; Murdzia, Daniel
Cc: Reczek, Jennifer; Martin, Rebecca

Subject: FW: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - Piping Plover Information
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 7:20:10 AM

Attachments: 2020 NHFG Plover&Tern Report FINAL.pdf

From: Clifford, Brendan <Brendan.).Clifford @wildlife.nh.gov>
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2022 1:01 PM

To: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>

Subject: RE: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - Piping Plover Information

Hi Marc,

| apologize but your email was buried in my inbox. | have attached the 2020 report. We did not
have a 2021 report but | can tell you that the numbers and locations were similar. We did not have
any birds nesting near the bridge site in either year, and none again this year.

Brendan

From: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 5, 2022 1:24 PM

To: Clifford, Brendan <Brendan.J.Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov>
Subject: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - Piping Plover Information

Brendan,

Our consultants are working on the final design of the project, the replacement of NH Rte. 1A bridge
over the Hampton Harbor Inlet in Hampton. You were able to provide us with the Piping Plover and
Least Tern reports for 2018 and 2019 seasons. Our environmental consultants are asking if you
would have similar reports for 2020 and 2021 season. This information would be good to have as
they develop the construction schedule and measures to provide to the contractor regarding our
commitments to protect the species during construction.

Thanks,

Marc


mailto:marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov
mailto:sdyer-carroll@fhistudio.com
mailto:dhageman@fhistudio.com
mailto:daniel.murdzia@hdrinc.com
mailto:Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov
mailto:Rebecca.A.Martin@dot.nh.gov
mailto:marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov
mailto:Brendan.J.Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov

New Hampshire 2020
Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) &
Least Tern (Sterna antillarum)
Annual Report

Hampton & Seabrook, NH

Prepared For
New Hampshire Fish & Game Department
11 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03301

Prepared By
Cassandra Bliss
New Hampshire Fish & Game Biological Aide
Piping Plover & Least Tern Monitor

August 2020





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

Table of Contents

LiSt Of TabIeS ......cooviiiiiiiiciic iii
LISt Of FIGUTES ...ttt iii
Acronyms and AbDIeviations ..ot iiv
1.0 INtrodUCHON ... 1
2.0 BacKGIoUNd.......couiiiiiiicicc s 2
2.1  Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodus) .........ccocovveveueininiiueininiiiiinieecieeeeeiseeeeeseene s 3
2.2 Least Terns (Sterna antillarimn) c.cc.coeeceeeeeeeerenenenienieieteeeieee ettt aesee et e eaean 5
3.0 Nesting LOCAtIONS .....c.ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiicc e 7
3.1  Hampton, New Hampshire ..........cccocoooiiiiiiiiiiii e 8
3.2 Seabrook, New Hampshire ..o 11
4.0 Monitoring Efforts and Public Outreach..........ccccoovovoiiioiiiiiiii, 12
41 VOIUNEEETS.....oiiiiiiiiccc s s 14
42  Incidents and Public AWareness ... 15
5.0 Summary Of RESULLS........ccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc s 18
51  Overview of Piping Plover Results............ccocooiiiiiiiiinininiiicccecccces 19
52 Overview of Least Tern Results ... 21
5.3  Species Hazards and Complications..........cccoeeiviiiiinininininiiiciciciceecccccccs 21
0.0 CONCIUSION ...ttt 26
7.0 Monitoring Program Annotations and Recommendations.............cccccceueiiviniicnniiinnnnnne. 28
APPENAIX Ao 33
Piping Plover Management — Hampton Beach, Summary of Meetings .........ccccccoevvveiruennnne. 33
APPENAIX B ..o s 38
NHFG Piping Plover Training - Hampton Beach Lifeguards...........cccooovieiiinninninicccnnnn 38
APPENAIX Ciiiiiiiii e 40
Volunteer DOCUMENLES ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiicieicicicccccc s 40
APPENAIX Do s 56
USFWS Incident Report: July 21, 2020 .........coueveieieieiriccccccec s 56
APPENAIX E oo 63
Public Articles and NOICES ........ccccvuiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiccc s 63
Appendix F - REfETENCES .......c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccic e s 74

ii





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

List of Tables
Table 1. New Hampshire Piping Plover Productivity from 1997 — 2019, Courtesy

OF INHEG .ottt s 5

Table 2. New Hampshire Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Productivity from 2015 -

Table 3. Summary of 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Data for New

HampPshire ........cooviveiiiiieicccccc s 20

Table 4. Summary of 2020 Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Data for New

Hampshire ... 21

List of Figures

Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Figure 5.
Figure 6.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

Figure 9.

1986 — 2017 Atlantic Coast Piping Plover Abundance, Courtesy of

USFWS . 4
Historical New Hampshire Nesting Locations for Piping Plovers

AN/ OT LAST T OIS e e e e e e e e e et eeeeeeeeaeeneeeaaeeeaeeaaaans 7
2020 Hampton, New Hampshire Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)

Nest Locations (total observed nests does not correspond to total

breeding Pairs) ... 9
2020 Hampton, New Hampshire Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Nest

LOCAtIONS ...ttt s 10
Seabrook, NH Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Nest Locations................... 12
NHFG Facebook Post on July 22, 2020 Relevant to Piping Plovers.................. 17

Piping Plover "Ashworth" Nest: Located Parallel to the Ashworth
Hotel, Hampton, New Hampshire (Location within Red Circle) ................. 22

Evidence of Fireworks near the "Condo" Nest Site, June 21, 2020,
Hampton, New Hampshire ..........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiicccccc 23

Evidence of a Fire within Dune Habitat, Seabrook, New Hampshire.
(Photo Taken on July 4, 2020) ........cccceviviiiiinininiiiiiiicceces 25

iii





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

Acronyms and Abbreviations

Audubon National Audubon Society

CDC Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

DEEP Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

DNCR New Hampshire Department of Natural and Cultural Resources

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

Isles Isles of Shoals

MDFW Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

MDIFW Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife

mph miles per hour

NHFG New Hampshire Fish & Game Department

Project Piping Plover Project

RI DEM DEW The Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management Division
of Fish and Wildlife

SGCN Species of Greatest Conservation Need

UNH Extension University of New Hampshire Cooperative Extension

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WHO World Health Organization

iv





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

1.0 Introduction

Established in 1988, the Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program focuses on the
conservation of threatened and endangered (non-harvestable) wildlife species within
the State of New Hampshire through education, public outreach, species or habitat
management, and monitoring. Encompassed within the New Hampshire Fish and
Game Department (NHFG), this program is funded through private donations, state-
matching grants, state conservation plates, and federal funds (NHFG 2020b).

The purpose of this report is to provide the NHFG an annual summary of data,
including both quantitative and qualitative data, illustrating results of the piping plover
(Charadrius melodus) and least tern (Sterna antillarum) breeding season. Specific to
piping plovers, the Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program’s Piping Plover Project
has been in effect since 1997, with attention toward monitoring and conservation efforts
of the species. Since the 2015 arrival of least terns nesting again on the New Hampshire
coast, NHFG monitoring responsibilities of both piping plovers and least terns have
been merged and assigned to those associated with the Piping Plover Project due to
overlapping similarities of species breeding season and nesting habitat. Piping plover
and least tern monitors are employed seasonally, every year by NHFG to oversee
monitoring program operations, collect daily observational data, and conduct public
outreach to beachgoers along both Hampton and Seabrook shorelines. The position
requires coordination between several federal, state, municipal, and local entities; U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), NHFG, New Hampshire State Parks staff, Hampton
and Seabrook officials, local law enforcement, lifeguards, beach raking crews, and
volunteers.

Typically, in early spring between late-March and April, NHFG staff will erect symbolic
fencing along dune edges and suitable habitat for plovers and terns. Surveys are
conducted thereafter to identify species counts, behavior (i.e., courting, scrape-making,
mating), or active plover and tern nests. As active piping plover nests are identified, the
use of exclosures to protect unhatched eggs from predators or disturbance (e.g., avian
predators, raccoons, skunks, fox, feral cats, domesticated dogs, and human activities), is
determined based on location and/or risk. However beneficial for the protection of
piping plover eggs, the installment of exclosures are not necessary for all plover nests.
In addition to previous human disturbance and vandalism of exclosures as documented
in the NHFG’s New Hampshire Piping Plover and Least Tern 2016 Season Report
(Corsetti 2016), there has been evidence of nest abandonment and/or adult piping
plover mortality resulting from the use of exclosures both locally in Hampton during
the 2017 breeding season (Morissette 2017) and throughout the Atlantic Coast breeding
range (Cohen et al. 2016). Careful assessment must be made (combined with predator
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management in some circumstances) to ensure the safety of both piping plover adults
and their eggs.

Covid-19

This year has brought an unprecedented twist to the monitoring program. A highly
contagious novel corona virus titled, Covid-19, emerged from Wuhan, China and
spread across the globe, inevitably reaching the United States by January 2020 (WHO
2020). The pandemic effectively impacted human health, activities, quality of life, and
disrupted economies worldwide. Following precautionary measures and guidelines set
by the World Health Organization (WHO) and Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC), executive orders were subsequently implemented on state,
municipal, and organizational levels thereafter. Such effects had environmental and
wildlife impacts worldwide. However, relevant to New Hampshire’s coastal
environment, Covid-19 impacts affected human activities, interactions, beachgoer
density, NHFG hiring procedures, volunteer turnout, and potentially influenced where
plover breeding pairs chose to nest this year. Unlike previous years, Covid-19 may
have presented many unquantifiable aspects this year that created unusual outcomes
throughout the breeding season. All of such variables will be addressed further in this
report.

2.0 Background

The New Hampshire coast contains 18.57 miles of predominately rocky shorelines,
where only 1.78 miles of the shoreline consists of dune habitat generally located in
Hampton and Seabrook (Clifford & Briggaman 2015). The ocean-facing edge of dune
habitat provides an essential environment for the completion of several stages of life for
both piping plovers and least terns. Both piping plovers and least terns prefer sandy
substrate along mainland coastal waters between the toe of a gentle dune slope and the
high tide mark with sparse vegetation. Suitable nesting habitat varies and may include
washout or blowout areas between or behind primary dunes and sandspits. Least terns
may nest in areas with large stones or gravel substrate, akin to other species of tern but
unlike piping plovers, least terns characteristically nest in colonies. Foraging habits
however, differ between species. Piping plovers utilize areas between dune edges and
intertidal zones to feed on invertebrates, small crustaceans, and marine worms. Plover
chicks are precocial and start foraging within hours of hatching, whereas a majority of
the least tern diet consists of small fish. Terns will dive for small fish over open water
to feed themselves, their partner incubating eggs, or their chicks, therefore least terns
and piping plovers do not share foraging habitat (USFWS 1996 & MDFW 2015).
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The Isles of Shoals (Isles), a group of nine islands located between the New Hampshire
and Maine state line, host prime breeding habitat for other state and federally listed
species of tern including the Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii)!, Common tern, (Sterna
hirundo)? and the Arctic tern (Sterna paradisaea)® (NHFG 2020d). The Isles of Shoals
Seabird Restoration Project supports the conservation and protection of tern species and
habitat on the Isles through monitoring and management efforts, separately from least
tern and piping plover monitoring on the mainland of New Hampshire’s coast. Details
of the three aforementioned species and results of their 2020 breeding season however
will not be discussed in this report, as it does not pertain specifically to piping plovers
or least terns located on Hampton or Seabrook, New Hampshire.

2.1 Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodus)

Piping plovers are small, stocky shorebirds that exist in three distinct population
segments (DPS) within shared regions between Canada and the United States.
The Northern Great Plains, Great Lakes, and Atlantic Coast populations make up
each DPS respectively. Piping plovers were federally listed in 1986 under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), governed by the USFWS (USFWS 1996).
New Hampshire contains a small percentage of the Atlantic Coast population
during the breeding season. The Atlantic Coast piping plover breeding range
extends as far north as Newfoundland, Canada and stretches south along the
coast to North Carolina. This DPS spends their wintering range along the
southern U.S. coast, from North Carolina to the Gulf of Mexico, and throughout
the Caribbean (USFWS 1996).

Because the Atlantic Coast population is federally listed, a USFWS species
recovery plan has been set in place with five recovery criteria that must be
followed before the species may then be delisted. A population of at least 2,000
breeding pairs must be maintained for no less than five years within four
recovery units along the Atlantic coastline; a range that stretches from Canada to
North Carolina. Additional recovery criteria includes long term cooperation
with various stakeholders, genetic diversity, management of wintering habitat,
and a five-year productivity average of 1.5 or greater (USFWS 1996).

According to a recent publication of the USFWS Piping Plover 5-year Review
(March 2020), the New England recovery unit has met the minimum of 600
breeding pairs for over a decade now, but the remaining three Atlantic Coast

1 State Endangered and Federally Endangered (NHFG 2020a)
2 State Threatened (NHFG 2020a)
3 Not a federal or state listed species (NHFG 2020a)
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population recovery units have yet to reach the criteria threshold for adult pairs

(Figure 1).
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Figure AC1. Abundance of Atlantic Coast piping plover breeding pairs by recovery unit, 1986—
2017. Blue bars denote the annual pair estimate. Dashed pink lines indicate abundance objectives
established in the revised recovery plan.

[Source: USFWS Piping Plover 5-year Review (USFWS 2020b)]

Figure 1. 1986 — 2017 Atlantic Coast Piping Plover Abundance, Courtesy of
USFWS

In addition to human disturbance, predation, habitat loss and degradation as
factors influencing the recovery of the Atlantic Coast piping plover population
(USFWS 1996), climate change and wind turbines are forthcoming threats that
will need further research to determine adequate management and recovery
efforts for the species (USFWS 2020b).

Since the Piping Plover Project began in 1997, New Hampshire has documented
as little as 3 piping plover breeding pairs to a record high this year of 12, during
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the breeding season. Fledgling success has varied from 0 to 20 chicks, dependent
upon nest location, weather, human activities, predation, and many other
hazards that arise each year, which in turn affects annual productivity rate and
productivity average over the course of the project (Table 1).

Table 1. New Hampshire Piping Plover Productivity from 1997 - 2019,

Courtesy of NHFG
New Hampshire Piping Plover Totals

Year # Nesting Pairs # Chicks Hatched | # Chicks Fledged | Productivity
1997 5 18 3 0.6
1998 5 16 12 24
1999 6 20 16 2.67
2000 6 18 14 2.33
2001 7 19 15 2.14
2002 7 12 1 0.14
2003 7 15 7 1
2004 4 11 4 1
2005 3 7 0 0
2006 3 9 2 0.67
2007 3 4 1 0.33
2008 3 11 6 2
2009 5 8 2 0.4
2010 4 11 6 1.5
2011 4 11 8 2
2012 6 12 4 0.67
2013 7 16 12 1.71
2014 6 13 2 0.33
2015 8 25 12 1.5
2016 7 23 15 2.14
2017 7 9 5 0.71
2018 9 32 17 1.89
2019 11 33 20 1.82
AVG 5.8 15.3 8 1.3
Total 133 353 184 1.38

[Source: Piping Plover Project - Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program

(NHFG 2020¢)]

2.2 Least Terns (Sterna antillarum)

Despite not being listed under the ESA as a threatened or endangered species,
several coastal New England states have listed least terns in means that provide
an extra level of protection for the species within those states. The least tern is
listed as an endangered species in the State of New Hampshire and Maine
(NHFG 2020a & MDIFW 2020), state threatened in Connecticut (DEEP 2020), and
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listed as a species of greatest conservation need (SGCN) in both Massachusetts
(MDFW 2015) and Rhode Island (R DEM DFW 2015). The least tern is the
smallest tern species within the taxonomic family of gulls and terns with
breeding ranges south of the Canadian border along the North American and
Central American Atlantic coast, Pacific Coast, major river tributaries and the
Caribbean. Winer ranges generally occur along the Gulf of Mexico in Central
and South America, and along the Pacific coast of South America down to Brazil
coastlines. Due to anthropogenic impacts (e.g., recreational beach use, human
disturbance, coastal development), predation, and climate change, many
populations throughout their range are endangered (Audubon 2020 & MDIFW
2020).

Least tern nesting activity was documented from 1953 to 1960 in Seabrook but
considered rare and nonbreeding in New Hampshire thereafter. By 2015, over 50
years later, least terns have since returned and were documented nesting again
in New Hampshire (NHFG 2015). Between 2016 and 2019 the number of
breeding pairs have fluctuated ranging from 2 to 12 pairs, as has the productivity
rate. Table 2 illustrates collective data gathered from previous annual piping
plover and least tern NHFG monitor reports (Peterson 2015, Corsetti 2016,
Morissette 2017, Ryan 2018 & Lafreniere 2019). Predation largely influenced
tledgling success in 2018 where a majority of the colony (11 of 12 pairs) chose to
nest in Seabrook (Ryan 2018). Predation was not a factor for fledgling success
during the 2020 breeding season, consequently, tern nests were located solely in
Hampton this year versus Seabrook.

Table 2. New Hampshire Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Productivity from

2015 - 2020
New Hampshire Least Tern Totals
Year # Nesting Pairs # Chicks Fledged Productivity
2015 2 1 0.5
2016 2 0 0.0
2017 5 5 1.0
2018 12 1 0.08
2019 3 4 1.33
2020 6 10 1.67
AVG 5 3.5 0.76
Total 30 21 0.7
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3.0 Nesting Locations

For piping plovers, nesting locations commonly occur in or around three general areas
along the New Hampshire coast with available dune habitat. These sites include
Hampton Beach State Park and Harborside Beach in Hampton, and Seabrook Town
Beach, a private beach open to Seabrook residents (Figure 2). In New Hampshire, least
terns historically nest in the forefront of ocean-facing primary dunes located at
Hampton Beach State Park and Seabrook Town Beach. Neither piping plovers nor least
terns were observed nesting along the Harborside Beach this year. In total, 12 piping
plover pairs nested in Hampton (eight pairs) and Seabrook (four pairs), while six pairs
of least terns nested at Hampton Beach State Park in Hampton, forming a small colony.
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[Source: Left: Maps of the USA 2020. Right: Google Earth Pro 2020]

Figure 2. Historical New Hampshire Nesting Locations for Piping Plovers and/or
Least Terns
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3.1 Hampton, New Hampshire

Nesting locations for piping plovers varied this year, potentially due to recent
dredging events and/or Covid-19 effects, forcing a delay in state park openings
and no entry restrictions on New Hampshire public beaches during early spring
months through early summer. As a social distancing effort set forth by
Governor Sununu, New Hampshire beaches were temporarily closed to the
public from early spring until early June (State of New Hampshire 2020), thus
limiting human disturbance and potentially influencing final plover nesting
locations of breeding pairs. Emergency dredging of the Hampton Harbor was
also performed earlier this year which was necessary for boat passage. Dredged
spoils were deposited along the southern coastline portion of Hampton Beach
State Park, just north of the jetty during the 2019/2020 winter timeframe
(December 2019 - February 2020) per Brendan Clifford of NHFG. This dredged
material consisted of grey, fine, silty sand and contained fragments of shell
which provided prime nesting habitat suitability for piping plovers this year.
Piping plovers were observed nesting within close proximity of other breeding
pairs, which created regular territorial behavior between at least three adult pairs
and their nesting sites.

This year marked the first year piping plovers chose nesting sites north of
Haverhill Avenue along Hampton beach. These nests were discovered where
dune habitat is not immediately accessible. The closest proximity of dune habitat
for these three nests ranged from 0.2 miles to 0.8 miles (Figure 3). Figure 3
depicts nine nest locations. One of the three plover pairs that chose to nest north
of Haverhill Avenue in Hampton, presumably renested south of their original
location, closer to Hampton Beach State Park and the dunes. Thus, the nine nest
locations on the figure below do not correspond with the number of plover
breeding pairs (eight pairs) in Hampton for the 2020 season. Despite
abandonment, nesting locations are still a vital piece of information for future
management of the species. It is possible that piping plovers have made
attempts to nest north of Haverhill Avenue but the likelihood of discovering
plover nests among an intensely populated beach under normal conditions, are
far more challenging. All three nests north of Haverhill Ave., in open areas
without immediate cover or vegetation, were located by Hampton lifeguards.

Predation due to feral cats (Felis catus) has been an issue in the past but evidence
of mammalian predation was not documented this year in Hampton. Gull
(Larus sp.), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), or other Corvidae species
predation is probable along Hampton beaches, as individual piping plover eggs
disappeared over time. Anecdotally, a significant amount of cottontail tracks,
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presumably eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus) were observed regularly in
and around the dunes at Hampton. The widespread presence of this mammal
among the dunes may have caused abandonment of one plover nest in
particular. Determination of eastern cottontail presence versus New England
cottontail (Sylvilagus transitionalis) presence was made based on habitat type,
location, and species behavior. Only genetic verification via pellet DNA analysis
can indisputably confirm cottontail species.
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Figure 3. 2020 Hampton, New Hampshire Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus)
Nest Locations (total observed nests does not correspond to total breeding
pairs)

Six pairs of least terns nested in New Hampshire this year and all six chose
nesting sites along primary dune edges at the Hampton Beach State Park (Figure
4). Five pairs generated a small colony just north of the main beach entrance at
the State Park and one outlier tern pair nested south of the colony closer to the
jetty, within roughly ten feet of an active plover nest. Several tern nests were
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within extremely close proximity of plover nests and both species were tolerant
of one another to a degree. It was noted during daily observations that least
terns became defensive toward plover adults and chicks if individuals
approached within one to two feet of an active tern nest or chick. Otherwise,
least terns and piping plovers generally coexisted with minimal harassment from
opposing species despite concentrated nesting sites.

Due to the more aggressive nature of least terns, the Hampton Beach State Park
tern colony were more proactive in warding off potential predators and other
deemed threats (e.g., gulls, humans), which may have indirectly benefited
nearby piping plovers from potential predation and/or human nuisance. Least
terns were more proactive in defending active nests and chicks by diving at
humans during the morning hours when human presence was low, but as
beachgoer density increased, focus on fending off perceived human threats
decreased.

Figure 4. 2020 Hampton, New Hampshire Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Nest
Locations
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3.2 Seabrook, New Hampshire

The Seabrook coastline, along the Atlantic Ocean, provides greater dune habitat
with less beachgoer density in comparison to Hampton beaches. Seabrook Town
Beach is a private beach, open only to Seabrook residents, guests, or those
residing within Seabrook housing. Despite a lower beachgoer population,
predation with red fox (Vulpes vulpes) has been problematic at Seabrook in the
past and unleashed dogs (Canis lupus familiaris) remain a continued threat to
piping plovers. The New Hampshire Fish and Game Department and United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Wildlife Services have had a mutual
contract to conduct intermittent trapping of red fox in the area since 2007.
During spring months of 2020, targeted fox trapping was conducted within the
back-dune section on the west side of Route 1A in Seabrook resulting in the
removal of two adult red fox. In addition to such threats, several private
residences have pathways that cut through the dunes leading out to the beach
that add to the degradation of dune habitat. Nesting habitat between the
vegetative edge of the dunes and the hightide line along Seabrook is narrower in
comparison to Hampton, with little buffer during storm surge events. Linear
length of suitable habitat (north to south) in Seabrook on the other hand, extends
along the coast for approximately one mile whereas suitable habitat in Hampton
comprises of an estimated 0.3 — 0.4 linear miles.

Least terns were not observed nesting anywhere in Seabrook this year, however
four piping plover pairs nested along Seabrook Town Beach. Three nests were
located adjacent to dune habitat and one nest (most northern nest site) was
located in an area with beachfront residential housing. Most of the habitat north
of Hooksett Street lacks vegetation. A few small patches of dune vegetation exist
between Franklin Street and Ashland Street, contiguous with building edges, and
another small slice of dune habitat exists at the corner of the most northern house
along Ocean Drive, by the jetty (Figure 5). Human activities around these small
patches of vegetation are frequent with larger beachgoer density, and unleashed
dogs are more prevalent north of Hooksett Street. This area provides minimal
shelter and foraging habitat for young chicks which may have subjected the most
northern Seabrook plover brood to greater challenges than the three broods
south of Hooksett Street.
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I “Hooksett North"

“Hooksett”

Figure 5. Seabrook, NH Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Nest Locations

4.0 Monitoring Efforts and Public Outreach

Covid-19 undoubtedly played a large role in every aspect of monitoring efforts this
year. Many levels of organization were involved with the Piping Plover Project and
without the coordination or regular communication between each entity, fledgling
success may have been greatly compromised. Involved participants included staff from
NHFG (both permanent and seasonal), USFWS, New Hampshire State Parks, New
Hampshire Department of Natural and Cultural Resources (DNCR), municipalities
from both Hampton and the Town of Seabrook (e.g., law enforcement, fire department
staff, Chamber of Commerce), New Hampshire Attorney General’s Office, Hampton
lifeguards, volunteers, news reporters, and a handful of local residents.

To start the season, several executive and emergency orders were enacted from the
office of Governor Sununu in response to Covid-19. These orders detailed specific
instructions and/or restrictions meant to address New Hampshire organizations,
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companies, citizens, and visitors from state-level, down to every individual. To date, 11
executive orders (Executive Order 2020-04 through 2020-16) and 29 emergency orders
(Emergency Order 1 through 29) from the governor have been issued for the State of
New Hampshire since a State of Emergency (Executive Order 2020-04) was declared on
March 13, 2020 (The State of New Hampshire 2020). Such orders resulted in a hiring
freeze for NHFG, thus delaying volunteer involvement and the timeframe a seasonal
piping plover/least tern monitor could start working. This forced permanent NHFG
staff to undertake a greater number of responsibilities for the Piping Plover Project than
would be expected on any other given year. In mid-June, a waiver was granted that
allowed NHFG to employ a 2020 seasonal monitor on June 19, 2020. By this time,
piping plover courting, mating, nest establishment, and nest hatching had taken place
on both Hampton and Seabrook. Monitoring of seven active plover broods, four active
plover nests, and four active least tern nests were underway. Piping plover training for
lifeguards had already been conducted. Coordination and meetings between NHFG,
USFWS, and other state or municipal level personnel about the Covid-19 situation and
unusual plover nesting sites had taken place. Many parts to the project were in full
motion by June 19, 2020.

Due to uncommon plover nesting locations on Hampton beach, two meetings were
scheduled relevant to piping plover management on June 5 and June 11, 2020
(Appendix A). Attendees included staff from NHFG, USFWS, DNCR, Hampton Police
Department, Hampton Fire Department, Hampton Chamber of Commerce, New
Hampshire Attorney General’s Office, and Town Selectman. Discussion focused on the
management of fireworks, lifeguard or law enforcement ATV use, and beach raking
activities in order to prevent a take* of the species (e.g., piping plover adults, eggs, or
chicks) under Section 3 of the ESA (USFWS 2020).

The most northern nest on Hampton Beach (titled the “Ashworth” nest), was within 200
— 300 feet from the fireworks staging area, therefore the Independence Day fireworks
event was canceled and further public fireworks displays on Wednesdays thereafter in
Hampton were postponed until adult plovers, eggs, and/or chicks were at no further
risk of a take. Use of ATVs on Hampton beach were also restricted in areas where
plover chicks have hatched. In non-emergency situations NHFG recommended that
ATVs travel below the wrack line at 5 miles per hour (mph), with a spotter in front of
the vehicle when feasible. Piping plover spotting training was conducted on June 12,
2020 for all Hampton lifeguards by NHFG to ensure lifeguards understood identifiable
characteristics of plovers and the importance of their survival (Appendix B). Lifeguards

4+ A take is defined under the federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) as "to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct."
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were incredibly helpful this year, as they were involved with identifying plover nests
north of their expected nesting habitat (north of the dunes), and intercepted incidents
where beachgoers were handling piping plover chicks (Section 4.2). Beach raking
proceeded as normal in areas where plover nests were unhatched north of the dune
habitat, however post-hatched or pre-fledged chick status required restrictions. Beach
raking was not permitted in areas north of the dunes (North Beach) after plover chicks
have hatched, however, if the brood(s) traveled out of the area, or south where cover
was available, beach raking could resume. Daily communication between NHFG
(Brendan Clifford) and DNCR relevant to the status of nests and plover chick
whereabouts was maintained throughout the season in order to appropriately
determine all of the above activities on Hampton beach. Further details of the above
discussions may be located in Appendix A.

4.1 Volunteers

Volunteers were a key component in public education, awareness, and plover
chick survival along South Beach and Hampton Beach State Park (areas adjacent
to dune habitat). Covid-19 statewide restrictions delayed volunteer activities for
many organizations, as it did with seasonal employment for the Piping Plover
Project. A request went out publicly in a press release and to several local
organizations (i.e., Seacoast Science Center and Blue Ocean Society) from NHFG
staff for the availability of seasonal volunteers to aid in piping plover
monitoring. In addition to layoffs, furloughed individuals, and other economic
complications, volunteer turnout for the 2020 season resulted in a record high for
the Project. A total of 48 volunteers signed up for the Project (Appendix C),
where all individuals were subject to a series of NHFG requirements and piping
plover protocol. Mandatory prerequisites included Project orientation by
Brendan Clifford (NHFG), acknowledgement and understanding of the NHFG
Volunteer Policy 3.25 (Appendix C), NHFG Waiver of Liability (Appendix C),
NHEFG Piping Plover Protocol (Appendix C), and Covid-19 Safety Training for
Outdoor Volunteer provided by University of New Hampshire Cooperative
Extension (UNH Extension 2020). Active volunteers amounted to 30 individuals
between the dates of June 30 and August 7, 2020. Total volunteer hours
surpassed 415 hours (per Google Forms data, not including travel time) with an
estimated 400+ interactions with the public.

Volunteers were given flexibility on the day (Monday through Sunday), time of
day (8:00 AM to 6:00 PM or later), and duration of time they chose to commit to
monitoring efforts. A schedule was created through Google Sheets which
allowed volunteers to add or edit their own schedules and available times to
volunteer (Appendix C). This method eliminated the need for volunteer
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scheduling management from seasonal or permanent NHFG staff. Backup
copies of the Google Sheets Volunteer Schedule were regularly exported as Excel
spreadsheets and saved on file due to potential risk of editorial mistakes made
by users.

With the suggestion and guidance from one particular volunteer, a Piping Plover
Volunteer Reporting Form (via Google Forms) was generated for volunteers to
use at the end of their monitoring shift. The form included volunteer email,
name, date/time of monitoring, duration, areas monitored, questions pertaining
to each piping plover nest or brood, plover behavior, number of human
interactions, human behavior, and other noteworthy observations or comments.
Most, but not all volunteers chose to use the Volunteer Reporting Form. Other
volunteers chose to email NHFG staff their observations. In total, 160 forms
were submitted, inclusive of multiple volunteer observations combined on one
form. Collective volunteer hours and beachgoer interaction estimates (as stated
above) were based off summarized data provided solely from the Google Forms
Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form. These numbers do not account for
those that did not provide Reporting Forms after their shift, or volunteer travel
time hours which would significantly increase the total amount of volunteer
hours. The total number of volunteer hours, including travel time devoted to the
2020 Piping Plover Project is projected to be greater than 600 hours. Documents
related to volunteer efforts this year may be located in Appendix C.

4.2 Incidents and Public Awareness

Piping plovers received ample public attention through a myriad of events and
public articles throughout Hampton’s 2020 breeding season. Some of this
attention was influenced by a few hardships where at least one known human
interaction directly affected piping plover chick survival. Other articles focused
on positive piping plover volunteer efforts and Hampton fireworks.

On July 21, two recorded incidents of take occurred with piping plover chicks.
Late afternoon/early evening on Tuesday, July 21, a beachgoer (unidentified man
and child) captured a piping plover chick near the jetty, located at the southern
point of Hampton Beach State Park, and carried it by hand to the DNCR State
Parks office at the Hampton Seashell Complex (approximately 0.75 - 0.8 miles
north of original location). Once received by DNCR staff, the piping plover chick
was placed in a cardboard box and NHFG staff was immediately notified. The
NHEFG seasonal piping plover monitor was called to the scene to in attempt to
safely return the plover chick to its’ original location, habitat, and brood. The
chick was released inside the confines of symbolic fencing, with an adult piping
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plover in the vicinity but at the time of release, the chick was extremely weak
and the adult plover was not receptive. Inless than 11 hours, the chick was
found deceased the following morning, near the vicinity of release (Appendix D:
Figure 6).

A second incident was reported by the DNCR Chief of Lifeguards to NHFG at
roughly 6:00 PM on July 21, explaining that a piping plover chick had been
captured, placed in a sand pail, and brought to a nearby lifeguard earlier that
day. The lifeguard returned the plover chick to the area of capture and released
it. Both of these incidents were investigated by USFWS but contact information
was not obtained from the individuals who initially captured the plover chicks,
therefore a follow up with both parties was not possible. The NHFG Piping
Plover Incident Report provided to USFWS about these two occurrences may be
located in Appendix D.

The aftermath of these events sparked initiative to remind the public to leave
wildlife alone. Using means of social media and the ability to spread
information quickly, NHFG created a Facebook post pertaining to the events that
occurred on July 21, 2020 (Figure 6). As of August 24, 2020, 1.1 thousand people
have reacted to the original post, 208 people commented directly on the NHFG
post, and it has been shared 1.2 thousand times.
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MH Fish and Game
July 22 at 12:42 PM - QY

We would IIke to remind the public that it is important to leave wikdife wild.
YE’S'ETﬂE}' there was an inCident at Harnpton Beach where a T‘IEW hatched
piping plover chick was captured and brought to state ofMcials by an
unidentified individual who thought it needed rescuing. Despite efforts by
MHFG biclogists to refumn the bird to fis parents, the stress of the event
preved too much and the bird did not sundve e right.

Piping plovers nest on Hamplon and Seatwook Beaches each year, Chicks
are fully mobile within hours of halching and capabie of finding food on their
own, often mowving away from the adults during their search, The adults,
eggs and chicks are profected under federal and stale endangered specles
acts, punishable by law. The incident remains under investigation

For more information about the piping plover project visit
hittpeewawew wildlife state nh.usnongameproject-plover.ntmi

wO® 11K 207 Comments 1.2K Shares

£ Share

Figure 6. NHFG Facebook Post on July 22, 2020 Relevant to Piping Plovers

In addition to social media attention, a short video clip was aired by WMUR on
July 23, 2020. The video may be located at:

https://www.wmur.com/article/piping-plover-chick-dies-new-hampshire-
officials-remind-public-to-avoid-touching-wildlife/33406609

“New Hampshire Fish and Game officers are reminding Granite Staters to
leave wildlife alone after the death of an endangered piping plover chick.

The newly hatched bird was captured by someone who thought it needed
rescuing and brought to wildlife officials.

It passed away later from stress, officials said.

Piping plovers nest on Hampton and Seabrook beaches each year.
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Chicks are fully mobile within hours of hatching and can find food on
their own, officials said.” (WMUR 2020)

Other public articles include (Appendix E):

1. Coverage relevant to the “Ashworth” nest and status of eggs that halted
the Hampton Beach fireworks displays, authored by Jason Schreiber, July
15, 2020 for the NH Union Leader (Schreiber 2020).

2. A positive article written by Cheryl Kimball (NHFG volunteer), on July
18, 2020 about piping plover monitoring for the NH Union Leader
(Kimball 2020).

3. Additional coverage associated with Hampton Beach fireworks, social
distancing, and piping plovers, authored by Max Sullivan on July 30, 2020
for Seacoast Online (Sullivan 2020).

5.0 Summary of Results

Nest sites (and broods) for piping plovers were labeled with descriptive terms by
Brendan Clifford in efforts to easily identify each nest or brood with simple association
of location (e.g., street locations, or identifiable landmarks). Nests were titled as
“Hooksett”, “Dracut”, “Tern”, “Jetty”, “Condo”, “Buoy”, “Bernies”, “Hooksett North”,
“Ashworth”, “Big House”, “Tern Two”, and “Middle”, respectively (Table 3).
Conversely, because least terns colonized in one area at the Hampton Beach State Park
(with the exception of one outlying nest), tern nests and broods were labeled using a
system of numbers as Tern-01, Tern-02, Tern-03, etc. for 6 nests (Table 4).

The first piping plover arrived on New Hampshire shores by late March and the arrival
of least terns occurred roughly around the last week of May. Both species (breeding
pairs and broods) remained in New Hampshire until the first and second week of
August. Sightings of piping plovers and least terns were rare and infrequent in days
following a tropical storm that occurred on the evening of August 4*. Only migrating
adults and fledglings were observed passing through (in small numbers, no greater
than two or three) beyond the second week of August.

Piping plovers had a record of 12 breeding pairs and tied for third place with 16
successfully fledged chicks in the State of New Hampshire since the Project began.
Least terns also had a record year, surpassing productivity rates and fledgling numbers
documented in over 50 years with six total breeding pairs and ten fledged chicks (Table
2 and Table 4). The year 2018 holds the record for nesting pairs (12 breeding pairs)
since least terns have returned to New Hampshire, but unfortunately only one chick
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fledged that year largely due to predation at Seabrook. Mammalian predation was
completely absent for least terns at the Hampton Beach State Park, but avian predation
may have been a factor for piping plovers during the egg stage this year.

5.1 Overview of Piping Plover Results

Hampton, New Hampshire hosted eight adult pairs of piping plovers, and
Seabrook hosted four adult breeding pairs. One of the eight Hampton pairs
renested south of their original location (abandoned nest in Figure 3). This nest
was discovered at abandoned status prior to the employment of a seasonal
NHEFG piping plover monitor and therefore not included further in this section
or below in Table 3. Of the 12 total nests, exclosures were constructed around
four nests: three in Hampton (“Jetty”, “Condo”, and “Big House”) and one in
Seabrook (“Hooksett North”). Two nests were abandoned (“Ashworth” and
“Big House”), both located in Hampton, one of which had an exclosure around it
(“Big House”). Ten out of 12 adult plovers definitively laid four eggs and the
remaining two nests were discovered with three eggs (one egg in both
circumstances may have been predated), resulting in 46 — 48 piping plover eggs
for the 2020 season. Hatch dates ranged from June 8 through July 10, 2020 while
tledge dates occurred between July 3 and August 4, 2020. Hatching success
amounted to 32 piping plover chicks with 16 fledged chicks. Piping plover
productivity for the 2020 breeding season resulted in 1.33 (Table 3).
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Table 3. Summary of 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) Data for New Hampshire

Town Nest Exclosure GPS Expected Abandoned Hatch # Eggs # Expected #
(Y/N) Location Hatch Date Nest (Y/N) Date Laid Hatched | Fledge Date | Fledged

Seabrook Hooksett N ?726.88815483788332' 6/7/2020 N 6/8/2020 4 4 7/3/2020 3
Seabrook Dracut N ?726.88811552703;3: 6/11/2020 N 6/10/2020 4 4 7/5/2020 4
Hampton Tern N ?72(;.88919122311198' 6/10/2020 N 6/10/2020 4 4 7/5/2020 2
Hampton Jetty Y ?726-8891718174370:{ 6/10/2020 N 6/11/2020 4 4 7/6/2020 0
Hampton Condo Y ?720'?:5131758312' 6/12/2020 N 6/12/2020 4 3 7/7/2020 0
Seabrook | Buoy N | ERETETS | 671372020 N 6/13/2020 | 4 3 7/8/2020 3
Hampton Bernies N ?720'?;1457333511' Unknown ?! N 6/18/2020 4 4 7/13/2020 4
Seabrook HEZ'EE“ Y ?726?885324626887' 6/25/2020 N 6/25/2020 | 4 3 7/20/2020 0
Hampton | Ashworth N ?720.?81038239818111 6/30/2020 Y N/A 4 0 N/A 0
Hampton | Big House Y 517209:101755?52 7/3/2020 Y N/A 4 0 N/A 0
Hampton | Tern Two N ?72(;?8919);‘03;3011 7/11/2020 N 7/8/2020 3o0r4? 3 8/2/2020 0
Hampton Middle N ?720'.889181817:006 7/13/2020 N 7/10/2020 | 3or4?3 1 8/4/2020 0
TOTAL: 12 4y / 8N 2Y / 10N 46-48 32 16
PRODUCTIVITY: 1.33

Notes:

1. Nest was located with four eggs on 6/4/2020; expected hatch date was undetermined.

2. Nest was initially located with three eggs on 6/13/2020 but one egg may have been predated.
3. Nest was initially located with one egg on 6/11/2020, and three eggs on 6/14/20 but one egg may have been predated.
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5.2

Overview of Least Tern Results

Six pairs of least terns formed a colony at Hampton Beach State Park (see Figure
4 for location) and successfully laid two eggs per pair, amounting to 12 tern eggs.
The last remaining least tern nest to be hatched (“Tern-06"), was abandoned on
July 29%. Overall, hatch dates ranged from June 19 to July 13, 2020, with fledging

dates occurring between July 8 and August 1, 2020. Ten out of 12 total eggs
hatched. All ten chicks successfully fledged, which resulted in a least tern

productivity rate of 1.67 for the 2020 season (Table 4).

Table 4. Summary of 2020 Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Data for New

Hampshire
Expected Expected
. Abandoned Hatch # Eggs # #
Town Nest GPS Location Hatch Nest (V/N) Date Laid Hatched Fledge Fledged
Date Date
42.8979221,
Hampton | Tern-01 708111401 6/25/2020 N 6/25/2020 2 2 7/14/2020 2
42.8992850,
Hampton | Tern-02 -70.8111780 6/26/2020 N 6/26/2020 2 2 7/15/2020 2
42.8993650,
Hampton | Tern-03 -70.8111532 7/3/2020 N 7/3/2020 2 2 7/22/2020 2
42.8993569,
Hampton | Tern-04 -70.8110781 6/19/2020 N 6/19/2020 2 2 7/8/2020 2
42.8994161, Unknown
Hampton | Tern-05 -70.8110569 1 N 7/13/2020 2 2 8/1/2020 2
42.8994989, Unknown
Hampton | Tern-06 708110261 1 Y N/A 2 0 N/A 0
TOTAL: 6 5N/ 1Y 12 10 10
PRODUCTIVITY: 1.67

Notes:

1. Nests were located with two eggs on 7/10/2020; expected hatch date was undetermined.

5.3

Species Hazards and Complications

Numerous hazards were present throughout the breeding season for both piping
plovers and least terns however, piping plovers faced far greater hazards than
least terns did. Species foraging habits and behavior played a significant role in

the different level of hazards faced for piping plovers versus least terns. In

combination with human behavior and potential indirect results of Covid-19
restrictions, piping plovers had an uphill battle starting from the day of arrival

until the tropical storm that swept across the region on August 4.
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Piping Plover Nest Establishment

Earlier this year ideal plover nesting environment was generated with a blend of
freshly dredged sediment from the Hampton Harbor and closed beaches due to
Covid-19 social distancing efforts. The presence of human danger and beachgoer
recreation was not present during the time of plover arrival, courting, mating, or
nest establishment. This year was the first year piping plovers were documented
nesting on North Beach in Hampton (north of typical dune habitat). It is possible
that piping plovers have attempted to nest in these areas during previous years,
but with dense beachgoer population and recreational activities, plover nests or
scrapes may have been easily missed, disturbed, abandoned, or crushed. It is
plausible however, that the lack of constant human disturbance created an
opportunity for piping plovers to choose unusual nesting locations. The
“Ashworth” nest, located on the beach in front of the Ashworth Hotel (Figure 3
and Figure 7), encountered persistent 360° disturbance. The nest was
surrounded by symbolic fencing with posted piping plover signage set in an
approximate 50-foot radius circling the nest. The decision against placing an
exclosure around the nest was due to a potential increase in attention to the nest
and causing greater human disturbance. Despite all efforts to protect the
“Ashworth” nest, the adult pair was subject to daily (and nightly) human
disturbance (e.g., beachgoer recreation/activities, personal fireworks, excessive
vehicle noise, litter, and harassment from individuals entering within and/or
destroying the symbolic fencing), and harsh weather conditions (e.g., high
temperatures/heat index, sun, and wind) without immediate vegetative cover
(Figure 7).

Figure 7. Piping Plover "Ashworth" Nest: Located Parallel to the Ashworth
Hotel, Hampton, New Hampshire (Location within Red Circle)
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This nest was originally located with four eggs but was eventually abandoned on
July 21, 2020, approximately 21/22 days past the expected hatch date (48/49 days
active incubation) with one egg remaining. Three of the four eggs may have
been predated by gulls or possibly hatched out but no evidence of live chicks
were found in the days leading up to or on July 21¢t. The remaining egg was
tfloated by NHFG staff, Brendan Clifford and Cassandra Bliss on July 21, 2020
and deemed viable (per “low float” status). After nest abandonment, USFWS
collected the remaining egg on July 22, 2020 which was determined unviable
with no embryo development.

Human Disturbance

Human hazards and human disturbance are consistent factors during every
breeding season. Individuals have been observed traversing within areas of
symbolic fencing and evidence of human activity within the areas have been
present this year, as they have been in previous years. Exclosures have not been
vandalized this year, nor was mammalian predation apparent, but human
disturbance may have caused abandonment to the “Ashworth” and/or the “Big
House” nest.

Evidence of fireworks were found in and around dune areas and throughout
Hampton and Seabrook beaches. Several residents and vacationers described
personal fireworks displays on a regular basis throughout the month of June and
July. Figure 8 below illustrates one of many scenes along Hampton Beach (North
and South Beach) prior to debris cleanup.

Figure 8. Evidence of Fireworks near the "Condo" Nest Site, June 21, 2020,
Hampton, New Hampshire
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Despite Hampton parking lots restricted to 50% capacity (due to Covid-19 social
distancing efforts), including Hampton Beach State Park parking, beachgoer
density was still concentrated along Hampton shorelines, especially during high
tide. Unfledged piping plover chicks were generally more active during the
morning hours prior to 11:00 AM and late afternoon hours after 3:30 - 4:00 PM.
During these times, chicks would traverse between main beach entrance ways,
dune vegetation, along wrack lines, and intertidal zones to forage. Occasionally,
broods were actively foraging between these areas midday when beachgoer
density peaked. On Monday, June 20%, three unfledged “Tern Two” plover
chicks and one unfledged “Middle” chick were present. These four chicks were
the last remaining unfledged chicks left in New Hampshire. On June 22", one
day following the June 21 incidents, only one chick from the “Tern Two” brood
remained. Adult piping plovers from the “Middle” brood and the male adult
plover from the “Tern Two” brood were missing and remained unaccounted for
the rest of the season. Several Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Forms and
other volunteer observations described children chasing unfledged plover chicks
along the beach, expressing interest in catching them. Two incidents of take
were documented that day which may have added to the collective
disappearance of three unfledged chicks and three adult piping plovers
(Appendix D). Other takes of the species may have occurred that day, but
concrete evidence leading to the disappearance of two out of three chicks and
three adult plovers is nonexistent.

Evidence of a dune fire in Seabrook occurred along a beach entrance located
across from Lawrence Street on Saturday, July 4% (Figure 9). The fire was a result
of personal fireworks that were set off from one of the railings (photo on left)
during early morning hours (1:00-2:00 AM) July 4. The local fire department
handled the situation by reacting quickly to minimize the spread (per
communication with local residents).
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Figure 9. Evidence of a Fire within Dune Habitat, Seabrook, New Hampshire.
(Photo Taken on July 4, 2020)

Weather Events

The New Hampshire coast experienced heat waves with temperatures above
95°F and heat indexes at or above 100°F throughout June and July, 2020. The
region experienced unusually dry conditions during the summer months and as
of August 18, 2020, southeast and central New Hampshire is in a severe drought
(National Drought Mitigation Center 2020). A tropical storm arrived late
Tuesday evening, August 4" through early morning hours on August 5%,
creating strong winds, rain, and a storm surge during the early morning hours.
High tide occurred at 12:57 AM in Hampton and evidence of forceful ocean
water was present above the high tide mark, reaching beyond the dune edges.
One 27-day-old piping plover chick remained at Hampton Beach State Park prior
to the storm event but the chick was not observed thereafter. The chick unlikely
tfledged before the storm as it was considerably underdeveloped. As mentioned
in Section 5.0, piping plover and least tern sightings were uncommon after the
tropical storm moved across the seacoast.

Unique Observations

By mid-June, the “Big House” nest was abandoned. An exact reason for
abandonment is unclear, however numerous eastern cottontail tracks and scat
were located around the exclosure and throughout other dune areas. Several
eastern cottontails were observed foraging in dune habitat and around various
locations within the Hampton Beach State Park (e.g., picnic tables and parking
lots). It is possible that the presence of several cottontails caused the adult
plovers to abandon their nest. Cottontails are herbivores and are not considered
natural predators of piping plovers, but despite their natural diet, cottontails are

25





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

6.0

mammals and may still be considered as unnecessary disturbance or as a
perceived threat. Both adult plovers continued to make scrapes in various
locations but never successfully renested.

On Saturday, June 20%, roughly 400 individuals gathered in Hampton by the
Seashell Complex as a rioting crowd and refused to disperse when police were
on scene (The Daily News 2020). The following morning, personal
communication between local residents and beachgoers described a chaotic
Saturday night. The photo in Figure 8 (depicting a lifeguard tower and fireworks
casings above) was taken on the following morning of the rioting events, within
approximately 80 feet of the original “Condo” nest site. Both plover adults and
two chicks from the “Condo” brood remained unaccounted after June 21st. Only
one chick from the brood was observed once and a while thereafter.

The “Bernies” brood developed quickly and were often seen foraging along the
wrack line or in the flats as opposed to the dunes during early life stages (chicks
less than one week of age) within the same area. This brood was more alert and
active than other Hampton broods, often taking risks, foraging or traversing
within close vicinity (less than 2-10 feet of humans). On June 29%, the “Bernies”
brood had five chicks and two adults foraging together. The weather was
relatively chilly (+/- 65°F) and foggy. The “Bernies” adults were actively
brooding their chicks, where all five chicks were observed switching in and out,
brooding under one adult. This remarkable observation was made by Brendan
Clifford, Cassandra Bliss, and one volunteer. Five chicks were counted and
observed foraging, resting, and/or brooding together daily with the “Bernies”
brood, until July 2"4. New Hampshire Fish and Game staff suspected the fifth
chick was originally part of the “Condo” brood. These adult plovers essentially
accepted a chick from another brood as their own but unfortunately one chick
from the then deemed brood of five did not fledge.

Conclusion

In conclusion, given extraordinary circumstances this year, piping plover and least tern
breeding pair presence and fledgling success were comparably successful. 2020 was
record setting for piping plover breeding pairs (since the Project began), least tern
fledgling success, and least tern productivity (50+ year record) in New Hampshire.
Seabrook piping plover broods proved to be more successful, with an exception of the
“Hooksett North” brood (which traveled an estimated 0.3 miles north on hatch date
with no fledgling success).
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Predation was not a significant threat this year to piping plovers or least terns. Aerial
predators (e.g., gulls or crows) may be responsible for the loss of a few single eggs but
were not detrimental to overall plover success. Anecdotally, the eastern cottontail
population in and around the Hampton dune habitat and Hampton Beach State Park
appears to be substantial. Many adult and young cottontail tracks and scat were
observed in the dunes, along dune edges, and grassy lots. Cottontail presence has
potentially impacted one abandoned plover nest this year (“Big House” nest with
exclosure). Cottontails are not natural predators of piping plovers but their presence
may be perceived as a threat as mentioned in previous sections and therefore may cause
abandonment of future nests should the population continue to increase.

Unleashed dogs were present on several occasions along Seabrook Town Beach during
various hours throughout the day, but obvious harassment or disturbance to plovers
was not observed in real-time. Evidence of dog tracks were noted within symbolic
fencing around the “Hooksett North” nest during periods of active incubation, which
suggests direct plover disturbance. Owners were informed to leash their dogs when
observed with unleashed dogs on the beach. Most owners complied when asked but a
few either politely pushed back, refused, and/or became extremely defensive.
Unfortunate incidents directly related to unleashed dogs did not occur this year but the
risk to piping plovers is still imminent primarily on Seabrook beaches.

The number of interested volunteers exceeded expectations this year and volunteer
turnout in previous years. Several dedicated volunteers chose to monitor the plovers
multiple days during the week for several consecutive hours. Their involvement was
crucial in piping plover protection efforts, public education, and awareness. An
increase in volunteer participation subsidized the decrease in weekly allotted hours for
the NHFG seasonal monitor. This year, the NHFG seasonal piping plover/least tern
monitor was a part time position (29.5 hours per week), whereas other years allowed
full time hours (40 hours per week). This 10.5 hour decrease in authorized weekly labor
significantly limited monitoring and/or administrative efforts throughout the season,
particularly in an unconventional year such as 2020 with several moving parts.

The Covid-19 pandemic produced situations that compelled all of those involved to
stay informed of state and local restrictions, find solutions to unique issues, and readily
evolve as new information was communicated. It is possible that anxiety and pressures
from the pandemic shifted human behavior at the beach. Riots and personal fireworks
are not a common occurrence at the level seen this year at Hampton or Seabrook, but
with Hampton fireworks canceled and several state restrictions in place (relevant to
social distancing efforts), people may have chosen various outlets to relieve stress or to
combat a sense of “cabin fever’.
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7.0 Monitoring Program Annotations and Recommendations

This year was an atypical year that virtually represents a data outlier to previous years.
Data collected in 2020 cannot be easily comparable to other years due to the abundance
of variables that had an effect on management and monitoring protocol. In review of
the 2020 piping plover and least tern monitoring season, a few recommendations may
aid in piping plover or least tern protection efforts for the future.

Full-time Employment for NHFG Seasonal Monitors

As mentioned above in Section 6.0, the historically full-time NHFG seasonal monitor
position had changed into a part-time position for several years now, resulting in a 10.5-
hour weekly labor decrease. Due to New Hampshire state restrictions stemming from
Covid-19, the seasonal position lasted 10 weeks (approximately 2.5 months) whereas in
a standard year, the position would have occurred for an additional two months (or
eight weeks). By cutting hours back to 29.5 hours versus a 40-hour work week, the 2020
seasonal position resulted in a 105 hour decrease over a 10-week period of authorized
monitoring, management, and administrative labor. At the same part-time rate, the
Piping Plover Project would lose an estimated 189 hours of vital NHFG piping plover
and least tern monitoring, public outreach, administrative, and management efforts in
an ordinary year. Without the help of an unprecedented number of volunteers this
year, NHFG monitoring efforts may have been largely ineffective potentially leading to
a reduction in fledgling success and overall productivity for piping plovers.

Volunteer Management

With a surprising total of 30 active volunteers out of 48 individuals that signed up for
the Piping Plover Project this year, volunteer management styles and ideas came
together on fairly short notice. As stated in Section 4.1, all volunteers underwent an
initial virtual and subsequent field orientation, Covid-19 training, and a series of
document acknowledgements. Supplemental volunteer documents (e.g., Piping Plover
Volunteer Reporting Form via Google Forms and Volunteer Schedule via Google
Sheets) were generated rapidly and influenced by the suggestive power of one
volunteer. Time did not allow for much background research or comparisons of
programs. Google Sheets (for volunteer scheduling) and Google Forms (for volunteer
observations) worked in a pinch but the way in which these applications were used
may be improved upon.

Appendix C contains an “End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and
Debrief” that summarizes volunteer recommendations for next year. Several great
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ideas were touched upon during the meeting, many of which should be implemented
for the 2021 season:

1. Provide NHFG volunteer identification for volunteers so the public may also
identify these individuals (e.g., “NHFG Volunteer” name tags, shirts, hats)

2. Create an “on call” volunteer list for unusual situations, weather, busy days, etc.

3. Additional monitoring coverage is necessary during busy beachgoer times (e.g.
arrival/leaving the beach)

4. Stagger volunteer times to provide efficient coverage in relation to active chicks

5. Provide regular updates of chick numbers alerting volunteers

If the Google Sheets program will continue to be used for volunteer scheduling, regular
backups (daily or every other day) are necessary due to the number of users/editors and
potential for human error. Google Forms is a useful tool to collect volunteer data and
daily observations, but new forms must be created if form updates are necessary (e.g.,
language of questions, drop down menus, or other changes). Once new forms are
created, new links must be sent out to each volunteer. If changes are made to any
questions on an active Google Form, data for the question will be lost and summarized
data will be disorderly.

In attempts to deter volunteers from using their volunteer status primarily for free
recreational beach parking at Hampton Beach State Park, a volunteer schedule should
be provided to both the park manager, booth attendant, and NHFG Piping Plover
Project staff. Emphasis should be placed on prohibited/restricted recreational beach use
while on the volunteer list or volunteering and the park manager or other NHFG staff
should have the right to remove them from the list, ban them from the park for the
season, and/or ban them from further NHFG volunteer opportunities in the case that
volunteers have taken advantage of free parking. Recreational beach use at the
Hampton Beach State Park while on the volunteer list should only be permitted if the
individual has paid the parking fee.

Emergency Protocol and Contact List

Emergency protocols should be in place for various situations (e.g., beachgoer
emergency/first aid, personal emergency, piping plover/least tern emergency, threats
from beachgoers, disobedient beachgoers causing intentional take of listed species).
These protocols should be accompanied with a list of contact numbers and provided on
a small, laminated document (preferably travel size). Relevant contact numbers should
be added and easily identified on the NHFG plover monitor cell phone.
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In many emergency situations, 911 will be the most appropriate number but other
unexpected situations may cause delays in notification of correct personnel. Stressful
situations can cause confusion at times, thus a small card on hand with guidance and
contact numbers may be helpful for unpredictable conditions.

Increase Public Education, Awareness and Involvement

Several Hampton beachgoers unintentionally caused takes under the ESA of piping
plovers this year, adults and children included. Such events and unfortunate
circumstances are completely preventable. In addition to the two incidents described in
Appendix D, several dozen children were observed chasing piping plover chicks and
plover adults. Observations similar to these were noted and intervened by the NHFG
monitor and many volunteers during monitoring shifts.

Current literature and signage along symbolic fencing contains more language and
regulation references than necessary. Larger signs with less text, catchy phrases, and
more pictures may be more effective for all ages. Piping plover crossing signs are
necessary at main beach entrances as well. These signs would alert individuals to
watch where they step as they enter the beach. Involving the public by conducting
logo, mascot naming, or children coloring contests, may bring more attention to the
species. These points were discussed between the NHFG monitor, volunteers, and
during the final volunteer meeting. Additional ideas and details may be found in
Appendix C under the “End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and
Debrief.”

Use of Hidden Cameras

Field cameras are useful for 24-hour surveillance in all weather conditions and are fairly
inexpensive for long term use over several years. A general fear of equipment
vandalism or theft is enough to deter the use of cameras, but if such cameras could be
situated in a manner that would be hard to locate, the benefits may outweigh potential
costs. Piping plover nest abandonment, egg disappearance, and disturbance may be
documented, where data retrieved from those events could aid in future management
decisions.

Coordination between businesses along Ocean Boulevard/Route 1A in Hampton or
voluntary residents with security systems in Seabrook may prove useful in situations
similar to what was observed this year. Piping plover nests north of dune habitat on
both Hampton and Seabrook beaches are typically subject to a greater number of
hazards (e.g., weather exposure, human disturbance/harassment, dog disturbance),
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therefore use of secure cameras through mutual agreements may be beneficial in
determining piping plover hazards.

Enforcement of Leashed Dogs and Resident Awareness at Seabrook

Unleashed dogs have been an issue in previous years at Seabrook and this problem
currently persists. This topic was discussed in Section 6.0, but the situation should be
enforced. Perhaps friendly literature reminders to the residents of Seabrook could be
mailed out by mid-May or earlier. Literature with images and language specific to
dog/plover interactions may be more receptive. Use of a patrol officer making random
checks along the beach (preferably morning and evening hours if feasible), may deter
owners with off-leash dogs. Citations or fines would be helpful for those that are
noncompliant, but this would have to mirror language within Town ordinances. Fines
for such activities can be complicated, as municipal regulative language must
appropriately address such activities and authorized actions for noncompliance.

Use of Additional Symbolic Fencing

Double roped fencing with high and low line placement may discourage travel through
sensitive roped off areas. Visually, two ropes are easier to recognize and physically,
climbing through two ropes is slightly more difficult. This would require double the
amount of roping necessary and double the labor but if this approach hasn’t been used
previously in high traffic areas, it would be worth it to try next year.

Corridors using symbolic fencing, from dune habitat to the water’s edge may allow safe
passage and safe foraging habitat for a few plover chicks at Hampton. Such corridors
may be beneficial during high beachgoer density, but an agreement would have to be
made between NHFG and proper authorities. A corridor pilot project may be a fitting
start in order to observe piping plover use and human reactions.

Stay Cognizant of Mammalian and/or Predator Presence

Predation has been a concern in previous years as discussed in Sections 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2,
but this year predation was not a primary concern. Regular predator surveillance and
attention must be exercised in order to keep predation of piping plover and least tern
adults, eggs, or chicks at Hampton and Seabrook.

Eastern cottontails are not predatory animals, but as mentioned earlier in Section 5.3,
cottontails may be perceived as threats to piping plovers. It is possible that an increase
in cottontail population may cause additional disturbance to plovers and/or least terns
but conversely, may divert predatory attention toward small cottontail adults or their
young instead of plovers or terns.
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In closing, it will be difficult to ascertain what lies ahead for least terns and piping
plovers in the upcoming 2021 breeding season. Various Covid-19 restrictions may or
may not still be in place dependent upon which direction the economy takes, how much
the virus continues to spread, and future social distancing protocols. Many questions
remain unanswered for the 2021 season and several program recommendations may
not be feasible next year. Nonetheless, by rendering some positivity on a complicated
situation, one could say that a few unconventional scenarios this year ultimately forced
Project personnel to consider creative new approaches for future piping plover
management.
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Appendix A

Piping Plover Management — Hampton Beach, Summary of Meetings
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Piping Plover Management — Hampton Beach
Summary Meeting Notes from June 5, 2020 and June 11, 2020 meetings

Important: These are notes from the two meetings and do not represent official
recommendations. Continuing communication between New Hampshire Fish and Game
(NHFG), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Department of Natural and Cultural
Resources (DNCR), and the Town of Hampton will be needed to ensure management measures
are implemented to protect state and federally listed piping plovers nesting on Hampton Beach.

Background

On 6/4 NHFG was alerted to the presence of 3 piping plover nests on the northern part of
Hampton Beach (hereafter referred to as North Beach —see map), north of the traditional
nesting areas on South Beach. After confirming the identity of the nests, NHFG erected
symbolic fencing around two of the nests to protect them from disturbance and trampling.
Multiple ‘Piping Plover’ signs were also posted at these two nests. The third nest appeared
abandoned as it was covered in sand. Later on 6/5 the eggs were collected as the birds were
still not present.

On 6/5 NHFG and DNCR organized a meeting (with conference call-in) with the USFWS,
Hampton Police and Fire Departments, and the Hampton Chamber of Commerce. As a follow-
up an on-site meeting was held. Participants on 6/5 included: Brendan Clifford (NHFG), Mike
Marchand (NHFG), Meredith Collins (DNCR), Michael Housman {DNCR), Phil Bryce {DNCR), Pat
Murphy (DNCR), Richard Sawyer (Chief, Hampton Police), Jameson Ayotte (Chief Hampton Fire},
John Nyhan {Hampton Chamber of Commerce), Thomas Chapman {USFWS), David Simmons
(USFWS), Susi von Oettingen {USFWS), Robert Rothe (USFWS), Dave Sykes (USFWS), Ben Agati
(NH Attorney General’s Office).

A follow-up meeting and site-visit was held on 6/11. Attendees included Brendan Clifford, Susi
von Oettingen, Robert Rothe, Meredith Collins, Pat Murphy, Jameson Ayotte, David Hobbs
(Deputy Chief, Hampton Police), John Nyhan, Chuck Rage (Town Selectman, Hampton Village
District), Jeremey Hawkes (NHFG Conservation Officer)

The discussion pertained to management recommendations to avoid take?! of piping plover
eggs, chicks, or adults, particularly during beach raking activities, use of ATVs in non-emergency
situations, and fireworks events. The following is a summary of the current known plover
information, DNCR beach management protocols, and the accompanying plover management
recommendations from the FWS.

! Take as defined under the federal Endangered Species Act means "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct."
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Piping Plover Nesting Locations and Dates

Two active nests have been located north of the traditional nesting area (on North Beach), one
across from the Ashworth Hotel and one across from Bernie’s Beach Bar (see map). A third nest
in front of the Seashell Complex was abandoned (not shown on map). Five additional nests are
located on South Beach in the typical piping plover nesting area (see map).

At North Beach the likely hatch date is known for the northern-most nest as a DNCR staff
person observed it with 3 eggs on Tuesday 6/2. Therefore, the fourth egg was laid either 6/3 or
6/4 and projecting out 27 days to a potential hatch would be 6/30 or 7/1. The second nest on
North Beach across from Bernie’s Beach Bar was discovered with 4 eggs and therefore the
hatch date cannot be estimated.

The five nests on South Beach are scheduled to hatch on various dates between June 10 and
early July.

Beach Raking

Current DNCR Protocol

Beach raking on the North Beach in Hampton typically occurs at night between the hours of
10:00 PM and 6:00 AM for the duration of the summer season. The primary focus of the raking
is to collect trash. On average, 20-40 tons of trash are collected per month. Through
agreement with NHFG raking is prohibited on the South Beach prior to expected hatching and
for the duration of the time unfledged chicks are present.

USFWS/NHFG Recommendation

Pre-Hatch

Raking may continue as normal (at night) during the egg stage outside of the symbolic fenced
nesting areas. However, daily nest checks in the morning and evening {(shortly before dusk)
must be conducted to ensure the chicks have not hatched prior to any night raking. If no
pipping is observed and/or no eggs have hatched upon the PM check, raking will be allowed
that night. Once the chicks have hatched night raking will be prohibited (see Post-Hatch).

Post-Hatch

Night Raking will be suspended as soon as hatching is documented at either of the northern
nests. NHFG (and trained volunteers) will monitor the initial activity of the chicks to determine
their activity area. Itis possible that the adults may move the chicks toward the South Beach
where there is more cover (i.e., dune grass) in which case night-raking may be allowed in some
areas (determined by NHFG). However, if chicks remain on the northern sections of the beach
only daylight raking (with a NHFG approved plover monitor on site) may occur. Monitors will
need to determine the location of all chicks and may need to walk in front of the rake to ensure
there are no chicks in the path of the beach raking equipment.

Communication
NHFG (Brendan Clifford) will maintain regular communication with DNCR (Meredith Collins, Pat
Murphy) to schedule daily checks of the nests to document hatching. Daily nest checks may be
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conducted by NHFG staff, DNCR staff or trained lifeguards. Upon documented hatching, DNCR
will initially contact beach raking crews with the appropriate instructions from NHFG. Contact
and/or updates may also come directly from NHFG staff. Daily updates and communication
with raking crews will be required.

Essential Vehicles and Lifeguard Patrols
Current DNCR Protocol
Lifeguards utilize ATVs to transport equipment, conduct preventative-safety patrols and during

emergency situations. Preventative patrols are primarily focused on curtailing the use of
alcohol on the beach and the increased safety risks that are associated with intoxication (i.e.,
swimming). Emergency situations may occur at any time and include swimmers in distress and
lost children.

USFWS/NHFG Recommendation

Pre-Hatch

The normal use of ATVs is permitted prior to nest hatching as determined by morning nest
checks discussed above. NHFG will conduct a brief plover spotting training on 6/12 with all
lifeguards that may utilize an ATV during the post-hatch time period.

Post-Hatch

Upon hatching, the use of ATV’s in non-emergency situations will be restricted. In non-
emergency situations (i.e., safety patrols, equipment transport) speed will be limited to 5 mph
and all efforts will be made to drive below the wrack line on the hardened sand. Plover
spotters {a second rider or a person walking in front of vehicles) are encouraged when in the
vicinity of flightless chicks.

Communication

NHFG will provide daily updates {text or phone call} to DNCR Supervisors {Meredith Collins, Pat
Murphy) on the status and whereabouts of plover chicks. Additionally, all plover monitors
(NHFG staff and volunteers) will alert lifeguards if they are observed nearing plover chick
activity areas.

Fireworks

Current Protocol (Town of Hampton)

Fireworks are set off from an area on North Beach approximately 200-300 feet south of the
northern most nest. The first ‘scheduled’ event this year is July 1, and every Wednesday
thereafter. Moving the fireworks launch site is not a feasible option for this year.

USFWS/NHFG Recommendation

Given the close proximity to the northern nest any fireworks display would likely cause
abandonment of the nest. The nest is scheduled to hatch right around July 1. Chicks that have
hatched that remain in the area would also be negatively impacted.
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It is recommended that no fireworks occur as long as the two northern nests are being
incubated or if the chicks remain in those vicinities post hatch. However, if chicks move south
at least a half mile from the launch location fireworks may be allowable provided the chicks
have been documented not returning north and a NHFG-approved spectator management plan
is implemented. Continuing communication with NHFG and FWS is advised.

Communication
NHFG will communicate the hatching status and chick activity areas to DNCR at a minimum, on
a daily basis.
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Appendix B

NHFG Piping Plover Training - Hampton Beach Lifeguards
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New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department

\ 11 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03301-6500 TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
] Headquarters: (603) 271-3421 FAX (603) 271-1438
Web site: www.WildNH.com E-mail: info@wildlife.nh.gov

Glenn Normandeau
Executive Director

June 12, 2020

On June 12, 2020 New Hampshire Fish and Game conducted a brief
tramning with all Lifeguards that may operate a motorized vehicle (i.e.,
ATYV) on the beach to perform their job duties. During the tramning a
newly hatched brood of piping plover chicks was observed and there was
discussion on what could be done to minimize the chance of negatively
impacting plover chicks while operating a vehicle. The following are

summary points for Lifeguards to consider during non-emergency
situations:

e Plover chicks may be present anywhere on the beach at any time

e Plover chicks may freeze and rely on camouflage as a natural
defense to oncoming vehicles or pedestrians

e Plover chicks cannot fly for at least 25 days after hatching

To help protect piping plover chicks vou should:

e Limit the use of vehicles whenever possible
e Limit speed to 5 mph
e Drive below the high-tide line whenever possible

e Usc a plover spotter (passenger) when transporting equipment
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Appendix C

Volunteer Documents
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NHEFG Volunteer Policy 3.25

NEW HAMPSHIRE FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT

Policy 3.25 (New, February 2011)
Title: VOLUNTEERS

It is the policy of the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department, that Supervisors of programs using
volunteers (excluding Search and Rescue), are responsible for ensuring that each volunteer complete the
Volunteer Wavier of Liability Form. All signed Wavier of Liability forms will be retained by the
supervisor with a copy forwarded to Human Resources.

Volunteers may be provided a copy of this policy.
POLICY DETAILS AND PROCEDURES:

Insurance: Per RSA 281-A:2 Title XXIII Workers” Compensation, volunteers are not afforded
provisions and or coverage under the State’s workers’ compensation policy should they sustain an injury
as a volunteer participant for any program. No one in volunteer service with the Department is covered
for personal medical claims through the State’s workers’ compensation insurance.

A recognized volunteer for the Department is indemnified under RSA 206:27i Indemmification which
reads as follows: Any person recognized by the Executive Director, Department of Fish and Game, as a
fish and game volunteer who is under supervision of a department employee and is actually performing
assigned volunteer duties or search and rescue activities shall be considered a state employee for the
purpose of defense and indemnification from civil suites under RSA 099-D; provided, however, such a
volunteer shall not be indemnified from any civil suit arising out of a criminal act.

Volunteers car insurance will be their private car insurance carrier/vendor should an accident result
involving their vehicle when driven in the course of their volunteer duties.

Personal items: Volunteers need to be advised that the Department does not cover personally-owned
items against theft, damage or other losses.

Expenses: Volunteers can not be reimbursed by the Department for expenses incurred as part of their
service. It is the practice of the Department to provide necessary materials, supplies, equipment and
facilities to allow volunteers to carry out their assignments with little personal expense.

Safety: It is the policy of this Department to provide and maintain safe work areas, work methods,
equipment and practices. Volunteers should be included in safety training for activities they will be
participating in, and in which department employees have or are receiving such training. Each volunteer
must consider their own safety as well as for those around them.

Uniforms: Uniforms are not provided. Logos, hats, name badges, or patches identifying the person as a
Department volunteer may be provided.

Record Keeping: All volunteer records are the responsibility of the supervisor and are to be kept on
file. Various forms/reports and or timesheets when applicable will be forwarded to headquarters to
Federal Aid when needed for matching federal funding. If in question, check with your division chief or
federal aid coordinator.
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NHEFG Volunteer Liability Waiver Form

New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department

11 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03301-6500 TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
Headquarters: (603) 271-3421 FAX (603) 271-1438
Web site: www.WildNH.com E-mail: info @ wildlife.nh.gov

Glenn Normandeau
Executive Director

NEW HAMPSHIRE FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT
WAIVER OF LIABILITY

(Amended March 2011)

Mr. /Ms. Date:
Address:
1, , hereby release the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department

and/or the State of New Hampsh1re from all liability and/or any and all claims which may be
brought against them in the event that I am injured while participating as a volunteer in activities
while assisting the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department. T fully understand that while
volunteering for the Fish and Game Department, I am not an employee of the State of New
Hampshire and Tam not covered for personal injury and not entitled to workers’ compensation.

As a volunteer for the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department, 1 understand and accept the
risks, hazards, and dangers inherent in carrying out the duties and responsibilities of my
volunteer activities. I agree for myself and my heirs, to release and hold harmless, defend and
indemnify the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department, its employees and volunteers, from
and against all claims, demands, actions and causes of action as a result of personal injury, death,
or property damage sustained by me due to my volunteer activity,

However, as a recognized volunteer for the Department, T am indemnified under RSA 206:27i
Indemnification: Any person recognized by the Executive Director, Department of Fish and
Game, as a fish and game volunteer who is under the supervision of a department employee and
is actually performing assigned volunteer duties or search and rescue activities shall be
considered a state employee for the purpose of defense and indemnification from civil suits
under RSA 099-D; provided, however, such a volunteer shall not be indemnified from any civil
suit arising out of a criminal act. If I am a certified Hunter Education Instructor, 1 understand
that [ am covered by liability insurance protecting me from liability damages during the time
when instruction is being furnished as outlined in RSA 214;23-c.

Source. 1987, 754 eff. June 29, 1987

Mr. /Ms. , employee of the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department
will supervise the undersigned volunteer while he/she is performing volunteer activities for The
New Hampshire Fish and Game Department. As a volunteer, [ agree to abide by all polices and
procedures and follow the instruction of my Designated Supervisors. Your tenure as a volunteer
may be terminated at any time, without cause.
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NHEFG Volunteer Liability Waiver Form (continued)

The undersigned’s scope of volunteer activities will consist of the following:

Volunteer Supervisor
Signature Supervisor Signature
Parent/Guardian Parent/Guardian Signature

(If volunteer under age of 18)

Date:
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NHFG Piping Plover Volunteer Protocol

Guidance to Public Interaction for Piping Plover Volunteers at Hampton Beach, NH
Prepared by Brendan Clifford, Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program, New Hampshire Fish and Game Department
June 28, 2020

Introduction

The New Hampshire Fish and Game Department (NHFG) annually monitors the piping plover population on Hampton
Beach. One full-time and one part-time staff are charged with daily monitoring of the adults, nests and chicks while also
coordinating beach management activities with town and state officials. However, to ensure adequate monitoring of
the different life stages of the plovers (particularly the chick stage}) NHFG depends on volunteers to help inform the
public about the breeding progress of piping plovers, the need to stay out of nesting areas, and the need to minimize
disturbance to foraging chicks that wander out of fenced-off areas. Volunteers serve as additional eyes on the beach
providing important guidance to beachgoers who may inadvertently disturb the birds.

General Guidelines for Volunteers When Interacting with the Public

s Be polite when asking people to wait or walk around plover activity areas. Many people may not be aware that
the birds are on the beach.

s Use enthusiasm when engaging people to peak their interest. Talk about the rarity of the birds as endangered
species and the importance of conservation efforts.

* Avoid getting into confrontational situations. If a beachgoer is argumentative diffuse the situation by explaining
that you are a volunteer for NHFG and provide the contact information of Brendan Clifford at NHFG (603-271-
0463). Remember that we are ‘asking’ for the cooperation of the public. In most cases the people are likely to
be cooperative but in those cases where they are not avoid escalating the situation by backing away.

Additional Guidelines Regarding COVID-19

¢ All volunteers must complete the safety training developed by the university of New Hampshire Cooperative
Extension ‘COVID-19 Safety Training for Outdoor Volunteers’ and email the certificate of completion to Brendan
Clifford, NHFG (brendan.clifford @wildlife.nh.gov) prior to participating in any volunteer activities.

* Volunteers shall not participate (until further notice) if they answer yes to any of the following questions:

o Have you had a fever above 100.0 F or felt feverish in the past 72 hours?

Have you been in close contact with a confirmed case of COVID-19?

o Are you experiencing any respiratory symptoms including a runny nose, sore throat, cough, or shortness
of breath?

o Are you experiencing any NEW muscle aches or chills?

o Have you experienced and NEW change in your sense of taste or smell?

e}

Please contact Brendan Clifford for further guidance if you answer yes to any of these questions to determine
the next steps pertaining to volunteering.

* Volunteers should only interact with the public when it is absolutely necessary to prevent direct disturbance to
piping plover nests or chicks. During interactions all volunteers must maintain a distance of at least 6 feet from
members of the public and wear a face covering.
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NHEFG 2020 Piping Plover Project Volunteer List

New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department

11 Hazen Drive, Concord, NH 03301-6500
Headquarters: (603) 271-3421

Web site: www.WildNH.com

Glenn Normandeau
Executive Director

July 24, 2020

TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
FAX (603) 271-1438
E-mail: info@uwildlife.nh.gov

The following list of names are volunteers for the New Hampshire Fish and Game
Department’s Piping Plover Project. They will be monitoring on a periodic basis
based on a schedule maintained by the NHFGD. Please contact Brendan Clifford
603-944-0885 with any questions. This list is subject to being updated as additional
volunteers are added.

First Last
Rachel Alcorn
Kelly Arp
Rachel Arsenault
Katherine Barber
Sarah Bishop
Mary Liz Brady
Pat Campbell
Beth Carson
Caroline  Cluff
Hannah  Farley
Don Felix
Lindsey  Dupont
Dorothy  Gaumer
Matthew  Giambartolomei
Karen Graham
McKenna Hardie
Elle Harris
Lauren Harris
Connie Hodge
Katherine Holloran
Kerstin ~ Hyer
John Kanter
Gracie Killen
Cheryl Kimball
Brendan Clifford

First
Marie
Linda
Mike
Don
RoseErin
Eryn
William
Meg
Peg
Mike
Kaela
Diane
Sally
Amanda
Karen
Lori
Brenda
Nolan
Chaim
Mikaela
Angela
Heather
Susan
Anna

Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program
New Hampshire Fish and Game Department

Last
King
Larson
Larson
Maggs
Moylan
Murphy
Murray
O'Leary
O'Neil
Paige
Preston
Ramus
Saunders
Seavey
Sheilds
Sommer
Songer
Speidel
Tendler
Terhune
Warner
Weygant
Wrisley
Yuhas
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NHEFG Piping Plover Project Volunteer Schedule — Google Sheets

Notes: Gates open at 8:00 Al on Hampton State Beach Park. Just give the booth attendant your name and let them know you're a volunteer for NHFG Fiping Plover
monitoring. Keep Covid-18 in mind and do not volunteer if you are exhibiting any Covid-19 related signs/symptoms {see the Guidelines for Public Interaction). Keep a social
distance from others and use a face covering in areas when interacting with the public. Remember to bring fluids, snacks, apply sunscreen, etc., and take breaks in the shade -
it gets warm out there! Also, don't forget to submit a Google Piping Plover Form after your volunteer time for the day. The piping plovers and NHFG thank you so much for your

helplll

Current Piping Plover Count {See map for locations): "Tern 2" = 0-1 chick, Other fledglingsfadults {usually in early AM) = 0-16

Least Tern Count: 5 nests hatched/1 abandoned. Terns absent from area

Expected hatchi

“Tern" fledge
fledge date:
[Fonday 6729 [Tuesday 6150 [Wednesday 7T Jrhursaay 712 JFricay 775 [Saturday 774 [Sunday 715 ]

800 AM RoseErin Moylan Cheryl Kirmball

830 AM £ £

900 AM) E C Kimball Angela W

9:30 AM £

Don Maggs/Matt H i

10:00 A Gzl Karen & Peg Don Maggs Karen & Peg
10:30 AM) " £ £ £
11:00 AM| Don Maggs Mckenna Hardie """ " £ £ £
11:30 AM) £ " £ " £ £
12:00 P
1230 PM PR " " "

1.00 P " £ " £ £

1:30 PM| Meg O'Leary Mckenna Hardie " Caroline Luff

2:00 PM| £ " £

230 PM RoseErin Moylan

3:00 PM " ?ha\m Tendler " " i

330 PM Meg O'Leary
400 PM Diane Ramus £

430 PM £

5.00 PM|

530 PM

6.00 PM| Don Maggs

E"f’l’::;d A etty” fledge “Tern 2 hatch "Middle" hatch
Monday 7/6 JTuesday 7/7 WVednesday 7i8 |Thursday 7/9 Frid_ay 710 Isaturday 711 ISunday 7i12 |

8§00 AM E‘;ﬂg Ramus and Matt Giambartolomei | Cheryl Kimball Amanda Seavey
830 AM| P P

900 AM]Elle Harris aren & Pog/Matt Hannah & Katherine " Elle Harris Linda and Mike "

Giambartolomei Larson

930 AMI" " Hannah & Kat " £
10:00 AM|" Don Maggs " " Don Maggs " " Don Maggs " Linda and Mike

10:30 AM[ "

11:00 AM[" "
11:30 AMp "

12:00 PMJRoseErin Moylan "

1230 PM)"
1:00 PM|"

1:30 PM)"
200 PMI"
230 PM|"
300 PM|
Diane Ramus and
3:30 PM| [

400 PM

4:30 PM

5:00 PM]"

5:30 PM

600 PMI"

Meg O'Leary

Ivary Liz & Connie

RoseErin Moylan

Katherine Barber

Mary Liz & Connie -
Did not go due to
thunderstorms

Karen & Peg

RoseErin Moylan "

" Caroline and
I erstin

Anna Yuhas

Larson
linda and Mike
Larson
Linda and Mike
Larson

Amanda Seavey

Linda and Mike
Larson

Linda and Mike
Larson

Linda and Mike
Larson

Linda and Mike
Larson

Linda and Mike
Larson

Linda and Mike Larson
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NHEFG Piping Plover Project Volunteer Schedule — Google Sheets (continued)

Expected hatch/
fledge date:

“Bernies” fledge

Monday 7113

ITuesday 714

WVednesday 715 IThursday 716

Jriday 717

Sunda;

ISEturday 7118

7119 |

&00 AM

830 AM["

900 AM"

930 AMI"

10:00 AM|

[RoseErin Moylan 7
Matt Giambartolomei

" Don Maggs "

10:30 AmM[

11:00 AM"

11:30 AM]"

12:00 PM|
12:30 PM|
1:00 PM|
1:30 PM|
200 PM
230 PM
3:00 PM

330 PM|
400 PM|

430 PM|

500 PM
5:30 PM
6:00 PM

Expected hatchi
fledge date:

inda and Mike
arson
Linda and Mike
Larson
Linda and Mike
Larson

L
L.

Meg O'Leary

Cheryl Kimball

Matt Giambartolomei " Katherine Barber

Hannah & Katherine

Karen & Peg "

Gracie Killen and
Kaela Preston

. Anna Yuhas

Linda and Mike

Chaim Tendler
Larson

RoseErin Moylan

" Don Maggs

" John Kanter

Amanda Seavey
Megan and Caroline
John Kanter

Katherine Barber Amanda Seavey

' Karen and Peg

|Monda¥ 7i20

JTuesday 7121

800 AM|

&30 AM

900 AM
930 AM
10:00 Al
10:30 Al
11:00 Al
11:30 AM|

12:00 P|

12:30 P
1:00 P
1:30 PM|
2:00 PM
230 PM
2:00 PM
3:30 PM

4:00 PM

430 PM
500 PM
5:30 PM

600 PMJ"

Don Maggs

Mary LIz & Connie

RoseErin Moylan

" Watt

Giambartolomei

Hannh & Kat """

Meg O'lLeary "

RoseErin Moylan

" Matt

Katherine Barber ]

" Karen & Peg " "

Linda and Mike
Larson
Mary LIz & Connie

Diane R and Pat C

Chaim Tendler

erdnesdax 7i22__ |Thursday 7723 |Frida¥ 7i24 |Saturda¥ 1126 |Sunda¥ 7i26 |

Cheryl Kimball/
Katherine Barber

Linda and Mike
Larson

Angela W

" _Anna Yuhas "
" " Hannah & Nolan "/,

Karen & Peg
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NHEFG Piping Plover Project Volunteer Schedule — Google Sheets (continued)

Expected hatch/ " "
fledge date: ‘Tern 2" fledge

JMonday 7727 Tuesday 7/28 [Wednesday 7129 [Thursday 7/30 Friday 7/31 ISEturday 81 ISunday 8i2
00 AM| RoseErin Moylan Katherine Cheryl Kimball

&30 AM Matt Giambartolomei "

900 Al " " Matt Giambartolomei " "

9:30 AMJDon Maggs P P " Katherine P P

0:00 Al I" " Karen & Peg " " " Karen & Peg " "
30 AMJ" o o o

00 AMJ" " " 0 o "

JRoseErin Moylan E ” [ W m

Mary Liz & Connie Mary Liz & Connie "

=
P
=

4:00 PI Dorothy Gaumer"
=
=
=
=

Expected hatch/ . "
fledge date: Middle" fledge Last Volunteer Day

|Monda§ 813 [Tuesday 874 [Wednesday 86 Thursdaz 86 Friday 8/7 [Saturday 8/8 Sunday 8/9
Cheryl Kimbal/
Katherine Barber

800 AM|

830 AM[Matt Giambartolomei RoseErin Moylan Matt Giambartolomei " "
300 AM 0 o o o
9:30 AM| " m I W
10:00 AMfKaren & Peg " Karen & Peg " " n
o " o " Caroline and

10:30 AM Megan M

11:00 AM)" " " " KBi RoseErin Moylan

11:30 AM]"

12:00 PMI"

1230 PMI"

100 Pl " |Meg i i "

730 Ml o o o o
2:00 PMJRoseErin Moylan "

230 PMI"

300 PMlr W

3:30 PM]"

4:00 PM]"

430 PM| Mary Liz & Connie Mary Liz & Connie
5:00 PM " "
5:30 PM| E E
6:00 PM| " "
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NHEFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief

NHFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
Thursday, August 13, 2020 via Zoom Meeting/Videoconference
Hosts: Brendan Clifford (NHFG) & Cassandra Bliss (NHFG)

7:00 PM -8:15 PM

Agenda

1. Sincere appreciation toward all volunteer efforts, time, and funds (travel costs)
2. PowerPoint presentation (10 slides) summarizing volunteer data collected from
the Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form (via Google Forms)

3. Open forum for volunteer comments, ideas for next year, and pros/cons

Volunteer Suggestions/Comments

1. Names of broods are confusing
a. “Tern” and “Tern Two” brood names were confusing
b. Perhaps use of number and/or color system would reduce confusion
i. Flag sections of symbolic fencing with different colors and use
corresponding colors on a map
ii. Numbers could represent age of broods (e.g., 1 is older than 2, etc.)
¢. Update map of broods and locations regularly
2. Create a better volunteer report
a. Drop down menus were confusing, as time progresses brood numbers
changed
b. Find a better way to upload report
c. Data gaps
i. Exact number of interactions missing (e.g., some people wrote
“several dozen” or “many group interactions”)
ii. People observations may lead to better plover management
3. Looking to the future: full capacity parking and beachgoers next year
a. Covid-19 restricted beaches and local parking to 50% capacity
b. Use of double roping for symbolic fencing (high and low ropes) to deter
beachgoer traffic through sensitive areas
c. Consider protective plover (symbolic fencing) corridor from dune habitat

to water’s edge (triangular corridor may provide better foraging access)
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NHEFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
(continued)

4. Plover crossing at the Hampton Beach State Park beach entrance/exit
a. Place piping plover chick specific signs at main beach pathways
5. Volunteer name tags
a. Provide some form of NHFG volunteer identification (e.g. name tag, hat,
shirt)
6. Provide public information on piping plover stages of life/characteristics
a. Laminated info sheet per volunteer as reference
QR code on signage
Too many pamphlets may create litter

Place emphasis on the fact that plovers are not baby gulls or sanderlings

P oo T

Larger signage by bathrooms
f. Use of whiteboard
7. News coverage was helpful
a. Many beachgoers became aware of unfortunate plover incidents
b. News articles increase public relations
8. “Plight of the Plover” — children’s contest
a. Coloring contest, logo creation with separate age groups, local art
b. Chamber of Commerce involvement
c. Use of piping plover mascot, short videos, naming contest for plovers
d. Volunteers could contribute photos, videos, compile a collection
9. Better management of volunteer time per chick/brood/section of beach
a. Regular updates of chick numbers alerting volunteers
b. Need additional monitoring coverage during busy beachgoer times
arriving/leaving the beach
c. Use of volunteers “on call” for unusual situations, weather, busy days, etc.
(create list of nearby people available on short notice)

10. Use of volunteers for exclosure and symbolic fencing set up

Note: Brendan Clifford will contact all 2020 Piping Plover Project volunteers for next

year.
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NHFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
PowerPoint Presentation

2020 Piping Plover &
Least Tern Monitoring

B! subml/sfons

Collaborated efforts helped us
greatly in this unusual year!

Volunteers

¥

48 volunteers signed up this

yearl!!l F AN

30 volunteers ménitdred

* >410 hrs. 40 min. volunteer
hours {per Google Forms .

39 volunteer momtoﬂng;davsyﬁf :
* June 30" - Aug 7', 2020 %

A SEACOAST
Drfvlng mlles TBD N e ?,.4.‘,‘

E*L SCIENCE CENTER

2020 Piping Plover &
Least Tern Monitoring

TOTAL SUBMISSIONS: ‘ 5 s

) g GOLD STARS GO T0:3

]

o Peg O. &'b’éfren S

; Cherylr 3

VOIU nteers Total Volunteer Report Submissions - via Google Forms

16.4%

159 report form
submissions T Y
‘6 doubles/1 form = 165.
submlss|ons theoretrcally

20 10.9%

15 8.5%

6.64%

10 4.8% 4.8%
3.6% 3.6%
, m 1 Iallla.n.s 1.

RoseErin M. - ’_'_L__j -}‘{ 1
MatthewS. b U SIS III S fw‘;f’f ¥ «.f’ ‘tf
; Meg é _' * v N
Lmda & M[ke L e : 5 Volunteers

Number of Completed Forms

Don'M. -
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NHEFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
PowerPoint Presentation (continued)

What area did you monitor?

159 responses

@ Hampton Beach State Park

@ Hampton Beach (Northern Section)

@ Both

@ Hampton Beach State Park and walked
to Hampton Beach (Northern Section)

@ The Ashworth Nest

@ Hampton Beach State Park and
Hampton Beach (Northern Section)

@ Both the state park and the northern

Human Behavior Observations {148 responses)

Sunbathing/swimming/walking/talking 95.9%
Humans running/chasing other humans  [INNNNRNEGEGGEGEGEGEGEEN /- >
Beach games (frisbee, tossing/throwing a ball, etc.) |GGG 5 5%
Playing music [N -/ 1
Digging holes NN 5. 7%
Flying kites [N 2-.3%

Other (e.g. littering, drones, remote control cars, chasing birds, etc.} [l 7.7
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NHFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
PowerPoint Presentation (continued)

Did you observe other adult piping plovers making scrapes, courting, or mating?

151 responses

® Yes

® No

@ No, but an adult piping plover pair with
no chicks was observed together

@ Maybe
80.4%

How many chicks were present from the "Bernies” brood?

140 responses

A\ 10

157% \
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NHEFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
PowerPoint Presentation (continued)

July 22 3t 1242PM - Q

We would like to remind the public that it is important to leave wildlife wild.
Yesterday there was an incident at Hampton Beach where a newly hatched
piping plover chick was captured and brought to state officials by an
unidentified individual who thought it needed rescuing. Despite efforts by
NHFG biologists to return the bird to its parents, the siress of the event
proved 100 much and the bird did not survive the night.

Piping plovers nest on Hampton and Seabrook Beaches each year. Chicks
are fully mobile within hours of hatching and capable of finding food on their
own, often moving away from the adults during their search. The adults,
eggs and chicks are protected under federal and state endangered species
acts, punishable by law. The incident remains under investigation.

For more information about the piping plover project visit
hitps://www.wildlife state.nh.us/nongame/project-plover. htmi

54





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

NHEFG End of Season 2020 Piping Plover Volunteer Summary and Debrief
PowerPoint Presentation (continued)
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Appendix D

USFWS Incident Report: July 21, 2020
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Piping Plover Incident Report

(Prepared for the USFWS Law Enforcement Division)

Date: July 24, 2020
Location: Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH

Author: Brendan Clifford, NHFG and Cassandra Bliss, NHFG

On July 21, 2020 at approximately 5:30 PM Meredith Collins (DNCR State Parks Seacoast Regional
Supervisor) called Brendan Clifford (NHFG Wildlife Biologist) and informed him that what she thought
was a piping plover chick had been brought to the state park office at the seashell complex. Her
employee (Maura Marchese) had received the chick from an unidentified man and child (suspected
father-daughter). In a phone conversation with Brendan Clifford, Maura said the man claimed to have
carried the chick (in hands) from the Jetty area at South Beach to the seashell complex (approximately a
half mile walk). He apparently believed the chick was a baby gull and thought it needed rescuing.
There is no other information about the father-daughter as they left after surrendering it to State Parks
staff. Maura texted a picture of the chick in a cardboard box to Brendan and it was confirmed to be a
piping plover, appearing only a few days old. Brendan informed Maura that Cassandra Bliss (NHFG
Piping Plover Monitor) was en-route to take possession of the chick (approximately 30 minutes away at
the time).

Brendan called and texted Susi von Oettingen (USFWS Endangered Species Biologist) for guidance on the
next steps. Susi returned the call shortly afterward and advised that the first thing to do was to keep
the bird in a cool, dark place and to provide a water source if at all possible to protect against
dehydration. She advised using a water dropper and potentially a water dish. She also suggested
contacting the nearest wildlife rehabilitation facility to inquire if staff could come to the location in
Hampton with this basic equipment. Susi next discussed the details of where the bird came from and if
the adults were still present (to reunite the chick). It was surmised that this chick may have been from
the northern nest across from the Ashworth Hotel that had been on day 46/47 of incubation the
previous day. (As an aside, that nest was found with a single eggin it at 6 AM on 7/21/20 with one
adultincubating. Despite an hour-long search by Brendan and Cassandra no sign of the other adult or
any chicks were found in the areas a half mile north or south of the nest and it was thought that
predation was possible. The location that the chick was reported to be collected from is approximately
one mile from the Ashworth nest meaning it would have had to travel that distance in less than one day
based on Cassandra’s observation of at least two eggs, possibly three at most but unconfirmed third
egg, in the nest on 7/20/20). Susi advised to search for the adult(s) that may be alone or potentially
could have another newly hatched chick. Note that the lone egg left in the Ashworth nest was not being
incubated at the time Cassandra arrived on scene and no adults were observed at the nest.

Brendan informed Cassandra of Susi’s recommendations and suggested using a soaked paper towel to
drip water drops on the beak of the chick. This was successful as the chick appeared to drink the
droplets from the towel and those collecting on the bottom of the box (Cassandra repeated this action
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multiple times prior to releasing the chick). At approximately 7:00 Cassandra transported the chick in
her vehicle to South Beach (i.e., Hampton Beach State Park). Brendan suggested placing (i.e., hiding) the
box with chick in the nearby dune for 10-15 minutes while she searched for the potential parents.
Cassandra searched a quarter to a half mile stretch of dune in the vicinity of where the chick was
reportedly collected. Following the search Cassandra reported observing a lone adult inside a
symbolically fenced area. The bird appeared to act slightly ‘odd’ traversing back and forth but was not
‘piping’ for a lost chick. Given this information Brendan suggested releasing the chick just inside the
fencing in the direction of the adult. At approximately 7:45 PM the chick was released midway inside
the fencing by some vegetation, but appeared very weak. The chick rested for several minutes, then
appeared to move around within the vegetation (Figure 1). The adult plover proceeded to vacate the
area but Brendan advised to leave the chick alone. In the same area there had consistently been two
active broods of unfledged chicks (approximately 10 days old) and it was thought the released chick
could potentially move to those groups or adults if its actual parent(s) could not find it. After
observation of the chick and the nearby adult for 45 minutes Cassandra left at approximately 8:30 (with
plans to return the following morning to search for the chick and/or parents).

Note: Patrick Murphy (DNCR Chief of Lifeguards) called Brendan at approximately 6:00 PM and reported
that at some point during the day a chick had been captured in a children’s sand pail and brought to
lifeguard tower four (this is near where the chick was released). The lifeguard informed the person(s)
that the chick had to be released and the lifeguard on duty (name unknown at the time of this report)
immediately brought the chick back to the area it was collected and released it. The lifeguard had

which suggests it was either the same chick that was captured later or

”

described it as a “tiny cottonbal
its ‘sibling’ that may have also been in the area (as at least one, potentially two eggs were missing from
the Ashworth nest that morning). Figures 2 through 5 illustrate volunteer responses (retrieved from the
Google Forms, Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form that volunteers are asked to complete at the end
of their volunteer segments) on the day of this incident that may give some insight on potentially
relevant human and piping plover activities throughout the day.

At 7:00 AM on 7/22/20, Cassandra checked the status of the Ashworth nest and did not observe adults
on or near the remaining egg. Immediately thereafter, Cassandra returned to the area where the chick
was released at the Hampton Beach State Park and did not observe an active chick or adult in the
vicinity of release. Along the high tide mark, one chick and one adult were foraging/brooding in a
territory where an adjacent brood usually traverses. A total of six adults, five fledgelings, and one
unfledged chick were observed that morning upon arrival between the jetty at the State Park and the
edge of where dune habitat ends to the north. Cassandra returned to the release spot of the chick and
located the deceased chick, covered in ants (Figure 6). Brendan advised to remove the chick from the
area and bury it elsewhere to discourage predators from approaching an area where least terns and
piping plovers are still active. Cassandra brushed off the ants with a paper towel and buried the chick on
the west side of the dunes approximately 10 inches from the surface. Cassandra later recovered it and
placed it in an available plastic Ziploc bag when informed shortly after that the chick will need to be
collected by USFWS.
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Figure 1. Location of piping plover chick release on 7/21/20 and deceased chick retrieval on 7/22/20 at
Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH.

B Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form &% e © @

Questions  Responses (@)

Date & Time *
‘The day you volunteered to monitor piping plovers and the approximate starting time.

MM DD YYYY Time

07 /21 /2020 08:00 AM -

Duration *

The approximate duration of your volunteer shift
Hrs Min Sec

03:00:00

What area did you monitor?

(® Hampton Beach State Park

(O Hampton Beach (Northern Section)

Figure 2. Google Forms; Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form that describes the observations of
Volunteer A an 7/21/2020 at Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH {Part 1).
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B Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form &% d o @

Questions  Responses @)

Other

Comments

Please describe any of the above answers that need furtner explanation here.

I saw four fledglings total from the Beries and Tem broods, but am not sure which they each came from.

Noteworthy Observations

Humans chasing chicks or adults, items actively thrown into roped areas, dogs (leashed or unleashed), ATVs, fireworks, fledged
chicks, or any other observations not mentioned above.

Multiple children commented at different times that they wanted to catch the chicks, but in most cases their
parents immediately told them no and | didnit feel the need to intervene. Gne child actually looked like she was
going to try to catch a chick, and when | asked her to stop she walked away.

Figure 3. Google Forms; Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form that describes the observations of
Volunteer A on 7/21/2020 at Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH (Part 2).

B Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form  #% ¥ Q@ e @

Questions  Respon:

%)

Date & Time *

The day you voluntasrad to manitor piping plovers anc the approx mate starting time.
wM DD YYY Tine

07 /21 /2020  08:30 AM ~

Duration *

The approximate curation of your volunecr shift

What area dd you monitor?

(@ Hampton beach State Fark

Hampton teach (Norinem Se

Figure 4. Google Forms; Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form that describes the observations of
Volunteer B on 7/21/2020 at Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH (Part 1).
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B Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form &% 3¢ d o @

Questions  Responses

Comments
Please gescribe any of the anove answers that need furtner expianation nere

‘when the tern_2 and middlle broods were feeding by a mud flat, It appeared as though all chicks were present
(Ym not 100% sure). however, one of the 1ern_2 adults led 2 chicks back and not 3. | alsa noticed one chick fall
on its back. 1t appeared as though it was struggling, but it disappeared when | walked closer to check on it. |
assume it got back on its feet and continued on when | wasnit looking. However, | could not locate the 3 tem_2
chicks when the adult and two chicks returned to the roped area. Maybe the chick that fell went back to the
roped area beforc the others or was taken by a predator (there were acagulls inthe arca). Also, the middle chick
had a bit of seaweed attached 1o its leg but it was not hindering its movement.

Note on tern and bemies fledglings- | observed a lone fledgling on two separate oceasions. Once in the tern area
and ancther time in the grass by the big house. | possibly observed the same bird twicz but Im nat sure.

Noteworthy Observations

Humans chasing chicks or adults, tems actively thrown into roped areas, dags (leashed or unleashed), ATVS, firewarks, flecged
‘chicks, or any other observations not mentionsd shove

I had to ask one woman to leave the roped area where the middle brood is. She was ccoperative but mostly
ignored me. Also, | noticed much more footprints in roped areas compared to my previous shift last Wednesday.

1P

Figure 5. Google Forms; Piping Plover Volunteer Reporting Form that describes the observations of
Volunteer B on 7/21/2020 at Hampton Beach State Park, Hampton, NH (Part 2).

Figure 6. Photo of deceased piping plover chick located on 7/22/20, at Hampton Beach State Park,
Hampton, NH.
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Google Earth

B | 1992 8 lat 9ft  eyealt

Figure 7. Release location of the piping plover chick on 7/21/20

62





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

Appendix E

Public Articles and Notices

63





New Hampshire 2020 Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) & Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Annual Report

NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Jason Schreiber - July 15, 2020

https://www.unionleader.com/news/animals/wildlife-officials-fear-piping-plover-eggs-that-halted-
hampton-beach-fireworks-may-not-hatch/article 9230bf58-bc3e-5213-80ae-28b989598d15.html

Wildlife officials fear piping plover
eggs that halted Hampton Beach
fireworks may not hatch

By Jason Schreiber Union L eader Correspondent
Jul 15, 2020 Updated Jul 16, 2020

AREA CLOSED =

Signs have been warning visitors to stay away from a piping plover nest on the main section of Hampton
Beach.

Jason Schreiber/File

The four piping plover eggs that put the brakes on fireworks displays at Hampton Beach
have yet to hatch, raising the possibility that the chicks may have died.
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Jason Schreiber - July 15, 2020 (continued)

Plover eggs typically hatch in about 27 days, but it's been more than 40 days and there’s
still no sign of any babies, according to New Hampshire Fish and Game wildlife biologist
Brendan Clifford.

Because the plover nest was located in an area of the beach where the summer

fireworks take place, the weekly shows were put on hold to avoid disturbing the eggs.

Piping plovers are a federally threatened shorebird and are listed as an endangered

species by the state.

A large area around the nest was roped off and a warning sign was displayed to protect

it from beachgoers, who were allowed back on the state’s beaches on June 1.

Wildlife officials hoped the eggs would hatch by the end of June. Once hatched, it would
likely take another 25 days hefore the little ones would be ready to fly away on their

own, the experts said.

“They still havent hatched and we're not sure they're going to at this point. It's been
almost two weeks past the expected hatch date, but they're still incubating,” Clifford

said Wednesday.

Officials aren't ready to give up on the eggs just yet. Clifford recalled one case where

plover eggs hatched after a record 49 days.

This piping plover nest with four eggs was built in an area of Hampton Beach that has temporarily halted

the summer fireworks display.
NH Fish and Game

“By the end of the week we'll make a decision on what the next step will be,” he said,
adding that if they don't hatch by then they will be removed.
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Jason Schreiber - July 15, 2020 (continued)

Clifford said it could take longer for an egg to hatch if the mother plover is distracted

and keeps jumping off the nest.

It's also possible that the chicks died weeks ago and the nesting plover isn't aware, he

said.

Officials believe the plovers nested on the main beach because it was closed during the
spring due to the coronavirus pandemic, which created a quieter environment. The nest
was discovered just as the beach was about to open, forcing a temporary halt to the

weekly fireworks.

While the fate of that nest is uncertain, officials reported a successful hatch on another
nest near the south end of Hampton Beach in the area of Bernie's Beach Bar. Of the four

eggs that hatched, three of the babies survived and flew off; the fourth disappeared.

Six additional nests with four eggs in each were located in the area of the dunes, which

is a common spot for the plovers as it’s quiet and away from people.

Of those nests, two chicks flew away while four others are still growing, but not yet able

to fly.

The piping plovers have had better luck at Seabrook Beach, which tends to have less

commotion than Hampton Beach.

Clifford said 10 of the eggs from four nests there hatched and the chicks have made it

to flying.

RockinghamNews@unionleader.com
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Cheryl Kimball - July 18, 2020

https://www.unionleader.com/nh/outdoors/cheryl-kimball-nature-talks-volunteer-monitoring-of-
piping-plovers-on-hampton-beach-is-rewarding/article c8a4006f-5ccb-543b-a2b3-c0c172fa583e.html

Cheryl Kimball Nature Talks:
Volunteer monitoring of
piping plovers on Hampton
Beach is rewarding

o Jul18,2020

This two-day-old chick, about the size of a fuzzy golf ball, was on the go during Nature Talks author Cheryl

Kimball's last piping plover monitoring session at Hampton Beach State Park.
Courtesy/Cheryl Kimball
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Cheryl Kimball - July 18, 2020 (continued)

| HAVEN'T HUNG OUT on Hampton Beach since | was a teenaged hippie wannabe there
with friends to see Jethro Tull at the Hampton Beach Casino in the 1970s. That was my
first and last concert there since an overbooked mob scene ensued that actually closed
the casino down for five years (no, my parents were not happy to have approved that
outing). Barring once or twice riding my horse there in early spring, | never really spent

any more time at Hampton Beach.

Lately, however, | have found myself driving there once a week. I'd been looking for a
volunteer opportunity. Which brought me to volunteering for N.H. Fish and Game to help
monitor piping plover nests and hatchlings. Hanging out on Hampton Beach keeping
watch over adorable chicks that look like fluffy golf balls on stilts is tough work but

someone has to do it ... and it actually is a little tough but I'll get to that in a moment.

| saw a posting on Facebook for volunteers and contacted Brendan Clifford, Wildlife
Biologist with N.H. Fish and Game’s Nongame and Endangered Wildlife Program. He
accumulated a list of interested people and set up a Zoom meeting to introduce
everyone to the plovers and then to the volunteer job at hand. Those that remained
interested contacted him and he sent paperwork — liability waivers, volunteer log
sheets, a link to COVID-19-related training, and an online signup calendar. Brendan was
pleasantly surprised that over 30 people were interested in volunteering. One reason so
many volunteers is great is that apparently this year there are eight nests on Hampton

Beach, three more than usual.

According to the informational pamphlet that N.H. Fish and Game provides, “Piping
plovers were common along the Atlantic Coast during much of the 19th century, but
nearly disappeared due to excessive hunting for the millinery trade. Following the
passage of the Migratory Treaty Act in 1918, numbers recovered in a 20th century peak
which occurred during the 1940s.” The current population decline has happened since

beaches became more recreational after World War Il, the pamphlet explains.
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Cheryl Kimball - July 18, 2020 (continued)

Piping plovers were added to the national Endangered Species list in January 1986. This
means they and their habitats — Hampton Beach being one — receive some protection.

And it means that there are penalties for taking, harassing, or harming them in any way.

Although active nesting sites are roped off to call attention to them, the plovers by
design blend into their habitat which means that humans can harm them without even
realizing it. Which is where the volunteer monitor program comes in. In an in-the-field

training session we learned that the key things that plover monitoring entails are:

+ Checking on nesting adults to see if they are still incubating eggs.

+ Checking on hatchlings to determine they are still there and feeding and active.

+ Monitoring hatchling movement to alert beachgoers when they might be underfoot.

* Interacting with beachgoers (6 feet-plus away or masked) to educate them about the

plovers.

It was made clear to us that we were not expected to herd the plovers away from
“danger” — they were to be left free to do whatever they do. It is the people that need to

be alerted to their presence and hopefully watch out for them underfoot.

And that’s what | meant earlier about the job being a bit tough. Unlike many birds born
naked and helpless, piping plovers are “precocious” — they are pretty much good to go
at hatching. These tiny newborn chicks move around pretty soon and pretty quickly.
Plover movement is typically short sprints — a dozen or two quick footsteps then stop.
A dozen more, stop. Change direction. Stop. Rustle through some dune grass. Stop. It's

like keeping track of a few ping pong balls being hit with the paddle every 10 seconds.

Interacting with people is a fun part of the job, in my opinion. Once people know about

the plovers, they seem to be intent on protecting them, too. Several people | spoke with
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NH Union Leader Article, Authored by Cheryl Kimball - July 18, 2020 (continued)

who come to the beach regularly knew all about the plovers, how many chicks were

born when, etc.

Plover monitoring by nature is mostly socially distanced so it fits well into current
conditions. Although there seem to be enough monitors this year (April to late August
when all have fledged and headed a little further south for better feeding grounds to
prepare for the trip way south), check it out next spring. Fish and Game makes it as easy

as possible with parking spaces set aside for plover monitors.

This program is administered through the N.H. Fish and Game’s Nongame and
Endangered Wildlife Program. Private donations totaling $50,000 annually release a
matching grant from the state. Your donation will help piping plovers and many other
wildlife species including least terns (on the state but not national endangered list and

also nesting on Hampton Beach). Go

to www.wildlife.state.nh.us/nongame/funding.html to make a donation online.

Cheryl Kimball is a freelance writer who lives north of Rochester. Email her

at naturetalksck@gmail.com.
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Seacoast Online Article, Authored by Max Sullivan - July 30, 2020

https://www.seacoastonline.com/news/20200730/social-distancing-concerns-cancel-hampton-beach-

fireworks-for-summer

ﬁ Seacoastonline.com

Social distancing concerns
cancel Hampton Beach fireworks
for the summer

Officials this week decided not to allow any fireworks displays at Hampton Beach through Labor Day

weekend out of concern that crowds would not be able to effectively social distance to prevent the

spread of the coronavirus. [Courtesy photo]
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Seacoast Online Article, Authored by Max Sullivan - July 30, 2020 (continued)

By
msullivan@seacoastonline.com

HAMPTON - Piping plover nests are no longer preventing the Hampton Beach
Village District from holding fireworks, but officials will still postpone the shows
out of concern for social distancing.

Town and New Hampshire State Parks officials decided the fireworks, normally
held each Wednesday night, would draw crowds large enough to prevent effective
social distancing, according to Village District Co-Marketing Director Lisa
Martineau. The shows have been on hold since June when two federally protected
piping plover nests were discovered close to where the fireworks are set off each
Wednesday night and on the Fourth of July.

The plover eggs had either hatched, gone missing or failed to hatch as of July 22,
according to New Hampshire Fish and Game. Martineau said the Village District
had submitted its proposal to the state two days later for running the fireworks
while maintaining social distancing. She said they learned Monday the town
police chief, fire chief and State Parks decided against allowing the fireworks, and
that the show will be postponed through at least Labor Day.

Martineau said the decision was made based on the fact that Hampton Beach
would be offering virtually the only fireworks show in the region, given shows
throughout New England have already been canceled. Hampton Fire Chief
Jameson Ayotte said the amount of space needed to put on the show also requires
crowds to be pushed away from where the fireworks are set up, bringing people
closer together.

“Public safety is a driving factor in all of our decisions, this one is included,”
Ayotte said.

The nests that held up the fireworks earlier this season were laid on the sand in
front of the Ashworth by the Sea hotel and near L Street — two locations that
would normally be covered with people if there was no COVID-19 pandemic.
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Seacoast Online Article, Authored by Max Sullivan - July 30, 2020 (continued)

Melissa Doperalski, a certified wildlife biologist with New Hampshire Fish and
Game, said the governor’s temporary closure of Hampton Beach in the spring
gave the birds more room to nest.

The nest near L Street was successful with four eggs hatching, the fledglings
having grown enough to fly away on their own, Doperalski said. Near the
Ashworth, she said three of the four eggs went missing for unknown reasons,
potentially taken by a predator. The fourth egg did not hatch within 45 days, she
said, meaning it likely would not hatch and that biologists could safely remove it
from the nest.

On July 21, a day before that last egg was removed, Fish and Game reported a
piping plover fledgling being picked up by a beachgoer and ultimately dyving from
the encounter. Doperalski said it could not be confirmed whether the fledgling
came from one of the two nests impacting fireworks, as others exist in different
parts of the beach.

Doperalski said the beachgoer carried the bird to State Parks staff, concerned the
bird was alone without its parents and needed to be rescued. Fish and Game
posted on Facebook that the stress of the event “proved too much” for the bird
and that it did not survive the night.

Doperalski said the beachgoer who picked up the bird seemed to act “in good
faith,” but that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is investigating the incident as
is typical when violations occur. Penalties can be up to 6 months’ imprisonment
for taking a plover under the Endangered Species Act alone. The bird is also
protected under New Hampshire State Law.

“It’s always good to just leave wildlife where it is,” said Doperalski.

Martineau said the Village District is disappointed to continue postponing
fireworks, but that some shows might be possible in the fall. She said beach
officials are also looking forward to the return of the Hampton Beach Sand
Sculpting Classic set for Labor Day Weekend, originally postponed from June.

“We're bummed about it, too, it's a shame, but we are in a pandemic, we have to
realize,” said Martineau. “It’s not something we can control.”
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From: Laurin, Marc

To: Dionne, Michael; Newton, Kevin

Cc: Martin, Rebecca; Stephanie Dyer-Carroll; Dan Hageman; Brown, Joshua; OSullivan, Andrew; Reczek, Jennifer;
Clifford, Brendan

Subject: RE: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - NHB 22-2450

Date: Wednesday, December 21, 2022 9:04:10 AM

Attachments: 15904 Ex Prop Plans 20221216.pdf

Mike and Kevin,

We submitted an updated DataCheck (NHB22-2450) to your office in October. As requested by Kim
Snyder last July, we're now transmitting updated plans for the Seabrook-Hampton Bridge Project
(15904). Note that these plans are still in draft form. We will submit the final plan set to you when
the Dredge and Fill Permit is submitted to NHDES (anticipated in February 2023).

We also wanted to make you aware of a refinement in the design. During Part A, at the request of
the USFWS, we prepared estimates of the volume of excavated material associated with the
widening of the channel and the leveling of the channel bottom. At that time, it was estimated to be
5,000 cubic yards (CY). Based on an updated bathymetric survey completed this year as part of the
Final Design, the revised volume is just 160 CY. The USFWS had suggested in their Biological Opinion
that the excavated material could be used to enhance Piping Plover habitat, if feasible. However, the
volume is too small to use it for these purposes. Instead, and consistent with the Essential Fish
Habitat Assessment, the material will be used to fill in voids in the channel bottom created by the
removal of the existing piers. Using these native materials will facilitate the timely reestablishment
of benthic organisms within these voids. This approach was presented at the NHDOT Natural
Resources Coordination Meeting last month.

Regarding your suggestion during last month’s meeting regarding potentially relocating blue mussels
from the impact areas. DOT has concluded that relocation of the mussels would not be feasible as
the areas to the east of the mussel bed would be within the work zone to remove the exiting bridge,
and to the west of the work area there is sand deposition encroachment and the shore gets steep.
DOT has proposed that during removal of the existing northernmost pier, the structure will be
removed to the appropriate elevation to create a precursor condition so the mussels could
reestablish themselves in this location.

Should you have any questions about the project plans, please let me know. We look forward to
ongoing coordination with your office on this project.

Thanks,

Marc

From: Snyder, Kimberly <Kimberly.C.Snyder@wildlife.nh.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 4, 2022 11:45 AM

To: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>; Winters, Melissa
<Melissa.J.Winters@wildlife.nh.gov>; Clifford, Brendan <Brendan.J.Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov>;
Patterson, Cheri <Cheri.A.Patterson@wildlife.nh.gov>; Magee, John
<john.a.magee@wildlife.nh.gov>; Dionne, Michael <Michael.A.Dionne@wildlife.nh.gov>
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Cc: FGC: NHFG review <NHFGreview@wildlife.nh.gov>; Martin, Rebecca
<Rebecca.A.Martin@dot.nh.gov>; Stephanie Dyer-Carroll <sdyer-carroll@fhistudio.com>; Dan
Hageman <dhageman@fhistudio.com>; Brown, Joshua <Joshua.R.Brown@dot.nh.gov>; OSullivan,
Andrew <Andrew.M.OSullivan@dot.nh.gov>; Reczek, Jennifer <Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov>;
Newton, Kevin <Kevin.M.Newton@wildlife.nh.gov>

Subject: RE: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - NHB 18-2036

Marc,
Thank you, please continue to coordinate with Mike Dionne and Kevin Newton under the new NHB
number (NHB22-2450) for the Seabrook-Hampton 15904 permit.

Kim S.

From: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2022 9:05 AM
To: Snyder, Kimberly <Kimberly.C.Snyder@wildlife.nh.gov>; Winters, Melissa

<Melissa.J.Winters@wildlife.nh.gov>; Clifford, Brendan <Brendan.J).Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov>;
Patterson, Cheri <Cheri.A.Patterson@wildlife.nh.gov>; Magee, John
<john.a.magee@wildlife.nh.gov>

Cc: FGC: NHFG review <NHFGreview@wildlife.nh.gov>; Martin, Rebecca
<Rebecca.A.Martin@dot.nh.gov>; Stephanie Dyer-Carroll <sdyer-carroll@fhistudio.com>; Dan
Hageman <dhageman@fhistudio.com>; Brown, Joshua <Joshua.R.Brown@dot.nh.gov>; OSullivan,

Andrew <Andrew.M.OSullivan@dot.nh.gov>; Reczek, Jennifer <Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov>
Subject: RE: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - NHB 18-2036

Kim,

I’'m following up on your request for an updated NHB DataCheck for the Seabrook-Hampton Bridge
Project. The attached DataCheck, dated August 3, 2022, identifies three vertebrate species: the
Least Tern, the Piping Plover and the Purple Martin.

The Least Tern and the Piping Plover were both identified in the December 2020 NHB DataCheck
undertaken during the project’s NEPA documentation phase. Coordination was undertaken with
NHFG regarding these two species during NEPA. Based on monitoring reports provided by NHFG,
the Least Tern has not historically nested on the project site, instead nesting to the north in
Hampton Beach State Park and to the south on Seabrook Beach. Since the Piping Plover has
historically nested in the Dunes Wildlife Management Area to the west of the project site, NHDOT
prepared a Biological Assessment (BA) for the Plover. The BA also addressed the Federally-listed
Roseate Tern and Red Knot, which have the potential to occur in the project area. The USFWS
issued a corresponding Biological Opinion (BO) in May 2021, which included a series of conservation
measures that will be incorporated into the design and construction of the new bridge. The BO is
attached for your records.

The Purple Martin was not included in the 2020 NHB DataCheck DOT previously received for the
project. However, based on the August 3, 2022 DataCheck, the Purple Martin does not nest within
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the project area. There are Purple Martin colonies to the north (approx. 4,800 feet) and to the south
(approx. 4,300 feet) of the project area, but none in or immediately adjacent to the project limits.

As such, there would be no impact to breeding of this species. In addition, we feel there would be
no impact to the feeding activities of Purple Martins, since feeding habitat is generally in open areas,
of which there is ample habitat outside the proposed construction area. Purple Martins would likely
avoid the construction site and feed in other areas. Please let us know if you concur with our
assessment.

Regarding the 2018 permit you reference, is this in regards to the DES Wetlands Permit #2019-
01681 that NHDOT received in August 2019, see attached? This permit was for the Bridge
Maintenance project (Hampton 42439) to install gabion mattresses to protect the southwest
abutment of the existing bridge from further scour. NHDOT coordinated with the NH Sea Grant/UNH
Extension to remove and replant the sensitive plant species that were located within the access road
into the dune habitat prior to construction.

The proposed Seabrook-Hampton 15904 project is separate from this completed effort. NHDOT will
apply for a separate permit for the impacts associated with the construction of the new bridge and
removal of the existing bridge. DOT is in the process of completing Preliminary Plans for the project
and will provide you with the updated plan set for your review as soon as soon as it’s available.

We look forward to ongoing coordination with your office on this project. Let me know if you have
any further questions or require more information at this time.

Thanks,

Marc

From: Snyder, Kimberly <Kimberly.C.Snyder@wildlife.nh.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 3:11 PM

To: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>; Winters, Melissa
<Melissa.).Winters@wildlife.nh.gov>; Clifford, Brendan <Brendan.J.Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov>;
Patterson, Cheri <Cheri.A.Patterson@wildlife.nh.gov>; Magee, John
<john.a.magee@wildlife.nh.gov>

Cc: FGC: NHFG review <NHFGreview@wildlife.nh.gov>; Martin, Rebecca
<Rebecca.A.Martin@dot.nh.gov>; Stephanie Dyer-Carroll <sdyer-carroll@fhistudio.com>; Dan
Hageman <dhageman@fhistudio.com>; Brown, Joshua <Joshua.R.Brown@dot.nh.gov>; OSullivan,
Andrew <Andrew.M.OSullivan@dot.nh.gov>; Reczek, Jennifer <Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov>
Subject: RE: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - NHB 18-2036

Hello Mareg,

You are correct, since we have previously provided comments on this project, it is not subject to
formal consultation unless there are major changes in the project design or any new species are
indicated on the NHB letter.

Moving forward on this project, in accordance with the MOA, NHF&G requires the following from
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you:
e Provide new NHB letter as soon as it is available
e Provide updated site plan sheets and aerials
e Highlight any changes from the 2018 plans on the new site plans/aerials
e Indicated the bmps from the 2018 permit that you are incorporating into the project from our
last review

With this, we will evaluate if our previous recommendations are still sufficient and provide new
recommendations if applicable.

Thank you!
Kim S.

From: Laurin, Marc <marc.g.laurin@dot.nh.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 12:09 PM

To: Winters, Melissa <Melissa.).Winters@wildlife.nh.gov>; Clifford, Brendan
<Brendan.J.Clifford@wildlife.nh.gov>; Patterson, Cheri <cheri.patterson@wildlife.nh.gov>; Magee,

John <john.a.magee@wildlife.nh.gov>
Cc: FGC: NHFG review <NHFGreview@wildlife.nh.gov>; Martin, Rebecca
<Rebecca.A.Martin@dot.nh.gov>; Stephanie Dyer-Carroll <sdyer-carroll@fhistudio.com>; Dan

Hageman <dhageman@fhistudio.com>; Brown, Joshua <Joshua.R.Brown@dot.nh.gov>; OSullivan,
Andrew <Andrew.M.OSullivan@dot.nh.gov>; Reczek, Jennifer <Jennifer.E.Reczek@dot.nh.gov>
Subject: Seabrook-Hampton, 15904 - NHB 18-2036

Melissa,

The project, the replacement of the NH Route 1A bridge (Neil Underwood Memorial Bridge) over the
Hampton Harbor Inlet, has been under environmental review since 2018. Documentation of the
anticipated environmental impacts were described in an Environmental Assessment completed by
NHDOT on March 2021, with a Public Hearing conducted on April 2021, and a Revised EA completed
in February 2022, with a FONSI determination made by FHWA in March 2022. Coordination has
occurred with the NH Fish and Game, regarding the Piping Plover, Blue Mussel bed, and potential
Softshell Clam habitat located within the project area, throughout this NEPA documentation process.

As such, NHDOT wants to confirm that formal consultation in accordance with the recent MOA
between NHDOT and NHF&G is not requires as this project was initiated and prior to the adoption of
the FIS 1004 regulations. NHDOT will of course continue to consult with NHF&G and USFWS in
regards to the Piping Plover mitigation measures, and any other species of concern that may be
identified by NHF&G. NHDOT has also been in contact with the NHNHB and will requesting a up-to-
date NHNHB database search in the near future.

Final Design of the project is on-going. NHDOT will be presenting an update on the project during

our July 20t Monthly Natural Resource Agency meeting. An invitation will be sent out to NHF&G
later this week by the Bureau of Environment’s Wetland Program. Let me know if there are other
NHF&G personnel that should be invited to this presentation.
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Thanks,

Marc Laurin

Senior Environmental Manager
Bureau of Environment

NH Department of Transportation
(603) 271-4044



From: Stephanie Dyer-Carroll

To: Stephanie Dyer-Carroll
Subject: FW: NH Route 1A bridge over Hampton River - Seabrook-Hampton, 15904
Date: Friday, March 8, 2019 9:19:41 AM

From: vonOettingen, Susi [mailto:susi_vonoettingen@fws.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 9:43 AM

To: Laurin, Marc
Cc: Clifford, Brendan
Subject: NH Route 1A bridge over Hampton River

Good morning, Marc,

| am writing in response to your January 22, 2019 letter requesting comments and/or
information regarding federally listed species that are in the vicinity of the proposed
replacement of the Route 1A bridge over the Hampton River in Hampton and
Seabrook, New Hampshire (Project). At this time, | understand that the projectis in a
preliminary design phase and you are asking for general comments regarding listed
species.

The New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT) identified rour federally
listed species as potentially being present in the vicinity of the project. | agree, that
the northern long-eared bat will not be affected based on the information provided in
your letter - specifically a lack of foraging or roosting habitat, including the lack of
evidence that bats might have been roosting in the bridge. Therefore, no further
consultation will be needed for this species if NHDOT (or Federal Highways)
concludes that the species will not be affected.

Red knots and roseate terns could forage within the project area, as stated in your
letter. Red knots forage on exposed intertidal mud and sand flats, and roost on beach
berms, dunes and in salt marshes. To date, there is little evidence that other than
lower numbers of migrating red knots are found in the project area. Roseate terns
forage in shallow waters when prey is available and have been observed in the
project area, either during the breeding season (since Seavey Island is a known
breeding colony) or during the staging season.

Piping plovers periodically nest west of the bridge when sufficient nesting habitat is
available. This species could be affected by changes to the habitat during
construction, or by noise and vibrations from construction activities. In order to avoid
adverse effects, we recommend a time of year restriction for construction. Work
involving vibrations, noise, mechanical equipment on the beach or other activities that
would prevent plovers from establishing territories and nesting, that would disrupt
foraging, or otherwise prevent plovers from feeding, breeding or roosting, should
occur outside of the plover season, that being April 1 through August 31. There may
be instances when construction may occur into April, if a) plovers have not returned to
the site or b) are located at a sufficient distance to avoid being disturbed. We can
discuss this situation and monitoring and managing requirements as the project
design nears finalization.
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If you have any questions, please call me at 603-227-6418 or email me. Thank you
for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Susi von Oettingen

Susi von Oettingen

Endangered Species Biologist
New England Field Office

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301

(W) 603-227-6418

(Fax) 603-223-0104

www.fws.gov/newengland
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Hampton Harbor Bridge Project
Summary of Meeting
ESA Section 7 Coordination
New Hampshire Department of Transportation Offices
March 21,2019

Attendees:

Susi von Oettingen (USFWS)
Brendan Clifford (NHFG)

Jamie Sikora (FHWA)

Jennifer Reczek (NTDOT)

Marc Laurin (NHDOT)

James Murphy (HDR)

Stephanie Dyer-Carroll (FHI)
Anthony Zemba (FHI) via phone
Daniel Hageman (FHI)

Introduction

Jennifer Reczek, NHDOT’s Project Manager, opened the meeting by welcoming attendees,
facilitating introductions, and outlining the agenda for the meeting. She explained the purpose and
need for the project, and said the bridge is Number 1 on the State’s Red List, as well as the
Rehabilitation and Replacement Priority List. She then explained that the project team first looked
at the Rehabilitation Alternative and that they’re now examining replacement options, including
different potential alignments. She described the different alternatives by flipping through plan
sheets for each. She said they’ve received good input through the outreach process, especially from
local property and business owners.

Summary of Discussion

e Susiasked if NHDOT would need to take any properties by imminent domain on the
southeast quadrant of the bridge. Jennifer said they could potentially use retaining walls but
that they might purchase houses anyway due to the proximity of the wall to properties
immediately southeast of the bridge. The community expressed a preference for a western
alignment and a fixed structure. Jamie added that the fixed bridge would have lower life
cycle costs.

e Susi asked if the fixed bridge would be higher. Jamie answered yes. Jennifer said the
proposed height of the fixed bridge alternative would allow for at least 90% of all traffic
currently using the bridge to pass. This number is the minimum, as survey of vessels could
not pass all vessels. The bridge could provide passage for all the vessels NHDOT has been
able to identify to date.

e Susi said an eastern alignment would be preferable from a natural resource perspective.

e Susi asked if there would be a long-term shadow effect. Jennifer said a retaining wall could
have a shadow effect. Susi said retaining walls may create a “predator line.”
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Susi asked if the beach had been nourished in the past. Brendan said it will be nourished
underneath and on both sides in the beach area with the upcoming dredging project.
Brendan said there is typically one pair of Piping Plover every year near the dune area
south of the harbor on the point. He said more nesting habitat may be created with the
future beach nourishment from the dredging project and it may support a second pair. Susi
said the whole southern shoreline is potential habitat for the Piping Plover, including the
intertidal area. Nourishment may allow Plovers more access to the southeast shoreline than
they currently have. Susi said she is not sure how they would respond if the habitat changes.
The stone revetment may be a barrier. Jim added that the proposed abutment would be
constructed further back (further south) from the water and asked if this would be a
benefit. Susi said it could potentially be beneficial, as long as there isn’t additional scour.

Jim stated a fixed bridge would be 8-10 feet higher at the abutment. Susi asked if it would let
in more light under the bridge, and whether the design team could figure out what the
shading might be for the different alternatives. Susi said she is not sure if shadow is
currently a barrier, but the team should look at shadowing and its potential habitat effects.
Dan asked if there was any applicable literature, and Susi said not that she knows of.

The team should make in-field observations, if possible, to determine if shadow effects
Plover behavior and movements. Brendan said they could include these types of
observations under their regular monitoring. Susi suggested making 15-minute
observations; considering how much time they spend in the shadow if there are two pairs.
Susi said she would find out if there are any other bridges that Plovers nest by, for some
potential additional observations.

Susi said noise is another potential issue for the Plovers. She said they can habituate to on-
going noise. Generally, noise is less of an issue to Plovers if they are outside a 200-meter
setback area. If construction is undertaken during the summer, noise must be actively
managed. Jamie asked if the set back is for certain activities. Susi answered it is for any
noise beyond ambient noise levels. She suggested the team might want to start in the south
and work north to avoid noise impacts. Susi said to determine what the ambient noise is in
the summer, and then see what activities exceed it. Susi stated the standard work window
for a Not Likely to Adversely Affect finding is April-1-te-August31September 1-March 31.
Susi said this is a standard condition for USACE Projects that have beach nourishment as an
option. Brendan said the Plovers show up in early April. Susi said she has seen projects
where they have worked into May (South Jetty in Newburyport), but it is not advisable since
there may be Plover activity during that time. Jim asked if there is guidance on decibel
levels. Susi said there is no guidance, because each individual Plover may react differently to
stressors, such as noise. Susi said if the noise increases slowly, the Plovers may habituate to
it. She said a qualified person should monitor ambient noise levels for a baseline. Jennifer
suggested they might be able to use the maintenance project as a test case. Susi asked if
there is federal involvement in the maintenance project. Jamie said he thought it was just
state funds.

Dan suggested the possibility of using a “soft start” to allow Plovers to acclimate to
construction noise, similar to what NOAA requires for some in-water work activities.

Susi asked if there would be a barge. Jennifer said there could be a barge or a trestle - it has
not yet been determined. Susi prefers placement of a barge on the east side.

Dan asked if the Section 7 coordination could stay informal for this project. Susi said it could
if they observe the time of year (TOY) restriction. The team will need to look at potential
shadow impacts. The team will also need to show there will be no sediment deposits or
erosion caused by the change in bridge dimensions and piers. Susi said that if USFWS has to
make a recommendation, it will be a formal process. Jennifer said it will be very challenging,
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due to all the TOY restrictions, since the Plover TOY restrictions will overlap the NOAA TOY
restrictions. Jim asked if active noise monitoring could be used as a way to work within the
TOY restriction. Susi said this would not be practical, since different individual Plovers may
react differently to the noise; there is no universal decibel level by which to regulate the
noise. Susi said that she is concerned about the abutment area, which is a small area
compared to the entire project, so she’s hoping there is a way to stage around the TOY
restriction. Susi again suggested starting at the abutment outside the TOY restriction, then
moving to other areas once in the TOY period.

Anthony suggested we could reduce some rip-rap in the project as a benefit. Jennifer said
there is a small amount around the abutments and wall, but it is needed for protection.
Anthony said monitoring in Connecticut revealed that Plovers did not show any startle
effect from fireworks.

Brendan said NHFG monitors the Plovers about 30 hours/week from April to August. He
could develop a protocol and incorporate shadow studies into the monitoring efforts.
Jennifer asked where a wildlife monitor could be found. Susi said they have used MA
Audubon and Normandeau in the past. Jim asked if USFWS has ever hired someone to
monitor noise. Susi said noise monitoring has been done on Poppenesset Spit every year.
Dan asked if Brendan could share any data he obtains regarding the Plovers in or near the
project area. Brendan agreed, but said we need to determine what information we want to
collect. Jennifer asked if it would be helpful to have a camera on the bridge. It was
determined that it would be too difficult to identify the birds and observe behavior.

Susi asked if Anthony has experience monitoring Plovers. Anthony said yes, and that he
used a form for each monitoring session, so no important data was missed. Anthony agreed
to try to obtain a copy of the form and send to Brendan.

Susi said it is very important to stay away from the nest in June and July. It would be good to
determine when they show up and how they move in April.

Susi has no concerns about the Red Knot and Roseate Tern. The Red Knot is primarily
feeding during migration and thus the project wouldn’t be likely to adversely affect them;
the Roseate Tern is not staging or roosting at the project site and thus there’s no potential to
affect them

Dan asked if the USACE Plover restriction was in the general permit. Susi said she thought
not and would try to track it down.

Susi asked about the Northern long-eared bat. Dan replied that there is no evidence of bats
on the bridge or the pump house located northwest of the bridge. There is no habitat in the
vicinity of the project.
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Hampton Harbor Bridge Project
Summary of Meeting
ESA Section 7 Coordination
New Hampshire Department of Transportation Offices
December 18,2019

Attendees:

Susi von Oettingen (USFWS)
Brendan Clifford (NHFG)
Jamie Sikora (FHWA)
Jennifer Reczek (NTDOT)
Marc Laurin (NHDOT)

John Stockton (HDR)
Stephanie Dyer-Carroll (FHI)
Daniel Hageman (FHI)

Introduction

Dan Hageman, a member of the HDR consultant team, explained that the purpose of the meeting
was to discuss the potential need for formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act due to construction staging and schedule needs. Mr. Hageman shared a graphic showing Piping
Plover habitat and the 200-meter setback. In the meeting between the NH Department of
Transportation (NHDOT), the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and NH Fish and Game (NHFG)
last March, Susi von Oettingen (USFWS) had indicated the setback would be necessary to achieve a
determination of Not Likely to Adversely Affect.

Summary of Discussion

e Ms. von Oettingen stated upfront that there is no Piping Plover habitat on the north side in
the immediate vicinity of the bridge, either for nesting or foraging.

e Ms. von Oettingen said the project site is already in a very noisy area and the 200-meter
setback could potentially be pulled back in certain areas.

e Ms. von Oettingen said NHDOT should make sure they review the revised regulations, as the
“baselining” outline has been expanded.

e Ms. von Oettingen said the Effects Analysis needs to evaluate the duration, intensity and
location of the activity. The typical construction scenario should be used as a basis for the
effects analysis. The analysis should focus the most effort on the areas of significant habitat.
Once the Piping Plovers have chicks, they will not move and will stay within the general
area of the nest.

e Ms. von Oettingen said one way to potentially avoid impacts to the Piping Plovers would be
to start work in the north during the breeding season, and then move south.

e Ms. von Oettingen said vibration impacts will need to be assessed as part of the effects
analysis, but that there is no criteria for vibration impacts. She suggested NHDOT review the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA’s) aquatic criteria to see if those
could be adapted. She stated that there are already large trucks and vehicles using the
bridge, so this will be a factor. Vibration will likely be de minimis if habitat is far enough
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away, but the analysis will need to verify this. Mr. Hageman asked if it would be a benefit to
stage construction during high tide in the areas close to Piping Plover habitat. Ms. von
Oettingen said no, the tide would just push the Piping Plovers up the beach, and not displace
them. It might displace recreational users though.

Ms. von Oettingen said noise impacts will need to be assessed as part of the effects analysis,
considering current ambient noise levels. The analysis will also need to look at the duration
of the noise. Ms. von Oettingen reiterated that the bridge is already a noisy and busy place,
so this will be a factor since the Piping Plovers may already be used to a lot of noise at the
site. She said she does not have a noise study or criteria for Piping Plovers; however, she
has a report that evaluates the noise from the dredge vessel Currituck, and its effects on
Piping Plover behavior. She said she will send the report to NHDOT. She said the study
shows the Currituck has not disturbed the birds in Connecticut. If dredging would occur in
the winter, then there would not be an issue for the Piping Plover. She said that any deep
channel work would be unlikely to impact the Piping Plover, even if it was undertaken in
the 200-meter buffer. She said she didn’t think noise would be a big issue. If appropriate,
NHDOT can say noise is insignificant and discountable.

Ms. von Oettingen said shadow impacts will need to be assessed as part of the effects
analysis. Generally, short duration shadows are not considered an impact. Ms. von
Oettingen stated that the Piping Plovers will not nest next to walls, perhaps due to
shadowing. Jennifer Reczek, NHDOT’s Project Manager, stated that the current concepts
show a slope on either side of the roadway approach which will minimize or eliminate
shadow. Ms. von Oettingen said the slope may be considered a conservation measure.

Ms. von Oettingen stated stormwater and runoff will need to be assessed. Ms. Reczek said
that the project will need to be consistent with MS4 stormwater regulations and that there
will not be sheet flow. Ms. von Oettingen said she is concerned that runoff that isn’t
collected might cause erosion along the abutment slope and be detrimental to Piping Plover
habitat. She suggested a slope conservation measure to ensure there is no erosion.

Ms. von Oettingen said boat activity will need to be evaluated to assess the potential for
impacts, specifically whether boat activity will be increased under the Preferred Alternative.
This could cause additional noise, frequency of trips, and increased wave activity within the
Piping Plover habitat. Wake speed would also be an important consideration.

Ms. von Oettingen said NHDOT will need to discuss the potential impacts of recreational
beach users in the Biological Assessment (BA) and whether they will “push” birds towards
the bridge construction from the west.

Ms. von Oettingen said the BA must discuss the potential hydraulic impact to the Piping
Plover habitat. Will the hydraulics change? Will this cause more erosion or deposition? Will
flooding increase?

Ms. von Oettingen reviewed the graphic handout showing the Piping Plover habitat and
200-meter buffer area. She acknowledged that the area is very dynamic. Mr. Clifford said
some of the areas may not have originally been habitat. Ms. von Oettingen said the graphic
should be revised to reduce the buffer area. Ms. von Oettingen and Mr. Clifford said they
would revise the graphic if NHDOT sends them the GIS files. NHDOT agreed to do this.

Ms. von Oettingen said conservation measures should be incorporated into the project as
needed. Examples include waste control, avoiding the use of heavy equipment on the beach,
and the use of a snow fence.

Ms. Reczek asked if there would be a benefit to a physical barrier. Ms. von Oettingen said on
another project, at Winthrop Beach in Massachusetts, snow fence was installed to keep
Piping Plover chicks out of the work area and falling debris. Snow fence is only good for
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chicks, since they cannot yet fly. She mentioned that Ann Hecht is the Piping Plover
coordinator at USFWS.

e Ms. von Oettingen asked Mr. Clifford if he knew where the Piping Plovers forage. Mr. Clifford
said he would need to review the monitoring reports.

e Mr. Hageman asked if mitigation would be required and went on to say that one option for
mitigating potential impacts would be to reconstruct habitat in the abandoned alignment of
the existing road, or in adjacent locations. Ms. von Oettingen stated that restoration of
habitat would not be a good option on the eastern side of the bridge, since there is only poor
habitat there now.

e Ms. Reczek asked what the status of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) dredge
project is, relative to beach nourishment. Mr. Clifford said the USACE had placed dredge
material on the beach area, primarily under the bridge.

e Ms. Reczek stated that the NHDOT is currently leaning towards the fixed bridge alternative
due to the analysis provided in the Draft TS&L, but there still needs to be additional
evaluation in the Environmental Assessment (EA). Ms. von Oettingen said the EA can
reference the BA in many sections to minimize duplication of text.

e Ms. von Oettingen said the formal consultation process would take longer than the informal
process. NHDOT should complete the BA and then request formal consultation. Once the
request and BA have been submitted to the USFWS, the USFWS will need 90 days to write a
Biological Opinion (BO). FHWA/NHDOT will then have 35 days to review the BO and
respond, as needed.

e Ms. von Oettingen suggested the NHDOT should not propose mitigation, but instead
undertake a detailed evaluation of avoidance and minimization measures coupled with
“conservation measures” based on a “normal”, or baseline, construction project. She said
they need to look at whether the project would potentially jeopardize the species.

e Ms. von Oettingen said she is open to the NHDOT calling her with any questions as they
work through the BA and the effects analysis. She suggested there should be regular check-
ins to make sure the process and analysis are on the right track.

Action Items:
1. Ms. von Oettingen will send the noise report to NHDOT
2. NHDOT will send GIS files of Piping Plover habitat and the 200-meter buffer to Ms. von
Oettingen and Mr. Clifford.
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Hampton Harbor Bridge Project
Summary of Meeting
ESA Section 7 Coordination
Teams Virtual Meeting
February 23, 2021

Attendees:

Susi von Oettingen (USFWS)
Brendan Clifford (NHFG)
Jamie Sikora (FHWA)
Jennifer Reczek (NTDOT)
Marc Laurin (NHDOT)
Robert Juliano (NHDOT)
John Stockton (HDR)
Stephanie Dyer-Carroll (FHI)
Daniel Hageman (FHI)
Anthony Zemba (FHI)

Introduction

Susi Von Oettingen said she’d reviewed the Biological Assessment (BA) prepared for the project and
is in the process of preparing the Biological Opinion. She requested the meeting to discuss the
beach nourishment referenced in the BA.

Summary of Discussion

e Susi von Oettingen said that disposition of sand from dredge activity needs to be considered
as part of the project.

e Ms. von Oettingen said that if the dredge material is put on shore in an area of Piping Plover
habitat, a management plan will be required for the area.

e Ms. von Oettingen said that if Piping Plover habitat is nourished and if New Hampshire Fish
and Game (NHFG) isn’t able to maintain the habitat/monitor the species in the future,
NHDOT or FHWA would have to manage it.

e Brendan Clifford said NHFG may not be able to conduct their monitoring efforts indefinitely.

e Jamie Sikora asked if there would be a time limit on the management; he suggested five
years was reasonable.

e Ms. von Oettingen said there would be no time limit.

e Ms. von Oettingen asked if the US Army Corps of Engineers would conduct the dredging.

o Jennifer Reczek said the dredging would be completed by a private contractor.

e Ms. von Oettingen asked about the volume of dredge material and said this information is
required in order to complete the Biological Opinion.

e John Stockton showed the area that would be dredged but pointed out that the bathymetry
suggests much of the area is already below the authorized federal navigation channel depth
(eight feet); the dredge effort could just consist of scraping off the high points; it would
likely result in less than 10,000 cubic yards of material.
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Ms. von Oettingen said NHDOT will need to test the dredge material to confirm it is suitable
for beach nourishment.

Ms. von Oettingen also said any material should not be placed after April 1, because of
potential impacts to the Piping Plover and their habitat.

Ms. Reczek said the dredging would occur in the winter months due to boat traffic and the
in-water work window established in consultation with the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

Ms. von Oettingen said that if the dredge material is placed on the shore in existing Plover
habitat, a design will be required.

Mr. Clifford said it is such a small amount of dredge spoil that it may make sense to place it
off-site, outside of Plover habitat.

Ms. von Oettingen said NHDOT could use nearshore or upland disposal areas.

Ms. von Oettingen requested that FHWA and NHDOT prepare a brief letter that outlines the
amount of dredge material, where it would potentially be deposited, and the time of year
the dredging would occur

Mr. Sikora said, as the lead federal agency, FHWA would transmit the letter to USFWS.
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August 13, 2021

Jamison S. Sikora
Federal Highway Administration
53 Pleasant Street, Suite 2200
Concord, NH 03301

Re:  NHDOT Project # 15904, NH Route 1A Bridge over Hampton Harbor
TAILS: 05SEINE00-2021-F-0724

Dear Mr. Sikora:

This document transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) biological opinion
(Opinion) based on our review of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) proposed
construction of a new bridge conveying NH Route 1A (Neil Underwood Memorial) over Hampton
Harbor in Seabrook and Hampton, New Hampshire (Project), and its effects on the federally
threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus). We received your request to initiate formal
consultation on December 9, 2020. Your request and our response are made in accordance with
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884), as amended (ESA).
The FHWA is the lead Federal agency for the Project and is consulting with the Service on behalf
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental Protection Agency, the additional
Federal agencies with approval or permitting authorities for the Project.

This Opinion is based on (1) information provided in the December 9, 2020, letter to initiate formal
consultation; (2) the FHWA’s January 2021 Biological Assessment (BA); (3) the FHWA’s March
9, 2021 letter providing supplemental information regarding project-associated dredging; and (4)
electronic correspondence, telephone conversations, meetings, and other sources of information.
Pertinent sections of the BA will be incorporated by reference. The consultation history is located
in Appendix A. A complete administrative record of this consultation can be made available at the
New England Field Office in Concord, New Hampshire.

e As part of the January 21, 2021, BA, the FHWA requested the Service concur with the
FHWA'’s determination that the Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect,
the federally endangered roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) and threatened rufa red
knot (Calidris canutus rufa). Detailed information about the species and species’
occurrence in the project area are incorporated by reference from the BA. Small numbers
of roseate terns occur in the project area from May through September as transient
individuals traveling to forage in Hampton Harbor and Hampton Harbor inlet, loafing
during the breeding season, and/or staging during pre-migration on sand flats of Hampton
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Harbor and Seabrook Beach (eBird.org, accessed February 2, 2021). Small numbers of red
knots primarily forage on sand and mud flats nearby the project area in Hampton Harbor,
the Hampton Inlet, and sand flats adjacent to the north and south jetties of the Hampton
Inlet (eBird.org, accessed February 10, 2021).

We concur with your determination, because either the level of effects is insignificant and/or the
likelihood of adverse effects occurring is discountable. We base our concurrence on the following:

e Loafing roseate terns have not been documented in the project action area and are not
anticipated to occur in the project area due to the noise from routine traffic crossing the
bridge. Loafing areas are generally away from human activity.

e The Project may temporarily impact roseate terns if they move away from the project area
while foraging due to disturbance from construction activity. The temporary loss of access
to foraging habitat is insignificant relative to the available foraging habitat in Hampton
Harbor and Hampton Inlet.

e There are no documented occurrences of red knots foraging in the project action area, most
likely due to lack of accessible foraging habitat.

e The project area is far enough from suitable habitat that construction activity associated
with the Project would not disturb foraging or roosting red knots. We anticipate that
impacts to transient individuals passing through the project action area from disturbance,
lights, and/or vibrations would be negligible.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

As defined in the ESA section 7 regulations at 50 CFR 402.02, “action” means “all activities or
programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by Federal agencies
in the United States or upon the high seas.” The following is a summary of the proposed action. A
detailed description can be found on pages 8 through 11 of the BA.

The proposed action is the construction of a new 1,300-foot structural steel bridge approximately
75 feet west of the existing bridge. The bridge will have two 11-foot travel lanes, with 8-foot
shoulders and 6-foot sidewalks on each side. The bridge abutments on either side will have U-
shaped reinforced concrete wingwalls supported on steel bearing piles vibrated to resistance then
driven to final position. Riprap will extend from the face of the abutment and wingwalls to below
the high tide line, a 250-foot retaining wall will be installed northwest of the bridge, and a 230-
foot retaining wall installed northeast of the bridge. A drainage collection and conveyance system
will route drainage discharges through new treatment swales at the northern and southern
approaches before flowing into Hampton Harbor. Stormwater flow on the southern approach will
be similar to existing conditions, with sheet flow off of the pavement and onto vegetated
embankments where buffer areas will treat the stormwater.


https://ebird.org/map/redkno?neg=true&env.minX=-70.85156196424236&env.minY=42.88813336850263&env.maxX=-70.79388374158611&env.maxY=42.908316715507056&zh=true&gp=false&ev=Z&mr=1-12&bmo=1&emo=12&yr=last10
https://ebird.org/map/redkno?neg=true&env.minX=-70.85156196424236&env.minY=42.88813336850263&env.maxX=-70.79388374158611&env.maxY=42.908316715507056&zh=true&gp=false&ev=Z&mr=1-12&bmo=1&emo=12&yr=last10
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Four existing utility lines—two water, one sewer, and one gas—are currently buried below the
harbor bed and will be temporarily relocated to the west of the anticipated construction trestle and
placed on top of the bed in the navigational channel. Final relocation sites have not been
determined.

Approximately 5,000 square feet of channel bottom will be dredged to allow for a consistent 150-
foot channel width through the proposed bridge as afforded by the longer bridge spans of the fixed
bridge design. Several options are being considered for the disposal of the dredge material,
including: (1) re-using the material within the existing channel to fill in holes left by removal of
the existing bridge piers; (2) disposal in an approved upland location on or off site; (3) disposal in
a nearshore dredge material disposal site, or (4) disposal to augment piping plover habitat in
coordination with the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department (NHFG). None of the first 3
options for disposal would affect the piping plover or other listed species. The fourth option would
have beneficial effects and would not adversely affect the species. Therefore, we do not consider
dredge disposal further in this Opinion.

Construction of the new bridge and demolition of the existing bridge would occur over 36 months
and begin in the fall of 2023. Construction would occur in three phases:

1. Phase 1 —access road and work trestle construction, sheet pile cofferdam construction, pile
caps, drilled shafts, and pier construction within the cofferdams, and initiation of roadway
approaches and abutments construction.

2. Phase 2 — construction of the superstructure, including erection of the central bridge spans
and partial construction of the southernmost and northernmost spans. North and south
roadway approaches will be completed, and removal of western trestles and cofferdams
would be initiated within the in-water window of November 15 to March 15.

3.  Phase 3 — roadway traffic will be shifted to the partially completed bridge and roadway
approaches, remaining portions of the superstructure at the northernmost and southernmost
spans completed, a bridge pier protection fender system will be installed, and the
navigational channel dredged to widen the existing channel from 40 feet to 150 feet. The
western and eastern trestles, superstructure and substructure of the existing bridge, and
existing pier piles will be removed. New roadways will be completed and disturbed areas
stabilized.

Only in-water work, including dredging, has a time-of-year restriction of November 15 through
March 15. Onshore work may occur at any time as conditions allow throughout the year. The
equipment types used in each phase are described on page 11 of the BA.



Jamison Sikora 4
August 13, 2021

Conservation Measures

The FHWA would implement conservation measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to
piping plovers prior to and during construction. The measures, fully described on page 46 of the
BA, are incorporated by reference and summarized below:

1. Information will be provided to construction workers on the potential presence of piping
plovers in the work area.

2. Silt fencing or other protective fencing will be erected around suitable plover habitat within
the construction zone to prevent nest establishment and piping plover chicks (if present) from
accessing construction area.

3. The contractor will ensure the construction zone is maintained free of trash to avoid attracting
predators.

4.  Speed limits on construction vessels will be required to prevent boat wake from eroding the
beach or impacting foraging plovers and chicks.

5. Light shielding during construction will be implemented to avoid disturbing breeding piping
plovers.

6.  Slope stabilization measures adjacent to the bridge and roadway on the southwest side of the
roadway will be designed and implemented to prevent erosion.

7. During the plover breeding season (April 1 to August 30), slow starts when driving cases for
drilled shafts will be implemented to avoid disturbing or flushing plovers when present.

8. Dredge spoil will be used to enhance plover nesting habitat if feasible.

9.  Stone chinking within the riprap on the south abutment will be used to prevent void spaces
from attracting rodents and other potential predators.

ACTION AREA

The action area is defined (50 CFR 402.02) as “...all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by
the Federal action and not merely the immediate area involved in the action.” The Service has
determined that the action area for this Project consists of the bridge reconstruction footprint and
the buffer areas as described and mapped on pages 6 and 7 of the BA. Specifically, the action area
includes: a 600-foot buffer to the east side of the bridge footprint to include potential noise impacts
from the Project; a 660-foot buffer to the west of the bridge; and docks at the Yankee Fisherman’s
Co-op, Eastman’s Docks, the Hampton State Pier, and the Hampton Marina that may be used for
construction staging. The action area contains suitable nesting and foraging habitat for piping
plovers at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes State Wildlife Management Area (Hampton-Seabrook Dunes
WMA) west of the Route 1A bridge and limited foraging habitat east of the bridge, in the town of
Seabrook. Piping plover nesting and foraging habitat does not occur within the action area in the
town of Hampton.
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STATUS OF THE SPECIES

Per ESA section 7 regulations (50 CFR 402.14(g)(2)), it is the Service’s responsibility to “evaluate
the current status of the listed species or critical habitat.” The Service listed the Atlantic Coast
breeding population of the piping plover as threatened on January 10, 1986 (50 FR 50726). Critical
habitat in the breeding range of the Atlantic Coast population has not been designated. A complete
species description, life history, population dynamics, threats, and conservation needs can be found
in the Atlantic Coast Population Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 1996), the 2009 5-year review
(USFWS 2009), the 2020 5-year review (USFWS 2020c¢), and the Species Profile for Piping Plover
(https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039, accessed March 16, 2021). Continuing threats to Atlantic
Coast piping plovers in the breeding portion of their range identified in the 1996 revised recovery
plan include habitat loss and degradation, disturbance by humans and pets, increased predation,
and oil spills (USFWS 1996). The 2020 5-year review updated information regarding these threats,
as well as potential threats of climate change and wind turbine generators (USFWS 2020c). We
considered the information in these documents in the evaluation of this project, and they are
incorporated by reference into this Opinion. Information provided below describes the current
status of the species. We also summarize information about threats most pertinent to the nature
and duration of effects of the proposed action (e.g., breeding site fidelity and dispersal, recreation,
predation).

To assess the current status of the species, it is helpful to understand the species’ conservation
needs. The Service frequently describes conservation needs via the conservation principles
collectively known as the three Rs: resiliency,' redundancy,’ and representation® (Shaffer et al.
2002; Wolf et al. 2015; Smith et al. 2018). The Service can then apply the appropriate regulatory
framework and standards to these principals to address a variety of ESA-related decisions (e.g.,
listing status, recovery criteria, jeopardy and adverse modification analysis). For section 7(a)(2)
purposes, the 3 Rs can be translated into the reproduction, numbers, and distribution (RND) of a
species.

Recovery criteria and strategy

The objective of the 1996 Atlantic Coast Population Revised Recovery Plan is to assure the long-
term viability of the Atlantic Coast piping plover population in the wild, thereby allowing removal
of this population from the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants (50
CFR 17.11 and 17.12). The Atlantic Coast piping plover population may be considered for
delisting when the following recovery criteria, established in the recovery plan, have been met:

! Resiliency is the ability of species/populations to withstand stochastic events, which is measured in metrics such as
numbers or growth rates.

2 Redundancy is the ability of a species to withstand catastrophic events, which is measured in metrics such as number
of populations and their distribution.

3 Representation is the variation/ability of a species to adapt to changing conditions, which may include behavioral,
morphological, genetics, or other variation.


https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6039
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e increase and maintain for 5 years a total of 2,000 breeding pairs, distributed among four
recovery units;
Minimum Subpopulation
Recovery Unit

Atlantic (Eastern Canada) 400 pairs
New England 625 pairs
New York-New Jersey 575 pairs
Southern (DE-MD-VA-NC) 400 pairs

e verify the adequacy of a 2,000-pair population of piping plovers to maintain heterozygosity
and allelic diversity over the long term;

e achieve a 5-year average productivity of 1.5 fledged chicks per pair in each of the four
recovery units described in criterion 1, based on data from sites that collectively support at
least 90 percent of the recovery unit’s population;

e institute long-term agreements to assure protection and management sufficient to maintain
the population targets and average productivity in each recovery unit; and

e ensure long-term maintenance of wintering habitat, sufficient in quantity, quality, and
distribution to maintain survival rates for a 2,000-pair population.

The subpopulation abundance and distribution targets will ensure representation, redundancy, and
resiliency for Atlantic Coast piping plovers in their breeding range (USFWS 2020c). Maintaining
geographically well-distributed populations across the four recovery units serves to conserve
representation of genetic diversity and adaptations to variable environmental selective pressures
as evidenced by the population’s genetic structure, variable habitat requirements, differences in
vital rates, and morphometric differences (USFWS 2020c¢). The ability of piping plovers in each
recovery unit to rebound from events that depress unit-wide productivity or survival and to
colonize newly formed or improved habitat (e.g., after storms or artificial habitat enhancement
projects) depends on within-unit redundancy that is measured via progress towards abundance
targets. Distribution of robust numbers of breeding pairs across the four recovery units will also
provide Atlantic Coast piping plovers with a buffer against stressors (e.g., weather, habitat
degradation, disturbance) in their migration and wintering range that may depress survival rates
(USFWS 2020c).

Population trends since listing under the ESA

Abundance of Atlantic Coast piping plovers is reported as numbers of breeding pairs (i.e., adult
pairs that exhibited sustained (> 2 weeks) territorial or courtship behavior at a site or were observed
with nests or unfledged chicks (USFWS 1996)). Annual estimates of breeding pairs of Atlantic
Coast piping plovers are based on multiple surveys of almost all breeding habitat, including many
currently unoccupied sites. The Service produces annual updates for rangewide abundance and
productivity estimates for the Atlantic Coast piping plover. The most current comprehensive
update including data through 2018 and final data for 2019 can be found at the Service’s Atlantic
Coast piping plover website:  https:/www.fws.gov/northeast/pipingplover/pdf/Abundance-



https://www.fws.gov/northeast/pipingplover/pdf/Abundance-Productivity-2018-Update_final-with-tables.pdf
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Productivity-2018-Update_final-with-tables.pdf and https://www.fws.gov/northeast/pipingplover
/pdf/2019-Update-Final.pdf (accessed March 31, 2021).

Substantial population growth, from approximately 790 pairs in 1986 to an estimated 2,008 pairs
in 2019, has decreased the Atlantic Coast piping plover’s vulnerability to extinction since ESA
listing, although only the New England recovery unit has been able to reach and sustain its
abundance target. Discounting apparent increases in New York, New Jersey, and North Carolina
between 1986 and 1989, which likely were due in part to increased census effort (USFWS 1996),
the population doubled between 1989 and 2019, reaching the recovery criterion of a population of
2,000 pairs for the first time since the species was listed.

The security of the Atlantic Coast piping plover is fundamentally dependent on an even
distribution of population growth to maintain a sparsely-distributed species with strict biological
requirements in the face of environmental variation, buffer it against catastrophes, and conserve
adaptive capacity. The New England recovery unit, in which the Seashore is located, has exceeded
its subpopulation target for many more than the requisite 5 years, but the numbers of breeding
pairs in the other three recovery unit populations remain below targets established in recovery
criterion 1 (USFWS 2019; USFWS 2020d) (figure 1).

Figure 1. Abundance of Atlantic Coast piping plover breeding pairs by recovery unit, 1990 —2019.
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Productivity remains an important, albeit partial, predictor of trends in future abundance of piping
plovers. Furthermore, because small populations may be vulnerable to extirpation due to
variability in productivity and survival rates, productivity needed to assure a secure population
(that can withstand, for example, catastrophic and stochastic events) may be higher than the rate
sufficient for a stationary population. As abundance increases, the productivity rates required for
demographic stability and security are likely to converge. Although the Service continues to
monitor plover productivity rates and assess their implications for recovery, abundance of breeding
pairs has become a more informative indicator of decreased extinction risk in the New England
recovery unit than the annual productivity rate.

Thirty years of population growth, although unsteady in large sections of the range, evidences the
general efficacy of the ongoing Atlantic Coast piping plover recovery program. However, all of
the major threats (habitat loss and degradation, predation, human disturbance) identified in the
1986 ESA listing and 1996 revised recovery plan remain persistent and pervasive (USFWS 2020c).
Two threats, climate change (especially sea level rise) and wind turbines, identified in the 2009 5-
year review (USFWS 2009) and discussed in detail in the 2020 5-year review (USFWS 2020c),
are likely to affect Atlantic Coast piping plovers throughout their annual cycle. Some aspects of
climate change remain uncertain, but ongoing acceleration of sea level rise is well-documented.
Further increases in sea level rise rates are foreseeable with a high degree of certainty, and effects
of sea level rise on Atlantic Coast piping plovers and their habitat will be partially determined by
coastal management activities.

Although threats from wind turbine generators are foreseeable, their magnitude remains poorly
understood. Currently, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) has assumed that
approximately 22 gigawatts of Atlantic offshore wind development within the North Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf lease area are reasonably foreseeable to occur along the East Coast from
New Hampshire to North Carolina. The potential wind energy development includes 17 active
wind energy lease areas that could construct about 2,000 wind turbines over a 10-year period.
(BOEM 2020). Although some information has become available that will help assess effects of
future proposed projects, collision risk for plovers migrating through offshore wind energy projects
remains largely unknown.

Population trends in New Hampshire

At the time the species was listed in 1986, piping plovers were not known to breed in New
Hampshire. Individual piping plovers had been reported from Seabrook and Hampton beaches
throughout the 1980s and early 1990s; however, breeding piping plovers were first recorded in the
State by the NHFG in 1997 (5 pairs) (NHFG 2020a; NHFG 2020b; eBird.org, accessed April 16,
2021). Currently, piping plovers in New Hampshire are limited to Seabrook Beach (approximately
1.4 miles long), Hampton Beach State Park (approximately 1.4 miles long), and Hampton-
Seabrook Dunes WMA (approximately 0.14 miles long). These are the only areas of the coast with
sufficient suitable habitat to support breeding piping plovers.
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Since 1997, the number of breeding pairs ranged from 3 to 12 pairs and demonstrated an increasing
trend in abundance since 2008 (figure 1) (NHFG 2020b; NHFG 2020c). The increase in New
Hampshire’s plover population is likely due to a combination of generally high productivity and
immigration from Massachusetts and Maine, as populations in those States also increased over the
last decade. Seabrook Beach* generally has more breeding plovers than Hampton Beach State Park

(figure 1).

Despite high variability in productivity between years, productivity for New Hampshire averaged
1.3 chicks fledged per breeding pair of piping plovers, slightly above the 1.2 chicks fledged per
breeding pair needed to maintain a stable population. Seabrook Beach (including the Hampton-
Seabrook Dunes WMA) generally has higher productivity than pairs nesting at Hampton Beach

(figure 2).

Figure 1. Piping plover abundance in New Hampshire (1997 to 2020).
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In addition to climate change and the development of offshore wind energy projects, the following
factors may also affect piping plover productivity and abundance rangewide and in New
Hampshire.

4 Includes the single pair nesting in the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA in NHFG annual plover reports.
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Figure 2. Annual productivity for Hampton Beach State Park and Seabrook Beach 1997 to 2020.
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Breeding site fidelity and dispersal

Adult piping plovers generally demonstrate nest site fidelity, returning to the same breeding beach
or a nearby beach in consecutive years. First-time Atlantic Coast breeders are more likely to
disperse from their natal sites, but their fidelity to their natal region is very high.

Although long-distance movements between natal and breeding sites (and even between breeding
years) have been documented, they are rare. On the Atlantic Coast, almost all observations of inter-
year movements of birds have been within the same or adjacent states. Extensive efforts to re-sight
more than 1,400 Atlantic Coast piping plovers color-banded in Virginia, Maryland, Massachusetts,
and five Eastern Canadian provinces between 1985 and 2003 resulted in only four records of
plovers breeding outside the recovery unit in which they were banded (n=86, range=0.01 —217.33
kilometers) (Rioux et al. 2011). Studies in New York, Massachusetts, Maryland, Virginia, and
Canada documented that, in general, adults returned to their original nesting beaches or beaches
nearby, and males demonstrated greater site fidelity than females (USFWS 2020c). More recent
studies provide quantitative estimates of dispersal distances depending on the previous year’s
hatching failure (greater likelihood of dispersal) or success (likely to return to the vicinity of the
breeding beach) (USFWS 2020c).

Genetic evidence is consistent with observed dispersal patterns. Miller et al. (2010) found strong
genetic structure, supported by significant correlations between genetic and geographic distances
in both mitochondrial and microsatellite data sets for Atlantic Coast piping plovers. Atlantic birds
showed evidence of isolation-by-distance patterns, indicating that dispersal, when it occurs, is
generally associated with movement to relatively proximal breeding territories.
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In summary, piping plovers demonstrate high fidelity to their natal and breeding regions.
Established males make smaller inter-annual movements than females, and first-time breeders
disperse more than adults. Notwithstanding rare long-distance movements, population growth and
stability are heavily dependent on survival and productivity of local populations (USFWS 2020c).

Threats from beach recreation

Threats to piping plovers from human beach users were cited in the final listing rule and described
in detail in the 1996 revised Atlantic Coast recovery plan. Threats to breeding piping plovers from
both motorized and non-motorized beach recreation activities are relatively well understood, and
recommended management options are described in the Federal guidelines for avoiding adverse
effects on piping plovers (Federal guidelines; USFWS 1994). Newer threats include the increasing
popularity of “extreme sports,” such as kite-buggies and surf kites (also called “kite boards”),
which accidentally land in and near breeding habitat.

Sufficiency of restrictions on dogs in piping plover nesting areas and consistency of enforcement
are continuing concerns of biologists monitoring Atlantic Coast piping plovers. Literature on
closely related beach-nesting plover species provides additional evidence of adverse effects on
breeding activities from both leashed and unleashed dogs (USFWS 2020c).

Management activities to protect habitat, nests, and unfledged chicks from impacts of pedestrian
recreation include symbolic fencing of courtship and nesting habitat, leashing or prohibition of
pets during the breeding season, buffers between breeding piping plovers and fireworks,
informational and interpretive signing, public education, and law enforcement patrols. On sites
where ORVs are allowed to operate during the breeding season, protection requires additional
closures of the lower beach and intertidal zone during periods when unfledged chicks are present.
These management activities are predicated on frequent monitoring of individual breeding pairs
during territory establishment and courtship, nesting, and chick-rearing periods (USFWS 2020c).
Effectiveness of management measures to avoid or reduce threats is contingent on skilled
monitoring and timely employment and enforcement of adequate buffers to protect piping plover
courtship, nesting, and brood-rearing. All of these labor-intensive actions require continued
implementation to counter threats that are present every year.

Threats from predation

The final listing rule identified predation by pets, feral dogs and cats, skunks, and raccoons as
threats on the plover’s Atlantic Coast range. The 1996 revised recovery plan provides a more
thorough discussion of predation threats, and recommends specific tasks to be implemented in an
integrated approach to predator management that employ a full range of management techniques.

Research and reports indicate that predation poses a continuing (and perhaps intensifying) threat
to Atlantic Coast piping plovers (USFWS 2020c). Although predator numbers are undiminished
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or increasing, effectiveness of predator exclosures® has declined (USFWS 2020c). As effectiveness
of exclosures has declined, managers have increased selective predator removal activities at many
sites throughout the U.S. Atlantic Coast range (USFWS 2020c). Recent predator removal efforts
focused on mammalian predators such as fox, skunks, and coyotes, and avian predators, primarily
gulls and crows. Targeted predator management is annually implemented on select Massachusetts
beaches because the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Plan
For Piping Plover (MADFW 2016) (HCP) requires predator management as the only method of
mitigating impacts from activities authorized under the HCP.

Predation is a widespread and continuing threat to breeding Atlantic Coast piping plovers.
Implementation of conservation measures for addressing predation threats is time-consuming and
costly. Although site-specific predator pressures vary from year to year, predator management is
a recurring need in the recovery of piping plovers.

Summary

Thirty-five years of intensive recovery efforts have reduced the near-term extinction risk of the
Atlantic Coast piping plover by increasing the population and managing the continuing threats.
However, the Atlantic Coast piping plover remains vulnerable to low numbers in three of its four
recovery units. Furthermore, the factors that led to the piping plover’s 1986 listing remain
operative across its Atlantic breeding range, including in New England, and many of these threats
have increased. Interruption of labor-intensive efforts to manage these threats would quickly lead
to steep population declines.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

In accordance with 50 CFR 402.02, the environmental baseline refers to the condition of the listed
species or its designated critical habitat in the action area, without the consequences to the listed
species or designated critical habitat caused by the proposed action. The environmental baseline
includes the past and present impacts of all Federal, state, or private actions and other human
activities in the action area, the anticipated impacts of all proposed Federal projects in the action
area that have already undergone formal or early section 7 consultation, and the impact of state or
private actions which are contemporaneous with the consultation in process. The consequences to
listed species or designated critical habitat from ongoing agency activities or existing agency
facilities that are not within the agency’s discretion to modify are part of the environmental
baseline.

3 Exclosures are wire cages placed around nests to exclude predators. They were a key management tool in the early
years of the recovery program.
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Status of the Species within the Action Area

One pair of piping plovers nested west of the bridge within the action area at Hampton-Seabrook
Wildlife Management Area (WMA) during 7 of the last 11 years. No pairs nested within the action
area in 2020 (table 1). Piping plovers nested 3 of the last 4 years less than 500 feet west of the
existing bridge. No plovers have ever nested on the Hampton side of the action area as there is no
suitable habitat.

Productivity of the single pair within the action area at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA is also
highly variable, ranging from zero chicks fledged to four chicks fledged per pair (table 1). Average
productivity for this location was 2.14 chicks fledged per breeding pair.

Table 1. Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA abundance and productivity 2010 to 2020 (NHFG
2020c).

# Nesting # Chicks

Year Pairs Fledged Productivity
2010 0 N/A N/A
2011 0 N/A N/A
2012 0 N/A N/A
2013 1 4 4
2014 1 1 1
2015 1 3 3
2016 1 4 4
2017 1 0 0
2018 1 3 3
2019 1 0 0
2020 0 N/A N/A

Within the action area, the nesting habitat at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA is State-owned and
not heavily visited, primarily by pedestrians walking the shoreline. Consistent predation by feral
cats, fox, and avian predators, including crows and gulls, affects productivity at all New Hampshire
beaches. Unleashed dogs are also a threat to plovers, particularly flightless chicks and can be
pervasive at Hampton Beach State Park and Seabrook Beach, but less so at Hampton-Seabrook
WMA. The NHFG implements the Federal guidelines on all beaches. In addition to monitoring
and managing plover beaches under the Federal guidelines, the NHFG implements predator
management and conducts piping plover outreach to beach visitors.

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

Regulatory Background

In accordance with 50 CFR 402.02, effects of the action are all consequences to listed species or
critical habitat that are caused by the proposed action, including the consequences of other
activities that are caused by the proposed action. A consequence is caused by the proposed action
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if it would not occur but for the proposed action and it is reasonably certain to occur. Effects of
the action may occur later in time and may include consequences occurring outside the immediate
area involved in the action (see § 402.17).

The Service established additional requirements for making the determination of reasonably
certain to occur, which must be followed after October 28, 2019, the effective date of new
regulations under 50 CFR 402. After determining that the “activity is reasonably certain to occur,”
based on clear and substantial information,® using the best scientific and commercial data
available, there must be another conclusion that the consequences of that activity (but not part of
the proposed action or activities reviewed under cumulative effects) are reasonably certain to
occur. In this context, conclusion of reasonably certain to occur must be based on clear and
substantial information, using the best scientific and commercial data available after consideration
of three factors in 402.17(b)(1-3).

There is no intent that the 2019 regulatory changes alter how we will analyze the effects of a
proposed action or the scope of effects. We will continue to review all relevant effects of a
proposed action as we have in past decades, but the Service determined it was not necessary to
attach labels to various types of effects through regulatory text. That is, we intend to capture all of
those effects (now “consequences”) previously listed in the regulatory definition of effects of the
action—direct, indirect, and the effects from interrelated and interdependent activities—in the new
definition. These effects are captured in the new regulatory definition by the term ‘‘all
consequences’’ to listed species and critical habitat.

The test for determining effects includes the consequences resulting from actions previously
referred to as ‘‘interrelated or interdependent’” activities. In order for consequences of other
activities caused by the proposed action, but not part of the proposed action, to be considered
effects of the action, both those activities and the consequences of those activities must satisfy the
two-part test: they would not occur but for the proposed action and are reasonably certain to occur.
As a result, when we discuss effects or effects of the action throughout the Opinion, we are
referring only to those effects that satisfy the two-part test. Requiring evaluation of all
consequences caused by the proposed action allows the Service to focus on the impact of the
proposed action to the listed species and critical habitat, while being less concerned about parsing
what label to apply to each consequence.

6 By clear and substantial, we mean that there must be a firm basis to support a conclusion that a consequence of an
action is reasonably certain to occur. This term is not intended to require a certain numerical amount of data; rather,
it is simply to illustrate that the determination of a consequence to be reasonably certain to occur must be based on
solid information. This added term also does not mean the nature of the information must support that a consequence
is guaranteed to occur, but must have a degree of certitude.
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Effects of the Action
The BA described potential effects from the Project in detail (pages 31 to 43 and incorporated by

reference). Table 2 summarizes potential effects from project components.

Table 2. Summary of potential stressors and effects to piping plovers.

Project Component | Stressor Exposure | Response

Bridge construction | Loss of nesting Yes Relocation to less suitable habitat or near another

and relocation habitat plover’s territory, delayed nesting.

(approximately
0.42 acre)

Vibration - Disturbance Not Vibrations limited to a very small foraging area near

construction during foraging likely existing bridge and proposed bridge. Not optimal

foraging habitat and not near potential nesting habitat.
Effects of disturbance to foraging adults so small as to
not be measurable. Optimal foraging habitat not
affected.

Noise - construction | Construction Yes Disturbance, preventing plovers from foraging in areas
equipment affected by increased noise levels. Sudden onset of
exceeding increased noise might cause startle reaction, interrupting
ambient noise courtship or feeding.
level.

Noise - dredging Noise from Not Noise from dredge would slightly increase average
dredge within 600 | likely ambient levels by 1 to 2 decibels (dBA). Effects of
feet disturbance to foraging adults so small as to not be

measurable.

Noise — new bridge | Noise from Not Noise level not anticipated to exceed traffic noise at
vehicle traffic likely existing bridge.
crossing new
bridge

Shadow — new Shading adjacent | Yes May reduce available nesting habitat because of

bridge plover nesting extended daytime shadows.
habitat

Construction Precluding access | Not A small area of beach will be made unavailable for

vehicles to potential likely nesting. If beach accretion occurs, additional nesting
nesting habitat habitat may be available, reducing the impact of a
and chick temporary loss of habitat from fencing and construction.
mortality Chicks may run into construction zone and be injured or

killed by vehicles in the construction zone. Barriers
installed around the active construction zone will
preclude chicks from entering the construction area.

Lights — night work, | Disturbance to Not Limited duration (one week), will occur outside of

new bridge foraging plovers likely plover breeding season. Lighting of the new bridge will

be similar to that of the existing bridge.

We anticipate adverse effects from the Project would be limited to approximately 0.42-acre loss
of suitable nesting habitat and a lesser amount of foraging habitat, and disturbance to territorial,
courting, and/or foraging piping plovers from construction noise. The proposed Project may result
in the reduction of some or all productivity for one pair of piping plovers at the Hampton-Seabrook
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Dunes WMA when construction activity occurs at the south end of the bridge. We do not anticipate
adverse effects to foraging plovers nesting on Seabrook Beach, because they may only sporadically
forage in the project area. Foraging plovers are occasionally observed east of the bridge and rarely
west of the bridge when there is no nesting pair at the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA.

Adverse effects could result when breeding pairs and their territories, nests, and/or broods are
disturbed by construction, particularly noise. Should plovers be startled while on the nest and
leave, eggs repeatedly exposed on hot days may overheat, killing the embryos (Bergstrom 1991).
Excessive cooling may kill embryos or delay their development, thus delaying hatching dates.
Chicks and adults may be disturbed during foraging, primarily impacting chicks as they may
experience a slower growth rate, prolonged time to fledging, or mortality. However, some
disturbance will be ameliorated by the conservation measure requiring a slow start for drilling
activities to reduce the likelihood of startling plovers. The disturbance impacts from noise would
last only as long as Project construction and occur only during the years when construction is
focused at the southern end of the Project. Because the area of suitable habitat that would be
affected by noise is small, we expect no more than one pair would occupy this habitat and
experience noise effects from the Project.

There is limited suitable nesting habitat at the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA. The permanent
reduction of approximately 0.42 acre of suitable habitat could preclude piping plovers from nesting
west of the bridge in years when stochastic events (e.g., erosion) cause a significant reduction in
available nesting habitat. Adult piping plovers generally return to the same nesting beach, or a
nearby beach (see Status of the Species for discussion on dispersal). If less suitable habitat is
available for establishing territories and nests, plovers may be forced to seek out different breeding
habitat, possibly increasing energetic demands. This is the case especially for birds arriving later
in the breeding season as they seek new nesting options farther from their traditional breeding
areas. Plovers forced from their traditional nesting locations may encounter later territory
establishment and nesting than previous years when sufficient habitat was available. If the piping
plover population in a region approaches the available habitat’s carrying capacity, some adults that
are displaced may not breed at all and potential new recruits may not find territories. Therefore,
we expect the reduction in suitable habitat to force one nesting pair to relocate when the overall
nesting habitat is reduced due to stochastic events. If the breeding pair cannot nest at Hampton-
Seabrook Dunes WMA, the pair may relocate closer to another occupied territory, causing an
increase in agonistic behavior between pairs, delayed nesting of either pair, or competition for
resources, especially once chicks have hatched and adults are defending their broods.

Effects on the New England recovery unit and the Atlantic Coast population

In 2019 (the last year plovers nested west of the bridge), 11 pairs of piping plovers nested in New
Hampshire with an average productivity of 1.8 chicks fledged per piping plover pair. Given that
plovers generally return to the same nesting beach or a nearby beach, and there is available
unoccupied habitat at Seabrook Beach and potentially Hampton Beach, we do not anticipate that
the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA pair of plovers would abandon the State completely. For
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example, no pairs nested at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA due to severe erosion of the nesting
habitat in 2020, yet the State documented the most plover breeding pairs (12) since 1997, when
breeding plovers were first observed.

We anticipate that at most, there may be a 50 percent reduction in productivity for one pair of
piping plovers during the Project’s construction. The reduction in productivity would not
significantly affect the New Hampshire population, because of the short duration of noise effects
from the Project and minimal loss of habitat.

Attainment and maintenance of population abundance targets for the four recovery units provide
resiliency, redundancy, and representation that are fundamental to the overall security of the
Atlantic Coast piping plover population. Based on data through 2019, the New England population
has attained (or been within three pairs of) its abundance goal for 18 years, and it currently exceeds
its goal by 69 percent. Given that the breeding plovers affected by project activities would not be
lost to the New England population, the New England recovery unit would not be measurably
affected by the proposed action. Moreover, we do not anticipate the proposed loss of productivity
for up to one pair of piping plovers to cause a reduction in the abundance of New England piping
plovers.

We anticipate that the loss of a small area of breeding habitat and loss of productivity for one pair
of piping plovers in New Hampshire as a result of the Project would have an insignificant effect
on the New Hampshire and New England piping plover populations. Any effect on the Atlantic
Coast population would not be measurable.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects are those effects of future State or private activities, not involving Federal
activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area (50 CFR 402.02). We expect
historical recreation activities such as walking, jogging, and/or sunbathing will continue at
Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA. In general, when these activities occur in close proximity to
piping plover nesting, it can result in increased disturbance to nesting adults, disruption in foraging,
and increased time spent on vigilance or defensive behaviors. However, while plovers may be
affected by these recreational activities, the NHFG manages the beach according to the Guidelines,
which precludes adverse effects on plovers. We expect these activities to occur at similar levels as
in the past, and therefore do not anticipate a change from baseline conditions in the action area or
substantial additive effects to the proposed action.

JEOPARDY ANALYSIS

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires that Federal agencies ensure that any action they authorize,
fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or
threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.
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Jeopardy Analysis Framework

“Jeopardize the continued existence of” means to engage in an action that reasonably would be
expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and
recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of
that species (50 CFR 402.02). In accordance with policy and regulation, the jeopardy analysis in
this Opinion relies on four components: (1) Status of the Species, which evaluates the piping plover
rangewide condition, the factors responsible for that condition, and its survival and recovery needs;
(2) Environmental Baseline, which evaluates the status of the piping plover in the action area, the
factors responsible for that condition, and the relationship of the action area to the survival and
recovery of the piping plover; (3) Effects of the Action, which determines impacts of the proposed
action; and (4) Cumulative Effects, which evaluates the effects of future, non-Federal activities in
the action area on the piping plover. The jeopardy analysis in this Opinion emphasizes the
rangewide survival and recovery needs of the listed species and the role of the action area in
providing for those needs. It is within this context that we evaluate the significance of the proposed
Federal action, taken together with cumulative effects, for purposes of making the jeopardy
determination (see 50 CFR 402.14(g)).

In this section, we add the effects of the action and the cumulative effects to the status of the
species and critical habitat and to the environmental baseline to formulate our Opinion as to
whether the proposed action is likely to appreciably: (1) reduce the likelihood of both the survival
and recovery of a listed species in the wild by reducing the RND of that species; or (2) appreciably
diminish the value of critical habitat for both the survival and recovery of a listed species.

Per the Service’s consultation handbook (USFWS and NMFS 1998), survival is defined as “the
species' persistence as listed or as a recovery unit, beyond the conditions leading to its
endangerment, with sufficient resilience to allow for the potential recovery from endangerment.
Said another way, survival is the condition in which a species continues to exist into the future
while retaining the potential for recovery. This condition is characterized by a species with a
sufficient population, represented by all necessary age classes, genetic heterogeneity, and number
of sexually mature individuals producing viable offspring, which exists in an environment
providing all requirements for completion of the species' entire life cycle, including reproduction,
sustenance, and shelter.”

Per the Service’s consultation handbook (USFWS and NMFS 1998), recovery is defined as
“improvement in the status of listed species to the point at which listing is no longer appropriate
under the criteria set out in section 4(a)(1) of the ESA.” The “criteria set out in Section 4(a)(1)”
means determining when a species no longer meets the definition of an “endangered species” or a
“threatened species” because of any of the following factors:

(A)  present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat or range;
(B)  overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;
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(C)  disease or predation;
(D)  inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms; and
(E)  other natural or manmade factors affecting the species’ continued existence.

An endangered species is “in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its
range” (see ESA Section 3(6)). A threatened species is “likely to become an endangered species

within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range” (see ESA Section
3(20)).

To conduct this analysis, we begin by assessing whether there are effects to any individuals of the
species of interest (as discussed in the effects analysis section above). If all effects are insignificant,
discountable, or wholly beneficial, no further consultation is required. In other words, if we
conclude that individuals are not likely to experience reductions in reproductive success or survival
likelihood, fitness consequences for the species rangewide would not be expected as well. In this
case, the agency has ensured that their action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the species and our analysis is completed. Conversely, if we are unable to show that individuals
are unlikely to experience reductions in their reproductive success or survival likelihood, we are
required to assess how those effects are or are not anticipated to result in an appreciable reduction
in the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of the species. We do not assess appreciable
reduction of reproduction, numbers or distribution at an individual level because we do not assess
appreciable reduction of survival and recovery at an individual level.

Because many species are composed of multiple populations and there may be meaningful
differences in those populations (e.g., genetics, morphology, size) to the overall species survival
and recovery, it is a logical intermediate step to evaluate the effects of impacts to individuals on
the population(s) they are associated with. If our analyses indicate that reductions in the fitness of
the population(s) are not likely to occur, there can be no appreciable reductions in reproduction,
numbers, or distribution at a species level and we conclude that the agency has ensured that their
action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species. If there are reductions in
the fitness of the population(s) impacted, we then assess whether those changes affect the overall
species survival and recovery rangewide based on the importance of the population(s) for species
level representation, resiliency and redundancy, the level of impact, and the status of the species.

CONCLUSION

As discussed in the “Effects of the Action™ section, the primary consequence of the Project is the
50 percent reduction in productivity for one pair of piping plovers attempting to breed at the
Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA. The jeopardy analysis in this Opinion assesses whether the
proposed action reasonably would be expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the
likelihood of both survival and recovery of the Atlantic Coast piping plover by reducing the
species’ reproduction, numbers, or distribution in the wild.
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The action area for this consultation is located in the New England recovery unit. This and three
other recovery units were defined in the final recovery plan for this species (USFWS 1996).
Recovery units are special units of a listed entity that are geographically or otherwise identifiable
and are essential to the recovery of the entire listed entity. Therefore, we start by considering the
effects of the proposed action on the piping plover population in New Hampshire. We then
consider those effects in the context of the current status of piping plovers in the New England
recovery unit and the environmental baseline in the action area, taking into account any cumulative
effects. Finally, we determine whether implementation of the proposed action is likely to
appreciably reduce the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.

In formulating this Opinion, we consider the following points discussed earlier in this document:

1. Although a small amount of nesting habitat may be permanently altered, there is sufficient
available, unoccupied habitat at nearby Seabrook Beach such that the single pair that
usually nests at the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA is unlikely to abandon the area.

2. There is uncertainty that plovers will attempt to nest at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA

in the near future because of limited nesting habitat caused by beach erosion.

Impacts on foraging habitat are so small as to not be measurable.

4. Conservation measures, including slow starts to drilling, maintaining a clean work
environment to discourage predators, and shielded lighting, will reduce the impacts of
disturbance to foraging or nesting piping plovers during construction.

5. Protective fencing erected around suitable plover habitat within the project construction
zone will preclude nest establishment and piping plover chicks (if present) from accessing
the construction area.

6. The predicted reduction in productivity as a result of noise would be limited to 3 years, the
anticipated construction duration of the Project.

7. The proposed action will not significantly affect the numbers and distribution of nesting

pairs of piping plovers in New Hampshire.

We do not anticipate cumulative effects at levels different from baseline conditions.

9. The proposed action will take place in the New England recovery unit, where the piping
plover population has exceeded (or been within three pairs of) its 625-pair abundance goal
since 1998, reaching 1,058 pairs in 2020 (A. Hecht, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pers.
comm. 2020), 69 percent above the recovery unit goal.

(98]

*

After reviewing the status of the species, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects
of the proposed action, and the cumulative effects, we find that the proposed action is not
reasonably expected to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both survival and recovery of piping
plovers in the New England recovery unit by reducing their reproduction, numbers, or distribution
in the wild. Our analysis indicates that the effects of the covered activities are likely to be minimal
and site-specific. Further, the proposed action would have no measurable affect (either negative or
positive) on the numbers or distribution of piping plovers in the other recovery units. Therefore,
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we conclude that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the
Atlantic Coast piping plover population as a whole.

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the ESA and Federal regulation pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA prohibit the take
of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without a special exemption. Take is defined
in section 3 of the ESA as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect,
or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harass is defined by the Service as an intentional or
negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such
an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited
to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harm is defined by the Service to include significant habitat
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly
impairing essential behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR § 17.3).
Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of
an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that is
incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered to be prohibited taking
under the ESA, provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this
incidental take statement (ITS).

The measures described below are nondiscretionary and must be undertaken by the FHWA for the
exemption in section 7(0)(2) to apply. The FHWA has a continuing duty to regulate the activity
covered by this ITS. If the FHWA fails to assume and implement the terms and conditions, the
protective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. To monitor the impact of incidental take, the
FHWA must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the Service as
specified in the ITS [50 CFR 402.14(1)(3)].

AMOUNT OR EXTENT OF TAKE ANTICIPATED

We expect the proposed action would cause take of one pair of piping plovers via harassment and
harm, and that the take will result in a 50 percent reduction in productivity for the life of the Project
and then subsequent years when stochastic events further reduce available habitat in Hampton-
Seabrook Dunes WMA. Take via harassment may occur when noise from nearby construction
creates the likelihood of injury to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal breeding,
feeding, and roosting behaviors. Disturbance to nesting plovers may lead to reduced nest
attendance by incubating adults if noise or construction activity causes plovers to repeatedly leave
the nest. Plover eggs produced by one pair may be killed as a result of cooling, overheating, or
predation due to nest abandonment. In a worst-case scenario, take would result in zero productivity
for the pair of plovers at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA.
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Harm would occur as a reduction in available nesting habitat, which may disrupt normal behavior,
including territory establishment, territory abandonment if the plover pair relocates, and a delay or
extension of their breeding period if forced to relocate farther away from their preferred nesting
habitat or near the territory of another breeding pair.

These take mechanisms may result in sublethal effects to piping plover adults and chicks, and
sublethal or lethal effects to eggs. The anticipated impact to piping plovers is a 50 percent reduction
in productivity for one breeding pair that attempts to nest at the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA
or would have nested there had sufficient habitat been available.

REASONABLE AND PRUDENT MEASURES

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and appropriate
to minimize take of piping plovers at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA:

1. the FHWA must use suitable dredge material to enhance piping plover habitat at Hampton-
Seabrook Dunes WMA, if feasible;

2. avoid and minimize take of the piping plover to the extent practicable; and

3. monitor breeding piping plovers at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA during construction of
the bridge.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the ESA, the FHW A must comply with
the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent measures
described above. These terms and conditions are nondiscretionary.

1.  Coordinate disposal of suitable dredged material with the NHFG to determine the best
location for piping plover nesting habitat enhancement.

2. Coordinate installation of fencing around the active construction area at the south end of the
bridge with the NHFG to preclude plovers from nesting in the area and chicks from entering
the construction zone.

3. Starting 7 days prior to construction activities or March 24, whichever comes first, a qualified
monitor should survey the Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA daily for plover presence in
April and May. If plovers are absent, monitoring may be discontinued after June 15.

4.  If a pair of plovers nests at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA, continue daily monitoring to
document response to construction activities and productivity until fledging has been
verified.

5. The FHWA must employ qualified individuals to monitor piping plovers. Individuals trained
and/or approved by NHFG do not need additional approval from the Service. Alternatively,
the FHWA can request Service approval of an individual’s qualifications to monitor piping
plovers. Requests for approval should be sent to newengland@fws.gov and arrive at least 30
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days before the activities would occur. Requests should include a resume or other explanation
of the individual’s qualifications and experience with the piping plover. Experience with a
species similar to the piping plover may substitute for direct experience with the piping
plover.

MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The FHWA shall provide the New England Field Office an annual report by December 31 for the
duration of the Project construction describing:

the number of nesting piping plover pairs present at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA;
productivity of piping plovers nesting at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA;

the fate of the nest(s) and/or brood(s) at Hampton-Seabrook Dunes WMA;;

predator activity noted in the construction zone; and

the conservation measures implemented to avoid or minimize adverse impacts.

MRS

The contact for these reporting requirements is:

Audrey Mayer

Field Supervisor

New England Field Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301

Telephone number: 603-496-5181

Care must be taken in handling any dead specimens of listed species to preserve biological material
in the best possible state. In conjunction with the preservation of any dead specimens, the finder
has the responsibility to ensure that evidence intrinsic to determining the cause of death of the
specimen is not unnecessarily disturbed. The finding of dead specimens does not imply
enforcement proceedings pursuant to the ESA. The reporting of dead specimens is required to
enable the Service to determine if take is reached or exceeded and to ensure that the terms and
conditions are appropriate and effective. Upon locating a dead specimen, notify the Service’s New
England District Office of Law Enforcement at 617-889-6616 and the New England Field Office
at 603-223-2541.

REINITIATION NOTICE

This concludes formal consultation on the proposed action. As provided in 50 CFR 402.16,
reinitiation of consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency involvement or control
over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the amount or extent of taking
specified in the ITS is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of the action that may affect
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listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this Opinion; (3) the
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical
habitat not considered in this Opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated
that may be affected by the action. In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is
exceeded, the exemption issued pursuant to section 7(0)(2) may have lapsed and any further take
could be a violation of section 4(d) or 9. Consequently, we recommend that any operations causing
such take cease pending reinitiation.

If you have any questions regarding this Opinion, please contact Ms. Susi von Oettingen of this
office at 603-227-6418, or by e-mail at susi_vonoettingen(@fws.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Digitally signed by
AU DREY AUDREY MAYER

Date: 2021.08.13 08:03:50
MAYER g

Audrey Mayer

Supervisor

New England Field Office
Attachment
Appendix A
ce Reading file

Jamie Sikora/FHW A via email jamie.sikora@dot.gov

Marc Laurin/NHDOT via email marc.laurini@dot.nh.gov

Jennifer Reczek/NHDOT via email Jennifer.E.Reczeki@dot.nh.gov

Robert Juliano/NHDOT via email Robert. A.Juliano(@dot.nh.gov

Brendan Clifford/NHFG via email Brendan.J.Cliffordi@wildlife.nh. eov

Mike Marchand/NHFG via email michael.n.marchand@wildlife.nh.gov
ES:  SvonOettingen:jd:8-13-21:603-227-6418
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Appendix A
CONSULTATION HISTORY

March 11, 2019 — Electronic transmission to NEFO from Fitzgerald and Halliday (consultants)
providing background information for the proposed bridge project.

March 21, 2019 — Meeting with NHDOT, FHWA, NEFO and consultants to discuss proposed
project and potential Federal- and State-listed species that may be affected by the construction of
a new bridge.

December 18, 2019 — Meeting with FHWA, NHDOT, NHFG, NEFO, and consultants to discuss
formal consultation on the project.

February 12, 2020 — NEFO electronic transmission to NHDOT and FHWA with information
relevant to potential disturbance to piping plovers from construction activities.

April through July 2020 — Electronic transmissions between NEFO, NHFG, and NHDOT,
providing information and plover data for BA.

December 9, 2020 — NEFO received the request to initiate formal consultation from the FHWA
via electronic transmission.

December 16, 2020 — Virtual meeting with FHWA, NEFO, NH State agencies, and consultants to
discuss the proposed project.

January 13, 2021 — NEFO received updated information about the size and location of the project
action area from NHDOT via electronic transmission.

January 21, 2021 — NEFO received additional information regarding the FHWA determination of
not likely to adversely affect roseate terns and rufa red knots, and an updated BA via electronic
transmission.

January 25, 2021 — NEFO acknowledgement of receipt to initiate formal consultation with FHWA.

February 19, 2021 — Electronic transmission between FHWA, NHFG, and NEFO clarifying dredge
material disposition and Federal agency lead.

March 9, 2021 —-FHWA supplemental letter describing the estimated quantity of dredge material
and options for disposal provided in an electronic transmission to NEFO.
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U.S.Department New Hampshire Division 53 Pleasant Street, Suite 2200
of Transportation Concord, NH 03301
Federal Highway December 28, 2022 (603) 228-0417
Administration

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-NH
Mr. Thomas R. Chapman, Supervisor
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087

Attn: Ms. SusivonOettingen, Endangered Species Biologist

Subject: Seabrook-Hampton, NH
NHDOT Project # 15904, Federal-aid # X-A001 (026)
NH Route 1A (Neil Underwood Memorial) Bridge over Hampton Harbor)

Dear Mr. Chapman:

In 2021, FHWA prepared and submitted a Biological Assessment to your office as part of the
Section 7 consultation for the subject Bridge Project (NHDOT No. 15904). USFWS issued a
Biological Opinion for the project in August of 2021. In the preparation of the Biological
Assessment, the construction duration was assumed to be approximately three years. As NHDOT
has advanced the design, it has become apparent that the construction duration will need to
extend to four years, due primarily to the time-of-year restriction for turbidity producing
activities agreed to with NOAA to minimize impacts to federally-listed and federally-managed
aquatic species.

In addition, we also wanted to provide your office with an update on the estimated volume of
excavated material that will be produced from the channel widening and the plans for its
disposition. At the time the BA was prepared, the volume of excavated material was estimated to
be 5,000 cubic yards (CY) based on a channel condition bathymetric survey conducted by the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in August of 2017. Updated bathymetric survey was
collected this year as part of the NHDOT’s Final Design for the bridge project to capture the
channel bottom elevations after the 2020 USACE channel maintenance project. Based upon the
updated data, the estimated excavation volume is now estimated to be just 160 CY. In the BO,
the USFWS recommended that the excavated material be used to enhance Piping Plover habitat,
if feasible. Due to the limited volume now anticipated, and the project commitment with NOAA
to restore the channel bottom condition after the removal of the existing piers, NHDOT now
intends to use the excavated materials to fill the voids created by the removal of the existing
piers. Using existing channel materials will facilitate the timely reestablishment of benthic
organisms within the footprints of the piers. We have notified the New Hampshire Fish and
Game Department of this refinement, both through email and presentation at the November 2022
NHDOT Natural Resources Agency Coordination Meeting.



2

We believe that these minor changes do not necessitate reinitiating formal Section 7 consultation
but are providing you the information for your awareness and project records.

If you have any questions or require further information, you or your staff may contact me at
(603) 410-4870 or Jamie.Sikora@gov.dot.

Sincerely yours,
Digitally signed by
JAMISON S JAMISON S SIKORA
Date: 2022.12.28
SIKORA 11:48:59 -05'00"
Jamison 8. Sikora
Environmental Programs Manager

ecc: M. Laurin, NHDOT
J. Reczek, NHDOT
File: 15904



Attachment 6: Agency Site Walk Minutes



P B e ...
B e b

e
el

HAMPTON HARBOR BRIDGE

Hampton Harbor Bridge Project
Summary of Meeting
Regulatory and Permitting Agency Site Walk
September 30th, 2022

Attendees:

Chris Williams (NHDES Coastal Program)
Mike Dionne (NHFG)

Karl Benedict (NHDES)

Amy Lamb (NHNHB)

Lori Sommer (NHDES)

Jean Brochi (USEPA)

Marc Laurin (NHDOT)

Andy O’Sullivan (NHDOT)
Nick Caron (HDR)

Daniel Hageman (FHI Studio)
David Winslow (FHI Studio)

Introduction

The purpose of the meeting was to orient the regulatory agency representatives to the project site,
the existing regulated resources, and the proposed activity within those resources. The meeting
was held at the approximate low tide period, so resources could better be seen. Nick Caron, HDR’s
Project Manager, opened the meeting by welcoming attendees and facilitating introductions. Nick
gave an overview of the project including the major elements and construction methodology, with
reference to the design and impact plans. Nick explained what work would be occurring, as well as
whether the impacts would be temporary or permanent. Nick stated that work trestles would be
constructed both west of the proposed bridge and east of the old bridge to facilitate construction of
the new bridge. Foundations and pier footings would be isolated from the water column with
driven sheet piles or drilled shaft casings depending on the pier. Water from the sealed work areas
would be pumped to sedimentation treatment BMPs to construct the new foundations. Barges, if
needed, would utilize spuds for anchoring and to keep the barge from resting on the harbor bottom.
He further explained that during construction boat traffic would be accommodated, and the channel
would only be closed briefly when the existing bascule span is removed. Nick stated the stormwater
from the new bridge would be collected and treated prior to discharge to the harbor, which is an
improvement over the existing system which does not treat bridge runoff and is drained directly to
the harbor through bridge deck scuppers.

Summary of Discussion

e Nick stated the impacts from the construction trestle would be temporary. Karl asked about
the timespan of the trestle and stated that the USACE considers any structure in place for
over 1 year a permanent impact. Lori added that this guideline was in place because
additional shading during the growing season could cause a habitat conversion. Since the
western trestles would be in place for over a year, NHDES anticipates these impacts would
be classified as permanent. Dan questioned whether these impacts would be permanent,
since the trestles are unlikely to convert any habitat over the span of 1.5-2 years. There is

1
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no eel grass or tidal vegetation within the project area, thus the shade would not be
impacting photosynthetic organisms. An example was given by Lori that if access mats are
left in greater than 1 year, they must be classified as permanent and thus require mitigation.
Any discussion about classification of the western trestles as temporary vs. permanent will
need to be undertaken with the USACE for a final determination; NHDES would like to be
involved in this discussion as well.

Nick explained how the installation of the new piers would be undertaken in a confined
work area through the use of sheet piles. Water would be pumped out of the work space to
create dry working conditions, and the water treated as needed. Karl stated that the method
of sheet installation makes a big difference in terms of how tight the sheets are; it is
important to have a tight seal to reduce /minimize water inflow and associated pumping.
Karl provided a comparison of the Newington-Dover and Lebanon bridge projects; he said
at Lebanon the sheet pile installation was not done well. He made the point that the way
sheets are driven makes a difference in whether they are properly sealed, and if not
properly sealed, there could be an excessive amount of seepage water and potential water
quality issues.

Karl stated that the contractor has to ensure that any water pumped out for drilling
purposes to upland and treated; it cannot be immediately discharged to the river. He further
clarified that any upland discharge site would need to be in a non-jurisdictional area, with
the understanding that the site could change, as long as it is still within a non-jurisdictional
area. The discharge site must be outside the tidal buffer zone (TBZ) as well.

Nick stated that appropriate measures to discharge the water would be evaluated as the
construction design details are finalized.

Karl asked about erosion and sedimentation control measures, and he explained that
erosion control plans submitted to NHDES are usually generic, with the knowledge that
NHDES will get more detail with the construction plans. Karl also asked if a water quality
monitoring plan was going to be instituted. With further discussion between NHDOT, HDR,
and FHI Studio, Karl agreed that having a boat sampling water using the mixing zone
method on a regular schedule was likely a good option, but still questioned how water
quality would be maintained and monitored. Discussion around water quality also raised
the issue that monitoring may especially be necessary when pulling the sheets, and that a
mixing zone is a good idea considering the velocities of the harbor would not be compatible
with a turbidity curtain.

Andy stated that appropriate monitoring would be evaluated by BOE’s Water Quality
Program Manager.

Mike asked to see the mussel density next to the existing piers to determine what will be
affected. After reviewing the mussel bed, Dan explained that the current plan is to leave a
rough surface where the existing northern pier will be removed by scarring the concrete
material, or possibly with some existing rip rap around the pier, in order to create pre-
cursor conditions for establishment of blue mussel habitat. Mike agreed that this was a good
solution.

[t was stated that the dune needs to be called out on the plans, and that the jurisdiction of
the dunes should be under the wetland permit, not the shoreland permit. However, it was
stated that the dunes do need to be in both sets of permit plans, but can simply be called out
and reference the area being permitted under the wetland permit. The dune is a Priority
Resource Area (PRA) and would be mitigated by the ARM Fund fee.

Amy explained that the state botanist confirmed it is likely the state-listed wormwood
species is present at the site.
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Chris stated that the coastal program would want NHDOT to undertake
mitigation/restoration work within the estuary itself if mitigation options are available. He
further explained that he could facilitate communication with local non-profits and other
organizations to help find potential mitigation options. This would also place the onus on
the coastal program for ideas and connecting funding.

Chris suggested the state garden, located at the state park, could be a potential site for
placing valuable dune vegetation during the construction phase. The group agreed that
preserving the vegetation is the best option, as it is high quality vegetation, and it would be
wasteful to dispose of it. Subsequently, Amy reviewed the garden area and stated that there
is not any available replanting area available as the garden is well vegetated. Karl and Amy
both agreed saving the beach grass, stockpiling it, and re-using it to stabilize road banks in
the southern portion of the project is a good option if possible.

Mike raised the issue that the Piping Plover nesting may present issues. Discussion around
this included that the plovers had not nested in the area since it was washed out by storms,
and beach nourishment placed. NHDOT stated they had a USFWS Biological Opinion for the
project, and that as long as plovers did not start nesting again, it was not an issue.
Additionally, the mitigation measures developed by the USFWS and outlined in the BO to
minimize impacts to the Plover would be in place, as appropriate. Dan stated the BO
assumed a take of plovers. Once Mike saw the location of the washout to the southwest of
the bridge abutment, he noted that it was re-vegetating well and would not be suitable for
Piping Plover nesting.

[t was stated that when putting the project out for bid, the contractors need to be made
aware of the need for movement of the utility lines. The water lines running across the
Hampton River are on top of the harbor bottom and can move with the currents. Nick stated
that once the trestle piles are in place, the pipes will simply hit against them, and not be an
issue. Nick also stated that several utilities would now be placing their lines across the new
bridge.
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Hampton Harbor Bridge Project

Summary of Site Walk
August 24,2018
Attendees
James Murphy (HDR)
Mike Hick (USACE)

Amy Lamb (NHNHB)
Brendan Clifford (NHFG)
Cheri Patterson (NHFG)
Eric Feldbaum (NH Parks)
Mike Johnson (NMFS)
Marc Laurin (NHDOT)
Anthony Zemba (FHI)
Daniel Hageman (FHI)

Jim Murphy with HDR began the field walk with an overview of the project. Dan Hageman with FHI
presented information regarding the existing natural resources within the project area.

Mike Johnson (NMFS) commented that the NHDOT should consider sea level rise (SLR), storm
surge, and scour in the design of the bridge. Mr. Johnson said current SLR projections estimate a
rise of 6-8 feet by the year 2100. NMFS is requesting these analyses be conducted as part of the
NEPA documentation and include extreme SLR scenarios. He was concerned about the elevation of
the bridge deck during an extreme weather event in the future with the expectant SLR. He
mentioned that Portsmouth, NH may be the closest tide gauge for use in any analyses.

Cheri Patterson (NHFG) informed the group that the sand bar in the shellfish graphic that is not
indicated as Softshell Clam habitat, does provide habitat for this shellfish species (due to recent
shifting sandbar habitat) and advised FHI to revise the map. Ms. Patterson said that a typical
window allowed for in-water work occurs from end of November to the end of January. She also
asked if there were any other bridge projects within the next 25 years in the greater Hampton
Harbor area. She is concerned that other bridge projects could affect the hydrology of the Hampton
Bridge project and hydraulic modeling. She commented that the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) currently has trouble getting maintenance equipment through the bridge opening; this
should be considered in the evaluation and design of the bridge. She also advised that NHDOT
consult with the local municipalities on other pending road/traffic projects so that the bridge
replacement timing and effects do not conflict with other planned road projects that might occur to
the north or south. For instance, the Village District Commission and Hampton Bridge Commission
were involved with a planning study for Ocean Boulevard.

Ms. Patterson also advised that a navigational survey be conducted to understand the needs of
vessels passing through the channel. There are large fishing boats and a need for unique vessels to
get in to maintain the harbor. Ms. Patterson also advised that in-water work restrictions may be
required due to fish species of conservation concern known or expected to occur in the area.

Mr. Johnson stated that access to the Seabrook Nuclear Plant should be considered in the evaluation
of bridge type. Mr. Johnson stated that the USACE Vicksburg has undertaken extensive hydraulic
modeling of the Hampton Harbor system and may have a lot of useful information and data to
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augment the current study. He stated that the system is very complex and will likely be difficult to
model, noting that a change in the abutment in water can change the dynamics of erosion, scour,
and other sediment dynamics.

Eric Feldbaum (NH State Parks) was concerned about the length of time for construction if the State
Park property was to be used as a construction staging or laydown area. The state owns both sides
of the bridge north of the channel the east side is the state park and the west side is the state pier.
Mr. Feldbaum was concerned to hear that the construction period is expected to last through
“multiple seasons,” with the possibility of it extending for three years. He stated that if staging
occurs on 6(f) lands for more than 6 months, then a conversion would be required.

Mike Hicks (USACE) asked if there would be any blasting or hoe ramming required for the project. If
so, this would have additional implications for in-water work impacts and time-of-year restrictions.
Mr. Murphy said that no blasting was anticipated.

The group then walked south over the bridge, stopping to discuss design and condition aspects of
the existing bridge. Once to the southern portion of the bridge, Amy Lamb (NHNHB) and Dan
Hageman began searching for listed plant species. Others walked down to the harbor, below the
bridge.

Brendan Clifford (NHFG) informed the group that the nesting Piping Plover location observed by
FHI earlier in the season was a locality known to the NHFG. Piping Plovers have nested here every
year since 2013 and have mostly been successful in rearing young, despite the regular threat of
human presence during the nesting season. The nest site is protected by an enclosure and a
seasonal employee is assigned to monitor the nest. An active predator trapping program is also
provided by NHFG. Mr. Clifford said that the plovers return in April and begin establishing
territories soon thereafter. Nesting season extends through until early to mid - August. Mr. Clifford
said that if active construction was planned during the breeding season, then Susi von Oettingen at
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service would need to be consulted

(Susi vonOettingen@fws.gov, 603-227-6418). Mr. Clifford said no Least Terns to date have
attempted to nest at that location. Common and Roseate Terns are known to forage in the bay but
nest on off-shore islands rather than on the mainland. Mr. Clifford said that NHFG does not have any
reports of Peregrine Falcons nesting or attempting to nest under the bridge.

Mr. Johnson mentioned that Winter Flounder likely do not spawn in the channel where in-water
work would potentially occur because the channel’s water velocity is too high. Regardless, this
species will still need to be addressed in an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment along with the other
federally managed species designated for the area. Sturgeon may also be present.

During the investigation of the plant community, Ms. Lamb and Mr. Hageman observed seaside
sandmat (Euphorbia polygonifolia), which is a NH listed species not previously documented for the
site. Also observed were seaside three-awn (Aristida tuberculosa), Gray’s umbrella sedge (Cyperus
grayi), sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus), hairy hudsonia (Hudsonia tomentosa), and what
was thought to be field wormwood (Artemisia campestris ssp. caudata). Ms. Lamb said she would
check several of the plants with Bill Nichols, State Botanist, to ensure they are the listed species of
concern. Since some of the suspected listed species were seemingly ubiquitous throughout the
dunes (primarily seaside three-awn, Gray’s umbrella sedge, and field wormwood), any impacts to
the dunes will have impacts to these species, however, if areas of dense populations occur, these
should be documented. Listed plant densities appeared to be less in the northeast and southeast
quadrants of the bridge. No listed plants were observed in the northwest quadrant. The highest
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densities appeared to occur in the southwest quadrant of the bridge, although densities here also
varied throughout. NHDOT and NHNHB will need to discuss methods for documenting impacts to
listed species and associated mitigation.

Ms. Lamb stressed that any work on the bridge should be designed to avoid and minimize impacts
to the dune habitat on the southern end of the bridge to the extent practicable. Ms. Lamb said
possible alternatives to consider for mitigation of listed plant species impacts could include pre-
construction transplanting of plants to a suitable location and use of any abandoned road ROW for
post-construction creation of suitable dune habitat.
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Recorded Deed

(Hampton State Pier)

KNOW _ALL MEN BY THRSE PRESENIS.

. THAT, the Town of Hampton, & body oorporate and politie, County of Kockingham,
State of New Hawpshire, in acaordance with Chapter 159, Session laws of 1933 and
pursuant to & resolution passed in a duly authorized Town Meeting on the 25th day
of July, 1933, for and in oonsideration of the sum of one dollar and other valuable
consideration to it in hand before the delivery thereof, well and truly peid by the
State of New Hfmpshire, have remised, released and forever Quitalaimed, and by these
presents, do remiee, relemse and forever quitclaim umto the sald State of New
“Tempshire, it and its sucoessors and assigns forever:

Cartain Yeach and highway land lying in euid Town of Hampton, County and State
as aforessid, and shorn »n a Plan recorded as Plat No. 23, Page 1 in the records of
the Rockinzham “ounty Reglstry of Deeds, and recorded as Plan No, 3,431 in the
Records of the Mew Hempshire State Highway Department, desoribed as follows:

Begimming ot & concrote bHmund situoited on the wasterly zide of the Ocean Road,
somenlle?, sald bamd Helnt onm a anurse N, L7° 08 10" W, and éistant 90492 fest
frev the sovhlmiest eornar of nrepord of the United States, lmown as khe ilampton
sans. Tonsh tusnd Thoklons trenee S, 2099 L3 20" W, o distanes of 778,02 feet
uersss Uign Sfraeot, so~called, and W nroperty of the Town of llamnton to a concrete
bound ; therce S, 15° 55" LLO" W. & distance of 1,73.50 feet by pronerty of the Town
of Harpton to s concrete bound; thence S, 139 54' 20" W,, n distance of 802,29 fest
by property of the Teem of Mewpton to a concrete bound; thence 5§, 12° 13* 50" We a
distance of T23,%1 feet by property of the Tom of Hampton to a eoncrete bounds
thence 8, 8° 07 LO" W.,~¥ distance of 1,36L.:7 feet by property of the Town of
Tempton to a conerete bounds thence S, 12° 20' 10" W., a distance of 523491 feat
by property of the Tomr of Hampton, through the Winnicummet Road, soecalled, and
by property now or formerly of ¥arvin Ranlett, A. A, lamoreaux, and others to a
conorete bound; thence So 0% it 00" E, a distanse of 381, feet by property now
or formerly of A, A, lemoresux, Jennie R, French, Celis F, Shields, Harry Welch,

E, Cloch, J. Bowen, Celia F, Shields, Bannah Lehan and othere to a ooncrete bound;
thence 8, 4© 56 20" E, a distenoe of 139,97 feet by property now or formerly of
Exeter Coeoperative Bank, Mrs. Nellie L, Yohnson, kirse Arthur Wheat, Mary Day,
Bstate of Lizzie N, Dey end others to 2 concrete bound; thence S, 7° L6 LO" E, a
distance of Li60.lli feet by property now or fomerlg of Estate of ldzzie N, Day,

Se Du Prince, Fannie Giddings, drs, Arthur Wheat, Yohn F. Kellsher, George C. Healy,
John Pe Proctor and others to a conorete bound with stesl bolt in center; thence

S, 6° 21" 0" B, a distance of 35,15 feet by the propsrty now or formerly of John
P, Proctor, Minnle G, Andrews, Willlam J. and Patrick O'Connell, Estate of Joseph
F, Williams and others to a ooncrete bound; thence ourving to the right with the
are of a circle having a radius of 685,0 feet, a distance of 316,02 feet by property
now or formerly of Estate of Joseph F, Williams, George S Ryan and others to a
oonorete bound; thence S. 20° ait 20" We a distance of 551,72 feet by property now
or former ly of Richard F, Englehardt, Alice Marsden, Charles L. Gillis, Mary Travers,
Ls Ce Ring, Estete of Joseph Nudd, Eugene Nudd, and others to a concrete bound;
thence 8+ 29° 25' 30" W.an distance of 217.19 feet by property now or formerly of
Mabel Ouyon end others to a concrete bound} thence curving to the right with the
arc of a circle having a radius of 20640 feet, a distance of 198,71 feet by

prope now or formerly of Mabel Guyon axd others to a comcrete boundj thence

Se Bh:ﬁil' Lo" W., a distance of 526,11 feet by property now or formerly of Mabel
Guyon, Carol J+ and Lida Tilton, Basil M. Comeau, Estate of Edward G. Towle,
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Follie Thurston, Moses W, Browr, Catherine E. Wrinn, Alberta Smithson, Catherine

E. Minehan, and others ¥o a oonerete bound; thense S. 74® 50' 20" W, a distance

of 325,52 feet by property now or formerly of Catherine ¥, Minehan, Power River
Nationsl Bank, Hsnnah A, Savege, William Eennedy, Dr. A« D. Golding, Sueannah
Watson and othere to a conorete bound; thenoe S, 70® 1, 10" W, a distance of
520,57 feet by property now or formerly of Susannah Watson, Willism Keefe, J.
Everett Towle, Charles Boardman, J. J. Mahoney snd Feter MaGalligat, Estate of
John H, Moran, Ella M, end Lillian S, Horne, John 4, Janvrin and others, moross
Janvrin Avenue, so-oalled; and by property now or formerly ef Fred R. Pillsbury

and others to a ooncrete bounds thence curving to the left with the aro of a

cirocle having a radius of 550,0 feet, a distance of 372,69 feet by property now

or formerly of Fred R, Pillsbury, Bthel 8, Woodbury, J. F, James, National

Mechanic and Traders Bank, William H, Sleeper, Sarah H, Gookin, Fyank Fellows

and others, to a oonorete bounds thence 5, 31* 24t LO" W,, a distenee of 124.92
feet by property now or formerly of Frank Fellows, Estate of Ashton Lee and others
to a conorete bound; thence 5, 22° L7 %0" W,, a distanoce of 216,18 feet by property
now or fommerly of Estate of Ashton Lee, William D, Fitzgerald and others, to a
ooncrete bound; thence S, 20° 19' 30" W., a distenoce of 80.1 fest by property now
or formerly of William D. Pitzgerald and others, across Glade Path, so=ocslled, and
by property now or formerly of J, J. O'Donnell and others to a concrete bound;
thenoe curving to the right with the arc of a circle having a radius of 1.145 feet,
a distance of 206.0 feet by property now or fermerly of J. J« OtDonnell, Estate

of Irving Beach, Johh S. Mason snd others to a concrete bound; thence 5, %0° 39
00" W,, a distance of 28L.12 feet t% property now or formerly of Estate of Irving
Beach, Patrick J. Dergan, Heirs of Petriock Keerns, Frank H, P. Clement, Charles

E, Austin, Blanohe A, Richardson, and others to a eonorete bound, thence 8, 31°

2% 50" W,, a distamce of 269,30 feet by property now or formerly of Charles E,
Austin, Blanche A, Richardson, Nora K. Jones, Bessie F. Jones and octhers, soross
Roas Avenue, so~culled, and by property now or formerly of Kenneth N. Ross, Mrs,

¢, W, Ross and others, to s oonorete bound, theme S. 35° L9* 50" W,, a dietanece

of 231,41 feet by propsrty now or formerly of Mrs, C, W, Ress, Reymond L. Geding,
Baith L, Oilwen and ethers, moross Highland Avenus, so-called, and by property

now or formerly of James 8, Delanoy and others, to a conorote bound; thenoe S, e
L2t 50" W, a distance of 120,89 feet by property now or formerly of James 5, Delaney,
Geerge Ashworth and others to s concrete boumdj thence 5. 362 25! 00" W,, a distance
of 6l1.62 feet by property now or formerly of George Ashworth and aoross s portion
of Nudd Avenue, so-called, to s oonorete bound; thenmce 8, 15° 1t 10" W,, a distanoce
of 95,35 feet aoroes the remaining pertion of Fudd Avenmue and scrose Marsh Avenue,
so-called, and by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company
to m conorete bound; themce 5, 18°% L8V hoz W., s distence of 403,29 feet by property
now or formerly of the Hampton Beameh Improvement Company and moross A Street, so-
oalled, to a oonerete bourd; thence S, 15° 10 LO" W,, a distance of 138,99 feet
by property now or formsrly of the Hampton Beach Improvemsnt Comp and across a
portion of B Btreet, so-oalled, to a oonorete bound; thence S, 12° 48" 50" W,., a
distance of 1;39.37 feet aoross the remaining portion of B Street, so~called, by
property now or formerly of the Hampton Beamch Improvement Company, soross C Street,
so=oalled, and by property now or i‘omrlx of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company
to & ooncrete bound; thenoce 5. 11° 29v 20" W,, s distance of 520,79 feet aoross D
Btreet, go-callad, bg proparty now or formerly of the Hampton Beaoh Improvemsnt
Compeny, end aoross F S¢reet, so-onlled, to a conorete boundj thence 8, 10° Lit

50" W, a distance of 548,06 fest by preperty now or formerly of Hampton Beaoh

Impre vement Company, across G Street, so«called, by propsrty now or formerly of
the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, aoross H Street, so~oslled,and by property
now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company to & concrete bound;
thence B, 5° 55' 60" W,, a distance of 758.89 feet by property now or formerly of

the Hampton Beaoh Improvemsnt Company, scross I Street, so-oalled, by property of
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the Hampton Beaoh Improvemsnt Company, aeross J Street, so-called, by property
now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, soross XK Street, so-
onlled, and by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beseh Improvement Company
to a ooncrete bound; thence S. 5° 09' 10" W,., & distance of 533,10 feet by
property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, acroes L
Streat, sowonlled, by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Inmprovement
Company, and aoross a portion of M Street, so-called, to a soncrete bound;
thenoe S, 6° 17" LO" W. & distance of 181,72 feet across the remaining portion
of M Street, so-called, by property now or formsrly of the Hampton Beach
Improvement Compeny to a oonorete bound; thenoe 5, 9° 52! 30" W. a distance of
58,33 feet by property now or formerly of the Bampton Beaah Improvement Company
to a concrete bound ; thence S. ® 03' LO" W,, o distanoce of 2£3.67 feet aoross
K Street, so-onlled, by property now or formerly of the Hampton Bemnch Improvement
Company to a conorete bound; thence S, 35° 10t 00" W,, n distanoe of 72,93 feet
by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, scross O
S8treet, so-called, by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement
Company, aoross P Street, so=called, by property now or formerly of the Hampten
Beach Improvement Company, neross Q Street, soecalled, and by property now or
formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company to & ooncrete bound; thence
ourving to the right with the arc of a circle having a radius of T90.0 feet, a
distense of 291.35 feet by property now or formsrly of the Hampton Beach .
Improvement Company and the Town of Hampton to a ccnorete bound; thence S. 56°
17* 50" W. a distance of 184,73 feet by property now or formerly of the Town of
Hempton, aoross Mareh Avenue, so=called, by property now or formerly of 2, W,
Bailey end others to.a conorete hound; thenoe curving to the left with the are
of a ¢irele having a redius of 390 feet, a distance of 310.57 feet by property
now or formerly of E. W, Bailey, A, N, Gagnon, Frank locke, £, W, Bailey and
othere tc a oconerete bound; thence S, 10® LO' 15" W., a distance of I Ji0 feet
by property now or formerly of E, W, Bailey and others to a bound, said bound
being a T rail set in conorete; thence 5, 10° L0' 15" W, by property now.or
formerly of E, W, Bailey and others to the extreme low water line of the Hamptom
River; thenoe in an easterly and southeasterly direction along the sald extrewe
low water line of the Hampton River and thence in a northerly direction with the
extreme low water line of the Atleantic Ocean as it is now, or at any future time
way run, to & point in a line bearing 8. L7° 08' 10" E. from the first memtioned
oonerete bound; themoe N. L7° 08! 10" W, by property now or formerly of the Town
of Hampton and the property of the United States, known as the Hampton Besch Coast
Guard Station, end aoross ths Ocean Road, #so-called, to the bound first mentioned,

Seving and reserving from the sbove all of thaet portion of the head land
known as Great Boar's Head which lies easterly or southeasterly fram the following
desoribed line:

Beginning at a concrete bound at the northeasterly corner of the
parcel desiguted as Percel B on the plan referred to abeve; and running
thenos S, 20° O 20" W. 557,12 feet to a conerete bound; thence 8, 29°
25' 30" w, 222,99 feet to a oonorete bouhd, said bound being at the
southeasterly corner of the aforesaid Parcel Bj; thence continuing with
the course last mentioned to the extreme low water line of the Atlentic
Oceanj thence running easterly, northerly and northwesterly with the
extreme low water line of the Atlantio Ocean to a point in a line bearing
N. 26% 59t 50" E, from & conocrete bound; thence S, 26° 59t 50" W, to said
conorete bound ; thence N, 63° 00t 10" W, 165.16 feet to m oomorete bound;
thence S, &4°® 07 20" W, 136,77 feet to a conorete bound; thenee 5, 20°
ot 20" W. L,3.84 feet to the conorete bound begun at.,
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Saving and reserving such other land, if any, lying within the 1limits of the
tract shown es Parcel P on said plan, &s may be held by certain individusls under
private ownership.

Seving and reserving from the above all ef the land shown as White Island on
said plany and being bounded northerly by Parcel C, westerly by Parcel D, southerly
and southeasterly by Farcel E, and easterly by the Atlantic Ocean, acoording to
the following desoription: : :

Beginning st a concrete bound at the northeasterly corner of the paroel
dosignated as Farcel D on the plan referred te above, seid oconcrete bound being
on.a line running N. 84° 11t 20" E, a dlstance of 85,71 fest from the southwest
oorner of the parcel designeated es Parcel € on plan referred to aforesaids; thence
running S, 35° 10* 00" W, 102L.76 feet by land of the Town of Hampton to a eonorete
Yound; thence ourving to the right with the are of a circle having a radius of 850
feet a distanoce of 271.69 feet by lsnd of the Town of Hampton $¢ & conerete bound;
thence curving to the left with t he aro of a circle having a redius of 450 feet &
distence of %,9,51 feet by land of the Town of Hampton to s conorete boundj) thence
S. 11° L5t LO" W, T2.li feet by land ‘of the Town of Hampton to a conorete bound
in & line running N, 81° o' LO" W; thence running 8, 78° 14t 20" E, 237.09 feet
by lerd of the Tormm of Hampton to a concrete. bound; thence running N, 72° 18t 55"
E, 512,37 feet by land of the Town of Hampton to a concrete bound; thence running
N. 52° 52 45" B, to the extreme low water line of the Atlantio Ocean; thence in
a northerly direction with the extreme low water line of the Atlantio Ocean as 1t
now or at any future time may run to a point in a line bearing K. Ao 4,8y 50" W3
thenoe almg eald line bearing N, 84° L8 50" W, by lend of the Town of Hempton
to the conorete bound first begun at. The oourses mentloned above relate to the
True Meridien; the distances being given in feet and decimals thereof., The
extrems low weater line hereinbefore mentioned in thlis instrument is Intended %o
be & line which lies Basterly from the Westerly line of the Ocean Soulewvard s
desoribed herein.

Saving snd reserving such other land, if any, lying within the limlts of the
parcel shown as Parcel D on said plan, as may be held by oertain individuals under
private ownership. _

"Msaning end intending hereby convey

(1) A1l the right, title and interest of the Town of Hampton in and %o
land in said Hempton included within the layout of the state highway and
situnted between the mein traveled portion of ssid highway snd the
Atlantic Ocean, and extending from the Coast Guard Station to Great Boar's
Head and from Oreat Boar's Head to Haverhill Avenue, Bo-ocalled, as
provided by vote of the Town of Heampton et a meeting duly oalled for the
pwrrpoEe, held on .olooovcoo.co-oooonc:lgs;. and in acsordence with and
subject to the provisions of Chapter 159 of the lLews of k/7&f to
maintenence by the state and the Town of Hampton and otherwise,

(2) All the right, title and interest in such land, rights or easeoments

of the Town of Hawpton in the Town of Hampton as may be necessary for the
construction and maintenance of jetties, sea walls or other structures

a8 suthorized by vote of the Town of Hampton at & weeting duly oslled for
the purpose, hold sensssscsnscconsenene 1953) and in soocordance with end

subject to the provisions of Chapter 159 of the Laws of 1933,
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It ie hereby understood that this conveyance doss not release the Town
of Hampton from its obligation to oonvey other land, rights or easements
than that hereinsbove specifically desoribed for jettias, sea wells or
other structures if the neocessities of the situation require, for an
additional purchase prioce or upon eminent domain prosedure as provided
by Chapter 159 of the laws of 1933; but that the land specifioally
conveyed for that purpose is in mocordeance with plans prepared by
engineers of the federal govermnment and approved by the governor and
eouncil,

Tt is hereby made a condition to this instrument that the land desoribed above
¢hall rot be subject to the provisions of Chapter 105, lgws of 1931, and shall be
held by the state for publis highway, park and recrestiomal purposes forever, and
thet no soncession shall be granted thereon, provided, however, that the Tom of
Hempton, so long as the Governor and Council shall approve, may maintain the band
stand, comfort station, chamber of commerce building or similer structures, and
the parking place and play grounds now thereonj and es this deed is given for the
purpose of complying with the provisions of Chapter 159, laws of 1933 this deed is
given oonditional to the oconstruction within ressonable time of such jettien, sea
walls or other structures as may be deemed necessary or desirable by the Goverror
and Council, otherwise this deed is void and of no effsct,

TO HAVE AND TO HOID the suid premises, wlth all the privileges and appurtenances
ther eunto belonging, to it the sald State of New Hampshire, it end 1ts suoccecsors
and assigns forever; end the said Towm of Hampton does hereby covenant with the
said State of New Hampshire that the sald Town of Hampton will warrant and defend
the said premises to it the said Stete of New Hampsghire, it and its successors and
essigns, against the lawful olsims and demands of any person or persons cleiming
by, from or under the Town of Hampton,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the said Town of Hampton hes caused its corporate sesl to
be hereto affixed and these presents to be signed, mcknowledged snd delivered in
1ts yame and behelf by Harry D. Munsey, Edwin L, Batehelder, and Elroy G. Shaw,
Belectmen of the Tomn of Hmmpton, duly authorized, this 26th day of Ootober, in
the year of our Lord, one thousand nine, hundrsd and thirty-three.

Signed, seanled and delivered
in the presence of us:

s/ Frederic E, Everett s/ Barry D. Munsey SELRCTMEN
as to all s/ Edwin L. Batchelder TOWN OF HAMPTON
s/ Elroy G, Shaw DULY AUTHORIZED
STATE OF NEW BANPSHIRE, Rockingham S8. Ootober 26th, A, D, 1933

Personally appeared the above named Harry D, Munsey, Edwin L. Batehelder and Elroy G.
Shaw, Selsotmen of the Town of Hampton and acknowlsdged the foregoing instrument to be
their volumtery ect and deeda, Beifore me!

s/ John W, Ferkins
Justise of the Pemce

Quitclaim Deed = Town of Hampton to State of New Hampshire
Recorded Rookingham County Records

Received November 3, 1933, 10 Hour 10 Minute A. M,
Recorded Lib. 89, Fols Ll

Exsmined byt 8/ John W. A, Greemn, Register



HARMPION BEAUH .

STATE LAND RECORD Tract No. 1zgCard 1

GraNTOR Town of Hampton, New DATE OF DEED * Lctober 26, 1933
Hampshire

DATE OF RECORD lHovember 3, 1933
GRANTER State of ew I}aIHPShire CHARACTER 'hul tclaim
Boox 894 PAGE 44

CONSIDERATION  +1.00 COUNTY  Rockingham

DESCRIPTION T/RSA-S. O1SFrce= Uol. 7. oGt Az
KNOW ALL L2N BY THISE PRESHENTS

THAT, the Town of Hawmpton, a body corporate and politic, County of
Rockinghem, State ol l.ew Hampshire, in accordance with Chapter 152, Sescsion
Laws of 1933, and pursuant to a resolution passed in a auly authorized
Town keeting on the 2uth day of July 1933, for andin consideration of the
sum of one wollar end other valuable counsidersition to it in hand before
the dellvery thereof, wgll andé¢ truly paid by the State of Hew Tampshire,
have remised, released sn. Torever nuitclaimed, and by these rresents do
remise, release and forever nultcledim unto the saic Usete of Mew Hampshire
it and its successors and assigns forever:

Certain beach and highway lind lying in said Town of Hampton, County
and State aforesaid, and shown on a plan recorded as ¥lat No. 23, Tage 1,
in the records of the Rockingham County Zegistry of Deeds, snd recorded &s
Plen No. 3431 iz the records of the New Hampshire State Highway Deparitment,
described as follows:

Jeginning at a concrete bound situated on the westerly sice of the
Ocean Road, so-called, said bouné beingc on a course . 47° 08t 10" ¥, and
distant 90.92 feet from the southwest corner of promerty of the United States
known as Hampton Beech Coast Guerd Stetion; thence S. 200 43t 20m W, a
disténce of 778.02 feet across Iligh Street, so-celled, zné by properiy of
the Town of Hampton to a concrete bound; thence S. 156 267 40" VW, a
distence of 1,78@.58 feet by property of the Town of Hampton to & concrete
bound; thence 5. 13~ 56° 20" W. & distance of 802.29 Teet by property of
the Town of Haupton to & concrete bound:; thence 5., 129 13 5Om ¥, a distance
of 723.81 feet by property of the Town of Hsupton to a concrete bound;
thence 5. 8° 07' 40" V. a distance of 1,364.47 feet by property of the Town
of Hampton to a concrete bound; thence S. 12° 20 10" ¥, a distance of
023,91 Teet by propertiy of the Town of Hampton, through the vinnicumnmet
Road, so-ctlled, anc by property now or fermerly of Larvin Ranlett, 4. 4.
Lemoreaux ena others to & concrete bound; thence $. 00 44f 00" E. az distance
of 381,14 feet by vroperty now or Tormerly of .. .. Lamoreaux, Jennie R.
French, Celia ¥, 3hields, Harry ‘eleh, . Cloch, J. Bowen, Celia r. Shields,
Hennah Lehan and others to & concrete bound; thence S. 40 58T 20" E. a
distance of 439,97 feet by property now or formerly of Jxeter Co-operative
Benk, lLrs. Nellie L. Johnson, lirs. /rthur . heat, Lory Day, nstcte of Lizzie
N, Day and others to a concrete bound; thence &. 79 467 40" Z. & distance
of 460,44 feet by property now or formerly of :state of Lizzie I”. Day,

5. D. ‘rince, Fannie Giddings, Lrs. :irthur ‘'heat, John ¥. Kelleher, George
C. ..ealy, J-hn 7. Proctor gnd others to a concrete bound with a steel bol%
in the center; thence S. 6~ 21' 40" B, & distance of 345.15 feet by the
property now or formerly of John ¥, Yroctor, Kinnie G. andrews, ‘illiam

J. and ratrick ' Connell, Istate of Joseph ¥, #illisms =nd others to a con-
crete bound ; thence curving to the right with the are of a circle having a
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radius of 685.0 fect, a distance of 316.02 feet by property now or formerly
of listate of Joseph T. williams, George S. Ryan and others to a conerete
bound ; thence 5. 20° 04' 20" 7. a distance of 251.72 feet by property now

or formerly of -ichzrd ¥, -nglehardt, :lice iarsden, Cherles L, Gillis,

Kery Tragwers, L. C., Ring, i#state of Joseph Nudd,fugene Nudd and others to

a concrete bound; thence S. 29° 25' 30" v/, a distance of 217.19 feet by
property now or fommerly of Label Guyon znd others to a conerete bound ;
thence curving to the right with the erc. of & cirecle heving o radius of

206.0 feet, s distunce of 198.71 fret by property now or formeriy of Lable
Guyon ané others to a concrete bound; thence 5. 340 4}r1 40" ', & distence of
526.11 feet by proverty now or fomerly of veble fuyon, Carol J. znd Lida
Tilton, Dasil K, Comeau, Istote of dward G. lowle, ®ellie +hurston, lloses

“. bBrown, Cstherine ., rinn, .lberts cmitason, Cetherine .o, Linghan wnd
others to a concrete bound; thence 3. 7409 507 200 e & distance of 325.52
feet by rroperty now or formerly of Catherine 7. L.inehan, rower River
Lational Bank, nenusab 4. Savage, villiem rennedy, Dr. 2. . Goléing, Susannah
watson end others to a concrete bound ; thence 5, 70° 1ar 10n e a distance

of 520.37 feet by property now or Tormerly of Lusannah .atson, Willism

reefe, J. tverett Towle, Charles soardumen, J. J. bLahoney and leter meGalligat
Estete of John it. roren, 2lla :w. and Lillian S. Horne, John 4. Janvrin and
others across Janvrin Avenue, so-called, and by vroperty now or formerly of
Fred r. rillsdbury and others to a concrete bound; :thence curving to the left
with the arc of & circle having a radius of 550,0 feect to & distance of J72.6
Teet by proverty now or formerly of Fred R. Fillsbury, ..thel .B. Vvoodbury,

Jo I's James, National i.echanic and Traders Bank, Villiam &, Sleeper, sgrah

2. Gookin, rrank Fellows and others, to a concrete bound; thence S. 31~ 24°
40" 7, a distance of 124,92 feet by property now or formerly of rrank T"ellows.
- Zstate of [ shton Lee and others to a concrete bound ; thence s, 22° 47t 307

“o a distance of £16.18 feet by property now or formerly of Lstete of _ shton
Lee, “illiam D. Fitzgerald and others, to a concrete bound ; thence s, 20°

197 30" ', a distance of 80.41 Tfeet Ly property now or formerly of ivilliam

D. Zitzgerald and others, =ascross Glade rath, so-called, and by properiy now
or formerly of J, J. O'Connell and others %o 2 conecrete bound; thence curving
to the right with the arec of & circle having a radius of 1,145 Teet, &
distance of 206,0 feet by prop=rty now or formerly of J. J. OfConnell, Istate
of Irving Beach, John 3, lason and others to a concrete bound; thence S. 500
387 00" ¥, a distence of 284,12 feet br preperty now or formerly of sstete

of lrving Beach, ‘atrick J. Dorgan, Heirs ol fatrick .earns, rsrank 7, 7.
Clement, Charles 2. .ustin, plance .. iichardson &nd others to a concrete
bound; tnence &. 310 23' 50" W, a distance of 269,30 feet by property now or
Tormerly of Charles E. sustin, slance .. Eicn: rdson, liora .. Jones, bessie

. Jones =nd others, across Z2oss ~venue, so-called, wndé by rropaerty now or
Tormerly of lenneth uw. :#oss, krs. 0. . uoss and others, to z concrete bound;
thence 5. 35° 49 5u" 7, & distence of 231.41 feet by wroperty now or formerly
of Lrs. ©. . koss, Jaymond L. Goding, .dith L. Gilman enda others, ascross
Highland ~.venue, so-called, an. by property now or formerly of James 0. e
Lancy and others, to a concrete bound; thence 5. 340 42' 507 y, a distance
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of 120,29 feet by property now or formerly of James S. Delancy, George Ash-
worth and others to a concrete bound; thence S, 369 25' 00" W. a distance
of 64.62 feet by propariy now or for&erlv of George ishworth and across

a portion of Wudd svenue, so-~called, to-a concrete bound; thence S. 15°

14t 10" W, a distance of 95,35 feet across the remaining portion of Nudd
Avenue and across larsh Avenue, so-called, and by property now or formerly
of the Hampton Beach rmprovement Compeny to a concrete bound; thence S.

18° 48' 40" W, & distance of 403,29 feet by properiy now or Iormerly of

the Lempton Beach Improvement Fompany and across £A. Street, so-called, 1o
a concrete bound; thence S. 15 10r 40" v, & distence of lug 38 feet by
proverty now or fermerlv of the Izmpton Besch Tmprovement Company and
scross a pertion of o, Strset, so-called to a conecrete bound; thence 5.
12° 4,'~fb" We & distance of *”9 37 feet across the remsining portion of

B. Street, so-called, b property now or formerly of the Hamplbon Beach
Improvement Company, across C. 3treet, so-called, and by nroperty now

or formerly of the Hampton Beach Impreovement Company Lo z concrete bound;
thence 8. 119 29r 20" %, & distance of 520,79 feet across D. Street, so-
called, by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Tmprovenent
Company, and ascross F. Street, so- Onll@d to & concrete bouné; thence S.
709 447 50" W, a distarce of 548,06 feet by property now or formerly of
Hampton Beach Jmprovement Company, across G. Street, so-called, by property
nov or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Comnany, ecross H.

Street, so-called and by property now or formerly of the [ampton Beach
Improvement Company to & concrete bound ; thence S. 59 B55' BO™ W, a distance
of 758.89 feet by property now or formerlty of the Hampton Beach Improvement
Company, ecross [. Street, so-celled, by property of the Hampton Beach
Improvement Company, across J. Street so=-called, by property now or
Tormerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, across # Street so-
called, and by property now or formerly 8f the Hampton Beach Tmprovement
Company to a concrete bounc:; thence S. 0gr 10" v, a distance of 533,10
feet by property now or formerly of the w.ampton Besch Improvenent Company,
across L. Street, so-called, by property now or formerly of the Hampton

- Besch Improvement Company and across a portion of L. Street, so-celled o
& concrete bound; thence S, 60 17t 40" W, s distance of 181.72 feet, across
the remeining portion of .. Street, so-called, by property now or fomrmerly
by the Hampton Beach Improvement Company to a concrete bound; thence

s. 9° B2r 30" ¥, a distance of B58.%33 feet by proper:iy now or formerly of
the Hampton Beach Improvement Company to a concrete bounds; thence S. 2490
03" 40" W, a distance of 243,67 feel, across N, Street so-called b
property now or formerly of the hampton Besch Improvement Compeny to &
concrete bound; thence S. 35° 10 00", W, a dlstance of 724,93 feet by
property now or Formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, across
0. Street, so-ealled, by property now or formerly of the iiempton Beach
Improvement Compeany, across ¥, Street, so-called, by property now or
formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement Company, across M sireet, so-
called, and by property now or formerly of the Hampton Beach Improvement
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Company to a concrete bound; thence curving to the right with the are of a
circle having s radius of 790.0 feet, & distance of 291.35 feet by propurty
now or formerly of the Lsupton RBesch Improvement Company and the Town of
Hempton to & concrete bound; thence =, 569 17t 50" W, a distance of 184,73
feet by property now or formerly of the Town of Hampton, &across Liarsh . ve,
so-called, b property now or fTormerly of E. V. Bailey and others to a
concrete bound; thence curving to the left with the are of o« circle having
a racius of 390 Tect, a distence of 10,57 Teet by property now or fomerly
of E. W, Bailey , 4. N. ‘tegnon, Ffrank Locke, . 7. Beziler and others to a
concrete bound; thence &, 10° 40' 15" ¥, o distance of 14.40 Teet by
property now or formerly of 7, . Beiley :nd¢ others to a bound; said bound
being ¢ T-rail set in concrete; thence 8, 10° 40' 15" ¥, by property now

or Tormerly of L. i, Balley #nd others to the extreme low water line of
Hamp ton Hiver; thence in an esterly and southeasterly direction along the
scid extreme low weter line to the Hampton River sznc thence in a northerly
direction with the extreme low water 1line of the silentic Ocean &s it is
now, or at any future time msy run, to z point in a line beasring S. 47

08' 10" E, from the first mentioned concrete bound; thence . 47° 08r 10" V.
by property now or Tormerly of the Town of Hampton &nd the property of the
United States, knowm as the dampion Bezch Coast Guard Station, and across
the Ucean Road, so-cziled to the bound first mentioned.

Saving 'end reserving from the above all of that portion of the heszd lant
known as Great Boar's hkead which lies east:irly and southeasterly from the
following deceribed line:

Beginning &t a concrete bound at the northeasterly corner of the percel
desigaated es Fercel B. on the Plan referred to above; and running thence
5. 207 4* 20" ¥, b57.12 feet to a concrete bound; tnence S. 29° 25t 307 v,
222,59 feet to a concrete boundé, ssid bound being st the southeasterly cornel
of the aforesald Parcel B; thence continuing with the course last mentioned
to the extreme low water line of the ftlentic CGcean; thence running eassterly,
northerly and northwesterly with the extreme low weier line of the Atlaentie
Ocean to a peint in alline bearing N. 26° 59' 50" 7. from a concrete bound:
thence 8. 26° 591 50" ¥, to szid conerete bound; thence K, 63° 00T 10m ¥,
165,16 feet to a concrete bound; thence £. 64° 07 207, . 136,77 feet to a
concrete bound; thence 5, 20° 04r 20" W, 43,842 feet to the concrete bound
begun =at.

Scving and reserving such other land, if any, lying within the limits
of the tract shown as rercel B. on seid Flan, as may be held by certain
individuals under private ovnership.

Saving and reserving from the gbove all of the land shown as White Islan
on said plan; and being bounded northerly by Parcel C; westerly by Parcel
D. southerly and southeasterly by Parcel 4. and casterly by the itlantiec
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Ocean, according to the following aescription:

Beginning at a conerete bound at the northeesterly corner of the parcel
designated as Pareel DL, on the plan referred to above, said concrete bound
being on a line running W. 84% 11t 20" E. a disvence of 85.71 feet from the
southwest corner of the mercel gesignated as lereel 00, on plen referred to
aforesaid; thence running S. 35 10' 00" 3, 1024.76 feet by lenc of the Town
of Hempton to a concrete bound; thence curving to the right with the arc of ¢
circle having a radius cf 850 feet, o distance of 271.69 feet by lenc of the
Tovni of Hampton to = concrete pound; thence curving to the left with the arc
of & circle having a recius of 480 feet » distance of %49.01 feet by land of
the Town of Hampton to & conerete bound; thence L. 11% <5t 40m ., 72,14 Teet
by lend of the Town of Hampton to a concrete bound ins line running . 81°
04" 40" ¥; thence runaing S, 78° 14* 20m @, 237.09 rfeet by land of the Town
ol Hampton to & concrefte bound; thence running . 72 18t 557 1, 512,37 feet
by land of the Town of Famption to & concrete bound ;thence running 1. 52° 52
45™ X. to the extreme low water line of the stlantic COcean; thence in a north
erly direction wita the extreme low water line of the .tlantic Gecean as it
now or st any future time mey run to apoint in & iine bearing N. 840 481 50"
W3 thence along said line becring N. 84° 48' 50" W, by land of the Town of
Hempton to the concrete bound first began at. The courses mentioned above
relate to the Trus Meridan; the cistence being given in feet and decimals
thereof. The extreme low water line hereinbefore mentioned in this instru-
ment is intended to be @ linc which lies fasterly from the westerly line of
the (cean Boulevurd as described herein.

Saving wund reserving such other land, if any, lying within the limits
of the parcel snowvn as rarcel D, on scld plan, as maybe held by certain
inciviarals uncer privete ownership.

"eaning snd intending hereby to convey

(1) 411 the right, title and interest of the Towyn of Hampton in snd to
land in ssid Hempton inclucded w thin the layout oi the Stete Highway and
situated between the main travelled portion of said nighway and the Atlantiec
Ocean, and extending from the Coust Guard Stetion to Great bLozr's Head and
from @reat Boar's nead to iaverhill :venue, so-called, as provided by vote
ol the Town of Hampton at ¢ meeting duly cclled for the purpose, held on

1933, end in accordance with and subject to the provision

of Chapter 159 of the Lews of 1933, as to maintainance by the State and the
Town of Hampton and otherwise.

(24 211 the right, title znd interest in such lznd, rights or ezsements
of the Town of Hempton in the Town of Hempton as asy be necescary ior the
construction anc m:intainence of jetties, sea walls or other structures as

authorized vy vote of the Town of Hampton at a meetins duly called for the
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purpose, held 1933, #nd in zccordance with znd subject to

the provision of Chapter 159 of the Laws of 193%,

It 1s hereby underctood that this conveyance does not release the
Tovm of ifampton from its oblirciion to convey other lena, rights or easenent
than that hereintbove cpecifiéslly designated for Jetties, ssa wells or
other structures i the necessities of the situstion re-uire Tor &n nddition
purchase rrice or upon ewinernt dome in rprocedure as .rovided by Chapter 159
of the Laws of 1933, but that the lnd specificelly conveyed for that
purpos< is in accordence with ~lens preperad by ensineers of the ‘'edersl
Goverment snd oo.oroved by the GCovernor snd oouncil.

it 1s hereby maede a provision of this instrument that the lend desceribe
above shall not be subject to the provision of Chapter 105, Laws of 1931
end shell be neld by the Stete for rublic highway, perk end recrectionsl
purvoses forever, zndé that no con-essio. shell be granted thereon, provided
however, that the Town of Zampton, so long as the Governor snd Council shall
approve, nmay melintain the bendstend, comfort stetion, Chamber of Commerce
“ building or similar structures, and the parking place end play grounds
nov thereon; and as this deed is ziven for thae rurpose of complying with
the provisions of Chapter 152, Laws of 1933 this deed is given conditional
to the construction *thin reasonable time of such jetties, sea walls or
other structures as mey be deemed necesary or desirsble by the Governor
and Council, otherwise this deed is void and of no affect.

Herry D. Munsey, Zdwin L. Bztchelder, and #lroy G. Shew, Selectmen .,
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LCOREEMENT REIZ TIVE TO THE TRANSFER OF

LDMINISTRETION OF CERTAIN STATE LAND
IN THE TOWN OF HAMI TON

Comformably with zuthority sranted by the Governor end Council
assembled in Executive Session on Vay 29, 1953 there is trensferred
from the sdministration of the Deperiment of Public Works and Highweys
to the Forestry and Recrestion Commission the following premises:

411 of the lend adjacent to the northerly approach of the Hamptoen
River Toll Rridee in the Town of Hsmpton owned bty The State of New
Hampshire and heretofore wnder t he adrinistration of the Department of
Fuhlic Works end FEighways which lies westerly of @ line described as
follows, to wit: commencing at the spproximate high tide line es the
seme appesrs on Sheet No, L5, Federal Aid Project F 318 (1) st a point
which is sixty (60) feet westerly of the center line of construction
of Coean Boulevard es shown on ssid Sheet No. 5, thence running
northeasterly and parallel with said center line of construction a
distance of approximetely one thousand twenty (1020) feet to its terminus
s s shown in red on copies of said Sheet No. L5 on file in the office of
the Commissioner of the Depesrtment of Fublic Works and Highways and in
the office of the Director of Recreation.

Frenk L. Ferrill, Commissioner
Department of Public Works and Highways

June 9tk _ ,19%3

Russell B, lobey, Director
Recreation Livision
Forestry & Recreation Conmiseion



AGHILAENT RuLATIVE Ty THI TRANSFER OF
ALTNISTRATIOR OF ClriTAIN STATH LAND

1% THE TOWN OF HAMPTON,

Couformably with authority pranted by tiae Governor and Council
assembled in kxecutive Zession on May 29, 1953 there is transferred from the
administration of the Department of Public Works and Highways to the Forestry

and Recreation Commissicn the following premises:

All of the land adjaceut to the northerly approach of the
Hamton River Toll Bridge in the Town of Hampton owned by
The State of New Hampshire and heretofore under the
aaministraticn of the Department of Public Works and
Hishways wiiich lies westerly of a lire described as
follows, to wit: commencing at the approximate high

tide line as tihe same appears on Sheet No. 45, Federal
Aid Project F 318(1) at a voint which is sixty (60)

feet westerly of the center line of construction of

Ocean Boulevard as shown on said Sheet No. 45, thence
running northeasterly and parallel with said center

line of construction a distance of approximately one
thousand twenty (1020) feet to its terminus as shown

in red on copies of said Sheet No, 45 on file in the
office of the Commissioner of the Department of Public

Works and ilighways and in the office of the Director

[l

+ Merrill, Commissioner
Dep tment of ”ubllc Works and ilighways

June 9 & 1953, /g
/f g

Russell B, Tobey, Director/
Recreation Division,
Forestry ¢ Recreation Coumission

of Recreation,




Zoning Summary/Acreage Change Form

Property: Hampton Beach State Park Date: 08/05/2005

Purpose: Inventory-zoning change, Acquisition, Disposal, Survey Correction
Other_Disposal (Select appropriate category)

The following to be filled in by the Survey Office:

In the Town of Hampton 46.5 Acres Formerly >%-%0 Acres
In the Town of Acres Formerly Acres
In the Town of Acres Formerly Acre
In the Town of Acres Formerly Acres

Total: New 4650 Acres Formerly 50-00 Acres
Notes:

Harbor area transferred to PDA-Division of Ports and Harbors by HB617-FN Local; 55-8; 200(

The following land-use zoning information to be filled in by the Regional Forester:

Use Zone Town County Previous New Date
Acreage Acreage
0.00 0.00

Use categories: Forest Management, Park Management, Agriculture
Zones: Timber, Scenic, Recreation, Park, Water Resources, Wildlife, Natural Reserve,
Historic, Agricultural Lease, Open, Othér .

Ron Duddy

Signed
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99-0423
03/09
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand
AN ACT relative to funding and monitoring seacoast harbor 1ssues.

Be it Enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court
convened.:

55:1 State Treasurer and State Accounts; Application of Receipts; General
Revenue Exceptions; Reference Changed. Amend RSA 6:12, I(vvv) to read as
follows:

(vvv) Moneys deposited in the harbor dredging [prejects] and pier
mainienance fund established in RSA 271-A:21.

55:2 Department of Resources and Economic Development; Bureau of Marine
Services; Exception Added. Amend RSA 12-A:7-a to read as follows:

12-A:7-a Bureau of Marine Services. There is hereby established in the
division of parks and recreation of the department of resources and economic
development, a bureau of marine services, which shall have the responsibility
for and jurisdiction over recreational activities at state-owned [eemmereial]
fishing piers and facilities.

55:3 Navigation; Vessel Registration and Numbering; Registration Required;
Application; Tidal and Coastal Waters. Amend the introductory paragraph of
RSA 270-E:3, 11T to read as follows:

111. Application for registration shall be in such form and contain such
information as the commissioner shall determine. The fees required by
RSA 270-E:5 shall accompany the application. The application shall
request the principal use of the vessel and ask whether the vessel is to
be registered for tidal and coastal waters. The application shall also
contain the following statements:

55:4 New Subparagraph; Navigation; Vessel Registration and Numbering;
Registration Fees; Surcharge for Vessels Registered for Tidal or Coastal
Waters. Amend RSA 270-E:5, II by inserting after subparagraph (d) the
following new subparagraph:

(e) $2 for each registration for tidal or coastal waters. The surcharge
collected under this subparagraph shall be paid into the harbor
dredging and pier maintenance fund established under RSA
271-A:21.

2 0f6 10/22/2013 3:57 PM
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quorum.
V. Report. The committee shall report its findings and any
recommendations for proposed legislation to the speaker of the house of
representatives, the senate president, the house clerk, the senate clerk,
the governor, and the state library on or before November 1, 2000.

55:11 Effective Date.
I. Sections 1 and 4 of this act shall take effect July 1, 2000.
II. Section 10 of this act shall take effect upon its passage.
III. The remainder of this act shall take effect 60 days after its passage.
(Approved: April 17, 2000)
(Effective Date: 1. Sections 1 and 4 take effect July 1, 2000.
I1. Section 10 takes effect April 17, 2000.
II1. Remainder of act takes effect June 16, 2000)
LBAO
99-0423
2/10/99
HB 617-FN-A-LOCAL - FISCAL NOTE
AN ACT relative to funding and monitoring seacoast harbor issues.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The N.H. Port Authority and Department of Resources and Economic
Development stated this bill will increase state expenditures, reduce
state general fund revenue and increase state restricted revenue by an
indeterminable amount in FY 2000 and each year thereafter. There will
be no fiscal impact on county and local revenue or expenditures.

METHODOLOGY:

The Authority assumes this bill will take effect July 1, 1999. Section 3 of the
bill will cause approximately $740,000 of unrefunded road toll revenue that is
currently deposited into the general fund, to be deposited into the dedicated
harbor dredging and pier maintenance fund. Section 4 and 5 of the bill
establishes a new surcharge of $2 on boats registered (3,557) for tidal and
coastal waters. This will result in $7,114 being deposited into the harbor
dredging and pier maintenance fund. Section 6 of the bill requires the
Authority to establish slip fees equal to mooring fees. The Authority estimates

10/22/2013 3:57 PM
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13,000 feet of pier and dock space at $4 per foot will result in $52,000 being
deposited into the harbor dredging and pier maintenance fund. Section 8 and
10 calls for a complete transfer of the Portsmouth Commercial Fish Pier, and a
transfer of commercial fishing operations from Rye and Hampton. Recreational
boating operations at Rye and Hampton piers would remain under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Resources and Economic Development
(DRED). DRED and the Authority stated the net effect of the transfer would
result in no fiscal impact on the state. The Authority, however, indicated this
bill requires the Authority to assume control of the management, operation
and maintenance of each pier. The Authority is unable to determine the fiscal
impact of this requirement.
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