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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

 September 1, 2022   
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 

 

Public Announcement 
If this meeting is canceled or postponed for any reason the information can be found on our 

website, posted at Town Hall, Facebook Notification, and RCTV. * 
 

1. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

2. Public Hearing- 
Application # 2021-024: A SITE PLAN application to include waivers is being submitted by Joseph 

Coronati of Jones & Beach Engineers, Inc. on behalf of Troy Brown of Loon Lake LLC. They are proposing to 
add a 1,408 S.F. addition to the back of the Trading Post building. The addition will primarily be used as cold 
storage/ warehouse space (879 S.F.) with 529 S.F. being heated space. The heated spaced proposed will 
consist of workshop areas, an office, a breakroom for employees, a public restroom, and a utility room. 
Property located at 68 Mountain Road and Raymond Tax Map 46 / Lot 9.               

Application # 2022-003: A SITE PLAN application is being submitted by Craig Francisco of Bedford 
Design Consultants, Inc. on behalf of 155 Farmington Road, LLC. They are proposing an expansion of the 
existing self-storage facility. The property is represented as Raymond Tax Map 38/ Lot 20 and located at 21 
Dudley Road. 

   Application #2022-006 In accordance with RSA 676:4 II(b) and Section 3.003.02 of Raymond Site Plan 
Review Regulations the Planning Board will engage in a nonbinding conceptual review discussion with an 
applicant, Joseph Coronati of Jones and Beach Engineers and authorized representatives   on Thursday, 
September 1,  2022 at 7:00 p.m. in the Raymond High School Media Center (library).  The discussion will be 
regarding a proposal to develop property located at Batchelder Road and shown on the Raymond Tax Map as 
Map 17/ Lot 82.  Per RSA 676:4 II(b), the Planning Board may engage in nonbinding discussions with an applicant 
beyond conceptual and general discussions which involve more specific design and engineering details; 
provided, however, that the design review phase may proceed only after identification of and notice to abutters, 
holders of conservation, preservation, or agricultural preservation restrictions, and the general public as 
required by subparagraph I(d). The board may establish reasonable rules of procedure relating to the design 
review process, including submission requirements. At a public meeting, the board may determine that the 
design review process of an application has ended and shall inform the applicant in writing within 10 days of 
such determination. Statements made by planning board members shall not be the basis for disqualifying said 
members or invalidating any action taken. 

Subdivision Application, Mooers Road, Nottingham, NH – An eleven (11) lot residential subdivision has 
recently been submitted in Nottingham, NH. The property is located on Mooers Road, in Nottingham, NH, and 
is identified as Tax Map 72, Lot 13-1. Access to the proposed subdivision is by Mountain Road in Raymond. RSA 
674:53, IV states: “[N]o plat or plan showing land whose sole street access or sole maintained street access is or 
is planned to be via a private road or class IV, V, or VI highway located in an adjoining municipality shall be 
deemed approved … until it has been approved by the planning board…of that adjoining municipality, provided 
however that the sole issue which may be addressed or regulated by the adjoining municipality shall be the 
adequacy of such street access, and the impact of the proposal upon it.”  NO development is proposed in 
Raymond. 
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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

 September 1, 2022   
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 

 

 
3. Approval of Minutes 

• 08/04/2022 
• 08/11/2022 
• 08/18/2022 

 
4. Public Comment 

5. Other Business 
 Staff Updates-  
 Board Member Updates 
 Any other business brought before the board- Site Plan and Subdivision Stormwater 

Management Standards 
 

6. Adjournment (NO LATER THAN 10:00 P.M.) 
 

 PLANNING BOARD MEETING DATES 2022 
Planning Board Meeting 
Dates 

Projects Scheduled 

September 01, 2022 Mountain Road, 603 Storage, Batchelder, 
Nottingham 

September 8, 2022 Work Session 
September 15, 2022 IC Reed, Chadwick 
October 06, 2022 

 

October 13, 2022 Work Session- Zoning Ordinances 
October 20, 2022 

 

November 03, 2022 
 

November 10, 2022** Work Session-Zoning Ordinances 
November 17, 2022 

 

December 1, 2022 
 

December 8, 2022 Work Session-Zoning Ordinances 
December 15, 2022 

 

**Quorum-Day before a holiday-long weekend. 





























































































































































From: David Fredrickson <dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov>  
Sent: Friday, August 5, 2022 3:40 PM 
To: Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>; Madeleine DiIonno <mdiionno@therpc.org>; 
Michael Labell <mlabell@raymondnh.gov> 
Subject: RE: Input Requested: Nottingham Mooers Road Subdivision 
 
Maddie, 
What Paul has added with respect to DPW is spot on. The intersection of Mooers Rd and Mountain Rd 
will need improvement with added volume. A more perpendicular layout would be sought. A form of 
turn around will be needed at the Town line on Mooers Rd as well.  
 

 
 
David Fredrickson 
Director of Public Works 
Raymond NH 
4 Epping St 
Raymond, NH 03077 
603.895.7035 
dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov 

 
 
 

mailto:dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov
mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov
mailto:mdiionno@therpc.org
mailto:mlabell@raymondnh.gov
mailto:dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov


From: Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>  
Sent: Friday, August 5, 2022 2:32 PM 
To: Madeleine DiIonno <mdiionno@therpc.org>; David Fredrickson <dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov>; 
Michael Labell <mlabell@raymondnh.gov> 
Subject: RE: Input Requested: Nottingham Mooers Road Subdivision 
 
Maddie,  
Several years ago, I had the opportunity to plow snow on Mooers Road for the Town of Raymond. 
Several things come to mind that David (DPW) may be aware of so I will back him up. The first issue 
being the entrance to Mooers Road was in dire need of improvement. Resurfacing at the least. Also, the 
entrance of Mooers Road is/was utilized as a school bus turn around which was marginal at best. 
Further, Raymond plow trucks turned around on the Raymond/Nottingham Town line using the 
entrance to the farm that now exists, which is where the housing development is proposed. I would 
suggest at least a turnaround remain/be created or some other arraignment be resolved.  
 
More Emergency response related; Further consideration should be given to access. In time gone by one 
could get from Mooers Road to Miendl Road. This access has diminished too nonexistent. We most 
recently experienced a tree and electrical wires across Meindl Road rendering all residents beyond that 
point as inaccessible. Several years ago, the culvert washed out creating a similar situation.  A second 
access is certainly of value in these circumstances. Due to our proximity, the Town of Raymond is first 
due in at these locations. I’m sure Emergency Services of Nottingham would agree. 
 
Paul Hammond 
Fire Chief, EMD 
 

Phone: 603-895-3321 
1 Scribner Road, Raymond NH 03077 
 
 

mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov
mailto:mdiionno@therpc.org
mailto:dfredrickson@raymondnh.gov
mailto:mlabell@raymondnh.gov


156 Water Street | Exeter, NH 03833 
603-778-0885 | www.therpc.org 

 
 
 

 
Memo To: Town of Raymond Planning Board 
From: Madeleine DiIonno, Regional Planner, Rockingham Planning Commission  
Date: August 23, 2022 
Subject: Review of Subdivision Application, Nottingham, NH (Tax Map 72, Lots 13-1) 
 
Regarding the recent subdivision proposal on Mooers Road in Nottingham, RSA 674:53, IV provides:  
 
“[N]o plat or plan showing land whose sole street access or sole maintained street access is or is planned 
to be via a private road or class IV, V, or VI highway located in an adjoining municipality shall be deemed 
approved for purposes of this title unless it has been approved by the planning board…of that adjoining 
municipality, provided however that the sole issue which may be addressed or regulated by the adjoining 
municipality shall be the adequacy of such street access, and the impact of the proposal upon it.”   
 
Because sole access to the proposed subdivision in Nottingham is via Mountain Road in Raymond, the 
Raymond Planning Board is required under RSA 674:53, IV, as noted above, to review the proposal but 
only with respect to road access and impact issues to ensure consistency with the town’s regulations.  
 
My specific comments are as follows: 
 

• Further consideration is needed regarding access to the proposed subdivision. From a public 
safety perspective, increasing the number of housing units on a dead-end road with one access 
point could be cause for concern. See Raymond Fire Chief Paul Hammond’s attached 
correspondence regarding concern and experience with accessing residents on Meindl Road.  

 
• Additionally, input from the Raymond Fire Chief and Public Works Director indicate that the 

entrance to Mooers Road is in need of improvement. The intersection of Mooers Road and 
Mountain Road is currently used as a turnaround for Raymond plow trucks and school buses. The 
roadway will most likely need to be upgraded to accommodate an increase in traffic volume. See 
attached correspondence from the Raymond Fire and Public Works Departments.  

 
• If the Board finds that the proposed access plan is consistent with the town’s regulations, I 

recommend that a condition of approval be that the town of Nottingham work with the Town of 
Raymond to improve the intersection of Mooers Road and Mountain Road to address the 
concerns noted by the Raymond Fire Chief and Public Works director. 

 
If any member of the board has any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
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Raymond Planning Board Minutes 1 

August 4, 2022 2 

 3 
Chairman Reed opened the meeting at 7:00pm 4 
Present: 5 
Brad Reed- Chair 6 
Patricia Bridgeo – Vice Chair 7 
Kevin Woods – Secretary 8 
Gretchen Gott 9 
Jim Mcleod 10 
Diana Luszcz 11 
Scott Campbell Selectmen’s Representative 12 
Maddie Dilonno – Southern NH Planning Commission 13 
 14 
Chairman Reed re-opened public hearing 2022-003 continued from 7/21/2022. 15 
Chairman Reed noted that the applicant had not arrived yet. 16 
Motion by Mr. Woods to move to approval of minutes. 2nd by Jim McLeod. 17 
It was noted that Code Enforcement Officer Paul Ayer was present. Chairman Reed asked the board if it 18 
was OK to have him speak before the minutes. All agreed. No vote was taken on the motion. 19 
 20 
Code Enforcement/Building Inspector 21 
Chairman Reed noted that Code Enforcement Officer/Building inspector Mr. Paul Ayer was present at 22 
the Boards request to discuss his role. 23 
Discussion included waivers and conditions of approval and how the Code Enforcement Officer ensures 24 
they are followed. Mr. Ayer noted that he would like to see these all included on the final plans that he 25 
uses when doing inspections. He noted that the best way for people to let him know there is an issue or 26 
concern is to call him.  27 
 28 
Discussion included the difference between enforcement and reporting of issues. The Planning Board 29 
has no enforcement authority. But as private citizens can report issues to the Code Enforcement office. 30 
Mr. Campbell stated that these could also be brought to the Board of Selectmen who can then relay 31 
them to the Town Manager for action. 32 
 33 
It was noted that at one time the board was taken on a tour of a completed site so that the board could 34 
observe what the finished site looked like. Mr. Ayer noted he would be happy to take any member with 35 
him to view an in-progress site.  36 
 37 
A question was raised on the Level of enforcement available to the Code Enforcement officer. Mr. Ayer 38 
noted he does not have the same level of authority as the Police department. But he can condemn a 39 
building, obtain a warrant to inspect a building or site, and request the Planning Board hold an 40 
emergency meeting to revoke an approved application. 41 
 42 
The differences between minor engineering changes, and changes to conditions of approval or code 43 
violations was discussed. It was noted that minor engineering changes can be accepted by the staff or 44 
town engineering firm. But only the Planning Board can revoke a site plan. 45 
 46 
  47 
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Application 2022-003 48 
Chairman Reed read the application notice. Mr. Craig Francisco of Bedford Design introduced himself 49 
 50 
Board Questions & Comments 51 
Ms. Gott noted that an abutter had told her they had not been notified of the meeting. Planner Dilonno 52 
noted that abutters are not notified at each continuance of a hearing. 53 
 54 
A list of items noted at a previous hearing was reviewed and discussed by the applicant. These are listed 55 
in the minutes of the July 21, 2022 hearing. 56 
 57 
Planner Dilonno read a letter from Fire Chief Hammond regarding climate control & sprinklers (included 58 
in meeting packets). Mr. Francisco stated that there will be no climate control in this facility. 59 
Further discussion included the owner’s equipment on site, amount of fuel in vehicles and how they will 60 
be fueled. Discussion revolved around the differences between the owner’s equipment and what 61 
renters store in their units. Difficulties in enforcing what is stored in renters’ units was noted. 62 
 63 
A concern was raised over the set back from adjoining property. The applicant noted he would move the 64 
building to comply with the requirement. 65 
 66 
There was discussion regarding the differences between snow storage and a snow dump. Planner 67 
Dilonno presented a letter from the Department of Environmental Services (DES) and a document with 68 
recommended procedures. Concerns were raised over plowed snow affecting neighboring wells or the 69 
well head protection area. Chairman Reed requested that Planner Dilonno send the site plans to DES 70 
with a request to more clearly define what is in the recommendations document as compared to the 71 
specific RSA’s regarding this issue.  72 
 73 
Ms. Gott raised a concern of using chemicals for rodent control.  74 
Motion by Gretchen Gott to require the applicant to use “dead trapping” means to deal with rodents 75 
and not chemicals. 76 
2nd by Jim McLeod for discussion 77 
Comments included the concerns of chemicals affecting the waterways and other animals, removal of 78 
the dead rodents, and the authority of the board to require this use of managing pests. 79 
Chairman Reed called for the vote. 80 
Brad Reed- No 81 
Patricia Bridgeo-Yes 82 
Kevin Woods-No 83 
Gretchen Gott-Yes 84 
Jim Mcleod-No 85 
Diana Luszcz-No 86 
Scott Campbell- Yes 87 
 88 
4 No votes, 3 Yes, the motion fails. 89 
 90 
A concern was raised about the number of culverts and their sizes. The applicant noted these had all 91 
been reviewed and approved by the town engineering firm. 92 
 93 
  94 
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Public Comment on Application 95 
Mrs. Kathy Hoelzel, Abutter asked what safeguards are being taken to protect abutters and the river 96 
from runoff. Also not knowing what people are storing in the rented units. Mr. Francisco reviewed the 97 
water runoff plans including perforated drainage and stormwater basins. 98 
Ms. Gott raised a concern that there was a significant increase in impervious surface area. Mr. Francisco 99 
noted that is was only 25% and that the proposed stormwater plan improves the runoff. A ditch that 100 
was dug last winter due to water in the existing units will be removed. 101 
 102 
There were no further public comments. 103 
 104 
Mr. Reed noted that the applicant will be going back to the owners with questions regarding their 105 
equipment storage, the notes on the plan regarding the 25’ setback will be changed, Planner Dilonno 106 
will be asking DES to clarify the snow storage issue. 107 
 108 
Motion by Mr. Reed to continue application 2022-003 to September 1st at 7pm at Raymond High School. 109 
2nd by Ms. Bridgeo. There was no discussion. The vote was unanimous in the affirmative. 110 
 111 
Approval of Minutes for 7/21/2022 112 
It was noted Mr. McLeod was not absent due to vacation. Chairman Reed noted it was an excused 113 
absence. 114 
There is a double comma on the heading. 115 
 It was noted a pre-blast Survey would be required (line 270) if any blasting is required. 116 
Line 304 This should be a vote on the motion not a poll. 117 
 118 
Motion by Ms. Bridgeo to approve the minutes of 7/21/2022 as amended. 2nd by Diana Luszcz. The 119 
motion carried with Jim McLeod and Scott Campbell abstaining. 120 
 121 
Public Comment – None 122 
 123 
Staff Updates 124 
Planner Dilonno reviewed a document titled Changes to Planning & Zoning Laws in 2022. She highlighted 125 
the items that impact the Planning Board and noted there was an upcoming Webinar for more 126 
information. 127 
 128 
Board member Updates 129 
The next work session will include a review of the printed and online regulations to resolve differences 130 
between them. Board members are encouraged to review them prior to the meeting and limit 131 
discussion to the corrections and not content for future changes. 132 
No date has been set for a Capital Improvements Committee meeting. 133 
Recommendations from other departments have been requested on determining the size of a property 134 
and how it applies to MS4 regulations has been requested.  135 
A question was raised last meeting about needing to go to bid on the Master Plan proposal. Still awaiting 136 
a response from the Town Manager. 137 
Mr. McLeod inquired about surety bonds and when they were required. Mr. Reed discussed their uses 138 
and the reasons for them. 139 
Mr. Scott Bourcier, a Planning & Engineering Consultant introduced himself to the Board to let them 140 
know he was available if ever needed. He was encouraged to send his information to the Town 141 
Manager.   142 



 

4 
 

Non-Public Session 143 
Motion by Patricia Bridgeo to go into non-public session under RSA 91-A:3IIc - Reputation 144 
Brad Reed- Yes 145 
Patricia Bridgeo-Yes 146 
Kevin Woods-Yes 147 
Gretchen Gott-Yes 148 
Jim Mcleod-Yes 149 
Diana Luszcz-Yes 150 
Scott Campbell- Yes 151 
 152 
Following the non-public session 153 
Motion by Gretchen Gott, 2nd by Patricia Bridgeo to seal the minutes for 1 year 154 
Brad Reed-Yes 155 
Patricia Bridgeo-Yes 156 
Kevin Woods-Yes 157 
Gretchen Gott-Yes 158 
Jim Mcleod-Yes 159 
Diana Luszcz-Yes 160 
Scott Campbell-Yes 161 
 162 
Motion by Patricia Bridgeo to adjourn the meeting. 2nd by Jim McLeod. There was no discussion. The 163 
vote was unanimous in the affirmative. 164 
 165 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
Kevin Woods 
Secretary 
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 Planning Board Minutes 1 
August 11,  2022 2 

7:00 PM 3 
Media Center Raymond High School  4 

 5 
Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Brad Reed (Chairman) 7 
Patricia Bridgeo (Vice- Chairman) 8 
Kevin Woods (Secretary) 9 
Jim McLeod  10 
Gretchen Gott  11 
Scott Campbell (Selectmen ex officio) 12 
Dee Luszcz  13 
 14 
Planning Board Members Absent: 15 
Jonathan Wood (Alternate)  16 
 17 
Staff Present: 18 
Madeleine Dilonno -Circuit Rider Planner, RPC 19 
 20 
Pledge of Allegiance 21 
 22 
Work Session: 23 
 24 
Mr. Reed shared an email from the Town Manager about the Town website. The Board 25 
had a discussion about Ecode and the Zoning Ordinances on the Town website. Mr. 26 
Reed said that the page numbers had been taken care of on the website. There was a 27 
lengthy discussion about the 2022 Raymond Zoning Ordinances numbering on page 80 28 
of 81 of the documents. The Board agreed to changes on page 80 up near the top 29 
where it says 15.2.3 that will become .1 and then it will be 1,2, 3, 4,5,6,7,8,9,10, and 11 30 
and then the ones that used to be in the 15.1 section of 2021 that is currently on page 31 
79 at the top those will become 12 and 13. That way the other notes don’t change their 32 
number. If you look in what is now 15.2.10 , what was 15.2.7 on page 80 it says Within 33 
the C.3 District, the setbacks reflected in Section 15.1.3 which there is no such thing 34 
anymore. So, it is the setback reflected in 15.1 because that is the chart that it is talking 35 
about. Also, on page 81stating the underlying zone as set forth in Section 15.1.2 and 36 
Section 15.1.3, Those should be changed to 15.1 and 15.2.  37 
15.2.6 and 15.2.7 changed the words from property lines and it took out the word zone. 38 
That change had been updated from 2002 to 03/2022.  39 
Motion: 40 
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Mr. Reed made a motion that the changes to the numbering and the order of the two 41 
Notes to Area and Dimensional Requirements, with the addition of the new dating of the 42 
ordinance to 2022 and the addition of any changes to 03 of 2022 on the 3 items that 43 
were changed by warrant article be updated in our 2022 Zoning Ordinances. Mr. 44 
McLeod seconded the motion.  45 
 46 
Ms. Bridgeo stated that every page of the document needs to have some form of rev 47 
control so that if a page falls out. Mr. Reed proposed that next to the page number is the 48 
actual date when this was done.  49 
 50 
The motion passed with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 51 

Brad Reed - Aye 52 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 53 
Kevin Woods - Aye 54 
Jim McLeod - Aye 55 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 56 
Scott Campbell - Aye 57 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  58 
 59 

Mr. Reed proposed to the Board that a discussion be held regarding Rockingham 60 
Planning Commission be the sole source for the master plan in lieu of going out to bid 61 
since they already have a working relationship with the Board. Mr. Reed has concerns if 62 
it goes out to bid that it won’t get done this year. Maddie DiIonno reminded the Board 63 
that the proposal that has been submitted was for only two chapters of the master plan.  64 
 65 
Motion: 66 
Mr. Reed made a motion to send a request to the Town Manager to ask the Board of 67 
Selectmen to allow the Planning Board to use RPC as a vendor for the first two chapters 68 
of our master plan. Mr. McLeod seconded the motion.  69 
 70 
Ms. Bridgeo stated that she wants to know from the Town Manager what the status of a 71 
Town Planner is. Mr. Campbell was unsure where it stands.  72 
  73 
The motion passed with a vote of 4 in favor, 2 opposed and 1 abstention. 74 

Brad Reed - Aye 75 
Patricia Bridgeo - Nay 76 
Kevin Woods - Aye 77 
Jim McLeod - Aye 78 
Gretchen Gott - Nay 79 
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Scott Campbell - Abstain  80 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  81 

 82 
Ms. Gott said the reason she said no is because she doesn't like to have items not go out to 83 
bid. She is saying no because she wants all things to go out to bid. 84 
 85 
Ms. Bridgeo said  not only is it not going out to bid but we did not ever have time to go through 86 
and talk about what it was going to entail, and we are voting on it.  87 
 88 
Ms. Bridgeo would like to ask either the Town Manager or the Board of Selectmen what has the 89 
Town done since the vote to get a Town Planner? 90 
 91 
Ms. Gott asked if anything was going to happen with this year’s budget before December 31 92 
and also does the Town Manager or the Board of Selectmen plan on putting it in next year’s 93 
budget as a full time Town Planner? 94 
 95 
Mr. Reed asked if we could keep this simple and ask him what the status is until they are 96 
looking for one, they are not going to be able to give a time frame. 97 
 98 
Mr. K. Woods made a point of reference Mr. Roache came before the Board of Selectmen 99 
regarding the subject on 5/9/22. 100 
 101 
Motion: 102 
Mr. Reed made a motion for the Chairman to send a request to the Town Manager that the 103 
Planning Board request the status of the warrant article regarding a full time Town Planner. Mr. 104 
K. Woods seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed 105 
and 1 abstention. 106 

Brad Reed - Aye 107 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 108 
Kevin Woods - Aye 109 
Jim McLeod - Aye 110 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 111 
Scott Campbell - Abstain  112 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  113 

 114 
The Selectmen's rep abstained from the last two votes because it concerned Selectmen’s 115 
issues he will be voting at a later date. 116 
Stormwater Regulations: 117 
 118 
Mr. Reed read responses regarding stormwater regulations from Paul Hammond, Jeffrey Adler 119 
of Dubois and King, and Dave Fredrickson. ( See attached). 120 
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 121 
Maddie DiIonno read her response back to Dave Fredrickson. ( See attached) 122 
 123 
Ms. Gott said she was concerned about the 30,000 (threshold) 20,000 gives more wiggle room 124 
and is more appropriate. She does not want to go higher than 20,000. 125 
 126 
Ms. Bridgeo would rather go with a lower number. She said she doesn't know how to weigh our 127 
water safety, if something goes wrong with water in our town, we pay for it.  128 
 129 
Mr. McLeod said the cost would be prohibitive for smaller businesses to be able to comply. He 130 
would like to see a bid from some saying how much this would cost to be able to comply with 131 
the recording requirement. He would vote low. 132 
 133 
Motion: 134 
Mr. Campbell made a motion that the minimum threshold for applicability for MS4 stormwater 135 
management be 5,000 square feet. Ms. Bridgeo seconded the motion.  136 
 137 
Ms. Gott said she thinks it should start with 10,000 and go down from there. She is back and 138 
forth on 10 verses 5.  139 
Mr. Reed thinks our current standards catch all the big guys. We already make sure they do a 140 
stormwater management plan. I think by cutting it down to 5,000 now we are going to hit all the 141 
small guys that really don’t have that much impact.  142 
Ms. Gott said we have application pending and past that are smaller and are trying to avoid 143 
some stormwater management items and we need to say this is the figure and we need to stick 144 
with this.  145 
Mr. Reed stated that they don’t have to disturb 5,000 to fall under the requirement.  146 
Mr. McLeod stated that if we started at 10 and it wasn’t capturing the project that we wanted 147 
then we could always vote to bring it down to 5.  148 
 149 
The motion did not pass the vote was 3 in favor, 4 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  150 

Brad Reed - Nay 151 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 152 
Kevin Woods - Nay 153 
Jim McLeod - Nay 154 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 155 
Scott Campbell - Aye  156 
Dee Luszcz - Nay  157 

 158 
Motion: 159 
Mr. McLeod made a motion that the minimum threshold for applicability for MS4 160 
stormwater management be 10,000 square feet. Mr. K. Woods seconded the motion.  161 
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 162 
Ms. Bridgeo commented that we all live in this town. I think everyone here is concerned 163 
about the wellbeing of the town. One of the things that this number helps us with is 164 
another tool that is important to the town. It gives you a report.  165 
 166 
 The motion passed with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 167 

Brad Reed - Aye 168 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 169 
Kevin Woods - Aye 170 
Jim McLeod - Aye 171 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 172 
Scott Campbell - Aye  173 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  174 

 175 
Maddie DiIonno wanted to discuss page 6,  line 243, Stormwater Management for 176 
Redevelopment. Maddie read the passage that was edited (See attached).  177 
 178 
Motion: 179 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion that the Board put into the document starting on line 250 180 
any redevelopment activity that results in improvements with no increase in impervious 181 
area shall be considered redevelopment activity under this regulation if capital cost of 182 
improvements is greater than 30% of current assessed property value. Mr. Campbell 183 
seconded the motion.  184 
 185 
Maddie DiIonno commented on line 271 number 4 this is what it is saying for 186 
redevelopment activity “For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project (it 187 
meets that 30% assessed value) and having less than 60% existing impervious 188 
coverage the stormwater requirements will be the same as other new development 189 
projects. So that is saying with that 60% existing impervious surface coverage they will 190 
have to comply with all the regulations. For sites that meet the definition of a 191 
redevelopment project that have more than 60% existing impervious surface area, 192 
stormwater shall be managed for water quality in accordance with a and b.” There are 193 
different requirements depending on what the redevelopment activity is.  194 
 195 
 The motion passed with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 196 

Brad Reed - Aye 197 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 198 
Kevin Woods - Aye 199 
Jim McLeod - Aye 200 
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Gretchen Gott - Aye 201 
Scott Campbell - Aye  202 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  203 

 204 
The last section Maddie needed feedback on was line 383 landowners shall be 205 
responsible for submitting a report to the Planning Department or designated agent by 206 
September 1 every two years.  207 
 208 
Mr. Mcleod commented that the first report is due within two years. He thinks the first 209 
report should be due within the first year. Then subsequent reports should be due every 210 
two years.  211 
 212 
Motion: 213 
Mr. McLeod made a motion to change the first report to be due within one year of the 214 
receipt of the occupancy. Ms. Bridgeo seconded the motion. The motion passed with a 215 
vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 216 

Brad Reed - Aye 217 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 218 
Kevin Woods - Aye 219 
Jim McLeod - Aye 220 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 221 
Scott Campbell - Aye  222 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  223 

 224 
Maddie DiIonno explained that they are going to have to do the same thing to 225 
subdivision regulations . The language is exactly the same except for the 30,000 square 226 
foot threshold. It will only apply to subdivisions where a road is being constructed. She 227 
will put that together for the Board’s review and both can be brought to public hearings 228 
at the same time.  229 
 230 
Mr. Reed explained that the reason the minutes from the last meeting were not on 231 
tonight’s agenda was because they were not ready when the packets were distributed 232 
due to staff vacations. 233 
 234 
Staff Updates: 235 
None 236 
 237 
Board Member Updates: 238 
 239 
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Mr. K. Woods commented that the Cemetery Committee met last week, and they are 240 
getting more organized. The Selectmen a few days before that are getting a feel from 241 
the public if there is an interest in bringing back Cemetery Trustees. They are going to 242 
be reaching out to set up a meeting with the Town Manager to introduce themselves 243 
and to request a copy of the cemetery budgets. There is still not a CIP meeting, no 244 
officers have been elected. 245 
 246 
Mr. McLeod inquired about an original document that went up on e-code. Where can the 247 
original document be found? He would like to get a copy of the document. He is looking 248 
for the original documents that e-code was created from.  249 
 250 
Ms. Bridgeo said she would like to go through and match the warrants with the 251 
ordinances to make sure everything has been carried through. Doing a comparison. 252 
UNH has all the town reports with the warrant articles.  253 
 254 
Ms. Gott inquired if Glenn is still working for the Town?  255 
 256 
Maddie explained that Glenn is still employed by the town per the new contract in June 257 
but there is not enough in the contract for both Maddie and Glenn to attend meetings.  258 
 259 
Mr. K. Woods asked are we hoping to do anything with impact fees this year? 260 
 261 
Mr. Reed said we have not been able to find anybody.  262 
 263 
Mr. K. Woods said he is led to believe that an expert may be overkill. 264 
 265 
Ms. Gott agreed that the Board does need to be working on impact fees. 266 
Mr. Reed said he will add that to the list of things to ask the Town Manager. 267 
 268 
Mr. Reed commented that Jonathan Woods was excused from this week's meeting as 269 
he was for last week's meeting. The Board still needs alternates, they still need a citizen 270 
at large for the CIP, and they still need alternates for ZBA.  271 
 272 
Mr. Reed explained that his current term with the ZBA ends in March and that he is a 273 
member of the ZBA.  274 
 275 
Mr. Reed stated he will not be at next week’s meeting due to knee surgery.  276 



8 

 277 
Motion: 278 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to adjourn. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. The motion 279 
passed with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 280 

Brad Reed - Aye 281 
Patricia Bridgeo - Aye 282 
Kevin Woods - Aye 283 
Jim McLeod - Aye 284 
Gretchen Gott - Aye 285 
Scott Campbell - Aye  286 
Dee Luszcz - Aye  287 

 288 
Meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:22 pm. 289 
 290 
Respectfully submitted, 291 
 292 
Jill A. Vadeboncoeur  293 
     294 
 295 
 296 
 297 
 298 
  299 
 300 
 301 
 302 
 303 
 304 
 305 
 306 
 307 
 308 
   309 
 310 
  311 
 312 
 313 
 314 
 315 
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From:   Jeffrey Adler <jadler@dubois-king.com>
Sent:   Saturday, July 23, 2022 9:37 AM
To:     Madeleine DiIonno
Subject:        Re: Raymond Stormwater Regulations

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Flagged

Maddie: 

Good talking with you yesterday about the draft regulations. Below are my discussion points based on 
our conversation

1. 30,000 SF threshold. My initial feeling is that this number is high and 20,000 SF may be more 
appropriate. I understand the Board's issue with restricting development for smaller projects but my 
concern is that applicants will creatively design to get below the 30,000 SF number. This could happen 
with any number but the larger the number is, the easier it is to get below the threshold. I would agree 
that we could start with  30,000 and monitor applications over the next year or so and see if there are 
issues.

2. Monitoring report and compliance. This would not fall under our review as we assume that this 
would be under the Code Enforcement Officer so there would be no added work for us. We would be 
happy to consult with the Code Enforcement Officer if he has any questions.

3. Regulation compliance based on assessed property value. I am not familiar with any Town's that we 
serve using property value as means of determining compliance with stormwater regulations.

I hope this helps with finalizing the stormwater regulations.
  

Jeff 
 
Jeffrey Adler, P.E. 
Sr. Project Manager 
Dubois & King, Inc 
15 Constitution Drive, Suite 1L 
Bedford, New Hampshire 
(603) 637-1043

On Fri, Jul 15, 2022 at 11:37 AM Madeleine DiIonno <mdiionno@therpc.org> wrote:
Good morning Jeff,
 
We are in the process of updating Raymond’s post construction stormwater management standards. 
I’ve drafted the regulations using the Southeast Watershed Alliance’s Model, which I’ve been reviewing 
with the Board over the past couple of months. 
 
Your input has been requested on what we have so far, especially concerning Section B – Minimum 
Threshold for Applicability. The Board chose for these standards to be applied for to any project that 
disturbs more than 30,000 square feet. 
 
If you could review the attached document and provide any feedback, that would be great. Feel free to 
mark up the document if you’d like. 



file:///TORDC1/RedirectedFolders/CSapp/Documents/Re%20Raymond%20Stormwater%20Regulations.txt[8/26/2022 4:18:22 PM]

 
Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to talk further. 
 
Thanks,
Maddie
 
Madeleine DiIonno, Regional Planner
Rockingham Planning Commission
156 Water Street
Exeter, NH 03833
Direct line: 603-658-0522
RPC Main line: 603-778-0885
mdiionno@therpc.org
 
 
 



file:///TORDC1/RedirectedFolders/CSapp/Documents/RE%20603%20Storage%20SprinklersStormwater%20Standards.mht.txt[8/26/2022 4:17:21 PM]

From:   Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>
Sent:   Friday, July 29, 2022 10:10 AM
To:     Madeleine DiIonno
Subject:        RE: 603 Storage Sprinklers/Stormwater Standards

Maddie, 
B. 1 response. It would appear 30,000 sq. ft. should capture most projects, that being about 2/3’s of an 
acre, however it would not capture projects similar to the Grant Garage on Route 27 that consists of less 
than half an acre or the currently proposed 603 storage addition on Dudley Rd. The 2,500 sq. ft. within 
100’ of surface water may need to be defined in consideration of surface water. I recall a project on 
Green Rd where the big discussion stemmed around seasonal surface water vs. surface water of a more 
permanent nature. 
I may form other opinions as I continue to read the rest of the report but thought I would share this 
insight.
Thanks for the opportunity.  

Paul Hammond
Fire Chief, EMD

Phone: 603-895-3321
1 Scribner Road, Raymond NH 03077

From: Madeleine DiIonno <mdiionno@therpc.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 1:46 PM 
To: Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov> 
Subject: 603 Storage Sprinklers/Stormwater Standards

Hi Chief Hammond,

Thanks for speaking with me earlier. As we discussed, if you could provide your input on whether the 
603 Storage units on Dudley Road need to have sprinklers, that would be appreciated.

Attached are the draft stormwater management standards for the site plan regulations that I 
mentioned. Let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks,
Maddie

Madeleine DiIonno, Regional Planner
Rockingham Planning Commission
156 Water Street
Exeter, NH 03833
Direct line: 603-658-0522
RPC Main line: 603-778-0885
mdiionno@therpc.org
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 Planning Board Minutes 1 
August 18,  2022 2 

7:00 PM 3 
Media Center Raymond High School  4 

 5 
Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Patricia Bridgeo (Vice- Chairman) 7 
Kevin Woods (Secretary) 8 
Jim McLeod  9 
Gretchen Gott  10 
Scott Campbell (Selectmen ex officio) 11 
Dee Luszcz  12 
Jonathan Wood (Alternate)  13 
 14 
Planning Board Members Absent: 15 
Brad Reed (Chairman) 16 
 17 
Staff Present: 18 
Madeleine Dilonno -Circuit Rider Planner, RPC 19 
 20 
Pledge of Allegiance 21 
 22 
Ms. Bridgeo announced that Mr. Reed the Chairman has an excused absence because 23 
he had surgery.  24 
 25 
Public Hearing: 26 
A continuation of application 2021-019 A site plan application is being submitted by 27 
Joseph Coronati of Jones and Beach Engineers, Inc on behalf of IC Reed and Sons, 28 
Inc. The intent of the application is to show a recently constructed laydown yard on the 29 
subject parcel and associated site improvements. The property is represented as 30 
Raymond Tax map 22/lot 15 and located at 3 Gile Road. 31 
 32 
Joe Coronati Introduced himself and Shawn Reed of IC Reed and Sons, Dan Metiz of 33 
Jones and Beach, and Dave Maclean, a professional geologist from Verdantas. Mr. 34 
Coronati explained that Mr. Maclean could explain some of the items regarding the pole 35 
storage location and some of the concerns the Board had at the last meeting. Since the 36 
last meeting Jones and Beach hired Verdantas a professional company that looks at 37 
environmental impacts, geology, hydrogeology, experts more in that field. There was 38 
concern over one of the light pole locations near the entrance causing spillover onto 39 
Scribner Road. They have submitted a plan to actually read the numbers and moved the 40 
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pole so that it would not cause any spillover. Another topic that was brought up was the 41 
fence type. They did extend the fence around the Waldoboro Property. They added an 42 
overview grading plan to the set to show where the proposed ponds were and the 43 
grading for the site. Mr. Coronati said they did get an Alteration of Terrain Permit which 44 
they received yesterday. They have moved the pole storage location out of the aquifer 45 
area to a different location on the property which has a much shallower depth of ledge.  46 
 47 
Mr. Maclean explained that he was trying to find the aquifer boundary to make sure the 48 
pole storage was going to be outside of the aquifer. The arsenic from the poles does not 49 
typically migrate from the soil. Generally, metals will bind in the very shallow parts of the 50 
soil. Mr. Maclean conceded that the more the more rain that you get, the more you have 51 
the potential for leaching. 52 
 53 
Mr. McLeod said “ it says storing utility poles at this part of the property and staging 54 
poles on concrete forms to keep them out of contact with the soil and standing water 55 
should be sufficient to safeguard the aquifer from arsenic impacts. You reference a lot of 56 
documentation here that I went through, and I didn't see anything that brought me to that 57 
same conclusion. If you do say that it should be sufficient, not that it will be sufficient.”  58 
Mr. McLeod read from a document a disclaimer that said in furnishing this information, 59 
the associations make no warranty or representation either expressed or implied, as to 60 
the reliability or accuracy of such information. More do the associations assume any 61 
liability resulting from use or reliance upon the information by any party. This publication 62 
should not be construed as a specific endorsement or warranty direct or implied of 63 
preserves would profit products or preservatives in terms of performance, environmental 64 
impact, or safety? Mr. McLeod suggested revoting on Regional Impact to include storing 65 
poles on the property.  66 
Mr. McLeod discussed soils and said “So we're talking about somebody spilling 67 
something once, then I agree that this is, you know, not an issue. If we're talking about 68 
storing polls that are over a long period of time, then that is where the contamination is 69 
going to come from. And the high runoff potential, you know, when you say it's 15 inches 70 
deep, you know, we get some pretty heavy rains in the springtime. And I can see that 71 
water rolling right off the top and into the retention pond. And my concern was, does the 72 
retention pond remediate arsenic in the water? Or does it infiltrate it back into the 73 
groundwater? Nothing that I have seen here has answered that question. For me, at 74 
least.”   Referencing Dave Maclean’s letter (see attached) Mr. McLeod on page four at 75 
the bottom of the first paragraph says academic review of CCA leaching from treated 76 
wood found contamination rates are generally correlated to extreme conditions such as 77 



3 

high or low p frills and high-water temperatures. And then the referenced academic 78 
review is the abstract from this review. It's called Leaching of Chromated Copper 79 
Arsenate Wood Preservatives Review. The Act abstract is just a summary. Recent 80 
studies have generated conflicting data regarding the bioaccumulation and toxicity of 81 
leaches from preservative treated wood to the scale of wood preserving industry timber 82 
treated with the most common preservative chromated copper arsenate. CCA may find 83 
a significant source of metals in the aquatic environment. The existing literature on 84 
leaching of CCA is reviewed and numerous factors affecting leaching rates including pH 85 
salinity treatment and leaching test protocols on this test. It is concluded from the 86 
literature that insufficient data exists regarding these effects to allow accurate 87 
quantification of leaching rates and also highlights the need for standardized leaching 88 
protocols. So, what you've referenced here includes insufficient data. 89 
 90 
Mr. Maclean explained that's what this is getting at, it is trying to evaluate surface water 91 
quality, this general condition is basically that activities on the site should not contribute 92 
any violations and surface water quality establishing this rule. There's no surface water 93 
on the site for you to have a situation where you've got water, that's leaching. It's going 94 
to have to leach through bedrock and recharge into a surface water body and from 95 
there, it's going to have to somehow deposit arsenic. Very highly unlikely. 96 
 97 
Ms. Gott read the cover page from Hindawi publishing corporation applied in 98 
environmental social science, volume 2014, article id 167971. And it is 11 pages. The 99 
research article is leaching of chromium, copper, and arsenic from CCA treated utility 100 
poles by Cynthia Coles and others. 101 
 102 
Mr. McLeod commented “So I guess my point is, is that I think I have a different 103 
interpretation of the references that you made in your letter. There was no guidance 104 
from EPA, there was no guidance from the Department of Transportation. And there 105 
was no guidance from dps on the storage of Poles other than to refer you to the industry 106 
publication that I read the disclaimer on which basically said that it can't be trusted.”  107 
 108 
Mr. J. Wood asked ``how many poles do they currently have on site?” 109 
 110 
Shawn Reed replied that they have 50 /60 on site currently and that they are in the 111 
ground 10% plus 2 feet.  112 
 113 
Mr. J. Wood asked, “Can you tarp them?” 114 
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 115 
Shawn Reed said the short answer is yes but due to weather and staffing that there will 116 
be times when that won't happen. That is not what they are proposing.  117 
 118 
Mr. J. Wood proposed a poll of the board that if the polls are tarped more than 90% of 119 
the time that that is sufficient to mitigate this question. 120 
 121 
It was discussed that Dubois and King had signed off on the plan saying they had no 122 
concerns before the new information was presented.  123 
 124 
Mr. K. Woods asked What do you see as the obstacles to, admitting to the difficulty with 125 
tarping not having a reliance on you know, people getting it on there are their obstacles  126 
to any other forms of protecting the poles? 127 
 128 
Shawn Reed “We talked a little bit about this last time but having a building or lean to or 129 
shed type of thing, like you were just brought up. If you've ever seen utility or us load 130 
poles or move poles, you have a boom truck that is reaching out and in order to have 131 
that it would be a very tall structure. And then you're going to have poles up on racks 132 
because you're not going to have a huge, long building. So, he's almost like a 133 
lumberyard, you know, has a big, tall lean to and they got different sized lumber stacked 134 
down. And you'd have to do a similar thing with the poles. And then now you're, it's a lot 135 
more, you know, we set them on Jersey barrier. So, a guy standing there has control of 136 
it. Now everything's over his head, some falls off on him. You're going to have different 137 
types of equipment like a forklift, to go in and get the pole off of the rack. That just is not 138 
a good situation. So that's why we're trying to avoid that.” 139 
 140 
Mr. McLeod commented the issue that he has with tarping is a matter of enforcement. 141 
The board has no enforcement capability. So that in addition to not being able to enforce 142 
it with the employees, understandably makes him feel like that is not the solution to keep 143 
precipitation off the poles. 144 
 145 
Poll: Would we accept a tarp as a solution for the coverage of the poles? 146 
Mr. K. Woods - Given that they cannot be secured properly. I would say no.  147 
Mr. J. Wood - Yes 148 
Mrs. Luszcz - I concur. No. 149 
Mr. Campbell- No 150 
Mr. McLeod - No 151 
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Ms. Gott - No 152 
Ms. Bridgeo - No. We need a solution. 153 
 154 
At 8:14pm Jonathan Wood resigned from the Planning Board.  155 
 156 
Ms. Gott commented “I hear some members of the board saying they're expressing 157 
concern, location, and all, but I also feel like there's some mitigating techniques, that if 158 
you were to agree to them, I think people will be more amenable. I for one would be 159 
more amenable. And that is tarping with the kind of difficulties that you explain and 160 
figure out how to do that as best you can, on a regular basis. Okay, so tarping, the 161 
jersey barriers that concern my concern of being next to the surface waters, and how 162 
the storm water cones might mitigate that, Joe, you can help us with that. So those are 163 
the questions if I could be satisfied with those things. Your poles can go there in my 164 
mind. But those are three big things for me. I don't know, I'm only speaking as one 165 
member of the board. Other people may have other things that they want to say.” 166 
 167 
Shawn Reed “There were two lighting systems just to refresh your mind. We had the 168 
Dark Sky Ones for security that were on all the time that we could meet town 169 
requirements. But then we had emergency lighting for emergencies when we had to go 170 
in at night and get work in there, get poles or whatever. And that came on for the three 171 
hours with a manual switch. So, and that was that system, the emergency system I 172 
believe needed the waiver, because it wasn't part of the town.” 173 
 174 
Ms. Gott commented “I'm wondering if for the sake of the neighborhood that you could 175 
consider not having all night lights. That's pretty bright in an area that's never had them 176 
before. The emergency lighting, absolutely, that makes great sense and the switch and 177 
all of that to our that makes sense. We need to have it, you know, if there's a light right 178 
near the entrance to make people aware that there's a gate and all that right there. 179 
That's a different story too. But as far as lighting the whole property, I do have a 180 
concern.” 181 
 182 
Mr. Coronati said that the security lights do not need a waiver.  183 
 184 
A discussion was had about the buffer and a fence to shield the residential zone. 185 
 186 
Motion: 187 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion for clarification that we say that the subject parcel lies within 188 
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the town of Raymond Groundwater Protection zone and Wellhead Protection area per 189 
official zoning map 2018 map B. Mr. McLeod seconded the motion. The motion passed 190 
with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  191 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 192 
Kevin Woods - Yes  193 
Jim McLeod - Yes 194 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 195 
Scott Campbell - Yes 196 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 197 

Motion: 198 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to remove the term Wellhead Protection area from line four 199 
of page C2. And  amend to say that  a new note that says it is also in a Wellhead 200 
Protection area. Mr. McLeod seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 201 
in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  202 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 203 
Kevin Woods - Yes  204 
Jim McLeod - Yes 205 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 206 
Scott Campbell - Yes 207 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 208 

 209 
There was discussion about snow storage. Ms. Bridgeo said that there is no exception 210 
by the state for snow to be stored on a wellhead and that it needs some clarification. Mr. 211 
Coronati asserted that they can plow the snow on the site and store it on the site. There 212 
are no rules that say they can’t. Ms. Bridgeo said she would clarify what the state 213 
environmental law says. 214 
 215 
Ms. Gott expressed concerns over the fence asking that it be made higher and not have 216 
razor wire (barbed wire). Ms. Gott asked that they consider not having barbed wire. 217 
 218 
Ms. Bridgeo read a letter to the Board from Russel Hammond (see attached). 219 
 220 
Russell Hammond addressed the Board  referencing  source 2009 Source Water 221 
Protection Plan page 41 will show a map. The area in question is located in the 222 
wellhead protection area. So even if he moves the poles off the aquifer, it's still in the 223 
Wellhead Protection area. And since the soil isn't going to accept the groundwater 224 
recharge, it's going to run off into the detention ponds. So, it's going to reach down into 225 
the aquifer? When we clean the swamp mats, when they brush them off, they're gone 226 
from lunch. They can't put them in other wetlands due to cross contamination concerns. 227 
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So, they have to bring them some way to clean them. But if they bring them here, 228 
basically on an island, surrounded by water and protective waters, and wellheads, and 229 
aquifers, and he brushed them off, it just looks like dust in the picture. With that dust 230 
settled somewhere in the dust could have seeds that land in the streams and rivers all 231 
around us. I'll leave this picture. This is a live picture of them cleaning the mat a month 232 
or two ago. 233 
And as far as the all-night lighting the security light makes no sense to me. If you're 234 
going to have it surrounded by a fence, why have barbed wire across the top. Why do 235 
you light it up so the burglars can come in and see better so you don't know they are in 236 
there. The emergency lighting, I can live with that.  237 
Mr. Hammond handed out a publication from the internet from the patch.com that 238 
contradicts what the expert was saying.  239 
 240 
Jocelyn Willis from Gile Road. “ I'm actually right across the street from these guys. my 241 
well is directly on you know in that same vicinity. I am concerned about arsenic in my 242 
Well I do have a daughter with a medical condition. She has something called PANDAS, 243 
which is an autoimmune disorder that the metal that your body accumulates from food 244 
and things that you put on your skin, it accumulates in the brain, the brain cannot 245 
decontaminate it. And she ends up with Tourette's-like syndrome. And it gets to the 246 
point where if it's, the overload of toxicity is so high, they can die. So I'm extremely 247 
aware of what's in my water what's in my air, we have a before we even moved in, I had, 248 
even though the particles of arsenic was so low in our air, I made them put a separate 249 
arsenic you know, remediation system, even though it was so low, I still made them do 250 
that, before we bought the house, I've had the water tested every six months, I am 251 
extremely aware of what goes into my kid, because of how sensitive she is. So that is a 252 
real concern to me that the potential of something like this is, and I'm not trying to, you 253 
know, upset you at all, I just want you to understand where I'm coming from. Even the 254 
tiniest bit of arsenic going into my well makes me absolutely bananas at the thought. I 255 
can't even imagine my kid having more. So that's one thing. The lights at nighttime, it's 256 
nice and dark, which is a beautiful thing. That's one of the reasons why we picked this 257 
neighborhood. One car driving down our road, and those are not, you know, spotlights in 258 
our neighborhood on a regular one driving down our road, my entire living room, my 259 
entire kitchen, and my children's bedroom is lit up, no matter how many curtains I put 260 
up. It's going to affect our living; it's going to affect our sleep. That to me is a problem. 261 
You know, walls and fences are not going to block the amount of light that is shown in 262 
the vicinity, I have zero problem with emergency lighting. 1,000% want you guys to have 263 
what you need for emergency situations. I'm all for that. But 24 hour a day lighting that's 264 
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going to affect my family. And we are right next door. You literally have the field where 265 
you guys are in the White House right there. I'm right next door. So, the idea of having 266 
light 24/7 really is bothersome to somebody like me. Night cameras. I mean, Russell 267 
mentioned night cameras instead of 24-hour lighting. I mean, we have cameras. I'm a 268 
business owner myself and I had a violent client who threatened to burn down my house 269 
with my children inside, I get it, I get somebody stealing your stuff. I know that's a real 270 
thing. But we put up night cameras, and I am alerted every single time something comes 271 
onto my property. Those are really easy things to put out and they are waterproof. So, 272 
you really don't have to worry about that. Obviously, that affects you needing Wi Fi or 273 
whatever scenario you have to add into that. But there are other options, then 24-hour 274 
lights. The idea of the children in the neighborhood coming onto your property, my kids 275 
are there. My kids and the kids, the kids next door are the kids of the neighborhood. We 276 
don't allow them down there. So, I can tell you for sure that none of our kids are going to 277 
be down on your property. But are the kids really the worry? If you're worried about 278 
people stealing your stuff, it's not so much the 11-year-old child that's down there. It's 279 
the 30- to 50-year-old person that's capable of stealing all of your things. If you have a 280 
fence, if you have cameras, if you have documentation of who's entering your property, 281 
why would you need 24-hour lighting? What is the purpose if you have those things to 282 
protect your stuff why? 283 
The other concern I have is the sound if you guys are going to be doing, I understand 284 
emergency situation totally get it but if you are doing nighttime collection of poles or 285 
nighttime of what have you on that property, we hear it. It is dead silent minus the hum 286 
of cars; we hear any type of change in the area that comes right through her windows. 287 
So, you're talking about again affecting the sleep quality of children and the sleep quality 288 
of your neighbors. You're going to have a mess of people being very upset at you guys if 289 
that's continued. Not that it is happening, but I'm just saying if it is something that 290 
happens you guys are going to have neighbors that are very angry. That's all I have to 291 
say.” 292 
Buster Hammond commented that the first priority should be to protect the Town’s 293 
drinking water.  294 
 295 
Motion: 296 
Mr. McLeod made a motion to close the public comment portion of the meeting. Mrs. 297 
Luszcz seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, 298 
and 0 abstentions.  299 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 300 
Kevin Woods - Yes  301 
Jim McLeod - Yes 302 
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Gretchen Gott - Yes 303 
Scott Campbell - Yes 304 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 305 

 306 
Mrs. Luszcz asked if there was any other way to clean the mats without creating dust. 307 
Shawn Reed indicated that there was not any other way to clean the mats without 308 
creating mud.  309 
 310 
 311 
Motion: 312 
Mrs. Luszcz made a motion that the hours of operation be noted on the plans. Mr. 313 
McLeod seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, 314 
and 0 abstentions.  315 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 316 
Kevin Woods - Yes  317 
Jim McLeod - Yes 318 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 319 
Scott Campbell - Yes 320 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 321 

 322 
 323 
A discussion was had regarding the hours of operation. It was determined that this 324 
would be a 24/7 operation. 325 
 326 
Motion: 327 
Mrs. Luszcz made a motion to rescind the previous motion. Mr. McLeod seconded the 328 
motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  329 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 330 
Kevin Woods - Yes  331 
Jim McLeod - Yes 332 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 333 
Scott Campbell - Yes 334 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 335 

 336 
Motion: 337 
Ms. Gott made a motion that we ask the applicant for permission to go for another 65 338 
days. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 339 
opposed, and 0 abstentions.  340 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 341 
Kevin Woods - Yes  342 
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Jim McLeod - Yes 343 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 344 
Scott Campbell - Yes 345 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 346 

 347 
Mr. McLeod asked the applicant for additional information on the CCA treated lumber 348 
leaching into the aquifer.  349 
 350 
Mr. Campbell would like the applicant to think about the lighting. 351 
 352 
Ms. Bridgeo commented that we need to look into the notification of the towns that the 353 
river protection program needs to apply to, and we do need to send notification to the 354 
town's so that they are notified. And she agrees with Scott, about the lightning and then  355 
the telephone poles have to be addressed. 356 
 357 
Mrs. Luszcz commented that the lights should be considered, and the cleaning of the 358 
mats needs to find a way to be mitigated. Mrs. Luszcz also would like to know the 359 
quantities and the stacking plan for the poles. 360 
 361 
Motion: 362 
Mr. McLeod made a motion to continue the application number 2021-019  a site plan 363 
application is being submitted by Joseph Cornati of Jones and Beach Engineers on 364 
behalf of I.C. Reed and Sons. The intent of the application is ensuring the recently 365 
constructed gravel laydown yard and the subject parcel associated site improvements. 366 
The property represents Raymond Tax Map 22/ Lot 15 located on 3  Gile Road until 367 
September 15, 2022 at 7pm at the Raymond High School Media Center. Mrs. Luszcz 368 
seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 369 
abstentions.  370 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 371 
Kevin Woods - Yes  372 
Jim McLeod - Yes 373 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 374 
Scott Campbell - Yes 375 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 376 

 377 
Motion: 378 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion that the board is in agreement that our rules and 379 
procedures are going to affect section 74,75 and 76 of House Bill 1661, and that the 380 
board is in compliance with those sections for the timelines. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the 381 
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motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  382 
Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 383 
Kevin Woods - Yes  384 
Jim McLeod - Yes 385 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 386 
Scott Campbell - Yes 387 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 388 

 389 
Motion: 390 
Ms. Bridgeo made a motion that the fees for 2022 have been posted as required and the 391 
board is in compliance. Mr. Campbell seconded the motion. The motion passed with a 392 
vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  393 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 394 
Kevin Woods - Yes  395 
Jim McLeod - Yes 396 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 397 
Scott Campbell - Yes 398 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 399 

 400 
Ms. Bridgeo said that section 73 the written section will be in compliance. Maddie 401 
DiIonno said she was working on that section. 402 
 403 
 404 
 405 
 406 
Motion: 407 
Mr. McLeod made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Campbell seconded the motion. The motion 408 
passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  409 

Patricia Bridgeo - Yes 410 
Kevin Woods - Yes  411 
Jim McLeod - Yes 412 
Gretchen Gott - Yes 413 
Scott Campbell - Yes 414 
Dee Luszcz - Yes 415 

  416 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 10:03 pm. 417 
 418 
Respectfully submitted, 419 
 420 
Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 421 
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SECTION 4.8 POST CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 1 

A. Purpose, Goals and Definitions 2 
1. The purpose of post construction stormwater management standards is to provide 3 

reasonable guidance for the regulation of stormwater runoff to protect local natural 4 
resources from degradation and prevent adverse impacts to adjacent and downstream land, 5 
property, facilities, and infrastructure. These standards regulate discharges from 6 
stormwater and runoff from land development projects and other construction activities to 7 
control and minimize increases in stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion, stream 8 
channel erosion, and nonpoint source pollution associated with stormwater runoff.  9 

2. The goal of these standards is to establish minimum stormwater management requirements 10 
and controls to protect and safeguard the general health, safety, and welfare of the public in 11 
the Town of Raymond. This regulation seeks to meet that goal through the following 12 
objectives:  13 

a. Minimize increases in stormwater runoff from any development to reduce 14 
flooding, siltation and streambank erosion and maintain the integrity of stream 15 
channels. 16 

b. Minimize increases in nonpoint source pollution caused by stormwater runoff 17 
from development which would otherwise degrade local water quality. 18 

c. Minimize the total volume of surface water runoff which flows from any specific 19 
site during and following development to not exceed the pre-development 20 
hydrologic condition to the maximum extent practicable as allowable by site 21 
conditions.  22 

d. Reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion and nonpoint source 23 
pollution, wherever possible, through stormwater management controls and to 24 
ensure that these management controls are properly maintained and pose no 25 
threat to public safety or cause excessive municipal expenditures. 26 

e. Protect the quality of groundwater resources, surface water bodies and wetlands. 27 
B. Minimum Thresholds for Applicability (This is the only section in the regulations that changes for 28 

SUBDIVISION regulations. Everything else stays the same. All amended language that was worked on 29 
in site plan regulations has been carried over.) 30 

1. The Post-Construction Stormwater Management Standards apply to subdivisions that result 31 
in creation of a private road or a road intended for adoption as a public road. All stormwater 32 
runoff generated from the proposed private or public roadway(s) and any other stormwater 33 
runoff contributing to the roadway stormwater management system(s) shall be managed 34 
and treated in full compliance with these standards. 35 

2. For subdivisions comprising lots with frontage on existing private or public roadways, 36 
roadside drainage and any other stormwater runoff from the new lots discharging to the 37 
roadside drainage system must be managed for: stormwater runoff quantity/volume; and 38 
water quality treatment if stormwater is discharged to the municipality’s drainage system 39 
subject to the EPA MS4 permit. 40 

3. The following activities are considered exempt from preparing and submitting a stormwater 41 
management plan: 42 

a. Agricultural and forestry practices located outside wetlands and surface water 43 
setbacks and/or buffers. 44 
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b. Resurfacing and routine maintenance of existing roads and parking lots. 45 
c. Exterior and interior alterations and maintenance to existing buildings and 46 

structures. 47 
C. Stormwater Management for New Development 48 

1. All proposed stormwater management practices and treatment systems shall meet the 49 
following performance standards: 50 

a. Stormwater management and erosion and sediment control practices shall be 51 
located outside any specified buffer zones unless otherwise approved by the 52 
Planning Board. Alternatives to stream and wetland crossings that eliminate or 53 
minimize environmental impacts shall be considered whenever possible. 54 

b. Low Impact Development (LID) site planning and design strategies are encouraged 55 
to be used to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) to reduce stormwater runoff 56 
volumes, protect water quality, and maintain predevelopment site hydrology. LID 57 
techniques have the goals of protecting water quality, maintaining 58 
predevelopment site hydrology. LID techniques that preserve existing vegetation, 59 
reduce the development footprint, minimize, or disconnect impervious area, and 60 
use enhanced stormwater best management practices (BMP’s) (such as rain 61 
gardens, bio retention systems, tree box filters, and similar stormwater 62 
management landscaping techniques) shall be incorporated into landscaped 63 
areas. Capture and reuse of stormwater is strongly encouraged. The applicant 64 
must document in writing why LID strategies are not appropriate when not used 65 
to manage stormwater. 66 

c. All stormwater treatment areas shall be planted with native plantings appropriate 67 
for the site conditions: trees, grasses, shrubs and/or other native plants in 68 
sufficient numbers and density to prevent soil erosion and to achieve the water 69 
quality treatment requirements of this section. 70 

d. All stormwater installations and areas that receive rainfall runoff must be 71 
designed to drain within a maximum of 72 hours for vector control. 72 

e. Salt storage areas shall be fully covered with permanent or semi-permanent 73 
measures and loading/offloading areas shall be located and designed to not drain 74 
directly to receiving waters and maintained with good housekeeping measures in 75 
accordance with NH DES published guidance. Runoff from snow and salt storage 76 
areas shall enter treatment areas as specified above before being discharged to 77 
receiving waters or allowed to infiltrate into the groundwater. See NHDES 78 
published guidance fact sheets on road salt and water quality, and snow disposal 79 
at http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm 80 

f. Surface runoff shall be directed into appropriate stormwater control measures 81 
designed for treatment and/or filtration to the MEP and/or captured and reused 82 
onsite. 83 

g. All newly generated stormwater from new development shall be treated on the 84 
development site. Runoff shall not be discharged from the development site to 85 
municipal drainage systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether 86 
enclosed or open drainage) or to surface water bodies and wetlands in rates 87 
greater than discharged under existing conditions (developed condition or 88 

http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm
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undeveloped condition). A development plan shall include provisions to retain 89 
natural predevelopment watershed areas on the site by using the natural flow 90 
patterns. 91 

h. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal 92 
of Total Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and 93 
total phosphorus using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH 94 
Stormwater Manual. Volumes 1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to 95 
Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for 96 
treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. Where practical, the use of natural, 97 
vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or subsurface gravel wetlands for 98 
water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high nitrogen removal 99 
efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 100 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s 101 
designed to optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards 102 
and performance data published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included 103 
in the latest version of the NH Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation 104 
provisions of the State Water Quality Standards require that runoff from new 105 
development shall not contribute additional pollutant loads to existing water body 106 
impairments. 107 

i. Measures shall be taken to control the post-development peak rate runoff so that 108 
it does not exceed pre-development runoff. Drainage analyses shall include 109 
calculations comparing pre- and post-development stormwater runoff rates (cubic 110 
feet/second) and volumes (cubic feet) for the 1-inch rainstorm and the 2-year, 10-111 
year, 25-year, and 50-year 24-hour storm events. Similar measures shall be taken 112 
to control the post-development runoff volume to infiltrate the groundwater 113 
recharge volume GRV according to the following ratios of Hydrologic Soil Group 114 
(HSG) type versus infiltration rate multiplier: HSG-A: 0.4; HSG-B: 0.25; HSG-C: 0.1; 115 
HSG-D: 0.00. For sites where infiltration is limited or not practicable, the applicant 116 
must demonstrate that the project will not create or contribute to water quality 117 
impairment. Infiltration structures shall be in locations with the highest 118 
permeability on the site. 119 

j. The design of the stormwater drainage systems shall provide for the disposal of 120 
stormwater without flooding or functional impairment to streets, adjacent 121 
properties, downstream properties, soils, or vegetation. 122 

k. The design of the stormwater management systems shall account for upstream 123 
and upgradient runoff that flows onto, over, or through the site to be developed 124 
or re-developed, and provide for this contribution of runoff. 125 

l. Whenever practicable, native site vegetation shall be retained, protected, or 126 
supplemented. Any stripping of vegetation shall be done in a manner that 127 
minimizes soil erosion. development impervious surfaces, buildings and 128 
structures; surface water bodies and wetlands; drainage patterns, sub-catchment 129 
and watershed boundaries; building setbacks and buffers, locations of various 130 
hydrologic group soil types, mature vegetation, land topographic contours with 131 
minimum 2-foot intervals and spot grades where necessary for sites that are flat. 132 
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2. Submission Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans 133 
a. The SMP shall include a narrative description and a Proposed Conditions Site Plan 134 

showing all post-development proposed impervious surfaces, buildings and 135 
structures; temporary and permanent stormwater management elements and 136 
BMP, including BMP GIS coordinates and GIS files; important hydrologic features 137 
created or preserved the site; drainage patterns, sub-catchment and watershed 138 
boundaries; building setbacks and buffers; proposed tree clearing and topographic 139 
contours with minimum 2-foot intervals. The plans shall provide calculations and 140 
identification of the total area of disturbance proposed on the site (and off site if 141 
applicable) and total area of new impervious surface created. A summary of the 142 
drainage analysis showing a comparison of the estimated peak flow and volumes 143 
for various design storms (see Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria) 144 
at each of the outlet locations shall be included. 145 

b. The SMP shall describe the general approach and strategies implemented, and the 146 
facts relied upon, to meet the goals of Section 1.15-3. A and C.: The SMP shall 147 
include design plans and/or graphical sketch(es) of all proposed above ground LID 148 
practices. 149 

c. The SMP shall include calculations of the change in impervious area, pollution 150 
loading and removal volumes for each best management practice, and GIS files 151 
containing the coordinates of all stormwater infrastructure elements (e.g. catch 152 
basins, swales, detention/bioretention areas, piping). 153 

d. The SMP shall include a description and a proposed Site Plan showing proposed 154 
erosion and sediment control measures, limits of disturbance, temporary and 155 
permanent soil stabilization measures in accordance with the NHDES Stormwater 156 
Manual Volume 3 (most recent version) as well as a construction site inspection 157 
plan including phased installation of best management practices and final 158 
inspection upon completion of construction. 159 

e. The SMP shall include a long-term stormwater management BMP inspection and 160 
maintenance plan (see Section 1.15-2.E) that describes the responsible parties and 161 
contact information for the qualified individuals who will perform future BMP 162 
inspections.  The inspection frequency, maintenance and reporting protocols shall 163 
be included. 164 

f. The SMP shall describe and identify locations of any proposed deicing chemical 165 
and/or snow storage areas. SMP will describe how deicing chemical use will be 166 
minimized or used most efficiently. 167 

g. In urbanized areas that are subject to the EPA MS4 Stormwater Permit and will 168 
drain to chloride-impaired waters, any new developments and redevelopment 169 
projects shall submit a description of measures that will be used to minimize salt 170 
usage, and track and report amounts applied using the UNH Technology Transfer 171 
Center online tool (http://www.roadsalt.unh.edu/Salt/) in accordance with 172 
Appendix H of the NH MS4 Permit. 173 

3. General Performance Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans 174 
a. All applications shall apply site design practices to reduce the generation of 175 

stormwater in the post-developed condition, reduce overall impervious surface 176 
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coverage, seek opportunities to capture and reuse and minimize and discharge of 177 
stormwater to the municipal stormwater management system.  178 

b. Water quality protection. 179 
i. All stormwater runoff generated from new development or redevelopment 180 

shall not be discharged directly into a jurisdictional wetland or surface water 181 
body without adequate treatment.  182 

ii. All developments shall provide adequate management of stormwater runoff 183 
and prevent discharge of stormwater runoff from creating or contributing to 184 
water quality impairment.  185 

c. Onsite groundwater recharge rates shall be maintained by promoting infiltration 186 
through use of structural and non-structural methods. The annual recharge from 187 
the post development site shall maintain or exceed the annual recharge from pre-188 
development site conditions. Capture and reuse of stormwater runoff is 189 
encouraged in instances where groundwater recharge is limited by site conditions 190 
All stormwater management practices shall be designed to convey stormwater to 191 
allow for maximum groundwater recharge. This shall include, but not be limited 192 
to: 193 
i. Maximizing flow paths from collection points to outflow points. 194 

ii. Use of multiple BMPs. 195 
iii. Retention of and discharge to fully vegetated areas. 196 
iv. Maximizing use of infiltration practices. 197 
v. Stormwater System Design Performance Standards. 198 

d. Stormwater system design, performance standards and protection criteria shall be 199 
provided as prescribed in Table 1 below. Calculations shall include sizing of all 200 
structures and best management practices, including sizing of emergency 201 
overflow structures based on assessment of the 100-year 24-hour frequency 202 
storm discharge rate. 203 

e. The sizing and design of stormwater management practices shall utilize new 204 
precipitation data from the Northeast Region Climate Center (NRCC) or the most 205 
recent precipitation atlas published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 206 
Administration (NOAA) for the sizing and design of all stormwater management 207 
practices. See the NRCC website at http://precip.eas.cornell.edu/. 208 

f. All stormwater management practices involving bioretention and vegetative cover 209 
as a key functional component must have a landscaping plan detailing both the 210 
type and quantities of plants and vegetation to be in used in the practice and how 211 
and who will manage and maintain this vegetation. The use of native plantings 212 
appropriate for site conditions is strongly encouraged for these types of 213 
stormwater treatment areas. The landscaping plan must be prepared by a 214 
registered landscape architect, soil conservation district office, or another 215 
qualified professional. 216 

4. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. Any existing or otherwise 217 
permitted use or activity having regulated substances in amounts greater than five gallons, 218 
shall submit to the local official such as Fire Chief or Emergency Response Official a SPCC 219 
plan for review and approval. The Plan will include the following elements: 220 
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a. Disclosure statements describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of all 221 
regulated substances that will be part of the proposed use or activity. 222 

b. Owner and spill response manager’s contact information. 223 
c. Location of all surface waters and drainage patterns.  224 
d. A narrative describing the spill prevention practices to be employed when 225 

normally using regulated substances.  226 
e. Containment controls, both structural and non-structural.  227 
f. Spill reporting procedures, including a list of municipal personnel or agencies that 228 

will be contacted to assist in containing the spill, and the amount of a spill 229 
requiring outside assistance and response. 230 

g. Name of a contractor available to assist in spill response, contaminant, and 231 
cleanup.  232 

h. The list of available clean-up equipment with instructions available for use on-site 233 
and the names of employees with adequate training to implement containment 234 
and clean up response. 235 

D. Stormwater Management for Redevelopment 236 
1. Redevelopment (as applicable to this stormwater regulation) means: 237 

a. Any construction, alteration, or improvement that disturbs existing impervious 238 
area (including demolition and removal of road/parking lot materials down to the 239 
erodible subbase) or expands existing impervious cover by any amount, where the 240 
existing land use is commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental, 241 
recreational, or multifamily residential. 242 

b. Any redevelopment activity that results in improvements with no increase in 243 
impervious area shall be considered redevelopment activity under this regulation 244 
if capital cost of improvements is greater than 30% of the assessed property 245 
value.  246 

c. Any new impervious area over portions of a site that are currently pervious. 247 
2. The following activities are not considered redevelopment unless they meet the above 248 

criteria in section D.1.b.: 249 
a. Interior and exterior building renovation.  250 
b. Resurfacing of an existing paved surface (e.g. parking lot, walkway or roadway). 251 
c. Pavement excavation and patching that is incidental to the primary project 252 

purpose, such as replacement of a collapsed storm drain. 253 
d. Landscaping installation and maintenance. 254 

3. Redevelopment applications shall comply with the requirements of Sections C.2 Submission 255 
Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans, C.3 General Performance 256 
Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans, and C.4 Spill Prevention, Control and 257 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. 258 

4. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having less than 60% 259 
existing impervious surface coverage, the stormwater management requirements will be 260 
the same as other new development projects. The applicant must satisfactorily demonstrate 261 
that impervious area is minimized, and LID practices have been implemented on-site to the 262 
MEP. 263 
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5. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having more than 60% 264 
existing impervious surface area, stormwater shall be managed for water quality in 265 
accordance with one or more of the following techniques, listed in order of preference: 266 

a. Implement measures onsite that result in disconnection or treatment of 100% of 267 
the additional proposed impervious surface area and at least 30% of the existing 268 
impervious area and pavement areas, preferably using filtration and/or infiltration 269 
practices. 270 

b. If resulting in greater overall water quality improvement on the site, implement 271 
LID practices to the MEP to provide treatment of runoff generated from at least 272 
60% of the entire developed site area.  273 

6. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal of Total 274 
Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and total phosphorus 275 
using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH Stormwater Manual. Volumes 276 
1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of 277 
Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. 278 
Where practical, the use of natural, vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or 279 
subsurface gravel wetlands for water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high 280 
nitrogen removal efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 281 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s designed to 282 
optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards and performance data 283 
published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included in the latest version of the NH 284 
Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation provisions of the State Water Quality 285 
Standards require that runoff from development shall not contribute additional pollutant 286 
loads to existing water body impairments. 287 

7. All newly generated stormwater from redevelopment shall be treated on the development 288 
site. Runoff shall not be discharged from a redevelopment site to municipal drainage 289 
systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether enclosed or open drainage) or to 290 
surface water bodies and wetlands in rates greater than discharged under existing 291 
conditions (developed condition or undeveloped condition). 292 

8. Off – site mitigation allowance:  In cases where the applicant demonstrates, to the 293 
satisfaction of the Planning Board, that on-site treatment has been implemented to the MEP 294 
or is not feasible, off-site mitigation will be an acceptable alternative if implemented within 295 
the same subwatershed, within the project’s drainage area or within the drainage area of 296 
the receiving water body. To comply with local watershed objectives the mitigation site 297 
would be preferably situated in the same subwatershed as the development and 298 
impact/benefit the same receiving water. Off-site mitigation shall only be approved by the 299 
Planning Board with the following conditions:  300 

a. The Conservation Commission has been given the opportunity to advise the 301 
Planning Board regarding the proposed off-site mitigation. 302 

b. The off-site mitigation shall be equivalent to no less than the total area of 303 
impervious cover NOT treated on-site. Treatment of the impervious area shall 304 
comply with all standards of this regulation. 305 

c. An approved off-site location must be identified, the specific management 306 
measures identified, and if not owned by the applicant, with a written agreement 307 
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with the property owner(s) and an implementation schedule developed in 308 
accordance with planning board review. The applicant must also demonstrate that 309 
there is no downstream drainage or flooding impacts that would result from not 310 
providing on-site management for large storm events.  311 

E. Stormwater Management Plan and Site Inspections 312 
1. The applicant shall provide that all stormwater management and treatment practices have 313 

an enforceable operations and maintenance plan and agreement to ensure the system 314 
functions as designed. This agreement will include all maintenance easements required to 315 
access and inspect the stormwater treatment practices, and to perform routine 316 
maintenance as necessary to ensure proper functioning of the stormwater system. The 317 
operations and maintenance plan shall specify the parties responsible for the proper 318 
maintenance of all stormwater treatment practices. The operations and maintenance shall 319 
be provided to the Planning Board as part of the application prior to issuance of any local 320 
permits for land disturbance and construction activities. 321 

2. The applicant shall provide legally binding documents for filing with the Registry of Deeds 322 
which demonstrate that the obligation for maintenance of stormwater best management 323 
practices and infrastructure runs with the land and that the Town has legal access to inspect 324 
the property to ensure their proper function or maintain onsite stormwater infrastructure 325 
when necessary to address emergency situations or conditions. 326 

3. The property owner shall bear responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, 327 
and maintenance of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by 328 
the provisions of these regulations and as approved by the Planning Board, including 329 
emergency repairs completed by the Town. 330 

F. Stormwater Management Plan Recordation 331 
1. Stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans shall be incorporated as 332 

part of any approved site plan. A Notice of Decision acknowledging the Planning Board 333 
approval of these plans shall be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The Notice of Decision 334 
shall be referenced to the property deed (title/book/page number) and apply to all persons 335 
that may acquire any property subject to the approved stormwater management and 336 
sediment control plans. The Notice of Decision shall reference the requirements for 337 
maintenance pursuant to the stormwater management and erosion and sediment control 338 
plans as approved by the Planning Board. 339 

2. The applicant shall submit as-built drawings of the constructed stormwater management 340 
system following construction.  341 

G. Inspection and Maintenance Responsibility 342 
1. Select Board or their designated agent shall have site access to complete inspections to 343 

ensure compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion 344 
control plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the 345 
landowner. 346 

a. If permission to inspect is denied by the landowner, municipal staff or their 347 
designated agent shall secure an administrative inspection warrant from the 348 
district or superior court under RSA 595-B Administrative Inspection Warrants. 349 
Expenses associated with inspections shall be the responsibility of the 350 
applicant/property owner. 351 
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b. If violations or non-compliance with a condition(s) of approval are found on the 352 
site during routine inspections, the inspector shall provide a report to the Planning 353 
Board documenting these violations or non-compliance including recommend 354 
corrective actions. The Planning Board shall notify the property owner in writing 355 
of these violations or non-compliance and corrective actions necessary to bring 356 
the property into full compliance. The Planning Board, at their discretion, may 357 
recommend to the Select Board to issue a stop work order if corrective actions are 358 
not completed within 10 days. 359 

c. If corrective actions are not completed within a period of 30 days from the 360 
Planning Board or Board notification, the Planning Board may exercise their 361 
jurisdiction under RSA 676:4-a Revocation of Recorded Approval. 362 

2. The applicant shall bear final responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, and 363 
disposition of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by the 364 
Planning Board. Site development shall not begin before the Stormwater Management Plan 365 
receives written approval by the Planning Board. 366 

3. In the event a property owner refuses to repair infrastructure that is damaged or is not 367 
functioning properly, the Town retains the right but not the obligation and accepts no 368 
responsibility, to repair or maintain stormwater infrastructure if a property is abandoned or 369 
becomes vacant. 370 

4. Landowners shall be responsible for submitting a report to the Planning Department or 371 
designated agent by September 1 every two years, with the first report due within two years 372 
of the receipt of an Occupancy Permit. The report shall be signed and stamped by a qualified 373 
professional engineer of the landowner’s choice that all stormwater management and 374 
erosion control measures are functioning per the approved stormwater management plan. 375 
The report shall note if any stormwater infrastructure has needed any repairs other than 376 
routine maintenance and the results of those repairs. If the stormwater infrastructure is not 377 
functioning per the approved stormwater management plan the landowner shall report on 378 
the malfunction in their report and include detail regarding when the infrastructure shall be 379 
repaired and functioning as approved.   380 

5. If no report is filed by September 1 in the year the report is due, the Select Board or their 381 
designated agent shall have site access to complete routine inspections to ensure 382 
compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 383 
plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the landowner. 384 

Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria 385 

Design Criteria Description 

Water Quality Volume 
(WQV) 

WQV = (P)(Rv)(A) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Rv = unitless runoff coefficient, Rv = 0.05 + 0.9(l) 
I = percent impervious cover draining to the structure converted to decimal form 
A = total site area draining to the structure 
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Water Quality Flow 
(WQF) 

WQF = (qu)(WQV) 
WQV = water quality volume calculated as noted above 
qu = unit peak discharge from TR-55 exhibits 4-II and 4-III 

 
Variables needed for exhibits 4-II and 4-III: 

Ia = the initial abstraction = 0.2S 
S = potential maximum retention in inches = (1000/CN) - 10 
CN = water quality depth curve number 
      = 1000/(10+5P+10Q-10[Q2+1.25(Q)(P)]0.5) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Q = the water quality depth in inches = WQV/A 
A = total area draining to the design structure 

Groundwater 
Recharge Volume 
(GRV) 

GRV = (Al)(Rd) 
Al = the total area of effective impervious surfaces that will exist on the site after 
development 
Rd = the groundwater recharge depth based on the USDA/NRCS hydrologic soil group, 
as follows: 

Hydrologic Group Rd (inches) 
A 0.40 
B 0.25 
C 0.10 
D 0.00 

Channel Protection 
Volume (CPV) 

If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does not increase due to 
development then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to the 
2-year, 24-hour predevelopment level. 
If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does increase due to development 
then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to ½ of the 2-year, 24-
hour pre-development level or to the 1-year, 24-hour pre-development level. 

Peak Control 
Post-development peak discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates for the 10-year and 50-year, 24-hour storms 

EIC and UDC 
%EIC = area of effective impervious cover/total drainage areas within a project area x 100 
%UDC = area of undisturbed cover/total drainage area within a project area x 100 

 386 

 387 
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SECTION 6.05 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 1 

A. Purpose, Goals and Definitions 2 
1. The purpose of post construction stormwater management standards is to provide 3 

reasonable guidance for the regulation of stormwater runoff to protect local natural 4 
resources from degradation and prevent adverse impacts to adjacent and downstream land, 5 
property, facilities, and infrastructure. These standards regulate discharges from 6 
stormwater and runoff from land development projects and other construction activities to 7 
control and minimize increases in stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion, stream 8 
channel erosion, and nonpoint source pollution associated with stormwater runoff.  9 

2. The goal of these standards is to establish minimum stormwater management requirements 10 
and controls to protect and safeguard the general health, safety, and welfare of the public in 11 
the Town of Raymond. This regulation seeks to meet that goal through the following 12 
objectives:  13 

a. Minimize increases in stormwater runoff from any development to reduce 14 
flooding, siltation and streambank erosion and maintain the integrity of stream 15 
channels. 16 

b. Minimize increases in nonpoint source pollution caused by stormwater runoff 17 
from development which would otherwise degrade local water quality. 18 

c. Minimize the total volume of surface water runoff which flows from any specific 19 
site during and following development to not exceed the pre-development 20 
hydrologic condition to the maximum extent practicable as allowable by site 21 
conditions.  22 

d. Reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion and nonpoint source 23 
pollution, wherever possible, through stormwater management controls and to 24 
ensure that these management controls are properly maintained and pose no 25 
threat to public safety or cause excessive municipal expenditures. 26 

e. Protect the quality of groundwater resources, surface water bodies and wetlands. 27 
B. Minimum Thresholds for Applicability 28 

1. The post-construction stormwater management standards apply to any development or 29 
redevelopment project which are subject to Site Plan Review and disturbs more than 10,000 30 
square feet or disturbs more than 2,500 square feet within 100 feet of a surface water body. 31 

2. For sites that disturb less than 10,000 square feet, the Planning Board may grant an 32 
exemption if the amount of the total site impervious cover created does not exceed 5,000 33 
square feet. However, when an exemption is granted by the Planning Board, the following 34 
standards will still be applied to these projects as conditions of approval. 35 

a. All runoff from new impervious surfaces and structures shall be directed to a 36 
subsurface filtration and/or infiltration device or properly discharged to a 37 
naturally occurring or fully replanted and vegetated area with slopes of 15 percent 38 
or less and with adequate controls to prevent soil erosion and concentrated flow. 39 

b. Impervious surfaces for parking areas and roads shall be minimized to the extent 40 
possible (including minimum parking requirements for proposed uses). 41 

c. All runoff generated from new impervious surfaces shall be retained on the 42 
development site and property. 43 
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d. Determination of compliance with standards (a.-c. above) will be made by the 44 
Planning Board on a case-by-case basis as site conditions and constraints will 45 
differ greatly between various development proposals. 46 

3. The following activities are considered exempt from preparing and submitting a stormwater 47 
management plan: 48 

a. Agricultural and forestry practices located outside wetlands and surface water 49 
setbacks and/or buffers. 50 

b. Resurfacing and routine maintenance of existing roads and parking lots. 51 
c. Exterior and interior alterations and maintenance to existing buildings and 52 

structures. 53 
C. Stormwater Management for New Development 54 

1. All proposed stormwater management practices and treatment systems shall meet the 55 
following performance standards: 56 

a. Stormwater management and erosion and sediment control practices shall be 57 
located outside any specified buffer zones unless otherwise approved by the 58 
Planning Board. Alternatives to stream and wetland crossings that eliminate or 59 
minimize environmental impacts shall be considered whenever possible. 60 

b. Low Impact Development (LID) site planning and design strategies are encouraged 61 
to be used to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) to reduce stormwater runoff 62 
volumes, protect water quality, and maintain predevelopment site hydrology. LID 63 
techniques have the goals of protecting water quality, maintaining 64 
predevelopment site hydrology. LID techniques that preserve existing vegetation, 65 
reduce the development footprint, minimize, or disconnect impervious area, and 66 
use enhanced stormwater best management practices (BMP’s) (such as rain 67 
gardens, bio retention systems, tree box filters, and similar stormwater 68 
management landscaping techniques) shall be incorporated into landscaped 69 
areas. Capture and reuse of stormwater is strongly encouraged. The applicant 70 
must document in writing why LID strategies are not appropriate when not used 71 
to manage stormwater. 72 

c. All stormwater treatment areas shall be planted with native plantings appropriate 73 
for the site conditions: trees, grasses, shrubs and/or other native plants in 74 
sufficient numbers and density to prevent soil erosion and to achieve the water 75 
quality treatment requirements of this section. 76 

d. All stormwater installations and areas that receive rainfall runoff must be 77 
designed to drain within a maximum of 72 hours for vector control. 78 

e. Salt storage areas shall be fully covered with permanent or semi-permanent 79 
measures and loading/offloading areas shall be located and designed to not drain 80 
directly to receiving waters and maintained with good housekeeping measures in 81 
accordance with NH DES published guidance. Runoff from snow and salt storage 82 
areas shall enter treatment areas as specified above before being discharged to 83 
receiving waters or allowed to infiltrate into the groundwater. See NHDES 84 
published guidance fact sheets on road salt and water quality, and snow disposal 85 
at http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm 86 

http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm
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f. Surface runoff shall be directed into appropriate stormwater control measures 87 
designed for treatment and/or filtration to the MEP and/or captured and reused 88 
onsite. 89 

g. All newly generated stormwater from new development shall be treated on the 90 
development site. Runoff shall not be discharged from the development site to 91 
municipal drainage systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether 92 
enclosed or open drainage) or to surface water bodies and wetlands in rates 93 
greater than discharged under existing conditions (developed condition or 94 
undeveloped condition). A development plan shall include provisions to retain 95 
natural predevelopment watershed areas on the site by using the natural flow 96 
patterns. 97 

h. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal 98 
of Total Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and 99 
total phosphorus using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH 100 
Stormwater Manual. Volumes 1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to 101 
Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for 102 
treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. Where practical, the use of natural, 103 
vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or subsurface gravel wetlands for 104 
water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high nitrogen removal 105 
efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 106 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s 107 
designed to optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards 108 
and performance data published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included 109 
in the latest version of the NH Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation 110 
provisions of the State Water Quality Standards require that runoff from new 111 
development shall not contribute additional pollutant loads to existing water body 112 
impairments. 113 

i. Measures shall be taken to control the post-development peak rate runoff so that 114 
it does not exceed pre-development runoff. Drainage analyses shall include 115 
calculations comparing pre- and post-development stormwater runoff rates (cubic 116 
feet/second) and volumes (cubic feet) for the 1-inch rainstorm and the 2-year, 10-117 
year, 25-year, and 50-year 24-hour storm events. Similar measures shall be taken 118 
to control the post-development runoff volume to infiltrate the groundwater 119 
recharge volume GRV according to the following ratios of Hydrologic Soil Group 120 
(HSG) type versus infiltration rate multiplier: HSG-A: 0.4; HSG-B: 0.25; HSG-C: 0.1; 121 
HSG-D: 0.00. For sites where infiltration is limited or not practicable, the applicant 122 
must demonstrate that the project will not create or contribute to water quality 123 
impairment. Infiltration structures shall be in locations with the highest 124 
permeability on the site. 125 

j. The design of the stormwater drainage systems shall provide for the disposal of 126 
stormwater without flooding or functional impairment to streets, adjacent 127 
properties, downstream properties, soils, or vegetation. 128 
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k. The design of the stormwater management systems shall account for upstream 129 
and upgradient runoff that flows onto, over, or through the site to be developed 130 
or re-developed, and provide for this contribution of runoff. 131 

l. Whenever practicable, native site vegetation shall be retained, protected, or 132 
supplemented. Any stripping of vegetation shall be done in a manner that 133 
minimizes soil erosion. development impervious surfaces, buildings and 134 
structures; surface water bodies and wetlands; drainage patterns, sub-catchment 135 
and watershed boundaries; building setbacks and buffers, locations of various 136 
hydrologic group soil types, mature vegetation, land topographic contours with 137 
minimum 2-foot intervals and spot grades where necessary for sites that are flat. 138 

2. Submission Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans 139 
a. The SMP shall include a narrative description and a Proposed Conditions Site Plan 140 

showing all post-development proposed impervious surfaces, buildings and 141 
structures; temporary and permanent stormwater management elements and 142 
BMP, including BMP GIS coordinates and GIS files; important hydrologic features 143 
created or preserved the site; drainage patterns, sub-catchment and watershed 144 
boundaries; building setbacks and buffers; proposed tree clearing and topographic 145 
contours with minimum 2-foot intervals. The plans shall provide calculations and 146 
identification of the total area of disturbance proposed on the site (and off site if 147 
applicable) and total area of new impervious surface created. A summary of the 148 
drainage analysis showing a comparison of the estimated peak flow and volumes 149 
for various design storms (see Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria) 150 
at each of the outlet locations shall be included. 151 

b. The SMP shall describe the general approach and strategies implemented, and the 152 
facts relied upon, to meet the goals of Section 1.15-3. A and C.: The SMP shall 153 
include design plans and/or graphical sketch(es) of all proposed above ground LID 154 
practices. 155 

c. The SMP shall include calculations of the change in impervious area, pollution 156 
loading and removal volumes for each best management practice, and GIS files 157 
containing the coordinates of all stormwater infrastructure elements (e.g. catch 158 
basins, swales, detention/bioretention areas, piping). 159 

d. The SMP shall include a description and a proposed Site Plan showing proposed 160 
erosion and sediment control measures, limits of disturbance, temporary and 161 
permanent soil stabilization measures in accordance with the NHDES Stormwater 162 
Manual Volume 3 (most recent version) as well as a construction site inspection 163 
plan including phased installation of best management practices and final 164 
inspection upon completion of construction. 165 

e. The SMP shall include a long-term stormwater management BMP inspection and 166 
maintenance plan (see Section 1.15-2.E) that describes the responsible parties and 167 
contact information for the qualified individuals who will perform future BMP 168 
inspections.  The inspection frequency, maintenance and reporting protocols shall 169 
be included. 170 
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f. The SMP shall describe and identify locations of any proposed deicing chemical 171 
and/or snow storage areas. SMP will describe how deicing chemical use will be 172 
minimized or used most efficiently. 173 

g. In urbanized areas that are subject to the EPA MS4 Stormwater Permit and will 174 
drain to chloride-impaired waters, any new developments and redevelopment 175 
projects shall submit a description of measures that will be used to minimize salt 176 
usage, and track and report amounts applied using the UNH Technology Transfer 177 
Center online tool (http://www.roadsalt.unh.edu/Salt/) in accordance with 178 
Appendix H of the NH MS4 Permit. 179 

3. General Performance Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans 180 
a. All applications shall apply site design practices to reduce the generation of 181 

stormwater in the post-developed condition, reduce overall impervious surface 182 
coverage, seek opportunities to capture and reuse and minimize and discharge of 183 
stormwater to the municipal stormwater management system.  184 

b. Water quality protection. 185 
i. All stormwater runoff generated from new development or redevelopment 186 

shall not be discharged directly into a jurisdictional wetland or surface water 187 
body without adequate treatment.  188 

ii. All developments shall provide adequate management of stormwater runoff 189 
and prevent discharge of stormwater runoff from creating or contributing to 190 
water quality impairment.  191 

c. Onsite groundwater recharge rates shall be maintained by promoting infiltration 192 
through use of structural and non-structural methods. The annual recharge from 193 
the post development site shall maintain or exceed the annual recharge from pre-194 
development site conditions. Capture and reuse of stormwater runoff is 195 
encouraged in instances where groundwater recharge is limited by site conditions 196 
All stormwater management practices shall be designed to convey stormwater to 197 
allow for maximum groundwater recharge. This shall include, but not be limited 198 
to: 199 
i. Maximizing flow paths from collection points to outflow points. 200 

ii. Use of multiple BMPs. 201 
iii. Retention of and discharge to fully vegetated areas. 202 
iv. Maximizing use of infiltration practices. 203 
v. Stormwater System Design Performance Standards. 204 

d. Stormwater system design, performance standards and protection criteria shall be 205 
provided as prescribed in Table 1 below. Calculations shall include sizing of all 206 
structures and best management practices, including sizing of emergency 207 
overflow structures based on assessment of the 100-year 24-hour frequency 208 
storm discharge rate. 209 

e. The sizing and design of stormwater management practices shall utilize new 210 
precipitation data from the Northeast Region Climate Center (NRCC) or the most 211 
recent precipitation atlas published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 212 
Administration (NOAA) for the sizing and design of all stormwater management 213 
practices. See the NRCC website at http://precip.eas.cornell.edu/. 214 
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f. All stormwater management practices involving bioretention and vegetative cover 215 
as a key functional component must have a landscaping plan detailing both the 216 
type and quantities of plants and vegetation to be in used in the practice and how 217 
and who will manage and maintain this vegetation. The use of native plantings 218 
appropriate for site conditions is strongly encouraged for these types of 219 
stormwater treatment areas. The landscaping plan must be prepared by a 220 
registered landscape architect, soil conservation district office, or another 221 
qualified professional. 222 

4. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. Any existing or otherwise 223 
permitted use or activity having regulated substances in amounts greater than five gallons, 224 
shall submit to the local official such as Fire Chief or Emergency Response Official a SPCC 225 
plan for review and approval. The Plan will include the following elements: 226 

a. Disclosure statements describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of all 227 
regulated substances that will be part of the proposed use or activity. 228 

b. Owner and spill response manager’s contact information. 229 
c. Location of all surface waters and drainage patterns.  230 
d. A narrative describing the spill prevention practices to be employed when 231 

normally using regulated substances.  232 
e. Containment controls, both structural and non-structural.  233 
f. Spill reporting procedures, including a list of municipal personnel or agencies that 234 

will be contacted to assist in containing the spill, and the amount of a spill 235 
requiring outside assistance and response. 236 

g. Name of a contractor available to assist in spill response, contaminant, and 237 
cleanup.  238 

h. The list of available clean-up equipment with instructions available for use on-site 239 
and the names of employees with adequate training to implement containment 240 
and clean up response. 241 

D. Stormwater Management for Redevelopment 242 
1. Redevelopment (as applicable to this stormwater regulation) means: 243 

a. Any construction, alteration, or improvement that disturbs existing impervious 244 
area (including demolition and removal of road/parking lot materials down to the 245 
erodible subbase) or expands existing impervious cover by any amount, where the 246 
existing land use is commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental, 247 
recreational, or multifamily residential. 248 

b. Any redevelopment activity that results in improvements with no increase in 249 
impervious area shall be considered redevelopment activity under this regulation 250 
if capital cost of improvements is greater than 30% of the assessed property 251 
value.  252 

c. Any new impervious area over portions of a site that are currently pervious. 253 
2. The following activities are not considered redevelopment unless they meet the above 254 

criteria in section D.1.b.: 255 
a. Interior and exterior building renovation.  256 
b. Resurfacing of an existing paved surface (e.g. parking lot, walkway or roadway). 257 
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c. Pavement excavation and patching that is incidental to the primary project 258 
purpose, such as replacement of a collapsed storm drain. 259 

d. Landscaping installation and maintenance. 260 
3. Redevelopment applications shall comply with the requirements of Sections C.2 Submission 261 

Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans, C.3 General Performance 262 
Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans, and C.4 Spill Prevention, Control and 263 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. 264 

4. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having less than 60% 265 
existing impervious surface coverage, the stormwater management requirements will be 266 
the same as other new development projects. The applicant must satisfactorily demonstrate 267 
that impervious area is minimized, and LID practices have been implemented on-site to the 268 
MEP. 269 

5. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having more than 60% 270 
existing impervious surface area, stormwater shall be managed for water quality in 271 
accordance with one or more of the following techniques, listed in order of preference: 272 

a. Implement measures onsite that result in disconnection or treatment of 100% of 273 
the additional proposed impervious surface area and at least 30% of the existing 274 
impervious area and pavement areas, preferably using filtration and/or infiltration 275 
practices. 276 

b. If resulting in greater overall water quality improvement on the site, implement 277 
LID practices to the MEP to provide treatment of runoff generated from at least 278 
60% of the entire developed site area.  279 

6. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal of Total 280 
Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and total phosphorus 281 
using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH Stormwater Manual. Volumes 282 
1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of 283 
Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. 284 
Where practical, the use of natural, vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or 285 
subsurface gravel wetlands for water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high 286 
nitrogen removal efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 287 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s designed to 288 
optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards and performance data 289 
published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included in the latest version of the NH 290 
Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation provisions of the State Water Quality 291 
Standards require that runoff from development shall not contribute additional pollutant 292 
loads to existing water body impairments. 293 

7. All newly generated stormwater from redevelopment shall be treated on the development 294 
site. Runoff shall not be discharged from a redevelopment site to municipal drainage 295 
systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether enclosed or open drainage) or to 296 
surface water bodies and wetlands in rates greater than discharged under existing 297 
conditions (developed condition or undeveloped condition). 298 

8. Off – site mitigation allowance:  In cases where the applicant demonstrates, to the 299 
satisfaction of the Planning Board, that on-site treatment has been implemented to the MEP 300 
or is not feasible, off-site mitigation will be an acceptable alternative if implemented within 301 
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the same subwatershed, within the project’s drainage area or within the drainage area of 302 
the receiving water body. To comply with local watershed objectives the mitigation site 303 
would be preferably situated in the same subwatershed as the development and 304 
impact/benefit the same receiving water. Off-site mitigation shall only be approved by the 305 
Planning Board with the following conditions:  306 

a. The Conservation Commission has been given the opportunity to advise the 307 
Planning Board regarding the proposed off-site mitigation. 308 

b. The off-site mitigation shall be equivalent to no less than the total area of 309 
impervious cover NOT treated on-site. Treatment of the impervious area shall 310 
comply with all standards of this regulation. 311 

c. An approved off-site location must be identified, the specific management 312 
measures identified, and if not owned by the applicant, with a written agreement 313 
with the property owner(s) and an implementation schedule developed in 314 
accordance with planning board review. The applicant must also demonstrate that 315 
there is no downstream drainage or flooding impacts that would result from not 316 
providing on-site management for large storm events.  317 

E. Stormwater Management Plan and Site Inspections 318 
1. The applicant shall provide that all stormwater management and treatment practices have 319 

an enforceable operations and maintenance plan and agreement to ensure the system 320 
functions as designed. This agreement will include all maintenance easements required to 321 
access and inspect the stormwater treatment practices, and to perform routine 322 
maintenance as necessary to ensure proper functioning of the stormwater system. The 323 
operations and maintenance plan shall specify the parties responsible for the proper 324 
maintenance of all stormwater treatment practices. The operations and maintenance shall 325 
be provided to the Planning Board as part of the application prior to issuance of any local 326 
permits for land disturbance and construction activities. 327 

2. The applicant shall provide legally binding documents for filing with the Registry of Deeds 328 
which demonstrate that the obligation for maintenance of stormwater best management 329 
practices and infrastructure runs with the land and that the Town has legal access to inspect 330 
the property to ensure their proper function or maintain onsite stormwater infrastructure 331 
when necessary to address emergency situations or conditions. 332 

3. The property owner shall bear responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, 333 
and maintenance of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by 334 
the provisions of these regulations and as approved by the Planning Board, including 335 
emergency repairs completed by the Town. 336 

F. Stormwater Management Plan Recordation 337 
1. Stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans shall be incorporated as 338 

part of any approved site plan. A Notice of Decision acknowledging the Planning Board 339 
approval of these plans shall be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The Notice of Decision 340 
shall be referenced to the property deed (title/book/page number) and apply to all persons 341 
that may acquire any property subject to the approved stormwater management and 342 
sediment control plans. The Notice of Decision shall reference the requirements for 343 
maintenance pursuant to the stormwater management and erosion and sediment control 344 
plans as approved by the Planning Board. 345 
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2. The applicant shall submit as-built drawings of the constructed stormwater management 346 
system following construction.  347 

G. Inspection and Maintenance Responsibility 348 
1. Select Board or their designated agent shall have site access to complete inspections to 349 

ensure compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion 350 
control plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the 351 
landowner. 352 

a. If permission to inspect is denied by the landowner, municipal staff or their 353 
designated agent shall secure an administrative inspection warrant from the 354 
district or superior court under RSA 595-B Administrative Inspection Warrants. 355 
Expenses associated with inspections shall be the responsibility of the 356 
applicant/property owner. 357 

b. If violations or non-compliance with a condition(s) of approval are found on the 358 
site during routine inspections, the inspector shall provide a report to the Planning 359 
Board documenting these violations or non-compliance including recommend 360 
corrective actions. The Planning Board shall notify the property owner in writing 361 
of these violations or non-compliance and corrective actions necessary to bring 362 
the property into full compliance. The Planning Board, at their discretion, may 363 
recommend to the Select Board to issue a stop work order if corrective actions are 364 
not completed within 10 days. 365 

c. If corrective actions are not completed within a period of 30 days from the 366 
Planning Board or Board notification, the Planning Board may exercise their 367 
jurisdiction under RSA 676:4-a Revocation of Recorded Approval. 368 

2. The applicant shall bear final responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, and 369 
disposition of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by the 370 
Planning Board. Site development shall not begin before the Stormwater Management Plan 371 
receives written approval by the Planning Board. 372 

3. In the event a property owner refuses to repair infrastructure that is damaged or is not 373 
functioning properly, the Town retains the right but not the obligation and accepts no 374 
responsibility, to repair or maintain stormwater infrastructure if a property is abandoned or 375 
becomes vacant. 376 

4. Landowners shall be responsible for submitting a report to the Planning Department or 377 
designated agent by September 1 every two years, with the first report due within two years 378 
of the receipt of an Occupancy Permit. The report shall be signed and stamped by a qualified 379 
professional engineer of the landowner’s choice that all stormwater management and 380 
erosion control measures are functioning per the approved stormwater management plan. 381 
The report shall note if any stormwater infrastructure has needed any repairs other than 382 
routine maintenance and the results of those repairs. If the stormwater infrastructure is not 383 
functioning per the approved stormwater management plan the landowner shall report on 384 
the malfunction in their report and include detail regarding when the infrastructure shall be 385 
repaired and functioning as approved.   386 

5. If no report is filed by September 1 in the year the report is due, the Select Board or their 387 
designated agent shall have site access to complete routine inspections to ensure 388 
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compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 389 
plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the landowner. 390 

Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria 391 

Design Criteria Description 

Water Quality Volume 
(WQV) 

WQV = (P)(Rv)(A) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Rv = unitless runoff coefficient, Rv = 0.05 + 0.9(l) 
I = percent impervious cover draining to the structure converted to decimal form 
A = total site area draining to the structure 

Water Quality Flow 
(WQF) 

WQF = (qu)(WQV) 
WQV = water quality volume calculated as noted above 
qu = unit peak discharge from TR-55 exhibits 4-II and 4-III 

 
Variables needed for exhibits 4-II and 4-III: 

Ia = the initial abstraction = 0.2S 
S = potential maximum retention in inches = (1000/CN) - 10 
CN = water quality depth curve number 
      = 1000/(10+5P+10Q-10[Q2+1.25(Q)(P)]0.5) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Q = the water quality depth in inches = WQV/A 
A = total area draining to the design structure 

Groundwater 
Recharge Volume 
(GRV) 

GRV = (Al)(Rd) 
Al = the total area of effective impervious surfaces that will exist on the site after 
development 
Rd = the groundwater recharge depth based on the USDA/NRCS hydrologic soil group, 
as follows: 

Hydrologic Group Rd (inches) 
A 0.40 
B 0.25 
C 0.10 
D 0.00 

Channel Protection 
Volume (CPV) 

If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does not increase due to 
development then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to the 
2-year, 24-hour predevelopment level. 
If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does increase due to development 
then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to ½ of the 2-year, 24-
hour pre-development level or to the 1-year, 24-hour pre-development level. 

Peak Control 
Post-development peak discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates for the 10-year and 50-year, 24-hour storms 

EIC and UDC 
%EIC = area of effective impervious cover/total drainage areas within a project area x 100 
%UDC = area of undisturbed cover/total drainage area within a project area x 100 

 392 
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