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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY-

In the all of 1998, fieldwork was completed on a mudti-year project to assess the prime wetlands jn the Town of
Northwood, New Hampshire. The work was begun in December 1992 by the Northwood Conservation

March 9, 1999,

Further analysis of the data coltected on potential Prime Wetlands in the Town of Northwood wag completed
between February and April 1999, A total of 63 wetlands were assessed using the “Comparative Evaluation of
Non-tidal Wetlands In New Hampshire™ (1991),' Both Functional Value Indices and Wetland Value Units were

The 63 wetlands comprise a total of 1336, acres, or 6.3% of the total land and water area of Northwood
(19,355 acres).? The-amount of wetland aren assessed represents 87.9% of the wettand aren in the Town
according to the 1992 National Woetland Inventory map.” The remaining wetland acreage, which was excluded
from the inventory, was largely comprised of small, isolated wetlands. The size ofthe 63 wetlands that were
assessed ranged between 2.4 and 106 Acres, with a mean size of 21.21 ores, Wetland Value Units (WVU’s)

Whereas the initial wetland selection was grouped according to apparent size and significance, primarily the top
two groupings (color-coded red and blue) showed consistently high WV or FVI rankings. Of the other three
groups {color-coded green, erange, and yellow) only the orange grotip contained wetlands with seyers| top
ranks in either WU or FVI categories, The devised point seafe indicated a high consistency betweey average
WVU values and ranked points; however, there were sevenal discrepancies between average FVI valyes and
ranked points, Since the WVU scale is skewed by wetland size, the devised rarking scale provided ap additiona)

The following report cantains a description of the methods used in the assessment and analysis proguss, as weli
as & detailed account of the wetland ordinance revision process. Charts, graphs, and maps of candidate prime
wetlands can be found in the Appendix.

' Amman, A, und A, L. Stone, 1991. A Method for the Comparative Evaluation of MNoa-tidal Wetlands In New Hampshire, Concorg,
NH: NH Departinent of Environmental Services. :

* Source of total land and water area in Northwood: 1998 Master Plan Update, Northwood, NH, p- 3. Percentage is based on actual
wetland acreage in Northwood, or 1216.1 acres. The remainder (167 acres) foll outside the Town boundaries,

* This percentage is 45,3% when based on poorly and very poorly drained soils. Source: GRANIT (S database, Complex Systems
Research Center, UNH, Durham, 1992,

* WVLPs are caloutated by multiplying the wetland’s sizo (or size of the evaluation area) by the FVI for each function. FVI's are
those indices, between a value of0.0 and 1.0, that are derived from the mean value of all of the atiributes for & particular fanction,
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Northwood Wetland Inveﬁtory
And
Prime Wetland Designation Project

Northwood, NH
INTRODUCTION

The Town of Northwood, New Hampshire contains a number of unique water resource attributes that
warrant special attention. Sitting at the headwaters of three rivers, the Lamprey, the [singlass, and the
Merrimack, Northwood holds the distinction of being one of the few towns in the state that is not subject to
downstream flow from neighboring municipalities, It also boasts a large number of lakes and ponds, most
of which support an active recreation and tourism industry, However, these attributes-give rise'to a special -
cause for concem: all waters that flow over or percolate through Northwood soil ends up somewhere else,
This is especially true for water that flows into the Lamprey River, which in 1987, was designated a
National Wild and Scenic River from the Epping / Lee Town Line to the Atlantic Ocean.

Since 1899, Federal legislation has aided state and municipal efforts to protect water resources in and along -
major waterways. Passage of the Clean Water Act in 1972 (and its subsequent revision in 1977), as well as
the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1976, the Food and Security Act of 1985, and the Water Resource
Protection Act in 1990, all helped ensure a measure of water resource protection of both waterways and
isolated wetlands. In 1979, passage of the Prime Wetlands legislation in the state of New Hampshire
furthered the assistance offered to municipalities who wished to protect those areas, that “because of their
size, unspoiled character, fragile condition or other relevant factors, make them of substantial

significance.” RSA-A:15 provided towns with a “Local Option™ for wetlands protection, in order to .
strengthen efforts to recognize and preserve special wetland areas,

In December of 1992, the Town of Northwood Conservation Commission began its effort to document and
protect the wetland resources in town, The “Method for the Comparative Evatuation of Non-tidal Wetlands
in New Hampshire,” or simply, the ‘NH Methed,’ had recently been published, and offered a succinct
guide for the evaluation of fourteen different wetland functions. Developed for New Hampshire
communities, it was intended to aid and assist Conservation Commissions, Planning Boards, and other
municipal officials in their recognition and understanding of wetland functional values. Within three years
after it was developed, over 36 towns had employed the NH Method in assessing wetlands for Prime
Wetland designation. This process was facilitated in 1992, when the NH Wetlands Bureau adopted the NH
method as the recommended procedure for assessing candidate Prime Wetlands under Chapter Wt700 of
the NH Code of Administrative Rules,

By the summer of 1998, a great deal of work had been completed on the Northwood wetland inventory
project. Spear-headed by former Northweod Conservation Commission Chair, Nancy Voorhis, GIS maps
had been completed of the entire town, National Wetlands Inventory overlays had been procured, all of the
major wetlands had been identified and numbered, and folders had been prepared for each wetland, The
latter contained overlay topo sheets, a blank set of NH Method data sheets, and acreage and watershed sizes
for each wetland. Approximately twenty-seven wetlands had been assessed, or roughly half of the
anticipated 64 wetlands to be evaluated in town,

With the advent of the grants program of the New Hampshire Estuaries Project, as sponsored by the US
EPA and the NH Office of State Planning, a funding mechanism existed for the completion of the work
with the help of outside assistance. The initial proposal was submitted in July 1998, accepted by the NH
Office of State Planning and the Northwood Board of Selectmen on September 14", and approved by the
Attorney General’s office on October 26™. On October 29, the first meeting between the Northwood
Conservation Commission and this author was held in order to agree upon and initiate a course of action.

' 1998 Master Plan Update, Northwood, N.H., p. 2.
? RSA 482-A:15 Local Option; Prime Wetlands, www.state.nh.us/des/482 htm.
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This report contains a three-parted synopsis of the above described work: ) the results of the functional
value assessment of 64 wetlands in the Town of Northwood; 2) a review of the wetlands ordinance revision .
effort as required by the NH Estuaries Project grant; and 3) a description of the candidate Prime Wetlands
for the Town. Project objectives are identified in the subsequent section, followed by the methods utilized
to evaluate the Town’s wetlands and the pass the revisions to the Town's wetlands ordinance. The
conclusory section contains both a rationale for nominating candidate Prime Wetlands, as well as
suggestions for follow-up steps to ensure their passage and acceptance as Prime.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

This wettand assessment project had the following “goals and objectives, as identified in the New
Hampshire Estuaries Project Grant documentation:’

1) Complete the evaluation of town wetlands;

2) Modify the Town’s ordinances to improve wetlands protection; and

' 3) Propose the designation of the highest value wetlands as Prime Wetlands

'Objectivé #1 was completed by January 5th, Objective #2 was effectively finished by January 4th (although

the wetland ordinance revisions were not voted on unti! March 9, and Objective #3 was finished by
March 3 1st. Because of the short amount of time between the beginning of the wetland evaluation and the
Planning Board deadline for revising the wetlands ordinance, the Northwood Conservation Commission
decided to focus on strengthening the existing ordinance without proposing Prime wetland designation this
year. Therefore, the official proposal to write Prime Wetlands into the wetlands ordinance and designate
them at Town Meeting was postponed until the next fiscal year,

* From the New Hampshire Estuaries Projéct Grant Agreement, Exhibit A: Work Program.

April 1999 2
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METHODS

This section is separated into three distinct sub-sections as reflected by the above objectives. Each sub-
section contains a description of the procedural steps fotlowed while achieving the assigned tasks, Specific
detail on the wetland evaluation procedure sub-section is provided in Appendix D.

A. Wetland Evaluation

The procedures outlined in the NI Method detail a two-step process in the evaluation of selected wetlands.
First, an office portion requires that the user obtain base maps and other remotely derived in order to
prepare for field work and answer “office-based” questions associated with the 14 functions recognized by
the method. The second step is the actuat field evaluation of each atiribute that is recognized within the 14
functions themselves. Questions are asked based on specific characteristics that are associated with a
particular function. A value between 0 and 1.0 is assigned for each question, and tallied at the end of each
set of functional attribute questions. The summary value, called a Functional Value Index (or FVD), is an.
average of the value assigned for each question, and therefore ranges between 0-(lowest) and 1.0 (highest).
A second value is theh computed, called the Wetland Value Unit (or WVU), that is equal to the FVI times
the size in acres of the area associated with the particular function. In most case, the functional area is equal
to the entire wetland acreage; however, for selected functions such as Educational Potential or
Visual/Aesthetic Quality, functional areas tend to be much less than the entire wetland acreage.

Both the office and field steps require a working knowledge of wetlands on the landscape, as well as an-
understanding of where to find certain informational resources, Some guidance is given in the method
about whotn to contact for information and how to develop base maps; however, a certain level of expertise
is required in order to use the NH Method efficiently.

Having an extensive knowledge of wetlands, as well as having assisted in the development of the NH
Method in 1990 and 1991, allowed this researcher to expedite the process of completing the office and field
assessment. This would not have been possible without the preparatory work of the Northwood '
Conservation Commission, whose efforts in map generation, wetland identification, and preliminary
evaluation of 27 wetlands allowed for the rapid completion of Objective #1.

Thitteen of the fourteen functions that are recognized by the NH Method were assessed:

Ecological Integrity Ground Water Use Petential

Wetland Wildlife Habitat Sediment Trapping

Finfish Habitat Nutrient Attenuation

Educational Potential Shoreline Anchoring & Dissipation of Erosive Forces
Visual/Aesthetic Quality [Urban Quality of Life)

Waster-based Recreation Historical Site Potential

Flood Control Potential Noteworthiness

Only the 12th function, Urban Quality of Life, was not assessed owing to the rural nature of the Town of
Northwood. In addition, the 3 function, finfish habitat, was maintained in the data analysis as two separate
sub-functions, finfish habitat — streams & rivers, and finfish habitat — lakes & ponds.

Initial selection of which Northwood weilands to assess followed a stratified, representative approach as
defined by the Northwood Conservation Commission. Utilizing the GIS soils and NWI maps for the Town,
wetlands were grouped into five color-coded categories. The largest and perhaps the most significant
wetlands were assigned a red color; virtually all of these wetlands were selected for assessment. The next
most important wetlands were assigned a blue color; these wetlands were not as large as the red-coded
wetlands, but were predicted to be significant in one or mote of their attributes. The remaining three
categories, green, orange, and yellow, were spatially selected to represent both different aréas of Town as
well as diverse wetland classes. Green-coded wetlands were fairly small, yet likely contained atiributes that
made them noteworthy. Yellow-coded wetlands were also small, but lacked an apparent noteworthy

Aprit 1999 3
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characteristic. Crange-ceded wetlands were medium-sized wetlands that fell somewhere in-between in
terms of noteworthiness,

A second important step in completing the wetland evaluation was the integration of the existing 27
assessments into a standardized set of 63 functional evaluations. Reviewing the 27 files that had been
completed required the alteration of flood control calculations, ground water use assignments, and the
recognition of historical sites. Once the remaining 36 assessments were completed, question number 4 of
the Noteworthiness function was also answered. Additional checks were completed on wetland and
watershed sizes, special features such as municipal water supply areas, rare & endangered species, and
federally designated rivers.

Initial mapping work was completed by Nancy Voorhis at Complex Systems Research Center at UNH
Durham. Laminated 1:24,000 scale maps were prepared for the following: '

Base Map Special Features
Wetlands Site Evaluation Water Resources
Wetlands Composite (soils}

Overlays were prepared from the National Wetlands Inventory data of the US Fish & Wildlife Service in
St. Petersburg, Florida. Wetland classes and sizes were registered on a 1:24,000 vellum sheet, which
provided essential back-up information for conducting field checks of wetland types and locations. A
second vellum overlay with water resource protection features also aided in the completion of selected
office-based questions. The laminated Special features map was essential in identifying the location of
wildlife management areas, tree farms, and other protected land areas identified in the Educational
Potential functional assessment. '

Wetland identification and location was completed with the assistance of the above maps. However,
connectivity to other wetlands was ascribed according to the guidance of the NH Method — i.e. wetlands
were considered hydrologically separated if they narrowed to less than fifty feet in width (unless they were
mostly long and narrow). Additionally, wetlands traversed by a two-lane road were considered two
wetlands if there was insufficient passage of water through a culvert. In all cases (N = 6), wetlands that
crossed town lines were assessed in their entirety,

Oceasionally, wetlands were significantly different in size than what was mapped. In all cases where field
delineations proved a change of greater than 5 — 10%, revisions were made to the official wetland acreage.
This only occurred for those wettands that were personally field checked. Those 27 wetlands that were
previously completed were not altered in this way. However, acreages of some of the latter were checked
with a dot grid caleulator for those wetlands that had listed sizes that did not obviously fit mapped
information. Changes in the size of wetlands based on field examination are summarized in Appendix B-1.

Other field features that precipitated a change from the remote information that was provided included:
wetland class interspersion, the presence of islands, the percent of hydric A soils, the number of occupied
buildings within 500 feet of the wetland edge, areas of permanent shallow water, sources of excess
sediments or nutrients, and the presence of significant biological, geological, or other features.

Because specific functional attribute inquiries required standardized responses prior to field evaluation, and

because these standards were essential components of the overall assessment, I have included a detailed list
of them in the Appendix.

B. Revision of thie Northwood Wetland Ordinance
In the background description of the NH Estuaries Grant Work Program, a rationale statement was given

~ for the revision of the Northwood Zoning Ordinances. The result of several years of scientific evaluation of
the wetland resources in Town was intended to support revisions to the Wetlands Preservation District

April 1999 4
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Ordinance, specifically, to “make recommendations for the inclusion of a wetlands setback and to
propose the designation of the highest ranking wetlands as Prime Wetlands.™

In taking a look at the existing wetland ordinance, dated March 15, 1980, it was clear that several revisions
were needed. Jurisdictional criteria for wetlands were not identified, source documents for delineating
wetlands during cases of dlspute were not cited, and no mitigation procedures were outlined for
unavoidable loss. These deficiencies stood out beyond the absence of a development setback or the
recognition of Prime Wetlands, In preparing suggested revisions for the Conservation Commission, several
sources were utilized: the regional planning agencies, the NH Wetlands Bureau, and the NH Association of
Conservation Commissions.

A first step was to enhance an existing file of municipal zoning ordinances with recent ones that contained
wetland zoning districts, Sixteen additional zoning ordinances were procured from diverse towns in the
state, Both the Southwest Regional Planning Commission and the Rockingham Regional Planning
Commission provided assistance in this step. Secondly, updated wetlands rules were obtained from the NH
Wetlarids Bureau, as well as information from the NH DES web site at www . statenh.us des 482.um, Marjorie
Swope, Executive Director of the NH Asseciation of Conservation Commissions, also contributed sample
wetlands ordinances, and provided an exact count of the number of New Hampshire communities which
have passed prime wetland designation in their towns. She also provided a database on wetland setbacks in
the state for the various uses that are recognized in local ordinances.

Al of this information was extremely useful when preparing a draft revision of the Northwood Zoning
Ordinance, section 5.01. The latter was initially reviewed by the Northwood Conservation Commission in
early December, presented to the Planning Board at their hearing on December 10, 1998, and further
discussed at a Planning Board work session on January 4", Matthew Nazar, from the Rockingham Regional
Planning Commission, was also contacted in regards to the Northwood Conservation Commission’s
proposed revisions; language that he subsequently incorporated into his draft zoning ordinance revisions
reflected this effort. Additional support was provided by Herb Bergquist of the Northwood Conservation
Commission, who presented succinct data at the latter meeting regarding lot specific impacts of a 50-foot
buffer zone around all wetlands in Town.

C. Proposing Prime Wetlands Designation

As mentioned above, proposing Prime Wetlands in the Town of Northwood took fonger than anticipated. In
revising the wetlands ordinance, emphasis was placed on establishing building setbacks and upgrading the
Wetlands Conservation Overlay District language. Whereas a public presentation was given on January 5%
to members of the Planning Board, Zoning Board, and Board of Selectmen, this presentation was more of
an informational “preview” than an actual proposal. During subsequent discussions with the Northwood
Conservation Commission, it was decided to take more time to develop a solid Prime Wetlands designation
proposal and to build collateral support within the Town prior torevising the wetlands ordinance again.
Since the Northwood CC felt it wanted to continue to plan on a 100-foot setback for Prime Wetlands, and
since there was such difficulty in establishing any setback from wetlands, more time and education was felt
essential for eveniual passage,

To date, the Prime Wetlands designation process has involved two principal steps: data analysis and
wetland selection. Data analysis of the fieldwork took place during the months of December, January and
February. Utilizing a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet provided by Nancy Voorhis of the Northwood
Conservation Commission, the remaining 32 wetland data was entered and checked, Standards for each
functional attribute were applied to the other 31 wetlands at this time.” Summary tables were produced for
both FVI’s and WVU’s in order to devise a point ranking system, The latter simply assigned ranks for the
top three average values in each category. The highest ranking wetlands for both FVI’s and WVU’s values

* From the New Hampshire Estuaries Project Grant Agreement, Exhibit A: Work Program.
* Members of the Northwood CC completed 4 additional wetland evaluations pl‘IOl‘ to submittal of the
" spreadsheet summary, bringing the total to 63 wetlands in all,
P ary,
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received 3 points, the second highest received 2 points, and the third highest received 1 point. These points
were summed, ranked, and compared to overall FVI or WVU mean values. As a final step, a cumulative
point rank score was derived from the additive products of the WVU mean rank, the FVI mean rank, and
the point value ranks for both WVU's and FV1I’s. Charts that compare this point ranking system with FVI
and WV1J means can be found in Appendix B-6.

Summary charts for both FVI's and WVU’s were also prepared to graphically compare mean values with
wetland size, These values were then broken down by color group, in order to determine if there were any
significant differences amoeng them. Finally, line graph summaries for each functional value were prepared
for each color group in order to show individual value variances among wetlands within each group. All of
these graphs and charts are presented in the above order in Appendix C,

The selection of wetlands for candidate Prime Wetlands relied on the above data analyses as well as
knowledge of the individual wetlands themselves. Initially, WVU ranks were assessed as suggested in the
NH Method. However, these tend to reflect wetland size, and often overshadow the significance of
individual functional vatues. Therefore, greater attention was paid to the individual Funetional Value
Indices in both-the point rank summary charts and the color group charts. Where overlap did occur between
high WVU’s and high FVI’s,® all of these wetlands (N = 8) became immediate candidates for Prime.
Among the 14 remaining high value WV and FVI wetlands, selections were made based on the
cumulative point ranks. All high point ranked wetlands that had mean FVI values within the top 15 scores
were also nominated for candidate Prime Wetlands (N = 5), Finally, any additional wetlands that had either
high cumulative point rank scores, or had other unique or rare attributes were added to the nomination list

N =6). | |

This initial selection of 19 candidate Prime wetlands was reviewed with members of the Northwood
Conservation Commission. Input was solicited on the selection process as well as the candidate wetlands
themselves. Constderable discussion about wetlands that were not nominated, as well as those attributes or
threshold values that were deemed most important helped shape the final list of candidates. Often, an
individual’s familiarity with specific wetlands was crucial in identifying noteworthy characteristics that
were not reflected in WVU, FVI, or point rank scores. Since there was considerable sentiment about

" limiting the selection of Prime Wetlands to a specific number, it was décided to be liberal in preparing the

final candidate list for proposing to the Town’s Planning Board and subsequently to the Town itself.

¢ The top 15 ranked wetlands were considered “high” in this first round of assessment.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A, Wetland Evaluation

A total of 63 wetlands were assessed between 1993 and the end of 1998. Approximately 1336 acres of
wetlands were analyzed, 1216,7 acres of which lay in Northwood, or roughly 6% of the land and water area
of the Town (19355 acres), The total wetland acreage of this study was estimated to represent roughly 90%
of the wetland in Town, and primarily excluded small (i.e. less than 3 acres), isolated wetland areas.’
Twenty-seven wetlands were previously assessed by the Northwood Conservation Commission; six
additional wetlands were assessed by the Commission during the fall of 1998 and the remaining 30
wetlands were assessed by this researcher between Novemnber 10 and December 7, 1998,

Thirteen of the 14 functional values of wetlands recognized by the NH Method were assessed. Only
Function 12, Urban Quality of Life, was not assessed owing to the rural nature of Northwood. The NH
Method was-adhered to in its discrimination of individual wetlands within wetland complexes, and
therefore the overall number of wetlands counted were well below the number represented on the National
Wetlands Inventory maps. However, the field assessment of Hydric A (very poorly drained) and Hydric B
(poorly drained) soils suggested that the Town-wide soils maps were quite liberal in their diseernment of
where wetlands exist, Where significant differences existed between the soils estimate and the field
estimate of wetland size, the smaller of the two values were used in the analysis. These differences are
summarized in Appendix B-1. :

'Among the 63 wetlands, sizes ranged from 2.4 acres (G11, Northwood Narrows East) to 106 acres (R3,
Betty Meadows), with a mean size of 21.2 acres. Watershed sizes ranged from 11.8 acres (G11, Northwood
Narrows East) to 4401 acres (O14, Northwood Lake Inlet), with a mean size of 674.3 acres. Functional
Value Indices (FVI's) ranged from 0.0 for those functions that were not present and , 10 for those that were,
to 1.0. Those functions that received 1.0 FVD’s included FV1 Ecological Integrity (N=18), FV7 Flood
Control Potential (N=23), FV8 Ground Water Use Potential (N=1), FV11 Shoreline Anchoring and
Dissipation of Erosive Forces (N=22), and FV14 Noteworthiness (N =27). Wetland Value Units (WVU’s)
ranged from .05 (FV3A for O8 Betty Meadows West) to 360.33 (FV3B for B13 Sherburne Brook), with a
mean of 10.26. '

Mean Functional Value Indices for all 14 functions ranged from .36 (G8 Northeast Long Pond and G11
Northwood Narrows East) to .79 (R2 Betty Meadows), with a mean of .57 (SD =12}, Thirteen mean FVI’s
exceeded .70 in value. Mean Wetland Value Units for 14 functions ranged from .97 (G8 Northeast Long
Pond) to 47,41 (R2 Betty Meadows), with a mean of 10.26 (SD = 9.51). Eleven mean WVU’s exceeded
15.0 in value. Both summary tables for these values and summary charts representing all 63 wetlands can
be found in the Appendix.

All but six of the 63 wetlands contained FVI scores that ranked first, second, or third in at least one
function. Using the point rank system as described above, wetland point totals ranged between 1 (Y5 Town
Hall Pond) and 20 (R8 Old Pittsfield Rd) per wetland, with a mean of 6.88. Red color-coded wetlands had
the highest mean point score of 10.7 per wetland, followed by Blue (8.0), Orange (7.125), Yellow (4.2),
and Green (3.9). Of the top seventeen point ranked wetlands, 7 were Red, 5 were Blue, 5 were Orange, and
none were Yellow or Green. Thirteen of the these seventeen were also among the top 15 ranking wetlands
based on overall average FVT scores.

Sixteen wetlands received points for being first, second, or third highest in at least one WVU score. Point
totals ranged between | (B14 N side of LBow Pd, O4 Woodman Marsh West, 011 Narrows/Sherbumne, and
R5 Kelsey Mill) and 24 {R2 Betty Meadows), with a mean of 1.38. Red-coded wetiands had the highest
mean score of 4.9, followed by Blue (1.31), Orange (1.06), and Yellow and Green (0.0 each). Of the
sixteen wetlands that received points, 6 were Red, 5 were Blue, 5 were Orange, and none were Yellow or

7 The actual wetland percentage represented by the wetland sample was likely somewhat smaller, since the
NWI maps were somewhat conservative in their overall inclusion of poorly drained soils.
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Green. Ten of the sixteen point ranked wetlands were among the 15 top ranking wetlands based on overall
average WVU scores.

Whereas the consistency between point ranked wetlands and top FVI scores was fairly high, there were
some discrepancies. These primarily involved wetlands such as 09 Blakes Hill Bog where open water was
not present to any significant degree, However, noteworthy attributes such as rare species, excellent flood
control potential, and ground water use potential could be found. This was similar to some of the
discrepancies among the top ranked WVU scores as well, Overall mean WVYU’s for B6 (Min Rd Beaver
Pd) and O16 (N Side of Long Pd) were fairly low based on a wetland size that was not much higher than
the mean. However, both sites had significant attributes, (i.e. B6 contained a historical site and O16 had
excellent finfish habitat for streams), and therefore received points and ranked among the top 16 wetlands.

A fairly strong consistency among point ranks and FVI and WVU scores could be found among the color-
coded groups (See Appendix C-10). As described above, the Red-coded wetlands received consistently
high scores in both rating systetns. Their mean WVU's were the highest (21.73), as well as their mean
FVI's(.69). Second to this group was the Blue-coded wetlands, which had the second highest mean WVU
(11.86) as well as the second highest mean FVI (.62), The Orange group followed with a mean WVU score
of 9.44, and a mean FVI score of .59, While this was fairly close to the Blue scores, the mean wetland size
of the Orange-coded wetlands was actually larger (20.41 acres versus 19.74 acres). Yellow and Green-
coded wetlands had significantly lower scores than the first three: WVU’s of 6.18 and 2.44, respectively;
and FV1's of .52 and .44, respectively.- '

Line graph depictions of each color group illustrate the wide variation among functional value scores of the
wetlands in each group (see Appendix C). Red, Blue and Orange wetlands appeared to have the greatest
consistency among FVI's, particularly for Ecological Integrity, Wetland Wildlife, Flood Control Potential,
and Noteworthiness. Both Yellow and Green-coded wetlands showed a higher number of low scores or

. zeroes for these functions, While each wetland cannot be solely compared to ether wetlands based on its
color-coded group, it was interesting to observe the apparent consistency among overall scores in the
evaluation of each group.

In 27 wetlands, noteworthy attributes suggested taking a closer lobk at their overall value. Most of these
attributes related to factors that were not size-dependent. For example, the occurrence of black gum
swamps as exemplary natural communities forced the re-valuation of Green and Yellow-coded wetlands,
which typically had low WVYU scores and lacked ranking points. Three of the six Green-coded wetlands
and three of the Yellow-coded wetlands contained black gum communities. A second example involved
great blue heron nests. At least 4 wetlands contained what appeared to be active nests, and in one case, five
nests were found in an Orange-coded wetland. A third example entailed the presence of rare animat or plant
species. Blakes Hill Bog (O9) was recorded as having at least one rare plant species and one rare animal
species, yet it received no top rank points and ranked 21* in terms of mean FVI value. Spotted turtles
(Clemmys guttara) were observed between two Yellow-coded wetlands that were otherwise quite low in
WVU points.

B. Revision of the Northwood Wetland Ordinal_me

The metheds section above described the process by which the changes to the Northwood Wetlands
Conservation Qverlay District were made, proposed, and accepted. At the first Planning Board hearing on
December 10, it was clear that the Town officials, as well as the several citizens who were present, were
not prepared o accept any major modifications to the existing ordinance. Instead of tacking on a Prime
Wetlands designation sub-section, the Northwood Conservation Commission wisely chose to emphagize
establishing a building setback in Town for all wetlands, as well as update the language of the ordinance as
it was written. In this regard, several significant steps were made and greater protection is now afforded the
wetland resource in the Town of Northwood.

As is exhibited in the Appendix, several major revisions were drafted, discussed, and accepted. The
definitional criteria of wetlands was recognized, and tied to the Army Corps of Engineers definition and
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delineation guidance; greater emphasis was placed on the prevention of the destruction of wetlands, as well
as ways in which to mitigate their losses; licensed wetland scientists were recognized in addition to
licensed soil scientists; references were made to the Best Management Practices guidebooks published by
the Department of Environmental Services; Special Exceptions were clarified as to the intent and standards
that an applicant must comply with; and, most importantly, a setback distance was agreed upon and voted
in by all parties. While the latter did not entail as large a setback distance as was originally hoped for, (nor
which was recommended in the 1998 Master Plan Update for the Town of Northwood ~ i.e. 50 feet vs. 20
feet),” it did represent a first step in strengthening the wetlands protection in Town. The second major step,
designating Prime Wetlands and providing for a development setback distance for ther, remains as the
single most important implementation step of the Northwood Conservation Commission.

B. Proposing Prime Wetlands Designation

As a result of the above analysis, nineteen wetlands of the sixty-three that were assessed are being proposed

as Prime Wetlands. The list of these wetlands is as follows:

B3 North River Pond Inflow B5 Acorn Ponds

B6 Min Rd Beaver Pd B10 Bennett Hill Marsh N

B13 Sherburme Brook B14 N Side of LBow Pond

01 Demeritt Pond 04 Woodman Marsh West

09 Blakes Hill Bog O13 Pleasant Lake North

R1 Rt 43 R2 Betty Meadows

R3 Tucker Brook R4 Harvey Lake West

RS Kelsey Mill R6 Upper Northwoed Narrows N
R7 Lower Flat Meadow Brook R$ O Pintsfield Rd

R9 Jenness Pond North

The nmeteen candidate Prime Wetlands comprise 733.6 acres, or roughly 27% of the wetiand acreage in
Town This total equals 54.9 % of the total acreage of wetlands assessed during this evaluatlon

While each wetland has its own set of unique attributes, several salient features are common to the above
list: -
1} They all contained open water bodies
2}  They all ranked 1%, 2, or 3™ for at least one WVU score, or had high overall mean WVU's
3}  They all ranked highest among the cumuiative point ranking system, or contained an invaluable Noteworthiness
altribute

The last feature highlighted seventeen of the nineteen candidates. Oniy O9 Blakes Hill Bog and BS Acorn
Ponds were outside of the top 17 cumulatively ranked wetlands. As mentioned above, the presence of-
documented rare species in O9 has suggested that this wetland be nominated for Prime Wetland status, The
presence of the only other great blue heron rookery observed in Town supported the nomination of Acorn
Ponds.'® With the exception of the black gum swamps, alt of the other observed exemplary natural
communities or rare species fall within the list of nominees.

Since the official proposal for designating Prime Wetlands has not yet occurred, I can only speculate as to
the success of this process. With adequate information about the sefection process, wherein strict criteria
are decided upon by the Conservation Commission, a greater likelihood for acceptance by the Town will
result, While the initial presentation on January 5, 1999 to members of the Conservation Commission,
Planning Board, Selectmen, and Board of Adjustment was quite informative and generally well received,
more promotion to the general citizens of the Town will be required in order to “sell” the idea of Prime
Wetlands. This will have to include an assesstnent of landowner sentiment in affected areas, as well as a
review of the overall impacts of an even more siringent setback than what was passed by the March Town
vote,

% 1998 Master Ptan Update, Town of Northwood, p. 38.
° Based on total estimated hydric soils in Northwood, or 2686.6 acres.
1% Great blue heron rookeries were found in B5, R3, R7, and 04,
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CONCLUSIONS

The process of evaluating 63 wetlands in the Town of Northwood and revising the Wetlands Conservation
Overlay District produced significant results. Whereas the 63 wetlands were definitively representative of
the wetland resources in Town, the larger, more complex wetlands that were sampled proved to contain the
highest valued attributes. Open water bodies and unique characteristics helped elevate functional values,
and gave rise to both high Weétland Value Units and Functional Values Indices. Cumulative point ranks that
were based on the first, second, and third highest WVU and FVI scores confirmed these findings, and aided
in setting the criteria for designating candidate Prime Wetlands,

Revisions to the outdated wetlands ordinance of March 1980 proved to be no less challenging to effect,
especially in a short peried of time. Whereas the Town of Northwood Master Plan Update of 1998 clearly
spelled cut the need to enhance wetland resource protection in Town, considerable difficulty. was
encountered in establishing the suggested setback distances. Because of the caution that the Planning Board
and citizens voiced at public hearings and work sessions, further revisions to designate Prime Wetlands in
Northwood were tabled untit FY 2000. Nonetheless, a number of significant revisions were made, and a
development setback distance of 20 feet was established.

Prime Wetland designation will require a concerted effort on the part of the Northwood Conservation
Commission in terms of gaining Town-wide support for an even more stringent buffer zone. Substantial
documentation has been provided by this report, including specific language to use in the upcoming
revisions that are being sought to accomplish Objective #3 above (see Appendix A-7). However, a careful
review of areas affected by a 100-foot setback needs to be accomplished in order to help this process along.
While the 100-foot buffer in the Conservation Overlay District was fairly easy to agree upon due to the
remoteness of the area, at least two of the candidate Prime Wetlands entail fairly populated lakeshore sites
with small lots. In these cases, a clear explanation of the Special Exceptions section of the existing
ordinance will need to be communicated.

On the whole, the Town of Northwood Conservation Commission should be commended for their
commitment to protect wetlands in their Town. Through a doncerted effort that involved hundreds of
volunteer hours, as well as a successful grant program that allowed for the completion of the wetland
assessment, the Commission has achieved a significant step in the protection of Town-wide water
resources. Only through such commitment will the amelioration and maintenance of safe drinking water,
natural habitat, and a pleasing living environment be effected for generations to come,
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501  WETLANDS CONSERVATION OVERLAY DISTRICT

. (A) Purpose. In the interest of public health, convenience, safety and general welfare, the
regulations of this District are intended to guide the use of areas of land THAT HAVE SOILS THAT ARE
SATURATED OR INUNDATED FOR EXTENDED PERIODS OF TIME DURING THE GROWING
SEASON; and

(1) To PREVENT THE DESTRUCTION OF wetlands which provide flood
protection, recharge of ground water supplies, RETENTION OF SEDIMENTS, ATTENUATION OF
NUTRIENTS, augmentation of stream flow during dry periods and contmumg existence of important
wildlife habitat.

(2) To protect potential water supplies and existing aquifers and aquifer recharge
areas.

3) To protect naturally occurring wetlands from pollution of surface and ground
water by sewage and other contaminants;

(4)' To ALLOW FOR those uses which can be located appropriately and safely in
wetland areas AND ENSURE THEIR PROPER DESIGN,

(5 To protect the town from unnecessary or excessive expenses in providing or
maintaining essential services and/or utilities which might be required as a result of misuse or abuse of
wetlands,

(B) Overlay district boundaries. The Wetlands Conservation Overlay District shall include
all areas of poorly drained and very poorly drained soils as defined by the National Cooperative Soil
Survey conducted by the US Department of Agriculture in their Soil Survey of Rockingham County, New
Hampshire, dated October 1994, FURTHER, THE WETLANDS CONSERVATION OVERLAY
DISTRICT RECOGNIZES A BUFFER OF FIFTY FEET FROM ALL POORLY DRAINED AND VERY
POORLY DRAINED SOILS, AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION (E) BELOW.

N The location of a wetland boundary in any particular case must be determined
by on-site inspection of ALL THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF WETLANDS, NAMELY, hydrology,
hydric soils, and hydrophytic plants, as recognized BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS IN
TECHNICAL REPORT Y-87-1, THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS WETLANDS. DELINEATION
MANUAL, AND AS CITED IN THE NEW HAMPSHIRE WETLANDS RULES WT 101.82. This shall
be undertaken by a qualified soil OR WETLAND SCIENTIST using THE ABOVE ARMY CORPS
DELINEATION METHOD, the Site Specific Soil Mapping Standards for New Hampshire, or other
appropriate standards, When such information is submitted, it shall supersede more generalized
information, such as that obtained from the county soil survey.

(2) If there is question or dispute as to the boundary of this overlay district, the
owner of the property or any abutter may petition the Town to hire a qualified soil OR WETLAND
scientist to examine the area and report all findings to the Town. The cost of such action shall be paid by
the petitioner, .

() Permitted Uses, Permilted uses are those that will not require the erection or
construction of any permanent structure or building, will not alter the natural surface configuration by the
addition of fill or by dredging, OR WILL NOT COMPROMISE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, OR
WELFARE AS DESCRIBED BY SECTION 5.01.(A) ABOVE. OR THOSE THAT ARE otherwise
permitted by the Zoning Ordinance OF THE TOWN OF NORTHWOOD. Such uses may include the
following or similar uses:
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) Forestry ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH BEST
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR EROSION CONTROL ON TIMBER HARVESTING
OPERATIONS IN NEW HAMPSHIRE, AS PUBLISHED BY THE NH DEPARTMENT OF
RESOURCES AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, AND WITH SUITABLE NOTIFICATION TO
THE NEW HAMPSHIRE WETLANDS BUREAU, WHERE REQUIRED;

{2) Agriculture conducted in accordaﬁce with the MANUAL OF BEST
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR AGRICULTURE IN NEW HAMPSHIRE, PUBLISHED BY THE
NH DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE;

{3) Ponds and well recharge sources CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WiTH
ANY DREDGE AND FILL PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS BY THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE;

4) [Recommend revising/rewriting. Probably best done by Matt Nazar. s this
aimed at allowing drainways for agricultural and storm runoff?

(3) Wildlife refuges;

(6) Parks and such recreational uses as are consistent with the purpose and intent
of TI—lIS ordinance;

) Conservation areas, nature trails, AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL OR
SCIENTIFIC PURPOSES;

(8) Open spaces as permitted or reéquired by the Subdivision Regulations, the
Zoning Ordinance, or in conjunction with a use which may be permitted in an adjacent cl:strlct where an
adequate open space area is not available within the adjacent district.

D) Special Exceptions. Special Exceptions may be granted by the Board of Adjustment upon notice
and hearing as prescribed in RSA Chapter 676, for the following uses within the Wetlands Conservation
OQverlay District:

(D) Those uses essential to the productive use of land not involved in the Wetlands
Conservation Overlay District, if located and-constructed to minimize any detrimental impact upon the
wetlands OR THEIR BUFFERS. Those uses include, but are not limited to: the construction of roads,
other access ways, utility rights-of-way and easements, including power lines and pipelines, with adequate
provisions where called for, for the continued, uninterrupted flow of surface run-off water FREE FROM
SEDIMENT OR OTHER POLLUTANTS PROVIDED THAT NO ALTERNATIVE ROUTE WHICH
DOES NOT CROSS THE WETLANDS DISTRICT IS AVAILABLE AND THAT ECONOMIC
ADVANTAGE ALONE IS NOT THE REASON FOR THE CROSSING. PROPOSAL FOR SUCH AN
EXCEPTION TO BE BROUGHT BEFORE THE ZBA MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE FINDINGS
OF A REVIEW BY The Northwood Conservation Commission AND BY A LEGAL DREDGE AND
FILL. PERMIT FROM THE STATE OF NH, WHERE REQUIRED,

) The undertaking of a use not otherwise permitted in the Wetlands Conservation Overlay
District which may include the erection of a temporary structure; or dredging, filling, draining or
otherwise altering the surface configuration of the Jand, if it can be shown that such proposed use will not
conflict with the purpose and intention of the Wetlands Conservation Overlay District and if such
proposed use is otherwise permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. Proper evidence to this effect shall be
submitted in writing to the Board of Adjustment and shall be accompanied by the findings of a review by
the NORTHWOOD CONSERVATION COMMISSION of the environmental effects of such proposed use
upon the wetland in question, and by a legal dredge and fill permit from the State of New Hampshire,
where required.
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3) Special Provisions. No septic tank or leach field may be located closer than permitted by
the State of New Hampshire Water Supply and Pollution Control COMMISSION standards, not on any
land of a soils type or so located adjacent to any wetland that is otherwise deemed inadequate for the
purpose.

(E) BUFFER PROVISIONS. THE WETLANDS CONSERVATION OVERLAY DISTRICT
RECOGNIZES THE IMPORTANCE OF SUITABLE SETBACKS FROM WETLAND AREAS IN
ORDER TO PROTECT THE FUNCTIONS THAT WETLANDS PROVIDE AS IDENTIFIED UNDER
SECTION 5.01(A) ABOVE AND IDENTITIFED BY THE NH METHOD FOR COMPARATIVE
EVALUATION OF WETLANDS, THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES SHALL BE ADHERED TO:

(1)  SEPTIC SYSTEMS. SEPTIC TANKS.AND LEACH FIELDS SHALL BE SET BACK
IN.ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW HAMPSHIRE WATER SUPPLY AND POLLUTION CONTROL
COMMISSION STANDARDS AS OUTLINED IN SECTION (D) (3) ABOVE.

(2) BUILDINGS. NO NEWLY CONSTRUCTED BUILDINGS SHALL BE PLACED
WITHIN FIFTY FEET OF ANY WETLAND, UNLESS APPROVED UNDER SPECIAL EXCEPTION
AS STIPULATED IN SECTION 5.01(D)(2} ABOVE:

(3) OTHER ACTIVITIES. ALL OTHER CONSTRUCTION, FORESTRY, AND
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES SHALL BE UNDERTAKEN WITH SPECIAL CARE TO AVOID
EROSION, SILTATION, AND OTHER SURFACE OR GROUND WATER POLLUTION OF THE
ADAJACENT WETLAND.

4. GRANDFATHERING. ANY BUILDINGS, CONSTRUCTION, FORESTRY, OR
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES EXISTING PRIOR TO THE PASSAGE OF THIS AMENDMENT TO -
THE NORTHWOOD ZONING ORDINANCE SHALL BE ALLOWED, PROVIDING THAT ANY
NEEDED REPAIR OR MAINTENANCE OF THIS ACTIVITY NOT EXTEND FURTHER INTO THE
WETLAND OR BUFFER ZONE DISTRICT, ADHERE TO THE EROSION AND POLLUTION
CONTROL GUIDELINES IDENTIFIED ABOVE, AND BE SUBJECT TO PERMIT REVIEW BY THE
NEW HAMPSHIRE WETLANDS BUREAU WHERE REQUIRED.

(5) SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS. SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS MAY BE GRANTED BY THE
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION (D) ABOVE.
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5.01 WETLANDS CONSERVATION OVERLAY DISTRICT

(A) Purpose. in the interest of public health, convenience, safety and general welfare, the

regulations of this District are intended to guide the use of areas of land that have soils
that are saturated or inundated for extended periods of time during the growing season;
and :

(1) To prevent the destruction of wetlands which provide flood protection, recharge
of ground water supplies, retention of sediments, attenuation of nutrients,
augmentation of stream flow during dry periods and continuing existence of
important wildlife areas. '

(2) To protect naturally occurting wetlands from pollution of surface and ground
water by sewage and other contaminants.

3 To protect potential water supplies and existing aquifers and aquifer recharge
areas,

(4) To allow those uses which can be located appropriately and safely in wetland
areas and ensure their proper design.

(5) To protect the Town from unnecessary or excessive expenses in providing or
maintaining essential services and/or utilities which might be required as a
result of misuse or abuse of wetlands.

(B) Overlay District Boundaries. The Wetlands Conservation Overlay District shall include
all areas of poorly drained and very poorly drained soils as defined by the National -
Cooperative Soil Survey conducted by the US Department of Agriculture in their Soil
Survey of Rockingham County, New Hampshire, dated October 1994,

D The location of a wetland boundary in any particular case must be determined
by on-site inspection of all three characteristics of wetlands, namely, hydrology,
hydric soils, and hydrophytic plants, as recognized by the US Army Corps of
Engineers in Technical Report Y-87-1, the Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual, and as cited in the New Hampshire Wetlands Rules Wt
101.82. This shall be undertaken by a licensed soil or wetland scientist using
the above Army Corps delineation method, the Site Specific Soil Mapping
standards for New Hampshire, or other appropriate standards. When such
information is submitted, it shall supersede more generalized information, such
as that obtained from the county soil survey.”

(2) If there is question or dispute as to the boundary of this overlay district, the
owner of the property or any abutter may petition the Town to hire a licensed
soil or weiland scientist to examine the area and report all findings to the
Town. The cost of such action shall be paid by the petiticner,

(C) Permitted Uses, Permitted uses are those that will not require the erection or
construction of any permanent structure or building, will not alter the natural surface
configuration by the addition of fill or by dredging, or will not compromise the purpose
of this overlay district, and that are otherwise permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. Such
uses may include the following or similar uses:
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(2

3

(4}
(5)

© -

9

Forestry. [t is recommended that activities be conducted in accordance with
Best Management Practices For Erosion Contro] on Timber Harvesting
Operations in New Hampshire, as published. by The NH Department of
Resources and Economic Development as amended, and with suitable
notification to the New Hampshire Wetlands Bureau, where required;

Agriculture, It is recommended that these activities be conducted in accordance
with the Manual of Best Management Practices for Agriculture in New
Hampshire, published by the NH Departmient of Agriculture, as amended;

Ponds and well recharge sources conducted in accordance with any dredge and
fil permitting requirements by the State of New Hampshire;

Wildlife refuges;

Parks and such recreational uses as are consistent with the purpose and intent
of the Ordinance;

Conservation areas, nature trails, and other educational or scientific purposes;
and

Open spaces as permitted or required by the Subdivision Regulations, the
Zoning Ordinance, or in conjunction with a use which may be permitted in an
adjacent district where an adequate open space area is not available within the
adjacent district.

D) Uses allowed by Special Exceptions. Special exceptions may be granted by the Board of
Adjustment upon notice and hearing as prescribed in RSA Chapter 676, for the
following uses within the Wetlands Conservation Overlay District and its buffers:

(1)

Those uses essential to the productive use of land not within the Wetlands
Conservation Overlay District. Those uses include, but are not limited to: the
construction of roads, other access ways, utility rights-of-way and easements,
including power lines and pipelines, with adequate provisions where cailed for,
for the continued, uninterrupted flow of surface run-off water. The ZBA shall
grant a Special Exceptlon provided the following are met:

(2) findings by the Northwood Conservation Commission regarding the
proposal are submitted with the Special Exception application, are
reviewed by the ZBA, and are made part of the record of the case.

(b) dredging, filling, or other alteration shall be designed to minimize adverse
impact on the wetland, even if this requires adjustments in design outside
of this overlay district,

(c) such activity is required for the legitimate use of land areas outside of this
overlay district, and there is no reasonable way to eliminate the impact and

still accommodate the use.

(d) there shall be provisions made to restore the site as nearly as possible to its
original grade and condition.

(e) a state wetlands permit shall be obtained when required.
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) The undertaking of a use permitted by this Ordinance but not otherwise
permitted in the Wetlands Conservation Overlay District shall be allowed
provided the following conditions are met:

(a) findings by the Northwood Conservation Commission regarding the
proposal are submitted with the Special Exception application, are
reviewed by the ZBA, and are made part of the record of the case.

(b) dredging, filling, ot other alteration shall be designed to minimize adverse
impact on the wetland, even if this requires adjustments in design outside
of this overlay district. _ ’

(c) there is no reasonable way to eliminate the impact and still accommodate
the use,

(d) there shall be provisions made to restore the site as nearly as possible to its
original grade and condition. :

(e) a state wetlands permit shall be obtained when required.
(E) Buffers.

O Where the Wetland Conservation Overlay District and the Conservation Area
Overlay District overlap, a 100 foot buffer area shall be maintained. No
structures shall be constructed within this buffer. Vegetation within this buffer
area shall remain in its natural state.

(2) Structures shall not be placed within 20 feet of the edge of a wetland unless a

Special Exception for the structure and use has been obtained in accordance
with § 5.01(D)2).
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Proposed Revision to the Northwood Zoning Crdinance to Designate Prime Wetlands in FY 2000

The following language (IN CAPS) is suggested for revisions to the 1999 Northwood Zoning Ordinance
Section 5.01 in order to designate Prime Wetlands and a suitable buffer zone according to the Northwood
Master Plan Update of 1998. ‘

Amendment I:  Add to “Overlay District Boundaries” Section (B): The Wetlands Conservation Overlay
District shall include all areas of poorly drained and very poorly drained soils as defined by the National
Cooperative Soil Survey conducted by the US Department of Agriculture in their Soil Survey of
Rockingham County, New Hampshire, dated October 1994, SEVERAL WETLAND AREAS ARE
DESIGNATED PRIME WETLANDS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF RSA 482-A:15 AND THE NH CODE
OF ADMINISTRATIVE RULES WT700. THESE PRIME WETLANDS ARE DESCRIBED IN
“NORTHWOOD WETLAND INVENTORY AND PRIME WETLAND DESIGNATION PROJECT,
NORTHWOCOD, NH,” DATED APRIL 1999, THE NINETEEN LARGEST AND/OR MOST
SIGNIFICANT WETLANDS ARE IDENTIFIED FOR INCLUSION AS PRIME WETLANDS:

BETTY MEADOWS TUCKER BROOK
PLEASANT LAKE NORTH ' NORTH RIVER POND INFLOW
- WOODMAN MARSH WEST SHERBURNE BROOK
JENNESS POND NORTH UPPER NORTHWOOD NARROWS NORTH
RT. 43 OLD PITTSFIELD ROAD
BENNETT HILL MARSH NORTH MTN RD BEAVER POND
KELSEY MILL HARVEY LAKE WEST
NORTH SIDE OF LITTLE BOW POND DEMERITT POND
LOWER FLAT MEADOW BROOK ACORN PONDS BLAKES HILL BOG

Amendment 2:  Add to “(E) Buffers” number (3): A BUFFER ZONE OF 100 FEET FROM THE EDGE
OF ANY PRIME WETLAND SHALL BE MAINTAINED. NO STRUCTURES, ROADS OF OTHER
DEVELOPMENTS SHALL BE PLACED UNLESS A SPECIAL EXCEPTION FOR THE STRUCTURE
AND USE HAS BEEN OBTAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH § 5.01{D)2). VEGETATION WITHIN
THIS BUFFER AREA SHALL REMAIN IN ITS NATURAL STATE.
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Northwood Wetland Acreages Summary Sheet

SITE NAME

B 3-North River Pd Inflow
B 4-Woodman Marsh East
B1&-Bennett Hill Marsh N.
B16-Upper Fiat Meadow Bk
G 4-Blake Hill East

G 5-NW Gulf Hill

G 8-Northeast Long Pond

G 9-Jenness Pd outflow

G10-Lower Flat Meadow Bk E.

G11-Northwood Narrows E.
O 1-Demeritt Pond

(0 2-Town Line SE

0 4-Woodman Marsh West
O S-Diller/Houston Min Rd
O 7-Lower Lamprey River
O 8-Betty Meadows W
O12-Keisey Brook North
013-Pleasant Lake North
R 3-Tucker Brook

R 6-Upper Nwood Narrows N,

R 7-Lower Flat Meadow Brook
R 8-Old Pittsfield Read

R 9-Jenness Pond North
R10-Rt 43 Voorhis Wetland
Y 1-Hall Brook/Town Line
Y 4-Bow Lake Road East

Y 6-Coffectown Road

Y 7-Nortbwood Narrows S,
Y 8-Northwood Narrows N,
Y10-Pleasant Lake Rd, NE

TOTAL
MEAN ‘
STANDARD DEV.

(N=30)

Area(Soils) Area (Field) Abs. Diff,

20.00
20.00
16.00
10.00
6.00
7.00
- 8.00
6.00
7.00
5.00
18.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
5.00
5,00
27.00
15.00
94,00
26.00
52.00
48.00
46.00
27.00
45.00
13,00

6.00 .

21,00
22.00
13.00

612.00
20.40
19.60
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20.00
20.00
30.70
14.10
6.00
5.90
3.00
2.40
7.00
4.20
25,00
13.00
32.00
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0.00
0.80
7.00
3.00
24,00
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TEummary Tabhe: Wetknd Valoe UDRE [T V1 ¥ Acreage}
EME IO & NAVE Sits Narme “Acroags WU | Wvidz | WUGaA | WVUSE | WVUE | WS | WWLE | WYU7 | WWUS | WWUR | WAVLHO | WVUTL | WWUH2 | BALHS | WYL | Ave WV
B 1-Rt 152 Power Linat B 1-t 152 Power Lines .00 1803 1461 0.68 0.00 750 944 1049 1890 | 843 11.55 12.69 100 [NA 0.00 0.00 855
B 2-Route 202 B2-Routs 202 20.00 1433 1383 029 451 1201] 1035 10.56 600| 11.00 11.50 15,40 0.46 |hA 0.00 0.00 849
|8 3-North River Pd Inflow |B 3-North River Pd Inflow 2000 15,42 B0 605 | 4326 16.42 4330 TLE0 000 [ 1873 1600 1475 032 [WA 0.0C 2600 21308
B 4 Woodman Marsh Eas B &-Woodman Marsh East 3090 1840 15.60 0060 1025 16.62 403 159 2000 | 1100 T0.00 1400 145 [WiA 000 20,00 1052
B &-Acom Fonds 23.00 2108 18.44 0.00 039 1604 I7.02 12.45 1150 | 1265 7534 1670 0.31 [NA 0.00 7300 1164
B 6 W¥n Rd Beaves Pond 15.00 1375] 1468 [ 597 1156 1273 1254 750] 825 1C.05 12,36 153 {run 1.30 1500 9,44
B 7-Blakes HE Road 200 10,83 10.18 () 5.33 742 1207 7.33 4] 75 .45 10.90 014 JNA 0.00 13.00 745
B B-Harvay Lake Bovgh 2500 777 16.54 C.13 0.00 247 507 1497 2600 1105 13.59 1638 161 [NA 0.00 26,00 30,71
B S-Huryey Lake Exst .00 18.42 20.04 24| 000 7.05 B.97 se3]  2600[ 1680 18.76 2135 086 {NA 0.00 0.00 11.27
Bil-Benneit Hill Marth K. 3070 30.70 W/AG oo 1.8 F 2] 70,38 T8.64 1842 | 1689 .10 FIN T T.10 A 000 30.70 1743
11-Com Brown 23.00 1360 357 4,00 D.00 13.69 6.52 0.00 23.00 | 1265 1526 11,62 1.38 |NiA 030  23.00 6.58
1 817-Sharburne Brook #2 5.00 500 340 035 0.00 0.67 1.20 0.00 150] 275 3.10 290 1.52 [NiA GO0 0.00 112
ET3-Sherbumne Brook Bi3-Gharbame Bmok 1800 10.60 0.3 701} 36033 329 3.75 £2 540 880 9.76 5,74 121 {N/A 375 16.00 3267
_m:.z Bicka of [ Bow Pond B14-N Side of LBow Pond 26.00 353 1278 3.50 0.00 1372 1449 7281 2340] 1430 1716 1950 1.52 {NIA 0.00 26.00 13.39
G5 of LBow Fond B1E-SW of [Eow Pond 17.00 1629 14.55 0.76 0.00 1248 1328 020] 1380f 935 [EL] 11.03 0.45 ENFA .00 17.00 (2]
B1&-Upper Fizt Meadow Bk Bt6-Tipper Fim Meadow Bk 14,30 1410 TIA42 000 | 000 551 550 0.00 TI28 776 507 6.84 047 [NIA .00 0.6 S
G-3-Ham Rd West #1 G 1 Bd Wl #1 11.00 ] 5.71 153 083 051 3.63 2.9% 430 660 853 495 5.26 025 JA Q.00 0.00 433
G Z-han Rd Wed #2 |G 200 Rd Wetl 52 8.00 7.00 518 0.00 0.00 4.20 4.04- .00 [ 138 355 0.00 ENA 0.00 0.00 245
@ 3-Batty Newdows N Bord | |G $-Betly Meadowa N Berd 8.00 767 5.85 0.00 0.13 211 350 418 240 | 440). 473 402 0.22 [HfA 030 0.00 3.05
( 4-Biake FIH Exst G 4-Blake HIll Easg - 600 2 EED] o0 GO0 297 054 000 600 | 330 168 722 0,00 [N/A 0.00 600 228
; SNW Gulf HIll G 5S-NW Culf Bill 550 a5 297 000 0.00 E1 306 9o A E 189 235 0.00 [A a0 5 734
G §-Gos Brown Woodind G B-Goe Brown Woodland 13,00 B.78 6.59 0.00 000 3 157 0.00 1306] 553 5.72 5.58 0.00 [RrA 0.00 0.00 415
G 7 HanowsShetbure #2 |G - T K2 5.00 5.00 3.78 0.83 0.00 233 B.55 165 Z40] 330 276 287 0.3z [RA 0.00 5.00 234
G &-Horiheast Long Paod ; 5-Noriheast Long Pond 300 300 162 G.00 [ii] T1e W] 000 Zm 143 5,90 113 00 [NTA .00 .00 [(Ed
{G 9-Jenness Pd cutfiow G 9-lenness Pd ourllow 240 192 187 007) 010 212 2306 [ 072 .56 106 T 039 [N/A G100 0.00 [EE
[CT0-Lower Flat Wicadim B E- & 10-Lower Flat Mcadaw Bk E- 700 7.00 378 000|000 335 ] 0.0 700|385 734 254 0.00 EN/A 0.00 700 271
Gli-Northwood Narrows E- G11-Norihwood Narrows E. 430 394 133 0.00 0.00 230 15 0.50 00| 23! 0.50 035 0.00 FN/A .00 220 .21
T 1-Tremeritt Pond O 1-Demeritt Pond 500 21 %8 2050 .00 617 1807 ERET 903 0| 314 [CX] 18 38 0.64 fNIA 0.00 000 554
0 2-Tapn Line SE 0 3-Town Line SE 13.00 13100 1235 0.3 <1 i 533 756 FEG 715 75T T4 059 [MNiA [ 000 633
1 +-Woodman Marsh West 0 4-Woodoian Marzh West 32.00 2493 2752 o1 10.82 2X7 25,95 10,52 32.00 [7.60 2433 2363 1.10 |N/A 3,00 3200 1712
0 S Dillcs/Hnusion Min R4 O *Diller/onsion Mch Rd (D B.IR %48 000 Z2AT 6.5 EXZ) 173 X €00 ERE] 075 [NIA 0o 000 587
G 6-Dsmon Pond O 8 Dernon Paod 10.20 EE:Y 735 0.00 6.29 6.06 780 722 7.14 | 561 581 738 0.35 [RIA 5.00 6.00 543
O T-Lower [ nmprey River 0 7-Lower Lamprey Kiver 650 64D 453 025 0.00 336 . 219 023 640 416 403 309 0,17 [rifa 0.00 640 EEE
O 8-Beity Meadows W O 3-Betty Minadows W 500 SO0 450 0.05 G.51 330 (g 0.31 150 275 285 | 18 D36 A 0.00 500 237
0 8-Blakes HIN Bog O 8-Biakes Hill Bog 28.00 ] 28.00 16.24 0.00 000 318 230 0.00 25201 200 15.68 13.02 .45 [NIA. 000 28.00 11.43
Oi0Harvey Lok Secelaant  [O1{HHamvey Laie Soutfwast 10.00 7.58 7.3 0.00 o | - 2n 1.19 0.00 £.00 550 5,00 450 085 {NA 0.00 0.00 3.19
G HarrowslSherbume GTT-Namows/Sherbume 30,00 2875 | 7568 000f . 0Co 1873 18.30 0.00 1800 [ 16.50 14.10 2056 043 [NIA 0.00 0.00 242
QiZ-Kclsey Brook North 012-Keisey Brook Nerth 27906 Faxi 180 000 0.0C 245 1.63 G.00 T 1316 972 13.33 .00 [NFA 0.00 0.00 5.3
13-Pleasant Lake Norih 013 Pleasant Lake Norlh 7900 7242 74,26 315 0.5 536 17.93 5] 5530 9.3 530 4740 T.10 JNrA @60 7900 3434
O 4-Northwood Lakn ket G4 Nontirerood Laka bnint 500 340 316 0.45| 13658 112 716 317 600 255 462 412 0.35 {WA 0.00 6.0 1243
G 5-Litthe Bow Pond East CG5-Ute Bow Pond Exst 5.00 6.00 5.16 0.63 0.58 375 067 2.41 480 330 354 362 0.45 |NA 0.00 6.00 254
Cre-NSki of Long Pond O1E-NSide of Long Pond 20.00 19.17 13.52 4.55 0.08 649 3.43 522 600 ] 11.00 0,80 520 0.45 |NA 0Ca 2800 7.85
O17-Noar Durgin Pond |17 -Hear Duegin Pord 21.00 1549 1226 005  Goo 503 37 0o0]  2100| 893 756 1029 .00 [NiA [iIzq] 0.00 6.52
RiTt43 - RIRL43 34.60 E 2328 1.2 0,75 1285 785 1975 3400] 1870 25.50 2444 1.29 [NA 0.53 300 16.75
R 2-Datty Msackewn R Z Betty Meadows 106.00 92.75 935 1.48 157 1181 15817 o621 7420 | 583 52,10 8414 2.30 JhA 040 | 1000 5160
R 3.-Trcker Brook R 3-Tucker Brook 7530 75.30 &1L75 000 | 22898 743 3175 24758 7530 [ 3836 5123 35.72 053 |NiA 0.00 7530 39,06
R4-Harvey Lake West R d-Harvey Lake West 36.00 %33 642 0,21 0.00 180 2106 1 310|  3900| 1658 2262 24,18 230 JNIA 0.00 B0 14.54
R 5-Kelsey M R 5-Kelsey Nl 4206 .35.00 2534 0.53 [ 14.11 13.66 12.87 3780 17.85 3108 25.62 0.50 [ 0.63 22.00 18.89
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R 6-Upper Nwood Narrows N, JR 6-Upper Nwood Narraws . TR00 600 .56 D.IS 210 15.04 713 208 ] 1820] 2018 T5.60 1395 0356 [NIA 030 26.00 1328
R 7-Locr Fist Moo Brok {R 7-Lower Fiat Meadow Brook 36 00 33.75 3050 0.74 0.00 655 416 50 W | 2340 2448 7762 [ .00 0.00 1446
R 8-0ld Pishield Road R 8-0ld Faulield Road X 34,60 3287 0.00[ 1066 1654 18.14 12.67 3115 | 1508 i3 26,30 070 fIiA 0.00 3480 19.02
R 9-Jenntas Poud Noh R S-Jenness Pond North 2600 4600 3956 049 161 31 16.05 T 46001 2530 3312 3668 2.20 [N7A 0.00 36.00 3106
R10-RL £3 Voorhis Wetland RI0-Ri 43 Voorhis Wetland 3.0 1917 1735 032] Q00 1335 741 0.16 1846 ] £265 13.57 10.87 046 [FWA G40 0.00 8.65
Y 1-Hall Brook/Town Line Y I-Hall Brook/Town Linc 200 22.00 14,56 000 | 000 938 [EX:] 0.00 15301 1210 6.60 7380 000 [W/A 0.00 2700 935
¥ 2-Nortiwood Ridge #2 ¥ Z-Northiwoad Ridge #2 13.00 1248 986 000|401 8.92 687 920]  13.00] 0.8 588 ) 0.31 [NIA 063 0.00 7.3
¥ S Norinrood Ridge B1 [¥ 3 Nortrwood Ridge #1 5.00 733 6541 0.00 0.00 247 3.70 0.00 400 B2 2.40 400 £.24 [NA 0.00 0.00 783
¥ 3-Bow Lake Rozd East ¥ «-Bow Lake Road East 19,60 17.92 15.33 .00 0.00 788 3.0 GO00f 1176} 1274 6.27 TE0 [ 000 [NA C.00 500 537
¥ 5-Town Fall Pond Y E-Town Hall Pond 14.00 | 9.56 827 09| 035 173 0.47 | 0.54 560 | 10.85 554 G40 C.61 [WiA 0.00 0.00 433
¥ 6-Cofftctown Road ¥ 6-Coltectown Road S0 7639 513 0.00[ o0 472 134 600 0| 495 752 T30 0.00 |NTA 0.00 500 336
¥ I-Nartwoad Nammuws 5. ¥ 7-Noribwood Narrows S. 28,70 19.01 17.22 D38| 000 12.35 TLI3f  1046| 2583 I8.66 2005 Ay 070 WA 0.0 aon 1212
¥ 8-Norfiwood Narrows N. ¥ 8-Northwood Rarrows N, 22.00 16,23 1804 .14 154 125 €30 6.65 7200 1103 1760 1430 051 |NA 0.00 0.00 (]
YB-Hardware Store Wotland  [Y8-Hardware Stom Wetiand 8.00 .07 537 0.8 0.55 500 258 0.66 080 000 472 543 0.52 [NIA 0.00 0.0 224
¥10-Picainnt Lake Rd. NE ¥ 1i-Pleasant Lake Rd. NE 13,00 [2¥I] 6.76 o.oel 000 Ray 261 0,04 500 [ T9.3 <16 502 GO0 |NA 000 12.00 347
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TSummary Yable: Welland Functlonal Values
SITE ID & NAME Site Nathe Acreags Vi FV2 | FV3A | FV3B | FVé FV5 FVé EVT EVe FV8 | Fvi0 | FVA1 | FVi2 | EVi3 | FWid | Ave PV
B 1-Rt 162 Power Linas B 1-Rt 152 Power Linss 21.00 076] 070] 054f ooo| 063{ 0e0| o050]. 080[] Q43 0s55] 082 083] ooo| ooo| 000 D.54
B 2-Raute 202 B 2-Route 202 20,00 orzl o069] o064f 055 075] o074 oes| 0230 055] 058 077 100 | 0.00 noo| 000 0.81
B 3-North River Pd Inflow B 3-North River Pd Lnflow 20,06 ©.77 065] 06/} 053 0.82 070 0.89 100| 084 .30 0.70 1.00 000 0.00 1.00 0.75
B &-Woodmme Marsh East B 4-Woodnman Mersk East 20.00 .52 (1Y Q.00 0.68 ¢83 0.30 o7 1.00 0.55 0.5¢ 273 1.00 .00 0.00 1.00 068
B 5-Acom Ponds B E-Acom Ponds 23.00 092} 080| ooo| o040] 070 p74] 054] 050] o055 058 0.73 6.32| 000] COO .00 0.56
B 8-Mtn Hd Beaver Fond B £-8tn Rd Beaver Pond 15.00 0oz} 09| o25] aw]| o078 091 086 050 ©s55] 087 D&z | o083| 000! 055 1.00 0.74
B 7-Blakes Hiill Road B 7-Blakes Hill Road 13.00 083 ova] o025] os3} o057 s3] 058 080] ©55]| 073 De4| 040] 00C[ 000 1.00 083
B 8-Harvey Lake South |8 8-Harvoy Lake South 26.00 088 | 073 064 o0o0] oezf 068! 058 1.00] 043 052 0.45 100] ©0p0| cDo| 100 0.59
B 8-Harvey Eake East B 3-Harvey Lake East 26.00 0.71 0.77 048] oco] o7e| o70| 058 100 085 076 pas] o8] ocool cool ooo 0.59
B10-Beanett Hill Marsh N, —w_?wa_.:.n: FEill Marsh M. 30.70 1.00 0.36 Q.00 0.53 8.73 0.29 078 0.60 G.55 Q.72 a3 092 0.00 c.o0 i.00 0.65
Bf1-Gos Brown 1811-Cos Brown 23.00 00| 059 0c0| ooo| 080 035] 0@0 100} 055 0.62 0.51 0oz| ooo| 030 1.00 0.50
B1Z-Shsrbums Brook #2 B12-Sherburne Brook #2 5.00 ] 100 068 00| 0o0| 034] oBC[ 000l 030| 055 0.62 0.13 083| 000 G.00 0.00 044
B13-Sharbume Brook B1i3.Sherburne Brook 16.00 0e6| 065§ o084] o07r| 055 oe62] oe2| o4l! o0s55] 081 0.61 1.00] 000 075 1.00 0.57
—w:.z Side of LBow Pond B14-N Side of LBow Pond 26.00 0ez| o040} o070l o000] oe2] oce2| oes| 090] 055 088|075 1.00]  0oc] GO0 1.00 0.63
B15-SW of LBow Pond B15-SW of LBow Pond 17.00 09| 083] o0v6)] cool o083] obe| oss] o0s0| 055) 077| 065 100 00| 0,00 1.00 R
BI6-Upper Flat Meadow Bk B16-Upper Flat Mezdow Bk 40l 1.00 0.81 [l Q.00 070 06l 2.00 0.80 0.55 0.64 0.49 1.00 0.00 .00 GOt 056
G 18tn Rd Wotl #1 G 1-Mtn Rd Wetl #1 11.00 078 088) 078 047 065] o073 o03s| os0| 078 0451 0571 023] oool 000 0.00 0.55
G 7-Mtn Rd Wet| #2 Q 2Mitn Rd Weif #2 £.00 oes| o085 oo00] eocl os2| 65 pool 000f 078 07| o050 ©070| ooo| oo 0.00 0.35
G 3-Betty Meadows N Bord |G 3-Betly Msadows N Bord 8.00 096 ] 071 000 o6z 053] 085 0521 ©030] 085 053} 050 00| oocl 03] 600 0.56
€ 4-Blahe HI East G 4 Blake Hill £a5t 5.00 1.00 054F 000] 000 0.50 0.54 0,00 100f 035 028 0.41 .00 .00 0.00 1.00 0.42
G 5-NW Gull Hill G 5-NW Golf Hil? 590 0.83 047 .00 Q.00 048 0.44 0,18 1.00 088 032 046 0.00 ¢.co ¢.0C GO 029
G 8-Coo Brown Waoodland G §-Cos Brown Woodland 13.00 068 054 0.00 0.00 08g (.52 0.00 1.00 0.43 0.44 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37
G T-Harows/Shorbume #2 |3 7-Narmows/Sherbume #2 6.00 +00] o063] o083] ooo{ os8] cs5] o228 o4l 055 46| 048] o70| o000 0.00 1.00 0.53
G 8-Northeast Loag Pond . |G &-Northeast Long Pond 3.00 300 0.54 Q.00 0.00 040 054 0.00 070 085 Q30 ], 0.44 0.00 G0 0.0G G.00 D34
G 9-Jenness Pd putllow G 5-Jenness Pd ontflow 240 0.30 078| 085 070 0.65 0.79 077 030 085 044 | 041 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59
GY0-Lower Flat Meadow Bk E. G10-Lowser Flat Meadow Bk E.- 7.00 i00 0.58 0.00 c.0c 0.46 C.5C 0.00 1.00 0.55 0.3z 0.3 .00 .60 £0.00 1.00 0.3g
G11-Northwood Narcows E, G 11-Northwood Narrows £ 420 0.94 Q.53 Q.00 0.00 (.46 .56 0,00 0.00 a58 01z 074 co8 0.00 0.00 1 180 G35
O T-Demeritt Pond O 1-Demeritt Pond 25.00 0,33 0g2f 000| 082 0.72 .51 0,50 1o0] 055 0.76 0.57 0.52 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.65
I 2-Town Line SE O 2-Town Linc SE 13.00 1.00 095 0.94 077 Q.77 050 ] 0.64 Q.60 0.55 0353 074 sz 0.co 6.00 0.00 Q72
0 4-Woodmsa Marsh West 0 +Woodmtan Marzh West 3100 0.78 0.86 0.88 083 0.86 0.81 0383 1.00 ass 076 0.64 L00 .66 0.06 1.80 677
O 5-Diltev/Houston Min Rd O 5-Diller/Houston Mtn Rd 3.00 100 08t 0.00 o062 078 78 044 070 0.55 0.75 072 75 .00 000 Q.00 0.61
© 8-Deman Pond O 8-Demon Pond 10.2G 0.96. 0.70 0.0 062 074 077§ o7 0701 0585 057 Q72 G.37 B.00 0.00 0.00 Q.57
O T-Lower Lumprey River O 7-Lawer Lamprey River 640 100 0717 0.71 0.0d 0.65 0.70 0.58 1.00 0.85 0.63 0.57 0.83 ¢.00 0.00 1.00 065
0 8-Betty Mcadons W O B-Berty Meadows W 500 1.00 050 088 082 0.66 0.76 vsel  o30] 05 0.57 0.47 1.00 6.00 0.00 1.00 088
O 9-Blakes Hill Bog O 9-Blakes Hill Bog 28.00 +00] 058 ooo] 000 053 077} o000 0.90 100 058 047 102]{ 000 0.00 1.00 056
O10-Harvoy Laks Southeast  |O10-Harvey Lake Southeast 10.00 o76] o7a| oool ooof oes| osof ooo| o6l o85| os50)] o6z oso]l oocf o000l 000 c.43
O11-NamowsiSherburna O11-Namows/Sherbume 30.00 09| 085 0op| ooo| 062 080} 033 CBC] 055| 047 .70 0.37 0.0e}. 0.0 0.00 .48
012-Kelsey Brook North O12-Helsey Brook North 27.00 4 0,85 0.67 0o0] 000 061 0.41 0.0 i.00 0.48 036 0.60 0.00 .00 000 0.6e 0.38
O [3-Pleassnt Lake North -|O13-Plcasant Lake North 76,00 0.92 94 [o¥ 7+ 0.00 077 085 a7l 070 0.e8 070 0.69 1.00 .00 | C.00 180 89
014 Northwood Lake Inlst O14-Northwood Luke Infet 6.00 057{ 053] 066] 049f. 056| 043} 052 1.00 043 077} ©068| 083] 0063] 0.00 1.00 0.60
O15-Littls Bow Pond Exst __ [O1&-Littls Bow Pond East 600 100] ©0&6] 083] 083| O066| 067 080f o0eol 055] 059] 0660| 100] 000] 000! 100 0.70
C15-NSide of Long Pond 018-NSide of Long Pond 20.00 06! 068] o65] 000f o065] o070 os52f 030§ o055] 054] ces| o0&l 0m 0.00 1.00 0.55
Q¢7-Hear Dusgin Pond O17-Nsar Durgin Pond 21.00 074) o0ss] coof 000} o048 0851 0454] 100] 043] o3s] o4s]| o040} o0 000§ 000 .43
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R1-RL 43 R1-Rt 43 24.00 noo| oss| oss| 062 0.63 DE7 (.55 1.00] 055 0.75 072 1.00.] Q.00 .53 1.00 075
R 2-Betty Meadows  2-Batty Moadows 10600 .83 0.84 085 o068 077 0.99 0.30 0.70 0.55 0.85 0.79 1.00 0.00 0.40 1.00 079
H 3-Tucker Brook R 3 Tucker Brook 7530 1.00 08r] 000] 073 ©.76 0.88 0.78 T.00 0.78 0.76 0.62 0383 0.00 0.00 100 0.71
R 4-Harvey Lake West R 4-Harvay Lake West 3900 0ss] 08s 0.51 0.00 0.45 0.69 062 1.00 0.43 0.58 0.62 0.83 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.58
R 5-Kelszy MIH R 5-Keissy Mill 42.00 0.83 0501 059 000 0.56 0.50 0.46 0.80 0.43 0.74 0.61 1.00 0.00 0.63 1.60 0.53
R 6-Upper Nwood Narrows M. |R 6 Upper Mwaed Narrows N 26,00 100 0.52 076| D47 0.73 0.39 .58 070 0.78 .60 050 1.00 0.00 0.75 1.00 0.76
R 7-Lower Flal Meadow Brook R 7-Lower Flat Meadow Brook 36.00 .54 0385 083} 000 0.65 0.75 0.00 1.00 065 0.68 0.76 692f 000 0.00 0.00 0.62
R 8-01d Pittshield Road 'R 8-0ld Pittsficld Rond 34.60 1.00 0.95 D00 | 088 0.36 035 CE 090 0.55 ©384 0.58 100 0.00 0.00 1.00 072
R 9-Jenness Fond North B9 Jenmess Pond Marth 46.00 [ 02| 040 082 0.75 084 [ 1.00 0.55 C72 0.47 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.73
RID K143 Voorkis Wetland R10-Rt 43 Voorhis Wetland 23.00 .83 075 084 000 C.64 057 074 0.80 0.55 0.59 0.4G 092 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.59
Y 1-1is1l Brook/ Eowz Linc ¥ 1-Hall Browi/Town Line 2200 1.00 0.68 00o| 000 .63 0.73 6.00 090 0.55 [=F R 0,00 0.00 0,00 100 0.47
¥ 2-Horthwood Ridge #2 Y 2-Northwood Ridge #2 13.00 096 077 000| O0B2 GE9] 070 071 1.00 0.78 6.76 074 0.53 0.00 053] 000 0.68
¥ 3-Horthwood Ridge #1 Y 3-Northwood Ridge #1 8.00 0.52 0.80 0.00f 000 0.62 074 .00 0.50 0.78 0.30 0.50 0.53 0.00 D.00 000 0.44
Y 4-Bow Lake Road East Y 4-Bow Lake Rosd Enst 15.60 0.90 0.68 nom} 000 0.6 0.64 0.00 0.50 0.65 0.32 067 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35
¥ 5-Town Hall Pond Y 5-Town Hali Pond 14,00 0.70 0.59 078} 055 .58 0.47 0.68 0.40 0.78 .61 0.57 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 .59
Y 6-Coffeetonn Rosd T 6-Coficctomn Road 9,00 0.35 0.57 000} 000 0.52 045 000 1.00 0.55 0238 674 0.00 000 0.00 100 0.43
¥ 7-Nortbwaod Narvows S. ¥ 7-Norttiwoad Narrows S. 28.70 0.66 060} 056] 000 0.61 053 0.55 090 0.65 0.70 065 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.58
Y B-Northwaod Narrows N. Y B-Northwood Narrows I 2200 ©.74 5] 083 | 047 G.65 054) 68l 1.00 078 .30 0.68 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70
Y8-Hardware Stors Wetland | Y8-Hardware Stere Wetland 8.00 0.51 0.67 0.81 0.55 0.71 050 0.66 0,10 0.78 0.59 046 0.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52
Y10 Pleasant Lake Rd. NE ¥10-Pleasant Lake Rd. NE 1300 0.71 0352 000 [ 000 0.65 0.52 6.00 1.00 .71 0.32 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 100 039
Page 2
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Cumulative Ranking

Site Name Acreage Ave WYU WVU Raok WVLU  Ave I'VI

‘ Pt Rank

R 2-Betty Meadows 10600 51,60 100 100 0.79
R 3-Tucker Brook 75.30 39.06 2.00 2.00 0.77
B 3-North River Pd Inflow 20.00 21.09 5.00 5.00 0.75
Qi3-Pleasant Lake North 79.00 34,54 3.00 3.00 0,76
B13-Sherburne Brook 16.00 32.67 4.00 4.00 0,74
0 4-Woodman Marsh West 32,00 1712 10.00 8.00 0.75
R 9-Jenness Pond North - 46.00 21,06 600 700 0.73
R 8-01d Pittsfield Road 34,60 19.02 7.00 9.00 0.71
R 5-Kelsey Mill 42.00 18.89 8.00 3.00 0.70
B10-Bennett Hill Marsh N. 30,70 1742 9,00 5.00 0.70
- RI-Rt 43 ‘ 34,00 16,76 11.00 9.00 0.72
R 6-Upper Nwood Narrows N.  26.00 13.28 "16.00 7.00 0.72
R 4-Harvey Lake West 39.00 14.54 12.00 6.00 0.69
B14-N Side of LBow Pond 26,00 13.39 14,00 8.00 0.68
B 6-Mtn Rd Beaver Pond 15,00 9.44 25.00 6.00 0.70
R 7-Lower Flat Meadow Breol 36.00 14,46 13.00 9,00 0.67
0 l-D_emeritt Pond 25.00 13.34 15.00 9.00 0.68
O14-Northwood Lake Inlet 6.00 12.42 17,00 7.00 0.66
B 4-Woodman Marsh East 20.00 10.92 22.00 9.00 0.65
O 9-Blakes Hilt Bog 28.00 11,43 20.00 5.00 0.59
B15-5W of LBow Pond 17.00 9,44 25.00 9.00 0.66
Y 7-Northwood Narrows S. 28.70 12.12 18.00 2.00 0.63
O11-Narrows/Sherburne 30.00 12.42 17.00 8.00 0.61
B 5-Acorn Ponds 23,00 11.64 19.00 9,00 0.61
B 9-Harvey Lake East 26.00 11.27 21.00 9.00 0.62
B 8-Harvey Lake South . 2600 10.71 23.00 9.00 0.59
Y 8-Northwood Narrows N. 22.00 8.91 27.00 9.00 0.65
- B11-Coe Brown 23.00 9.58 24.00 9.00 0.58
0O 2-Town Lire SE 13.00 6.33 36.00 9.00 0.63
Y 1-Hall BrooldTown Line 22.00 9,25 26.00 9.00 0.56
Y 2-Northwood Ridge #2 13.00 731 33.00 9.00 0,63
016-NSide of Long Pond 20,00 7.85 31.00 7.00 0,59
B ‘7-Blakes Hill Road 13.00 7.45 32.00 9,00 0,59
R190-Rf 43 Voorhis Wetland 23.00 8.65 28,00 8.00 0.58
B 2-Route 202 : 20.00 8.49 29.00 9.00 0.59
B 1-Rt 152 Power Lines 21,00 8.65 28.00 9.00 0.56
012-Kelsey Brook North 27.00 8.33 30.00 2.00 0,50
B16-Upper Flat Meadow Bk 14,10 5.85 37.00 9,00 0.54
O15-Little Bow Pond East 6.00 2.94 47.00 9.00 0.60
O 7-Lower Lamprey River 6.40 3.01 4600 9.00 0.57
0O 6-Pemon Pond 10.20 543 38.00 9.00 0.55
017-Near Durgin Pond 21.00 6,52 34.00 9.00 0,48
Y 5-Town Hall Fond 14.00 433 40.00 9.00 0.56
O 5-Diller/Houston Mtn Rd 8.00 3.87 43.00 9.00 0.56
Y10-Pleasant Lake Rd. NE 13.00 517 39.00 9.00 0.44
O 8-Betty Meadows W 5.00 2.27 53.00 9.00 0.56
Y 4-Bow Lake Road East 19.60 6.37 35,00 9.00 0.44
G 1-Min Rd Wetl #1 11.00 4723 41,00 9.00 (.53
G 3-Betty Meadows N Bord 8.60 305 45.00 9.00 0.52
Y 6-Cofieetown Road 9.00 326 43.00 9.00 0.43
G 6-Coe Brown Weodland 13.00 4,19 42.00 9,00 0.39
Gl6-Lower Fiat Meadow BKE 7.00 2.7 49.00 9.00 0.39
010-Harvey Lake Southeast 10.00 3.19 44.00 9.00 0.43
G 7-Narrows/Sherburae #2 5.00 2.34 " 51.00 ‘6,00 0.43

Mortivwood Wetlanda Assesement - Final Report Appendis B - &

FY1 Rank FV1

Pt Rank

1.00 4.00
2.00 6.00
4,00 3.00
3.00 9.00
5,00 6.00
4,00 2.00
6.00 5.00
8.00 1.00
9.00 7.00
2.00 9,00
7.00 6.00
7.00.  5.00
10.00 10,00
11.00 9:.00
9.00 4.00
12.00  11.00
11.00 12,00
13.00  10.00
14.00 6,00
19.00 4.00
13.00 6.00
1500 12.00
17.00  15.00
17.00 1400
16.00 13.00
19.00 8.00
14.00 10,00
20.00 9,00
15.00 5.00
22.00 9.00
15.00  10.00
19.00 11.00
19.00 9.00
20.00 13.00
19,00  14.00
22.00 1400
27.00 14.00
24.00  10.00
18.00 7.00
2100 7.00
23.00 15,00
28.00 14.00
22.00  16.00
22.00  14.00
30,00 11.00
2200 6.00
30,06 17.00
2500 17.00
26,00 1200
3100 1100
33.00 1400
33.00 8.00
3100 17.00
00 11,00

Cum WPts Cum FPts TOTAL CUM

3.00
6,00
14,00
9.00
13.00
22.00
19.00
24.00
25,00
23.00
27.00
30.00
28.00
33.00
40.00
34,00
35.00
37.00
45.00
48.00
47.00
42.00
42.00
45.00
46.00
51.00
50.00
53.00.
60.00
57.00
57.00
57.00
60.00
57.00
57.00
59.00
66.00
70.00
74,00
76.00
70.00
71.00
71.00
74.00
78.00
84.00
74.00
75.00
80.00
§3.00
84.00
91.00
84.00
- 9100

6.00
10,00
12.00
15.00
15.00°
16.00
17.00
16.00
24.00
27.00
24.00
28.00
32.00
34.00
38.00
36.00
38.00.
40.00
42.00
43.00
44.00
45.00
49.00
50,00
50.00
50.00
51.00
53.00
56,00
57.00
58.00
61.00
60.00
61,00
62.00
64.00
71.00
71.00
72.00
74.00
76.00
76.00
78.00
79.00
£0.00
£1.00
82.00
83.00
83.00
25.00
£9.00
90.00
92.00
3.00

7.00
12.00
17.00
18,00
19.00
24.00
24.00

2500
32.00
32.00
33.00
35.00
38.00
42,00
44,00
45.00
47.00
47.0¢
51.00
52.00
53.060
54.00
3700
59.00
59.00
59.00
60.00
62.00
65.00
66.00
67.00
68.00
69.00
70.00
71.00
73.00
80,00
80.00
81.00
§3:00
35.00
85.00
§7.00
§8.00
89.00
90.00
91.00
92.00
92.00
94.00
98.00
99.00
101.60
102.00.

April 1893



Northwood Wetlands Aéséssment 1959

Cumulative Ranking

G 4-Blake Hill East T 6.00
Y 3-Northwood Ridge #1 8.00
G 2-Mitn Rd Wetl #2 . 8.00
Y 9-Hardware Store Wetland 8,00
B12-Sherburne Brook #2 - 5.00
G 5-NW Gulf Hill 5,90
G %-Jenness Pd outflow 2.40
G11-Northwood Narrows E. 4,20
G 8-Northeast Long Pond 3.00
MEAN 21.21
MEDIAN , 19.60
STANDARD DEVIATION 18.36

Northwood Wetlands Assessment -~ Final Report

2,28
2,83
2.46
2.24

172

2.26
1.17
1.21

097

10.27
8.49
9.51

52.00 9.00
48.00 9.00
50.60 9.00
§5.00 9.00
56.00 9.00
54.00 9.00
5800 9.00
57.00 9.00
59.00 9.00
29.89 8.17
29.00 9.00
16.79 180
hppendix 8-7

0.38
0.39
0.37
0.42
038
0.36
0.47
0.35
0.34

0.57
0.59
0.12

34.00
33.00
35.00
32.60

_34.00

36.00
25.00
37.00
38.00

19.54
16.00
10.12

8.00
17.00
17.00
15.00
13.00
13.00
17.00
13.00
14,00

10.30

10.00
423

95.00
90.00
94.00

96.00°

99.00
99.00
96.00
103.00
106.00

57.60
57.00

2751

94,00
98.00
102.00
102.00
103.00
103.00

" 104.00

107.00
111,00

59.73
60.00

29.10.

103.00
107.00
111.00
111.00
112.60
112.0¢
113.00
116.00
120.00

67.90

68.00
30.26

Aprit 19899
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"B" Wetlands at Bottorn Average WVU's by Wetland
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"B" Wetlands at Bottom
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Mumber of Poinis®

Top 16 Point Ranked Wetlands: Points vs Ave WWU
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Acreage vs. Average FVI for Top 32 Wetlands
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Acreage vs. Average FVI for Bottom 31 Wetlands
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APPENDIX I FUNCTIONAL VALUE SPECIFICATIONS

FVI 1 —Ecological Integrity

Estimation of the amount of hydric a soi! was always Field checked

Dominant land use zoning was identified as agriculture, forestry or similar open space zoning

Water qualily was estimated based on surrounding land use; i.e. it was not field tested

The density of buildings within the 500 [t buffer was also field checked

The amount of fill was always estimated visualty, and included only the amount of non-hydric fill

Wocodland and idle land included all undeveloped, non-agricultural land

Level of human activity in the wetland was estimated after the entire wetland edge was walked

Level of human activity within the 500 ft buffor was visually estimated after the edge was walked

Plant community impacts included logging; invasive species effects were estimated on winter presence

Percent of wetland being drained was visually estimated during the high water table time period (N/A in this
study)

Number of public road crossings included those that ran along the edge ofthe wetland: however these were only
counted once even if they extended beyond 500 feet in length along the edge of the wetland

Artificial dams that altered the flow of water yet supported sufficient flow through a culvert were assigned a .5
value; beaver dams that were inactive or broken yielded a 1.0 value; beaver dams that were active but which did
not significantly alter the wetland size were assigned a .75 value

FVI 2 — Wetland Wildlife Habitat

FVIl index derived from above

Ares of shallow permanent water was always estimated in field based on winter condition

Water quality was estimated based on surroinding land use; i.e. it was not field tested

Wetland classes wete determined to be present only if in dlscemible amounss - i.e. >5% of the {otal wetland
area or 25 acres, whichever was larger

Dominant wetland class was determined areally; intergrades{¢.g. PEM/SS) were allowed baszd on height
Minimun interspersion size was approximately .25 acres; at least 3 patcheseach of at least 2 wettand classes
had to have been present

Wetland juxtaposition was based on perennial stream or other open water connemmty as determined in field;
adjacency to other unconnected wetlands was based on NWI map

Istand minimum size: .1 acres; did not have to be separated by open water

Wildlife access was present if at least one strip >S50 feet wide existed to another wetland; howevcr, the other
wetland could have been hydrologically connected

Percent of wetland edge bordered by upland wildlife habitat was appticable to all non-developed lands (inel.
agricultural)

FVI 3 — Finfish Habitat ~ Streams & Rivers

{Zero entered for all fields unless perennial stream was visibly present at time of assessment)

PART A — stream name (lf any) based on USGS map; size in acres based on average width times length

]

2)
3)
4)
3)
6)
7.
8)

Dwominant land use in watershed was based on USGS map AND field survey as necessary; intetgrade land uses
altowed — e.g. .75 or .25 values OK

Water quality was estimated based on surroundmg land use; Le. it was not field tested

Bayriers to anadromous fish N/A - all streams in Northwood beyond mnge; therefore 1.0 value assigned

Stream bank width was estimated as average width from beginning of wetland boundary to end

Available shade was visually estimated in field as described in method .

Stream modification applicable mostly to culverts and channels between hydrologically connected wetland uniss
Abundance of cover objects ~ included estimated presence of floating aquatic vegetation

Spawning areas were visually estimated based on alt species of fish (i.e. 10t just stocked or anadrotmous)

PART B - size of pond or lake estimated in field, or if large, estimated using a dot grid and map (also checked
against NWI map information)

1}

Dominant land use as above

Water quality as above

Barriers to anadromous fish as above

Total area estimaied as above

Abundance of cover objects was estimated visually as above

Percent of rooted vegetation was based on visual estimate of summer condition

FVI 4 - Educational Potential

(Site located at easiest access point(s) and comprised area accessible within a 15 minute walk)

Ecological Integrity FVI frem above

Appendix D - 1 -



Northwood Wetlands Asscssmeﬁt— Final Report . ' Van de Polt

April 1999

%) Wetland Wildlife Habitat FVI from above

1) Proximity to schools based upon ability to walk to wetland, or of school bus to drive to wetland {i.e. not for
4WD drive vehicles) ’

4) - Presence of nature preserve or other wildlife management areas based upon Special Features map of
Northwood; included tree farms, conservation & deed restricted properties; 1.0 assigned enly for publicly
owned wildlife or nature preserve areas; .75 for tree farms; .50 for all other protected areas

5)  Proximity to other plant communities always present; only condition otherwise would have been active
farmland that immediately bordered the wetland on all sides

6)  Offeread parking present (suitable for sthool buses) anly if within 15 minutes walk of wetland; moderate
expense assumed to develop parking area unless wetland difficult to get to and more than a fifieen minute walk
fram the nearest access point

7)  Number of wettand classes was tallied for area within' 15 minute walk of primary agcess point

8)  Access to perennial stream present only if stream within 15 minute walking radius of primary access point

9)  Access to pond or lake same as above ’

10)  Student safety assessment based on atrributes listed; bush-wacking not applicable; no .10 values assigned

11)  Public access prohibited if most or all of wetland posted or fenced off; ntherwise, some public access assumed,
unlimited access applicabie only to wetlands afong busy roads : ’

12} Visual/aesthetic detractors primarily road noise; intergrades altowed

L3) Handicap accessibility present only if paved or grave! rond surface present adjacent to wetland edge

FVI1 5 — Visual/Aesthetic Quality
(Viewing sites located at principal access points, or if several available, from. the locale(s) that presented the greatest
opportunity t6 view the entire wetland) )

I} Number of weattand classes based on minimum size of .25 acres per wetland class

2)  Dominant wetland class based on attributes listed; intergrades acceptable if clearly a mixture of visible classes

3)  Noise principally from roads, based on winier condition of surrounding vegetation

4)  Odors present based on winter condition; unnatural edors primarily due to vehicle exhaust

5)  Visible dpen water extent based on visual estimate at time of assessment, not summer condition

6}  General appearance based on winter condition; minor detractors primarily skid trails, litter, etc.: severe
detractors principally the developed landscape

7)  Landform contrast subjectively determined; mostly moderate to low; intergrades often given

8)  Dominant surrounding land use mostly 1.0, uniess extensive residential and/or commercial areas present

9)  Arca of flowering trees & shrubs, or those that tum vibrant colors in fall based on observed presence and
amount of deciduous vegetation -~ :

13} Wetland Wikdlife Habitat as above

FVI 6 — Water-based Recreatjon in Watercourse Associated with Wetland
(Only evaluated for wetlands with permanent open water that would su pport non-pawered boats)

1) Fishing - data on stocked streams came from local sources; when in doubt, occasional use was assumed, unless
stream or pongl was too shallow to support game fish

2)  Hunting -~ posted signs seen in the field were the only reason to assume hunting prohibition

3y Wildlife as above

4}  Water quality as above )

5}  Cance and boat passage assumed as defined, even though some wetlands had very small areas for passage

6)  Off-rond parking value assumed 4WD access as well; 15 minute waiking limit used as in FVI4 and FVIS

7)  Access also assumed 4WD road usage; moderate expense typically assigned

8)  Visual/aesthetic quality from above

FV1 7 -- Flood Control Potential _

(Wetland and watershed acreage derived from sources described above; Wetland Contro! Length {WCL) based on
field observation; 0.0 assigned for fwo wetlands that were effective basins without an inflow or outlet)

1)  Total wetland acreage as above

2)  Total watershed size as above; some discrepancy with GIS data for watersheds that lay mostly outside of the
Town boundaries (used dot grid and topo for these)

3}  WCL measured in field at one foot flood stage at the outflow point; for siream outflows, WCL point chosen at
narrowest width of stream channel immediately below the end of the palustrine wetland

4)  Calculations completed in field, and checked using Microsoft Excel spreadsheet

5)  FV index selected from lable as given; whole tenths of an integer used; some intergrade points assigned where
scale equivalencies warranted a clear selection — i.e. if Ratio A was 5 and Ratio B was 3, an FVi o£.9 was
assigned

{Sketches of the WCL was completed on field sheets for the 32 wetlands | was assigned)

FV1 8 — Ground Water Use Potential
(All wetlands were evaluated for this function, even if the wetland was greater than 1 mile from a stratified drift
aquifer; presence of the latter was based upon MH GRANIT aquifer maps for Northwood and surrounding towns)
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The presence of public wells was determined from the ground water hazard overlay wmap; private wells were
assumed {0 be present at all occupied residences observed within 1 mile downstream of the watland
Stratified drift aquifers were determined fom the water resources map of the Northwood CC

Ground water quality was always assumed to meet NH DES drinking water quality standards

Water quality of watercousse as above
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FVI9 — Sediment Trappin g

PART A - Opportunity : -

1) Average slope of the watershed was calculated as described in the NH method; at least 6 transverse lines both
north-south and east-west were used for larger (e.g. > 25 acre} wetlands; 4 transverse lines were used for
smaller wetlands !

2)  Potential sources of excess sediments were visually estimated based on cbserved and assumed land use in
watershed i

PART B - Ovenl! Potential

1) Opportunity from Part A

2} Flood water stornge from FV[ 7

3} Avemge observed wetland border was used in this attribute

4)  Dominant wetland class border was determined in the field as the class with the greatest amount of area|
coverage; scrub shrub and dense cartails were assigned 1.0, forested wetland borders were assigned .5, all others
were assigned 0.1 ineluding those where no open water body was present; intergrade index paints were
acceptable .

3)  Areas of impounded water included all non-flowing open water bodies

FVI 10 — Nutrient Attenuation

PART A - Opportunity

1) Opportunity for sediment trapping from above )

2)  Potential sources of excess nutrients based on field and assumed conditions in the watershed: 1.0 assigned for
areas with septic systems immediately adjacent to the wetland; intergrades occasionally assigned

PART B~ Overall Potential

1} Opportunity for nutrient attenuation from above

2)  Overall potential fur sediment trapping from above

3)  Dominant wetland class determined in field as described; only 2 “bogs” found
4)  Azea of water impoundntent determined in the fieldas in FV 5 above

EVI 1 — Shoreline Anchoring and Dissipation of Erosive Forces
{Zeroes were assigned for this function for all wetlands without permanent open water)

1} Wetland morphology determined in the field, based on assumed growing season condition; all distinet
shorelines assessed and computed for evaluation area

2)  Width of wetland border estimated for growing season condition

3)  Vegetation density cstimated in field from assumed summer condition

FVI 12 — Urban Quality of Life
(Not assessed for the Town of Northwooed)

FVI 13 — Historical Site Potential
(This function was only assessed for those wetlands where historical sites were observed, as determined in the ficld
through direct observation of historic structures; stone walls did not count as ‘significant’; the area ofthe potential
historical site was estimated based on the size and extent of the visibie structures, and was nover less than 1 acre; the
average FVI was assigned a 1.0 if the site was well known locally for its historical significance)

1} Proximity of potential site to a perennial stream was visnally estimated

2}  Visible structures had to be quite evident in order-to be recorded

3)  Existence of mill pond had 1o be determined through local knowledge, unless the dam and outflow or mill race
was still intact

4)  Historical buildings had to be recognized as being locally significant and associated with the wetland and water
course

-FVI 14 — Noteworthiness

1) Determination of the presence ofrare and endangered species was made through written communication with
the NH Naiural Heritage Prograim

2)  Local knowledge (i.e. the Northwood CC) was utilized for determining whether the wetland was nsed for
scientific research

3} The NH Natural Heritage Program also provided information on rare or exemplary natural communities; for
example, the presence of several black gum swamps in Northwood suggested that others needed 1o be looked
for

4)  Local significance based upon high WVU scores was assessed upon completion of the data analysis; all
wetlands with top (17, 2, or 3™} WVU scores were assigned a 1.0 for this question
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